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ABSTRACT

Ensuring teacher and speech and language therapists (SLTs) are prepared to work
collaboratively togetheas an important godbwardsmeeing the diverse language and literacy
learning needs of children. Intprofessioml education (IPE) is a potentially effective approach
for preparing prospective teachers and SLTs for this challenging task. Despite the potential
benefits of IPE, investigation of applications for student SLTs and student teachers are scarce.
Theserie®f five studies in this thesis examined s
for collaboration and investigated the effectiveness of novel IPE interventions designed to
enhance these prospective prof eshkngoagesahds 6 s har

literacy instruction.

The first study examined various aspectsafudent teachersdé and st
collaborative competeres. An online survey was completed by 58 student primary school
teachers and 37 student SLTs from multiple unitiessacross New Zealameho were near
completion of their professional studyhe results indicated that these groups possessed limited
understanding of each ot her 6sspekendamguage se ar eas
concepts. Both groups also damtrated limited understanding of linguistic concepts denoting
the relationship between spoken and written language. Participants demonstrated an emerging
sense of intedependent cavorking as evidenced by acceptance of classrbased cework
among SLTsand teachers. They were, however, less acceptingwbdding models which
demand a greater degree of collaboration between SLTs and teachers. Both groups also reported

minimal experience with Sl-Teacher collaboration during their pservice educatior he data



suggested that I PE with a focus on childrenos

teachers and student SLTs.

The second study ingégated the efficacy of alBour, courséased IPE initiative
focused on explicit instruction in tharlguage skills that underpin early reading and spelling
acquisition. The combined programme incorporated student teachers and student SLTs working
together on caskased instructional planning supplemented with structured opportunities for the
groups to shre their respective expertise in curriculum and linguistic knowledge. Student
teachers (n=18) and student SLTs (n=27) were randomly assigned to this combined intervention
or a comparison intervention that replaced the structured opportunities to shiardusarand
linguistic knowledge with spending time together focused onlawoguage/literacy based
activities. Beforeandafter comparisons indicated that only the students in the combined
condition increased their linguistic/curricular knowledge(Q©%). However, neither of the
i nterventi ons i nbparsoevde d nsstturduecntti soon acla spel anni ng f

learning over and above what they could achieve working individually.

In the third study, ten student SLTs and nine student teasherparticipated in the
coursebased IPE were interviewed to examine their perceptions of the IPE. An inductive
thematic analysis of interview data revealed that IPE participants developed a preliminary
understanding of e ac h ganedae appreciatipnm obtheanspsrtiancenod | ro
inter-professional knowledge for collaborative-working. Overall, participants valued the inter
professional interactions though some participants reported interactive learning was limited by
students not yetayeloping adequate understanding of their own profesgenific expertise
and by perceived differences in status. Interview analysis also revealed that students required

more time to develop depth of undehast anding o



embedding IPE into practical experience may enhancepntéessional learning. The results
thus supported further investigation into the

professional practice placements.

The fourth study employed a multipleseastudy design to examine the impact of
placemenbased IPE in which student SLTs (n=4) were paired with student teachers (n=4) to
participate in shared professional practice placements in junior school classrooms. Student pairs
coworked to provideclassomb ased i nstruction to foster chil
awareness development over-av8ek period. An inductive thematic analysis of interviews
conducted with participants after the IPE was employed to explore their development of
competencies collaborative practice. Change in intlsciplinary knowledge and perceptions
over the IPE was evaluated via survey to further explore development of collaborative
competencies. Integration of qualitative and quantitative findings suggested that most
participants began to develop four broad areas of collaborative competency: understanding of
professional roles and expertise, communication skills to support shared decision making, inter
dependency in supporting c hplemehraktematise | ear ni ng,
instructional practices. Interview analysis also revealed factors relatedfézitiiatorsand

learning contexts that supported and/or limited the collaboration between participants.

The fifth study examined the impact of the plaemtbased IPE on the speech,
phonological awareness and early literacy skills of the children with whom etadn folur
student pairs instructed multiple singlesubject design with repeated measures was employed
to examine the impact ofthe IPEonlcd r en6s devel opment . Seven c¢hi
difficulties with speech and/or phonologi@liareness participated im@eks of classroom

based instruction, delivered by student Se&cher pairs, to target these areas of difficulty. Four

Vi



out of seen children (who were each instructed by a different student pair) improved on at least

one of the two goal areas. More specifically, two out of six children improved their production of
trained and untrained speech targets. Three out of seven childrempisved on phoneme
segmentation of trained and untrained words.
awareness was also accompanied by improved-&iterd knowledge and spelling. Moreover,

three out of the four children who demonstratedrioned speech and/or phoneme awareness
received a coll aborative approach to instruct
instructional logs and the results presented in Study 4. The findings further supported the
effectiveness of the placemdmsedPE in that most of the students could learn to establish
classroobased coll aboration which positively 1 mpa

outcomes.

The findings from thighesissuggest aeed for coordinated reform of the professional
studyof SLTs and teachers to ensure these professional groups develop shared competencies for
coll aborative instruction in childrendés | angu
IPE demonstrated in this thesis challenge the current practice sféidlteachers being
educated in professional siloes which likely restrict the development of collabexsdhe
practitioners. Given the novelty of IPE for prospective SLTs and teachers, improvements to the
design of IPE models utilised in this thesisl a@irections for further research are also

emphassed.
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CHAPTER 1

LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1  Introduction

Collaboration among teachers and speech and language therapists (SLTs) is considered a critical
element for the creation of classroom instruction that supports the diverse language and literacy
learning needs of childrefASHA, 2010; Squires, Gillam, &eutzel, 2013)More specifically,

the blending of SLTs0 expertise of | anguage s
literacy curriculum and classroom management can assist with the provision of differentiated
language instructio(Kamhi, Allen, & Catts, 2001; P. C. Snow et al., 2Q14hrervention studies

have demonstrated that classroom instruction that is collaboratively implemented by SLTs and
teachers advances schaobe chi Il drendés | angu(@asen, Gillon &1 i t er
Bouskad, 2013; Farber & Klein, 1999; Throneburg, Calvert, Sturm, Paramboukas, & Paul, 2000)
Moreover, positive effects have extended to children with and without spoken language difficulties

(Carson et al., 2013; Throneburg et al., 2000)

There are concerndjowever, that collaborative classrodrased work is not being
executed effectively by SLTs and teach@sandel & Loeb, 2011; Ehren, 2000; McCartney,
Boyle, Ellis, Bannatyne, & Turnbull, 2011This may be partly attributed to a lack of shared
knowledge,attitudes and skills (competencies) required to be an effective collaboratof. Inter
professional education (IPE) & promising approach to builtg shared competencies for
collaborative practicelPE refers to programmes that encourage prospective atiqong
professionals from complementary backgrounds

ot h &reéth, Hammick, Reeves, Koppel, & Barr, 2005, p.. lhe aim is to influence



individual s6 attitudes, k n o svfrom different distiglines toi | | s
collaborate with each other to improve the qualityheir serviceJReeves, Goldman, Burton, &
SawatzkyGirling, 2010) IPE has been implemented extensively among health professionals to
improve their inteiprofessional ciaboration (WHO, 2010) In contrast, IPE applications for

SLTs and primary school teachers remain largely unexamined despite the critical importance of
collaboration among these professional groups. Proponents of IPE state that such learning
experiences ®uld ideally begin at a pigervice level (i.e., during professional studarr,

Koppel, Reeves, Hammick, & Freeth, 2005) Thi s thesi s thus investi
student t e ac h er professioaah cbilaboeasorn aldngside theeeffveness of

different IPE models for preparing these prospective professionals for cladsaseoh

collaboration.

1.2  Inter-professional educatiordefinition

The concept of IPEvas developed in thigeld of health sciencewherewell-functioning inter
professional teamare essentiab patiens 6are and welbeing(Thistlethwaite & Moran, 2010)

A widelyacceptedl ef i ni ti on of | PE is fAnoccasions when t
and about each other to improve collaboration and the qoafity c(€AIREP1997, p. 19)This
contrasts with a moréraditional model, uni-professional educatignin which students learn
professiorspecific competencies with minimal contact with other professional g{@eslasan

& Reeves, 2005apPifferent terminology has been used synonymously with IPE including shared
learning, joint learning, intedisciplinary education and mufirofessional educatiaofBarr et al.,
2005) This thesis adopts the recommendatioBarfr et al. (2005)hat the €rminter-professional
educationbe reserved for initiatives which employ interactive learning among members of

complementary professions. Comparativetylti-professional educatiois utilised for initiatives



where mixeddiscipline groups learn a commaarricula but with minimalnteraction among

participants.

IPE gained international attention as result of a 1988 World Health Organization (WHO)
working group repor(Barr et al., 2005)The repor{fWHO, 1988)drew upon examples of IPE to
recommend thatueh initiatives should routinely complement traditignat primarily unt
professionaleducational models. The report further empdeasithe importance of interactive
learning to develop teamwork skills given the increasing application oftbeaed workn health
care contexts. In the years following the 1988 WHO report, research into the effectiveness of IPE
became an international research agenda within health sc{@zesgt al., 2005)Another WHO
report, released in 2010, concluded that there wiiient evidence to support the effectiveness
of IPE in promoting effective integorofessional collaboratiofWHO, 2010) Systematic reviews
of IPE for prospective professionals have demonstrated that IPE helps build specific attitudes,
knowledge and sKks required for collaborative practice including understanding of and respect
for other professions and development of teamwelited skills (e.g., communication skills)
(Cooper, Carlisle, Gibbs, & Watkins, 2001; Olson & Bialocerkowski, 20T#gre remins,
however, a paucity of research examining the relative effectiveness of different approaches to IPE
in addition to how IPE compares to other educational strategies (e.g-, onultirprofessional
education) in promoting effective collaborati¢gRayker, Meyer, & Humphris, 2008; Reeves,
Perrier, Goldman, Freeth, & Zwarenstein, 2013; Thistlethwaite, Kumar, Moran, Saunders, & Carr,

2015)

1.2.1 A conceptual framework of IPE
Understanding aonceptual framework of IPE usefulto appreciatets applicaton to SLT and

teacher collaborative practid@’Amour and Oandasan (200aesented a framework designed to
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illustrate the interelated concepts of IPEandinfer of essi onal <col |l aboratic
for Inter-professional Education for CollabonsiPatieriCe nt r ed Pr acti ceo (| EC
ecological systems approa¢Bronfenbrenner, 1992)o provide a conceptualization of the
processes and outcomes of IPE and iptefessional collaboratiof'’Amour & Oandasan, 2005)

The first part of théramework outlines educatiene | at ed f act or s whi ch i nf
student teacherso or student SLTsO0) devel opmel
professional study. The second part of the framework outlines praetatedfactors which

influence the efficacy of intgorofessional working related to client/patient outcomes. The
framework acknowledges the intdependency between education to learn to be collaborative

(i.e., first part of the model) and collaborative praetic advance quality of care provided (i.e.,

second part of the model). More specifically, the framework predicts that educational factors which
foster collaborativaeady professionals will lead to more effectivevearking in practice settings.
Collabordive-ready professionals in turn create collaborative settings in which professionals can
continue to develop competencies for collaboration. When applied to SLT and teacher
collaboration, the framework predicts that IPE among student teachers and Stuldewill foster

their ability as future practitioners to engage in collaboratvevaor ki ng t o advance
learning outcomeslThe IECPCP framework adapted to IPE and ipr@fessional collaboration

of SLTs and teachers is presented in Figuamdwill be discussed in the following paragraphs.

The education portion of th&ramework organi®s influential factors on a student
professional s | earning into micro, meso and
teachingrelated factors which refdo how the IPE was taught. For student SLTs and student
teachers, this would include the content of the IPE, teaching and learning strategies, learning

environment (e.g., classroom versus practice setting) and competency of educators/facilitators.



The meo level denotes institutional factors including administrative support and resources (e.g.,
funding, time) available for educational initiatives. This is particularly relevant to IPE given
logistical challenges are frequently encountered when bringingelesaof different professional
programmes togethdiBarr et al., 2005)In the New Zealand context, two out thfe three
programmedgor speech and language thergpalifications are ifJniversityscience departments
rather than in education departmenthis poses the need for intéepartment cooperation to
schedule and resource IPE. Finally, the macro level denotes overall systemic factors related to the
policies and/or philosophies of government systems (e.g., educational policy), professional
regulatoy systems (e.g., professional associations of SLTs and teachers) and societal values.
Interaction among the various factors and the learner ultimately influences how the learner
develops competencies for collaboration (i.e., the outcomes of professiahgl €ollaborative
competencies are conceptualized as the attitudes, knowledge and skills which underpin

collaborative ceworking.

In the practice portion of the model, influential factors on collaborative practice are
similarly divided into micro, mesand macro levels. The micro level denotes factors related to the
interactions among eworking professionals (i.e., teachers and SLTs) which are affected by their
competencies for collaborative practice. The meso level denotessatgamal factors reked to
the structure and governance of practice settings. For teachers and SLTs, this would refer to the
leadershipadministrative processemndprotocols withh schools and within the orgaatns in
which SLTs are housed. The practice portion of taméwork shares the same malereel factors
as the education portion. The practice portion also acknowledges that interactions among the
various factors and the patient/client ultimately influence outcomes related to tHeemgllof the

patient/client.In relation to SLT and teacher -wmrking, the framework demonstrates that



collaborativdy competent SLTs and teachers alongside facilitative neggbmacredevel factors

are likely required to achieve collaborative instruction that advances childremteautcomes.

Overall, the framework applied to Sk&acher collaboration highlights the complexity of
achieving effective collaborative practice among these professional groups. However, it also
provides direction for specific areas of imyurelated to developing effective intprofessional
collaboration through educatiahinitiatives alongside orgamgonal and systemic reforms to
support collaborationf SLTs and teacher3his thesis adopts a focus on mitewel educational
factorsby examining how IPE initiatives can be designed to foster development of collaborative
competence in a manner appropriate for student SLTs and student teachers. The literature review
will also examine other factors related to the practice portion of tiikehge.g., educational policy,
collaborative competencies of practicing SLTs and teachers) to provide a rationale for

investigation of the applicatioof IPE for student SLTs and student teachers.
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1.2.2 A working definition of collaboration

Before examining practeefactors which influence Sl-Teacher collaboration, it is first important

to establish a working definition of collaboration that is appropriate to SLT and teacher co
working. Collaboration is often used to refer to any form efvooking (Friend & Cook,2003)

This, however, conceals the variability of-working approaches which necessitates a more
precise definition. Several authors have posited thatar&ing is best viewed along a continuum
according to the degree of integration betweerwodkers (Hartas, 2004; Marvin, 1990;
Thistlethwaite, Jackson, & Moran, 2018)pr instanceMarvin (1990)described four stages of-co
working among SLTs and teachers in which only the most integrateeitong is considered

collaboration. These stages include

1 co-activity where professionals work alongside each ottnetrwith little sharing of
goals and ideas
1 cooperationwhere professionals share similar gobl# there remains minimal
discussion and sharing of ideas and resources
1 coordinationwhere professinals share similar goals accompanied by discussion and
attempts to integrate each otheradds perspec
1 collaborationwhere professional relationships are charastdrby a high degree of
trust and respect alongside sttaresponsibility for planning and achieving common
goals.
McCartney (1999)however, critiqued this model of collaboration by arguing that the requirement
for collaboration to include highly developed infersonal relationships (i.e., that described in
the highest stage of Marvinbés model) is probl
co-working may be unrealistic to achieve due to constraints within various practice settings and

8



may not always be necessary to achieve desirable outcvieSatney, 1999) There is
consensus, however, that collaboration includes professionals who share decision making and
planning about processes required to achieve common goals; this includes goal selection alongside
design, implementation and evaluation di@ts to achieve these godBronstein, 2003; Caplan

& Caplan, 1993; Friend & Cook, 2003; Marvin, 199Qkrtainly, a certain degree of trust and

respect is required among professionalsit t hi s may be based on gen

profession rener than for a particular professiorf@histlethwaite et al., 2013)

Exploring what is not collaboration céurther help conceptuakthe term For instance,
Friend and Cook (2003rgued that collaboration should be distinguished from educational
ddivery models (e.g., consultation, -t@aching) which can be executed with varylagels of
collaboration amongrofessionals. Even eeaching, which involves professionals working in the
same classroom, can be executed with minimal shared decisiongrifatare professional plan
and conduts theclassroom activities with minimal input from another professidirvin,

1990) Shared decision making and planning for common goals, however, does not imply that co
working professionals must equally parteip in all tasks required to achieve a common goal
(Friend & Cook, 2003) Collaborative ceworking can consist of one professional working
primarily in an indirect(i.e., consultativefashion such as an SLT assisting a teacher to plan
classroom activities which the teacher then implemé&tsh a cewvorking arrangement could be
referred to ascollaborative consultationvhich contrasts with a traditional, expert model of
consultation in which @nsultant and consultee work on common goals albeit in the absence of
shared decision making (Hartas, 2004; Marvin, 1990). Further;pnoéessional cavorking is

often referred to in terms of multiinter, or intradisciplinary teams (Friend & Cook0@3).

Multi-disciplinary teams, which involve professionals working independently of each other, would



not be considered collaborative in contrast to int@r intradisciplinary teams which are
characterised by shared decision making among team membeesaam goals (Giangreco, York

and Rainforth, 1989; McGrath and Davis, 1992).

In conclusion, the working definition of collaboration assumed for this thesis is individuals
who engage in shared decision making to select, implement and evaluate actiongvwe ach
common goals. This is consistent with the definition of collaboration offered Wahlel Health
Organization (2010)eview of IPE which emphasid the process of developing shared
understandings among-@wrkers.How the key parameters of collabaoat highlighted in this
thesis (i.e., shared decision making and achievement of common goals) relate to a variety of co

working models available to SLTs and teachers is summarised in Figure 2.

wDecision making not shared
wCommon goals are not established

wDecision making not shared
wCommon goals are established

wDecision making is shared
wCommon goals are established

Figure 2. Summary of ceworking models available t8LTs and teachers.

Notes. ! McGrath and Davis (1992§ Hartas (2004)® Giangreco, York, and Rainforth (1989)
Marvin (1990) Coteaching (Friend and Cook, 2003) was not added in this figure as it could be
delivered in any of the three approaches.
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1.2.3 Section simmary

This section introduced the concept of IPE and its potential role in creating effective inter
professional collaboration among SLTs and teachers. Furtheworking definition of
collaboration as the process of professionals collelgtisharing responsibility for accomplishing
common goals was established. Collaboration has been posed ssution for addressing the
increasingly complex challenges encountered by professionals such as SLTs and (&8et#ers
1991; WHO, 201Q) The rext section examines practitactors influencing SL¥eacher
collaboration to provide a rationale for research into the application of IPE for prospective SLTs

and teachers.

1.3 IPE applications for student teachers and student SLTs

1.31 Educationalpi ority of advancing childrends | ite
Teaching children to read and write well is a priority for education systems around the world.
There remains, however, unacceptably high rates of poor literacy outcomes foragghobildren

even in developed countrig®)NICEF, 2010) For instance, rece international studies of

chil drenbés reading achievement revealed | arge
and lowest achieving studen(§iullis, Martin, Foy, & Drucker, 2012; OECD, 2010Yhis
achievement gap was particularly marked fdew Zealand students in an international
comparative study of childrenods r edlisetg., compr
2012) The distribution of reading scores of New Zealand children was amongst the largest of the

45 participating ountries. Further, the most recent student achievement datatlieoiew

Zealand Ministry of Education (MoE) also suggested need for improveiiieii, 2015) The

data indicated that 35% of New Zealand children completing their first year of school did not

develop the minimal level of reading proficiency as set by government benchmarks. Overall, these
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are concerning findings given that poor literacy learning in the first years of school often sets the
trajectory for continued reading difficultiethus limiing children from achieving their full

academic potentigStanovich, 2008)

In English language contexts, it is well established that children who possess strong oral
language skills (e.g., vocabulary and phonological awareness) are more likely teereger
literacy succesgCatts, Fey, Zhang, & Tomblin, 1999; Catts, Herrera, Nielsen, & Bridges, 2015;
Clarke, Snowling, Truelove, & Hulme, 2010; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2005;
Storch & Whitehurst, 2002 Accumulaing evidence also suppottsatclassroom instruction that
explicitly teaches the connection between or al
problems(Carson et al., 2013; Ehri et al., 2001; Moats, 20@@cordingly, researchers have
examined how to better prepackassroom teachers to explicitly teach oral language and early
literacy skills to ensuréhat more children experienceading and writing succegal Otaiba,

Lake, Greulich, Folsom, & Guidry, 2012; McCutchen, Green, Abbott, & Sanders, 2009; Moats,
2014) For instanceP. C. Snow et al. (2014)escribed a recent randomas contrdled trial to

examine the effectivenes$a professional development programme (PD) for classroom teachers

of children in their first two years of school. Six days of PD activifiegolving classroom
teachers and principals) were spread across 18 months and focused on explicit instruction of
multiple aspects of oral language (i.e., phonological awareness, vocabulary, narrative structure and
sentence structure). Additionally, or@af§ member from each school in the intervention group
completed a postgraduate course on language and early literacy development to further support the
initiative. Comparisons before and after the PD revealed that children attending schools which
receivedthe PD(n=602)demonstrated improved oral language competency and reading ability

compared to children who received standard instructipmattice (n=652). These findings

12



il lTustrate the critical rol e cl| asysand liiaracyt e ac h ¢

learning.

SLTs are another group of educational practitioners who share responsibility with
classroom teachers for advancing chil drenos
frequently work with young children who experience spokagliage impairment (SL{Brandel
& Loeb, 2011) This refers to specific difficulties acquiring and using spoken language in the
absence of neurological, emotiotehavioural, physical, sensory and/or cognitive disorders
(Gillon, 2004) SLI is a common dldhood delay/disorder; a systematic review of prevalence
studies suggested that up to 12% of five year old children may possess a spoken language
impairment that affects their speech and/or oral lang(izey®, Boyle, Harris, Harkness, & Nye,

2000) Children who have SLI are also at increased risk for literacy learning difficulties given the
critical importarce of oral language skills fditeracy succesgAnthony et al., 2011; Nation,

Cocksey, Taylor, & Bishop, 2010; Stoeckel et al., 201Qyerall, research suggests that
approximately 50% of young children with SLI will develop reading difficul{@atts & Kamhi,

2005) SLTs also help to support the language and literacy skills of children with complex
communication needs related to plogsj sensory and/or intellectual impairments (i.e., conditions

such as Down Syndrome, Autism Spectrum Disorder or Cerebral R&leyidon & Erickson,

2008; Sutherland, Gillon, & Yoder, 2009)achers and SLTs thus need to be preparedwmndo

to preven and/or ameliorate the spoken and written language difficudfiehildren with SLI
alongsidghose with complex communication neédSHA, 2010; Ministry of Education, 2013a;

ASHA, 1999) Finallyy, SLTs® expertise in or atlniglepaosifonage a
to positively influence teachersod6 instruction

languagecompetencégP. C. Snow, 2016Effective SLT-teacher collaboration #huscritical to
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ensuremore children develop proficient ditacy skills to guarantee them the best chance of

successful and enjoyable participation in formal schooling.

1.32 Movement towards integrated and inclusive education in educational policy:
International and New Zealand contexts

Preparing SLTs and teaafs for collaborative cavorking also aligns with current educational

policy emphasing integrated and inclusive education. A series of educational policies and legal
mandates have arisen throughout English spgakountries in the last lygears stressmthe
importance of cavorking among educational practitioners to integrate support for children into
classroom instructiofForbes & McCartney, 2010 hese policies represent a continuing shift

away from more traditional delivery paradigms in which etapal practitioners tended to work

in isolation. Specialists, such as SLTs, traditionally worked primarily within a medical model of
service delivery; they assessed students in their respective area of expertise, diagnosed areas of
difficulty, shared finéhgs through written reports and if appropriate, developed an intervention
programme that was generally independent of othegaimg interventions or classroom
programmegLacey & Ranson, 1994; McCartney, 199Byurther, SLTs or their assistants often
withdrew individuals or small groups of children from the classroom for these interventions
(McGinty & Justice, 2006)However, these approaches were criticized as fragmented forms of
instruction that lead to reduplicated or conflicting serv{4sllin & Winton, 2003) Additionally,

therapy from outside specialists was cregcid for |l acking rel evance
environments resulting in |imited generali zat

r o o(han, Bradshaw, & Ogletree, 1999;Toole & Kirkpatrick, 2007)

In the United States, Response to Intervention (RTI) initiatives in school districts highlight

the increasing emphasis on infgpfessional cavorking (Forbes & McCartney, 2011RTI
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model s use c¢hil drcebaged classeognpimsinustion td goidealecisions about
accessing additional suppd@dustice, 2006)Additional tiers of more individuaded and intensive
instruction are provided to children who do not respond adequately to general classroom
instruction. As such, RTI demands a focus on improving the quality of general classroom
instruction to ensure that all children are first receiving exempéaghing RTI has thus lead to

new roles for SLTs to use their spesatl knowledge of language structurel alevelopment to

assist teachers to create classroom practicesthatmsaxinec hi | dr ends spoken anc
learning(Ehren, Montgomery, Redbusch, & Whitmi200§. A comparable graduated approach

has also been emphsel in recent UK educationglolicy generating continued focus on-co

wor king among educational practitioners to
(Dockrell, Bakopoulou, Law, Spencer, & Lindsay, 2015; Dockrell, Lindsay, Roulstone, & Law,

2014)

In the New Zealand context, thinistry of Education (MoE) has also promoted the idea
of creating classroom instruction that gives all students equitable learning opportunities. More
specifically, certain groups of students have not been well served by traditional education systems
(MoE, 2014b) These groups include Maori and Pasifika students, students from disadvantaged
backgrounds and students with special learning needs. As such, the MoE has developed a series of
strategies to guide educational practitioners to support the divdtseat; linguistic, cognitive
and emotional profiles of all learnefs.g., MoE, 2010; MoE, 2013bA similar orientation to
enhancing classroom instruction is reflected in professional practice guidelines for New Zealand
SLTs working in educatiofMoE, 2013a) A recent New Zealand MoE (2013a) framework
stresses SLTsd6 responsibilities to work coll a

speech and language learning opportunities within curricular activities. As such, shared decision
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making with classroom teachers alongside provision of advice to classroom teachers through
coaching and professional development workshops are among the recommended professional

activities.

In summary, there are increasing requirements within the working confeRtsTe and
teacherstocwor k t o create classroom environments t
learning needs. This adds further rationale for SLTs and teachers to be well prepared for this

challenging task.

1.3.3 Effectiveness of collaboratiy, classroorrbased instruction

Researchers have cautioned that endorsement ofpirttfrssional cavorking to achieve more
integrated and inclusive education has proceeded without ample evidence that collaborative
classroom instruction is effective invahcing schoechged chi |l drends speect
literacy outcomegCirrin et al., 2010) An increasing number of classrodmsed intervention
studies for schoehge children have been conducted for different language and literacy skills
including vocahlary, narrative ability, expressive grammar, phonological awareness and early
literacy skills(Carson et al., 2013; Ellis, Schlaudecker, & Regimbal, 1995; Farber & Klein, 1999;
Gillam, Olszewski, Fargo, & Gillam, 2014; Hadley, Simmerman, Long, & Luna);2D@stice,
McGinty, Piasta, Kaderavek, & Fan, 2010; McCartney, Boyle, & Ellis, 2015; Ritter & Saxon,
2011; Smitl_ock, Leitao, Lambert, & Nickels, 2013; Throneburg et al., 208@me of these
studies, however, did not employ a truly collaborative apprdapplying the criteria (established
earlier in this review) that shared decision making and planning by an SLT and teacher must be
evident. In some cases, researchers and/or SLTs delivered the classroom instruction with minimal
involvement from the clesroom teachers evident in the description of the instructional programme

(e.g., Ritter & Saxon, 2011k other designs, the classroom teachers assisted in delivery but were
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not involved in instructional plannin@.g., Gillam et al., 2014; Justice et @010; Smitld_ock et
al., 2013) Furthermore, a systematic review of classrdmsed interventions revealed a paucity
of studies comparing classrodmsed delivery models to traditional, withdrawal models for
schootage children with SL{Cirrin et al., 210) Thus, the relative effectiveness of collaborative,
classroorrbased delivery models remains largely inconclusive for seagel children with

spoken language difficulties.

Nonetheless, the small number of studies that have examined collaborasgepara
based instruction among SLTs and teachers supports the effectiveness of this approach. In these
studies, participating teachers and SLTs shared responsibility for planning instruction which is a
key feature of collaborative practi¢eriend & Cook,2003) For instanceEllis et al. (1995)
investigated the impact ofBeeks of collaborative vocabulary instruction for children ages five
to seven. The instruction was planned and delivered by two classroom teachers in consultation
with an SLT and a univsity researcher. Twenty children received tb#aborative instruction
for Lhour per week from the classroom teachersp®st comparisons were conducted among the
experimental groupnd a control classroofm=20) who continued with the regular curficun.
The comparisons (with group differences in-frst scores statistically controlled) demonstrated
the children who received the collaborative instruction improved in their understanding of basic
concepts to a greater extent than the control childbery three participants, however, were
identified as having SLI thus limiting understanding the impact of the collaborative instruction on

children with spoken language difficulties.

Farber and Klein (1999rovided a largescale examination of collabdnge-classroom
based instruction among classroom teachers afi@ &ir children in the first 3ears of school.

Classes selected for the study were randomly assigned to receiving collaboratitea&hdr
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instruction (experimental group) or regular classnoinstruction (control group). Sixteen SLTs

and classroom teachers from the 12 intervention classpkeoed and ctaught oral inguage
enrichment lessons thréienes per week throughout one academic year. SLTs and teachers were
supported in their caboration through participation in aday workshop at the beginning of the
project which focused on collaborative-working and oral language facilitation techniques.
Additionally, SLTs and teachers were allocated time for weekly planning meetinge étdiof

the programme, the listening comprehension skills of children in the experimental group (n=273)
were advanced relative to the control group of peers (n=253). An advantage for the experimental
group, however, was not demonstrated on measures tésskye language, reading or writing.
Similar toEllis et al. (1995)this study did not examine the effect of the collaborative instruction
on children with SLI. Further, prmatervention scores were not collected thereby limiting
understanding of the inagt of the intervention given the possibility of festing differences in

control and experimental groups (despite the use of random assignment).

Hadley et al. (2000also examined the effectiveness of classroom instruction which was
jointly planned ad delivered by an SLT and classroom teachers for children in their first and
second year of school. Children in two experimental classrooms (n=46 children) received the
collaborative instruction focused on oral vocabulary and phonological awareneshddlgn
in two comparable classrooms (n=40) servedaasontrol group which received standard
instructional practice. Again, only a small number of participating children (n=5) were diagnosed
with SLI. However, a larger number of children (n=35) werenieg English as their second
language and had not developed proficient spoken English. The participating children thus
possessed a diverse range of language ability. The collaborative instruction spanned 23 weeks with

the SLT working directly in each expmental classroom-20 hours per week. A teaching
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assistant was also assigned to the control classrooms to maintain a simitao-adildt ratio to

limit this as a confounding factor. Befeamdafter comparisons (with integroup differences in

preted scores and year level statistically controlled) indicated that children in the experimental
classrooms demonstrated greater gains in vocabulary knowledge, phonological awareness and
lettersound knowledge relative to those in the control classroom$idfunative and nenative

English speaking children responded similarly to the collaborative instru€hanstudytherefore
demonstrated that collaborative classroom instruction among SLTs and teachers can create more
equitable learning opportunitiesrfchildren who possess a diverse range of language learning

needs.

Carson et al. (2013Jemonstrated that collaborative approaches to classbased oral
langua@ instruction can also generaligo improved reading ability for young, schage
children The lead researcher, an SLT, adopted a consultative, coaching model to assist classroom
teachers to deliver a classrodrased phonological awarenggsgramme for children agedts-

6 years. The researcher provided indiragport to teachers through®urs of professiaal
developmentalongside modelling of lessons. Although a previously designed intervention
programme was utilised, the classroom teachers provided input into adapting the programme to
their classroom. The programme was delivered acrossekks in four, 3@ninute lessons per

week. Children who received this instruction (n=34) demonstrated overall gyeatehin their
phoneme awareness, reading and spelling compared to students (n=95) who did not participate in
the classroom programm8tudents with SLI (n=7) in the experimental group also demonstrated
developmenin their literacy skills at the completion of the programme, th@ioneme awareness,
reading and spellingbility were not significantly different from that of typically developing

children who did not receive the phonological awareness instruction. Further, by the end of the
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school year, only 6% of children who participated in the programme scored belew age
expectabns for reading accuracy compared to 26% of the control peers. Similar to the findings of
Hadley et al. (2000)this study also supported the potential éfgs of SLT and teacher

collaborationin establishing more effective classroom instruction forvarde group of children.

Finally, preliminary data also suggests that collaborative classroom instruction may be
more effective than other delivery models for promoting some aspects of language development
in children with SLI.Throneburg et al. (200@ompared the effects of vocabulary instruction
delivered in three different models across avE2k perdd to children in the first ears of school:
SLT coplanning instruction and eteaching with classroom tdaers (collaborative model), SLT
delivering dassroom instruction without involvement of the classroom teachers (classroom
independent model) and Sidelivering instruction to children outside of the classroom
(withdrawal model). The SLT applied similar instruction (e.g., intensity of instructi@abwdary
targets and activities) utilised in the collaborative model to her instruction in the classroom
independent and withdrawal models.Jpost comparisons of the vocabulary knowledge of the 32
children with SLI across the three groups suggested thbseeceived the collaborative model
developed enhanced vocabulary relative to the other children. While it was unclear why the
collaborative model was more effective, teacher involvement in planning and delivery of
instruction may have increased theveence of | earning activities
progr amme. I't may have also encouraged teache

outside of the dedicated vocabulary lesg@itsoneburg et al., 2000)

Taken together, these studiepport the potential benefits of collaborative, classroom
based approaches among SLTs and teachers to r

However, these findings must be interpreted cautiously. First, there is a possibility of a publishing
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bias given that null results are less likely to be publigfiedgerson, 2006)Additionally, several

features of the studies limit generadison of findings. For instance, some studies reported
additional support for the collaborating practitioners m fibrm of advising university faculty or
progranme evaluators(e.g., Ellis et al., 1995; Farber & Klein, 1999Jhis is likely not
representative of typical collaborative endeavours among practicing SLTs and teachers. Second,
the time demands of the coltaative instruction utilised in sonu# the studies (e.g., up ta®urs

per week for the SLT in thdadley et al. (20003tudy) would not be realistic for the workloads of

most practitioners. Further, the small sample sizes of children with SLI and @llensmber of
practitioners involved in the majority of studies limm@eneraliation of findings. For instance, it

is possible that instructgelated characteristics also played a role in the success of the
collaborative instruction in that participatipgactitioners may have already had a particular
interest or set of skills related to collaborative practice. Nonetheless, this series of studies provides
promising evidenceegarding the impact oSLT-teacher collaboration. Further, the studies
demonstra how classroorbased collaboration between SLTs and teachers can boost the learning
of a diverse range of childrgethus aligning with educational policiisatemphasethe need for

inter-professional practice to achieve effective classroom instrufdraad| children.

1.34 Challenges in collaborative instruction among practicing SLTs and teachers

Despite the potential benefits of classrebased collaboration, collaborative-amrking is not

widely utilised by practicing SLTs and teachers. For examph extensive government
commissioned review of services for children with speech, language and communication needs in
the UK (referred to as the Bercow Rep@iCSF, 2008suggested that emorking between SLTs

and educational staff was highly variabhth most practitioners workingndependeny.

Similarly, ina national survey of scheblased SLTs (n = 1897) in the United Staties,majority
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of respondents reported using a withdrawal rather than a clastased service delivery model
(Brandel & Lceb, 2011) The findings suggested that withdrawal service delivery was applied
regardless of type or severity of difficulty possessed by children. As suggestedrbydheburg

et al. (2000xtudy reviewed above, some aspects of language learning ¢eapNary) are likely
better suited to the classroom environment. It is thus likely that children with SLI are not

consistently receiving intervéons appropriately individualesl to their learning needs.

There are also concerns that commonly utilise@vodking approaches among SLTs and
educatbrs to integrate speech and language services into classroom instruction are ineffective.
McCartney et al. (201Bvaluated a consultancy approach in which SLTs guided educational staff
on implementing explicit ordanguage instruction for children with SLI. This approach was of
interest given it is commonly utilised by SLTs throughout the Okissroom teachers, learning
support teachers and classroom assistants implemented language activities feagetiolren
(n=38) with SLI. The SLT provided indirect support through setting target goals for the children
and providing advice to classroom staff on how to enpnt activities from a manuadis
language programme. Ppeo s t compari sons geoahd liealcyt dkidsratten 6 s |
receiving 4 months of the classroctmased intervention, however, revealed no significant
improvement in their oral language or readinmpoehension. A previous randomdgscontrol trial
(RCT) had demonstrated that the langupgagramme, delivered by SLTs or SlaBsistants,
of fered significant advantage for childrenos
speech and language therapy practices (i.e., consulbasey approaches with educational staff
and/or families)(Boyle, McCartney, O'Hare, & Forbes, 2009urther comparisons wetbus
made between the outcomeglud classroorrbased language programme and those of the control

group of children in the RCT who received usual therapy practices (i.e., a historical)cadiis
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revealed no significant advantage for either

the language programme applied through a consultancy approach was largely ineffective.

Further exploration suggested that the consultdrasgedapproach employed in the
intervention study did not adequately support educational staff to sustain the language activities.
Logs of teaching activity indicatethat educational staff did not implement the programme as
frequently as expected by the resbars thereby limiting the amount of direct instruction
received by the target childréMcCartney et al., 2011follow-up interviews were conducted
with a subset of the classroom teachers (n=4) who participated in the intervention study alongside
other eachers (n=15) and SLTs (n=2) to evaluate the approachwor&ing (McCartney, Ellis,

Boyle, Turnbull, & Kerr, 201Q) Interview participants reported that implementing key
components of collaboration including more discussion, shared decision makirnghaued
accountability for implementing the programme between the teachers and the consulting SLT may
have helped the classroom staff to incorporate more language activities into the classroom

programme.

A collaborative approach to consultancy aligns wittommended practice for New
Zealand SLTs working in education. Practice guidelines created by the New Zealand Ministry of
Education emphasise that SLTs should assist classroom teachers through shared planning of
classroom instruction, provision of adviaed guidance, coaching and professional development
workshops(Ministry of Education, 2013a)This approach to eworking is exemplified in the
recent Language and Learning Intervention (LLi) initiative from the Ministry of Education.
Through this servicdagachers attend workshops provided by SLTs who provide information on

language and literacy development and assist teachers to plan language learning
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activities/strategies to integrate into their classroom programme to support children with SLI

(Ministry of Education, 2014a)

Coteaching is another promising delivery approach which supports collaborative co
working (Friend & Cook, 2003)Survey studies suggest that schoased SLTs in the U.S. employ
co-teaching although infrequently when compared to avalwval models (Beck & Dennis, 1997;
Brandel & Loeb, 2011). Unfortunately, there is no data on the applicationrtefiching models
by New Zealand SLTs and teachers. However -eaohing approach to service delivery is valid
in the New Zealand contextoFinstance, practice guidelines for educatiased SLTs in New
Zeal and support SLTs working directly within

the following quote.

For speechanguage therapists, this means, wherever possible, workthg tlassroom,

early childhood centre and home environment, utilising the resources and context as much

as possibl e, alongside the significant adu
develop the necessary skills and knowledge to successfytlignment the programme.

(Ministry of Education, 2013a, p. 27)

Further, professional practice standards utilised for graduating SLTs in New Zealand list the
delivery of a collaborative classroom programme with a teacher as a competency expected of
beginningpractitionerdNew Zealand Speedanguage Therapists' Association (NZSTA), 2015;

Speech Pathology Australia, 201Einally, innovations in New Zealand classroom design to
create NAFl exible Lear ni ng-te8cpirgamddlexiblamangementt end e
of classroom spaces and activitiesMnsaoyohel p m

Education, 2014c, 2016)
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The reasons for lack of effective collaboration among SLTs and teachers are likely varied
and compleXMcCartney, 1999)For instance, barriers rédal to the structure and orgaatisn of
the professional6 wor ki ng c clevel mctorsshave beeredentifiednas sxauding but
not limited ta @) limited funding for speech and language sernvitgSLTs not beindioused in
schools and c)teachers and SLTs being governed by different management structures with
different and sometimes conflicting philosophies, expectations and procedures (e.g., SLTs being
managed by health departments rather than education depstfGdover & McCormack, 2015;
Hartas, 2004; McCartney, 1999; McCartney et al., 20C8allenges at the level of the individual
practitionerso attitudes, knowledge and skill
consistently identified asdoriers to SLT and teacher collaboration. More specifically, recurring
themes throughout the literature suggest that teachers and SLTs need to possess enhanced shared
understandings of ewor ki ng approaches (including col |
professional roles, expertise and perspect(#@sbes, 2008; Forbes & McCartney, 2011; Glover
& McCormack, 2015; Hartas, 2004; Law et al., 2002; Marvin, 198@hanced collaborative
competencies may also help ®l_and teachers overcome organisation rel@teqd meseevel)
barriers to their collaboration. For instance, in an interview study, Australian practitioners
highlighted that SLTsbeing based out of schools and the limited numb&ldfsrestricted the
time available foISLT-teachercollaboration(Glover & McCormack, 2015)Similar challenges
are likely faced by New Zealand practitioners given that SLTs are based outside of sctiools an
restricted funding is available for SLT servidd4inistry of Education, 2013aHowever, SLTs
and teachers who hawdeveloped collaborative competencies may be likely to engage in more
efficient shared decision making and planning thereby mamignithe impact of limited time for

collaboration.
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In response to the identified gaps in iApeofessional knowledge and skill, there is a
growing consensus among scholars, policy makers and professional associations that professional
preparation programmes carry the responsibility to prepare childtjmaets (including teachers
and SLTs) for collaborative practigCSF, 2008; Forbes & McCartney, 2011; Glover &
McCormack, 2015; Goldberg, 2015)For instance, the Bercow Report included the
recommendation thdi pr of essi onals from goummgs ptoel ebsl a
undertake prgualification training in collaborative and multidisciplinary working, alongside
professional s f r dDESK 2088 p. 9)Bimilarly, frorbesuand Mc&artney
(2011)argued that inteprofessional educain should be routine in initial teacher education to
help future teachers and chipdactitioners (such as SLTs) build shared knowledge and skills
underpinning effective caorking. In the New Zealand context, professional practice standards
for graduatiig teachers and SLTs also recognise the importance of prospective practitioners
developing competence in-woorking with colleaguegNew Zealand Educational Council, 2015;

New Zealand Speedhnguage Therapists' Association (NZSTA), 2015; Speech Pathology

Australia, 2011)

It is important to consider that IPE is only one of other potential approaches for preparing
SLTs and teachers for collaboration. For instance, rputifiessional education in which
participants learn a common curricula but with mininm@kractive learning is an alternative
approachBarr et al., 2005)Curricula changes to existing models of-professional education
(in which students learn primarily within their professgpecific disciplines) is another potential
avenue for buildingnter-professional competencies. Shared learmipgortunities, such as IPE,
among prospective SLTs and teachkeave also received some criticisior instanceMroz

(2012)highlightedthat logistical barriers to IPE among student SLTs and student teachers (e.g.,
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scheduling and funding) might make it an unrealistic venture. An ASHA Ad Hoc Committee report
on IPE for student SLTs raised concerns that IPE might be viewed unfavourabtadgmac

faculty (ASHA, 2013) More specifically, the report suggested that already large workloads and
full course programmes may make faculty reticent to upskill to instruct IPE and redistribute
disciplinespecific course time to IPE. Given the validifythese oncernsthe effectiveness of

IPE among student teachers/SLTs needs to be evaluated to make einftanoed decisions

about the inclusion of IPE into professional preparation programmes. Further, IPE needs to provide
added value that cannot bbtained through urprofessional models of learnirf@histlethwaite,

2012) The next section #reforereviews the theoretical basis of IPE to explain why this might be

a particularly advantageous approach to professional preparation for collaboratticepra

1.3.5 Section smmary

This section highlighted that collaboration among SLTs and teachers is critical to the
establi shment of c¢classroom instruction that
development. Policy mandates related to isielel education alongside preliminary evidence of

the benefits of collaboratively developed instruction supports integratedming among SLTs

and teachers. These professionals, however, may not have adequate opportunity to develop the
competencies regwd to be effective collaborators and there are calls for professional
preparation programmes to better foster collaborageely practitioners. These factors support

the need to examine the effectiveness of new educational strategies, such as IREssogagpd

in the professional study of SLTs and teachers.
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1.4  Theoretical underpinnings of IPE

It is useful to consider the theoretical underpinnings of IPE to highlight why IPE might be a
particularly advantageous approach to preparing student teachdrsstadent SLTs for
collaborative practice. The underlying assumption of IPE is that there is added value in bringing
learners from different professional backgrounds to interactively develop competencies for
collaborative practic€Thistlethwaite, 2012)Two key theoretical perspectives, Contact Theory
and constructivist learning theory, have been utilised to explain howpirdfgssional learning

offers advantage over uprofessional learninf¢Craddock, O'Halloran, Borthwick, & McPherson,
2006; Hean, Gxddock, & O Halloran, 2009; Thistlethwaite, 201R2dth perspectives propound a
similar approach to IPE though predict different mechanisms underpinning its effectiveness. This
section will review these theories to highlight how IPE might offer advantsggaiatprofessional

l earning in relation to student Sprofessibnala nd s

collaboration.

IPE is frequently described as based on adult learning principles which are ultimately
derived from a constructivist perspeetiof learning(Barr et al., 2005; Hean et al., 2008y
tenets of a constructivist perspective are that optimal learning occurs when adults direct their own
learning while engaged in problesolving tasks which are relevant to rétd activities and
challenges(Craddock et al., 2006)A further facet of constructivism posits that meaningful
l earning is mediated through onedbés soci al i nt
and deepened through drawing upon previous experience and knowtedgallenge and be
chall enged by ot her(Bbethled005eCrasidock etdhl., ROAMEWHate d g e
incorporates cooperative problem solving among individuals of different but complementary

professional backgrounds thus offers meanintgafning experiences which could not be easily
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replicated in unprofessional learning activities. Learning that is mediated through IPE is
predicted to more | i ke lpyfessionaltcavaakmg(Craddocktebal.,par t i ¢
2006) Furthe, lecturet ype activities (often referred to
utilised minimally in IPE as they contradict with a constructivist approach to teaching and learning

(Payler et al., 2008)

Another commonly utilised theory to explahetbenefits of IPE is a psycisocial theory
of group dynamics referred to as Contact Theory. The theoretical framework of Contact Theory
has been applied to IPE given that negative stereotypes and tensions among members of different
professional groups Babeen identified as a barrier to collaboration in health conf€sipenter
& Hewstone, 1996)This theoretical framework proposes that certain conditions are required to
foster development of improved relations when conflicting social groups comeiitxt These
conditions include members of different groups having opportunity to work as equals and to work
cooperatively on common goals. Further facilitating conditions have been prpmosédas
ensuringparticipants enter the contact with positixpectations, experieesuccessful joint work
and hae opportunity to learn about intgroup similarities and differenc¢slewstone & Brown,
1986) Similar to a constructivist perspective, IPE designed onb#sts of Contact Theory
emphasies the importace of cooperativgoroblem solving amongst individuals of different
professional backgrounds. However, the predicted benefit is related to enhancement of inter

professional attitudes and relationships whickuim promotes inteprofessional collaboration

Systematic reviews of pigervice IPE in healticare contexts have established that IPE
which incorporates cooperative problsmo | vi ng i mproves studentsdé pe
professional group&ooper et al., 2001; Olson & Bialocerkowski, 2Q1)elminary research

suggests, however, that positive influence on iptefessional attitudes may be more likely
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when IPE is implemented in the later stages of professional $tlahdy, Milton, and Mandy
(2004)implemented IPE for physiotherapy (n=85) andiptry (n=45) students who were in

their first year of professional study. Consistent with Contact Theory, the intervention employed
cooperative problem solving activities among mixistipline groups throughout a semester

l ong | PE courctyp&s uadfene sdh setersBesseddvea pr of essi o
guestionnaire. Before and after comparisons within the intervention group suggested that

negative stereotypes were reinforced rather than msadrthus contradicting Contact Theory.

The researchers pogated that student professionals may have required additional study to

become secure in their own professional identify before being able to meaningfully engage in
cooperative work witlstudents from other professional grougsnsequently, IPE which lises
cooperative problem solving may need to be in

professional study.

The potential of Contact Theory to explain the added value of IPE has been criticized
based on the view that change in ifpenfessional attitudes alone is unlikely to improve
collaborative practic€Oandasan & Reeves, 2005Bfudies have also highliglsk¢hat student
professionals often enter | PE possessing posi
(Thistlethwaite et al., 2015Further, lack of equity and respect among SLTs and teachers may
not be a primary barrier to their collaboratidviright (1996)interviewed 20é¢achers and 20
SLTs and employe@ontact Theory as a theoretical framework to examine their perceptions of
each otherds pr of es sworkimgsOvaaltl, interviéw apatysislreadaledr at i v e
little evidence of inteprofessional conflict with the majority of participants reporting positive
attitudes towards each ot her 6mofegsiomalfattitgdssi ons . T

alone thus provides insufficient justification to incorporate IPE into the professiodglaftu
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student SLTs and student teachers. Alternatively, a constructivist orientation provides a more
comprehensive rationale for IRffventhe opportunitieso acquirecollaborative competencies
through cooperative problesolving among individuals with derse roles, beliefs, knowledge

and skills(Thistlethwaite, 2012)Nonetheless, the effects of IPE on inpeofessional attitudes

should be monitored to ensure there are not unwanted effects related to negative stereotyping.
Further, when feasible, experental intervention studies of IPE should delineate the impact of
enhanced relationships from knowledge/ skill

collaborative practice.

Thereis a paucity of studies examining the effectiveness of IPE for studenttsaaid
student SLTs to enhance ir@ofessional attitudes, knowledge and/or skills. It is thus unknown
whether student SLTs and student teachers can learn from each to develop shared collaborative
competencies and whether this learning transfers-teacking ability. An initial examination of
IPE explored the impact of at®ur IPE workshop for student teachers (n=52) and student SLTs
(n=55)(Suleman, MacFarlane, Pollock, Schneider, & Leroy, 2013; Suleman et al., 2014)
Mixed-discipline pairs of studestparticipated in interactive lectures aimed at enhancing their
awareness of differences in professgpecific terminology and models of service delivery.
Mixed-discipline groups also worked together to develop instructional plans for children who
possessd behavioural and/or speech and language difficulties. Quantitative analysasarfd
postquestionnairesuggested that the interventiaas successfuMore specifically,
participants possesgdincreased awareness of their use of professpatificjargon and of co

working models that foster intgrofessional practice.

While this study was an important initial examination of the feasibility of IPE for student

teachers and student SLTs, there were several limitations that necessitate furthehr. iesear
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instance, a complicating factor in the design of the IPEimasporation oexplicit instruction

by a lecturer regarding specific aspects of the targeted competency areas. Consequently,

i mprovement in studentsod aitributedtb the lecturbaged c o mp et
teaching strategy rather than through student interactions (i.e., the unique feature of IPE). Use of

a comparison control intervention wihg only lecturebased teaching would help ascertain the
contribution ofinteraci e | earning to studentsOo I mprovement
Furthermore, the intgorofessional experience encouraged students to avoid use of linguistic and
curricular termsasthey were considered to impeitiéer-professionatommunication. The
counterargument is that IPE initiatives should encourage shared understanding and use of such
terminology given thémportanceor teachers and SLTs to possess this knowledge to enhance

their individual and cavorking practic Foorman, Arndt, & Crawford2011; Forbes, 2008;

McCartney & Ellis, 2013)Fi nal | y, the i mpact o f-prdcticee(e.g.,nt er ve
ability to coplan evidencéased languagandbr literacy instruction) was not examined.

Continued research is thus required to exarnow interactive learning among student SLTs

and student teachers prepares them for future pmtgessional collaboration.

1.41 Section summary

Review of learning and psycksmcial theories utilised to inform IPE design suggsit IPE
may offer adde value over uniand multiprofessional learning models related to opportunities
for interactive learning and developing positive ifgesfessional attitudes. Review of these

theoretical perspectives suggdasiat effective IPE should possess the follogvieatures

1 IPE should primarily incorporate mixatiscipline pairs and/or groups working together

on activities oriented towards problesulving to achieve common goals.
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1 Learning activities should be situated within authentic learning contextscfeating a
management plan for a case study or addressing a problem likely to be encountered in
practice settings).

1 Participants should have opportunity to develop their own profesgiecific identity
and confidence before being introduced to IPE whiapleys cooperative problem
solving.

Further, a constructivist theoretical framework which emgaaghe importance of interactive
learning during cooperative problem solving may provide the most comprehensive explanation
of how IPE provides added valueay traditional, unprofessional learning. There is, however, a
paucity of research to establish the effectiveness of interactive learning among student SLTs and
student teachers in preparing them for collaborative practice. The next sketefortede\elops
potentiallPE intervention models for student SLTs and student teachers within a constructivist

framework.

1.5 Design and ealuation of IPE for student teachers and student SLTs

1.5.1 Collaborative competenciefor student SLTs and student teachers

A diverse array of potential competencies have been proposed for effective collaborative practice
(Thistlethwaite & Moran, 2010)Researchers have begun to identify the specific attitudes,
knowledge and skills that underpin Skfacher collaboration thougadditional research is
required to determine which are most critical to collaboratimrbes, 2008)Three broad areas

of collaborative competency which have been proposed as critical tae@thier collaboration

are described below.

Knowledge related tgrofessional roles and expertise (i.e., role understandinig)has been

argued that SLTs and classroom teachers shou
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expertise to facilitate meaningful communicat{&tren, 2000; Forbes, 200§LTs are expeetl

to possess strong language knowledge givenitireire pt h i nstructi on i n | in
speech and oral language developn{&hming, Miller, & Wright, 1997; McCartney & Ellis,

2013) For example, SLTs usually possess more advanced ph@veaneness than teachers and

literacy specialist¢Carroll, Gillon, & McNeill, 2012; Spencer, Schuele, Guillot, & Lee, 2008)
Comparatively, teachers are expected to possess expertise in curriculum and classroom
managemen(iFleming et al., 1997; McCartne$999) SLTs tend to use their-ahepth knowledge

of language structure and development to guide decisions about their approaches to
instruction/intervention. In contrast, teachers use curricular frameworks and programmes to guide
their instruction. Differaces in approaches may lead to tensions and miscommunications among
SLTs and teachers given that curricular struegugpically do not conceptuatisanguage in the

same way as SLTs (e.g., curricular models do not necessarily follow a developmentaltafgproa
language learninglMcCartney, 1999)Indeed, both SLTs and teachers have reported that each
professional group requires a better under st
enhance their intgprofessional collaboratiofGlover & McCormak, 2015; Hartas, 2004; Law et
al.,2002) Enhanced familiarity with each otheros
SLTs and teachers to blend their respective expertise to incorporate developmentally appropriate

language instruction within curricular aims.

This perspective alignwiith a large body of evidence, in English learning contexts,
indicating that classroom teachers require opportunities to develop understanding of linguistic
structures and concepts underpinni(Braglyetd.j | dr en
2009; Joshi et al., 2009; Washburn, Joshi, & Bientrell, 2011)Moats (1994 priginally drew

attention to teacherso6 | anguage/literacy know
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of linguistic concepts and meliaguistic skills related to rebing and writing instruction. Results
suggested that teacher participants (n=89) possessed limited knowledge of linguistic terminology
and metdinguistic skills (e.g., phoneme awareness) related to \esel reading. Several
sulsequent studies further pimasied that teachers required additional understanding of linguistic
concepts related to oral language and spéeghint (i.e., orthographic) relationshig8os,
Mather, Dickson, Podhajski, & Chard, 2001; Brady et al., 2009; Mather, Bos, & Babur, 2001,
Washburn et al., 2011Jor instanceBos et al. (2001yemonstrated that piervice teachers
(n=252) and irservice teachers (n=286) had difficulty correctly defining spéeghrint concepts

such as phonics and types of graphemes including consdeads land digraphs. More recently,

in a survey study of 185 primary school teachers, less than half of the participants were able to

correctly identify oral language concepts such as phonological awareness and phoneme awareness

(Washburnetal., 2011fnlaenci ng t eachersd conceptual -lingui
teacher covor ki ng al ongside teachersdé individual [
associating teacherso | anguage struct.g,re K nc

McCutchen et al., 2009)

Lack of shared inteprofessional knowledge related to language and literacy content may
be partially attributed to the professional study of teachers. Assessment of the linguistic knowledge
of 78 teacher educators (i.e., those respoadinl teaching prservice teachers) suggested that
they did not possess the requisite understandings of language structure to develop such knowledge
in their student teache(Soshi et al., 2009)Textbooks and course content related to reading
instructian have also been found to provide erroneous information about linguistic concepts or fail
to address the range of language skills underpinning literacy acquigitégrvard, Phillips, &

Sych, 2014; Walsh, Glaser, & Wilcox, 2006) Howe v er , s linguidtie knbwletlgea ¢ h e r ¢
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has shown to improve after relevant course and fieldwork focused on the |lafhbgsagef literacy
acquisition thus supporting the argument for incorporation of explicit instruction of this content
into teacher education curriculAl Otaiba et al., 2012; Purvis, McNeill, & Everatt, 201B)E

may provide another avenue for student teachers, beyond their regular course and fieldwork, to

develop enhanced linguistic knowledge through their interactions with student SLTSs.

Similarly, prdessional study programmes may not provide adequate opportunity to build
prospective SLTs6 understanding of curriculum
gaining minimal experience with classrodrased models of instruction/intervention durihgit
professional stud{Beck & Dennis, 1997; Brandel & Loeb, 201Fpr instance, in the
previously introduced survey of 1897 schbalsed SLTs in the US, only 24.2% reported co
teaching experience with a primary school teacher during their profesdiatya(Brandel &

Loeb, 2011)Moreover, those who reported havingteaching experience durinigeir

professional study weretnes more likely to utiliselassroorbased work as a pradtig SLT.
Providing student SLTs opportunity to interact with studeachers and learn from their
developing classroothased expertise may therefore help prospective SLTs feel more prepared

to work alongside teachers in the classroom.

Inter-dependency in professional roles and responsibilitiBesyond having the appropte

knowl edge of each otherdés professional rol es
integrated and intedependent cavorking to achieve common goals for a ci{iBeck & Dennis,

1997, Bronstein, 2003 his had lead researchersto exploreSI6T and t eacher sd pe
the appropriateness of classrobased delivery models in which SLTs and teachers must

engage in some degree of collaboratBack & Dennis, 1997; Elksnin & Capilouto, 199&)pr

instanceBeck and Dennis (199Typothesisd thatSLTs and teachers might be resistant to
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service delivery models which demand greater integration of knowledge and skills given that
theyhave traditionally worked largely independent of each othewomnitrast, their survey of

practisng teachers @51) and SLTs (n=21) indicated that both groups favouredtaamhing

model (i.e., team teaching) which required the greatest degree of collaboration. SLTs and

teachers also perceived classrebasedcewor k as | argely advantageous:s

learning

Although this study suggested that teachers and SLTs possess largely positive attitudes
towards integrated eworking, the smallample size limited the generalison of the findings.
Furthermore, an earlier study found that SLTs who had not yet addmlassroonrtased
delivery models were less accepting of a team teaching model compared to SLTs who had
engaged in classrocbased worKElksnin & Capilouto, 1994)Examination of the participants
in theBeck and Dennis (1998fudy indicated that nearly 70% had previously employed
classroorrbased cavorking. Consequently, the views of practitioners who had not adopted
classroorrbased cavork were underepresentedikely resulting in an oveestimation of the
degree to whiclsLTs and teachers value integratedrarking. FurtherBeck and Dennis
(1997 di d not examine whether teachewokibgwand SLTs.
influenced by the content of instruction (e.g., articulation, vocabulary, phonological agsren
reading, spelling, etc.). More recent studies examining the perceptions of teachers and SLTs in
relation to integrated eworking have suggested practitioners are accepting of collaboration;
however, the studies did not systematically examine how fleeceptions are influenced by-co
working experience or by content af€&lover & McCormack, 2015; Hartas, 2004)

Consequently, further research is required to understand to what degree inexperienced versus

experienced SLTs and teachers value being-giependent practitioners in various elements of
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speech, language and literacy instruction. Such information will inform whether attitudes
towards integrated eworking would be an appropriate competency area to address through pre

service IPE.

Knowledge otto-working modelsSLTs and teachers who possess a shared understanding of
what constitutes collaboration are also more likely to experience successfatldng (Marvin,
1990) However, both teachers and SLTs have expressed confusion over the concept of
collaboration(Hartas, 2004)As discussed earlier in this review, collaboration is often used
colloquially to refer to several different-eeorking approaches ranging from loosely coordinated
to highly integrated cavorking. This can lead to miscommurticen if one professional

conceptuakes collaboration differently from anoth@larvin, 1990)

Further confusion may exist over service delivery models. In doal€d study,aw et
al. (2002)highlighted the various understandings of consultation tleatatturing interviews
with SLTs, teachers, parents and managers of speech and language services. Some viewed
consultation as the SLT directing pgnafessional staff (e.g., a teaching assistant)aw to
support children with speech, language and/or camaoation difficulties In contrast, others
viewed consultation as the SLT providing guidance to a third party (e.g., teacher, assistant,
parents) as well as providing direct instruction/intervention (e.g., modelling instructional
strategies in the classnm). Confusion may partially arise from traditional consultation roles
which were based on a medical model. In this model of consultancy, the SLT provides expert
advice and guidance to a third party who then works directly with a (¢hédas, 2004)
Without shared decision making, however, such an approach cannot be considered collaborative.
Teachers and/or SLTs who concepts&abtionsultancy with a medical orientation versus a

collaborative orientation may thus encounter difficulties in establishingtie#em-working.
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Continued research comparing how prospec8i.Ts and teachers conceptuaksllaboration
alongside delivery models might thus provide insight into whether establishing mutual

understandings of these concepts would be an appropriatlogpet-service IPE.

Other potential competency areas relevant to Siehcher collaborationlt is important to

consider other competencies that have been highlighted as critical to effective collaplouation
have received less attention in empiricabdsts of SLFteacher collaboration. Other potential
collaborative competencies to consider when designing and evaluating IPE for student SLTs and

student teachers are as follows

Respect for the other professioBollaboration requires that -@eorkers viev each other as
possessing equal status and power in decision mékinend & Cook, 2003; Thistlethwaite &

Moran, 2010) Collaboration is thus unlikely to develop if at least onevooker views the other

co-worker as lacking expertise to make a meanihngguatribution to joint decision making@riend

& Cook, 2003) Frequently utilised consultancy models which position SLTs in an expert role
raises issues of unequal power relationships among teachers andHarfies, 2004) 1t is

possible, however, thahis pattern of cavorking is related to limited understanding of other co

working approaches rather than to perceptions of unequal professional stafueviasisly

discussed, there is little evidence to suggest that negative perceptions or disresgectof ot her 6
professions is a primary barrierto StTe ac her col | aborati on. Howeve
and teachersd percept i onasfewosfudieshavedirectly exaneied 1 s | i
SLT-teacher inteprofessional relationships. Therefore, even if hpfessional relationships are

not directly targeted by IPE, negative effects due to limited respect and unequal power

relationships across professional groups should be monitoredyclasen evaluating IPE.
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Inter-personal communicationSLTs and teachers have described lack of time to maintain
communication as a barrier to their collaborati@iover & McCormack, 2015)It is possible,
however, that communication challenges coulgasially attributed to limited communication
skills. For instance, collaboration requires thatwarkers possess negotiation skills, ability to
adjust oneds | anguage to an audience (e.g.,
technology (e.g.video conferencing) and active listening ski(Sanadian Interprofessional

Health Collaborative, 2010; Suter et al., 2009)

Role flexibility. Several conceptualizations of collaboration include thatvadkers must be

willing to adopt roles and respobsi | i t i es which may not be par
(Bronstein,2003) This is often referred (Broostet,2008)r ol e
Classroombased SLteachercollaborationnecessitates some degree of role flexibikstych as

the SLT participating in classroom instruction and working within a curricular framework
(Suleman et al., 2014; Wright & Kersner, 200dimited classroorbased collaboration among

SLTs and teachers may be partially related to lack of openness to assumnsibéi#pes that are

not associated with their traditional roles. Some have cautioned, however, that role flexibility
requires further examination as it may lead to professional conflict and burnotatghaetitioners

assuming a growing set of respdnbiiies (Hall, 2005)

1.52 Designing a model of IPE

Contexts for learninglPE for prospective professionals is delivered in classfbased and in
placemenbased applicationd-reeth et al., 2005 Iassroorrbased applications refer to
programmes delered within university contexts, generally in the form of workshops or courses.
Placemenbased applications refer to instances when-tefessional learning is incorporated

into professional practice placements in which student professionals ganeexp in work
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settings under the supervision of qualified professionals. As introduced earlier, only course
based applications for prospective SLTs and teachers have begun to be explored in the form of
oneoff workshopgSuleman et al., 2013; Sulemarakt 2014) There are no studies, however,

of IPE applications embedded within professional practice placements.

It is important to examine the impact of both coues®l placemerbased models of IPE
on studentsd readi nesuwselhased appicatiohsafdRERfavourable pr ac
from a logistical perspectiyas they can be conducted with fewer facilitators and do not require
finding suitable practice settings in which to situate Hpr@fessional activitiefDavidson,
Smith, Dodd,Smith, & O'Loughlan, 2008)Coursebased applications might thus provide a more
sustainable and wiekeaching form of IPEthus warranting further research into their
effectiveness. Some researchers suggest, however, that IPE might be more successful when
situated in practice settings because learning experiences align more closely with constructivist
learning theory (e.g., increased motivation to learn due tdifegroblems)(Baxter, 2004)
Further, it cannot be assumed that wgeofessional learnmpwill be a routine part of traditional
placement$Cook, 2005) In the New Zealand context, funding for SLT services is limited to
1% of children whose primary difficulty is related to a developmental speech and/or language
disorder/delayMoE, 2013a) Consequently, it is unlikely thataditionalpractice placements
will provide student teachers opportunity to gain igeafessional knowledgétough
interactions with practisg SLTs. Thus, shared placement experiences among student SLTs and
student teehers might provide a valuable method dptimising theirinter-professional
experience during their professional study. Research into the impact of both eoadrse
placemenbased models is thus warranted to determine how the different approaches to IPE

contribute to developing collaborativeady graduates.
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Learning activities.A diverse array of learning activities are utilised in Wiich makes it

difficult to determine the relative efficacy of different IPE modé&lavidson et al., 2008;
Thistlethwate, 2012) Learning activities includebservations, role play, cabased problem
solving, lectures, facilitated discussions, social interactions afidediscussion forum@arr

et al., 2005; Olson & Bialocerkowski, 2014E oriented around a cak@mat, however, is a
recommended learning activi(ip'Eon, 2004; Payler et al., 2008his refers to IPE which
emphasies mixeddiscipline groups of students working collectively to decide how to manage a
particular case. This approach is consistertt witonstructivist orientation to IPE which
emphases the importance of intgprofessional groups working cooperatively to solve a

problem. Further, a caseiented approach is appropriate for student SLTs and student teachers

as this resembles their-emrking responsibilities in practice.

Caseoriented work in coursbased applications may need to be supplemented with
additional interactive activi tCaesntetand deepen s
Hewstone (1996utilised a combination of leaing activities in a oneff IPE programme for
prospective doctors (n=41) and social workers (n=44). Mdiedipline pairs participated in
casebased planning combined with structured opportunities to discuss their respective
professional rolesStudent®  sagséséments suggested they had greater understanding of the
skills and roles of the other profession at the end of the interveftieyalso reportd
devel oping more positive attitudes towards ea
coursbased | PE may thus provide a promising mod
teachersdé coll aborative compet ebasedmasning Fur t her
supplemented with different types of supplemental activities can provitherfunsight into the

relative efficacy of different combination of learning activities.
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In contrast, there may be less need for supplemental activities tomastd,
placemenbased IPE given the variety of learning opportunities offenéain the ewvironment.
Potential learning opportunities includeseringe ac h ot her 6 sngipinfamal i ce, en
discussion (e.g., during lunch breaks) anglementingcooperatively developed instructional
plans. Caseriented approaches which students arerimarily selfdirected in their inter
professional learningnay be anore sustainable model of IRftven the limited additional input
by placement supervisoiReeves and Freeth (200&ployed a caseriented, placemeriased
model in which healtitare students (n=36) from medicine, nursing, occupational therapy and
physiotherapy cavorked to provide care for patients on a hospital ward. Interview analysis
suggested that students fiblis approach encouraged infgofessional interaction and
opportunity to learn more about teamwork procesSegervisors, however, reported that
facilitating both the professiespecific and inteprofessional activities of students was
overwhelming andinrealistic to maintain. Exploratory research is thus required to examine
whether it is feasible for student SLTs and student teachers to develop collaborative
competencies during a casgented placement model in which they primarily direct their own

inter-professional learning.

Figure 3presents a summary of the two propoB&il models fostudent SLTdeachers

and the collaborative competencies which ddad potentially influenced by IPE.
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Figure 3. Proposedriter-Professional Education (IPE)odels for student teachers and student

SLTs.

Contexts for Learning

* Course-based

¢ Placement-based
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1.5.3 Methodological considerations for evaluating IPE

Evaluating impact of IPE on collaborative competenci€s/aluating whether student
teachers/SLTs develop competencies for collaboration through IPE is challenging. First, there
are few validated measures of collaborative competencies beyomdsatf questionnaires
focused onattitudes towards collaborati@md interprofessional learnin{T histlethwaite et al.,
2015) The majority of IPE efficacy studiekave thus focused on change in these fa¢Ragler

et al., 2008) To explore the range of othgotential competencies that could be developed
through PE, researchers must either develop their own measures and/or utilise qualitative

methodologiegPayler et al., 2008; Thistlethwaite et al., 2015)

Moreover, it is has been recommended that quantitative investigations be routinely
complemented with quaditive investigations to explore the impact of Iffayler et al., 2008;
Reeves et al., 2010; Reeves et al., 20E8) instance, in the previously introduced study of pre

service IPE for student SLTs/teachers, Suleman and colleagues (2013, 2014) employed
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experimenterd evel oped measurements to examispeafic change
jargon and knowledge of emorking approaches. It was feasible, however, that students were
developing other competencies through their interactidnsh werenot easily assessed using

guantitative measurement and analysis. Complementing quantitative with qualitative
investigation of studentsd experiences coul d
learning and their needs for further developmenbfaihg IPE. Such an approach to evaluation

will help determine what IPE approaches result in what types of learning outcomes and for what

professional group&rhistlethwaite et al., 2015)

Qualitative understandi ng seofprowde dirdcdkomons 6 e x p
how such experiences can be better structured
Again, such information was not explored in the Suleman et al. (2013, 2014) initial examination
of IPE among student SLTs and studeattesrs despite it being critical for informing the design
of future IPE Evaluations need to consider the range of teaching related (i.e.;lewetd
factors that could influence the success of an IPE intervefidiéZimour & Oandasan, 2005As
describecealier in this review, these factors inclutiming of the IPE within professional
preparation programmes, teaching and learning strategies, and skills of facilitators/educators

(Freeth et al., 2005; Thistlethwaite et al., 2015)

Evaluating impact of PE beyond collaborative competencidse ultimate goal of IPE is to
develop participants who are better able to engage in effective collaborative {iRetees et
al., 2013) When feasible, IPE evaluations should thus aim to examine development of
collaborative competencies alongside effectiveness of collaborative practice. Agaaskhss
challengingas collaboration involves bo#process (i.e., quality of intgarofessional

interaction) and a product (i.e., benefits to the clflld)dsay & Dockell, 2002) Examination of
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only the product may miss improvements in the process. Nonetheless, development of methods

to evaluat e pr ewbnkiogtesg., quality ef coopbrativalysréated lesson plans)

is a starting point for examiningtilee v el opment of st udebBxammidg col | ab
both proximal effects of IPE (e.g., development of specific competencies) and distal effects (e.g.,
co-working products) will provide more robust evidence as to whether student professionals are

becoming collaborativeeady practitioners.

Currently, studies of preervice IPE have predominantly examined impact on
participantsd® c ol(Olsoh&Biabdeikowski, 2004n8ulentae et al.j 201S8;
Suleman et al., 2014ruture applicationsf coursebased IPE should seek to examine whether
IPE results in improved eavorking among student professionals. A ecasented approach to
coursebased | PE offers opportunity to examine wh
plans improve througput an IPE experienctus providing insight into the development of their
collaborative practiceCaseoriented, placemeriiased IPE also offers opportunity to examine
how chil drends | anguage and | iter agintwbrear ni ng
Comparisons could be made between childrenos
student SLTs and student teachers providing joint instruction) andhayed placements (i.e.,
student SLT and student teacher working separatelglimsaroom). This could help delineate
whether shared placement experiences enable development of competencies that allow students
to engage in collaborative practice that is more effective than separate practice. Exploratory
research is first required, hewer, to establish the feasibility of such an approach to inter

professional learning for student SLTs and student teachers.

It is important to acknowledge that these proposed approaches to IPE evaluation do not

address whethestudent professionals whodertake IPEcan effectivelyengage in collaborate
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practices as a professionelongi t udi nal research i s required
graduation use of collaborative practicBach an undertaking would be costly and fraught with
difficulties giventhe variety of micro (collaborative competencies of other practitiomaego
(organistional) and macro (systemic) factors which may impede-prtEessional collaboration

despite IPErained practitioners having adequate competency for collaboraticeqe

(D'Amour & Oandasan, 20059itial stages of prservice IPE research first needs to establish

the shortterm effects (e.g., development of collaborative competencies alongsidarkiog

efficacy) before the difficult and costly task of examiniogg-term effects can be justified.

1.5.4 Section summary

This section highlighted specific knowledge and attitudes that SLTs and teachers may require
additional opportunity to learn to better support their collaboration. This includes knowledge
and/or grceptions related to role understanding (e.g., knowledge of linguistic and curricular
concepts), intedependency in roles (e.g., acceptance of integrated service delivery models) and
knowledge of ceworking models (e.g., corptualisations of collaboratn). Caseoriented IPE
applied in courseand placemerbasedexperiencesnay provide opportunity for student SLTs

and student teachers to develop these competencies. Evaluating the impacboénsese IPE
models on collaborative competencies alongsideu d e waorlsng is aritical towards
understanding whether IPE could play a valuable role in preparing prospective SLTs and

teachers for collaborative language and literacy instruction.

1.6 Summary and thesis aims

The importance of ensuring thats$aoom teachers and SLTs are well prepared to collaboratively

support the diverse language and literacy learning needs of children is well established. It has been
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recognsed, however, that SLTs and teachers require additional opportunity in their po&ssi

study to develop the attitudes, knowledge and/or skills (i.e., competencies) required to collaborate
effectively (DCSF, 2008; Forbes & McCartney, 201ld e pt h i nvesti gati on o
and student teacher sodo c doapherevernhas yetdo bé acomductecb | | a b
Such information is critical to inform curriculudesign for professional studyfospective SLTs

and teachers.

Part of an overall strategy for enhancing teacher and SLT preparation in relation to
effective languag and literacy instruction may be the inclusion of impterfessional education
(IPE) among student teachers and student SEVsluations of preservice IPE in healtbased
applications have demonstrated that student professionals develop attitudésdgaamd
skills considered important for collaborative prac(Ceoper et al., 2001; Olson &
Bialocerkowski, 2014; Thistlethwaite et al., 2018) contrast, how IPE can be applied in a
relevant and effective manner for student SLTs and student teéhaderexplored. Research
is required to examine the effectiveness of IPE models to determine whetheraféssional
learning should become a routine part of the professional preparation of teachers and SLTSs.
Caseoriented IPE may be a particularimportant model to examine given its consistency with
learning and psychsocial theories predicting the benefits of IPE over other educational models.
Further,cas@r i ent ed approaches offer opportunity to
development of spée collaborative competencies alongsideitlability to collaboratively

support the learning of children with spoken language impairment.

The primary aims of this thesis are to:

1. Descri be t he current state of student t

coll aborative practice related to their Kknov
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roles/expertise, acceptance of intirpendent cavorking and understandingf co-working

models in collaborative language and literacy instruction.

2. Evaluate the effectiveness of casented IPE models developed to enhance shared

competencies among student SLTs and student teachers for collaborative language and literacy

instruction.
The following questions are addressed to accomplish these aims:

1. To what extent do student SLTs and student teachers differ in their
a) content knowledgef linguistic concepts anclassrooniteracy curriculum
b) perceptions of appropriat®-working modelsand

c) conceptualigtions of SLTFteacher collaboration?

2. What are the effects of @aseoriened, coursébased modeloat udent SLTs® and

teacher so

a) competencies ioollaborative practiceincluding their sharedontent knowlede of

linguistic conceptandclassroomniteracy curriculumand
b) instructional ceplanning for children with speech and literacy difficulties?

3. What are the effects ofaaseoriented, placemesiiased mdelof IPEors t udent SLTs 6

student teacheds ¢ o0 mp e tcdlaboratiee praatigencluding their
a) sharedcontent knowledge of linguistic conceptsdclassrooniiteracy curriculum and

b) perceptions of appropriate-@orking models?
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4. What are the effects of a caseented, placemeriasedmodel of IPE on the speech,
phonological awareness and early literacy skills of children whom student SLTs and student

teachers jmtly instruct?

The series of studies, presented in Chapters 2 to 6 of the thesis, answer the research questions
outlined alove.Ch apt er 2 wi || present a survey study
teachersé knowledge of l i ngui stic and i ter e
perceptions of appropriate-@orking models, and conceptuaisns of collaboratiorChapter 3

will examine the efficacy of a casgiented, courséased model of IPE utilising a randomized

controlled group design. Development of collaborative competency related to understanding of
professional expertise alongside development of collaéieraractice will be examined. Chapter

4 will further examine the effects of the coutsesed model through analysis of pwgervention

interviews provided by participating students. Development of collaborative competencies
alongside howthe instructimal design of the IPBf f ect ed studentsdé | earni
Chapter 5 will examine the efficacy of a casented, placemeriased IPE model utilising a case

study approach combining interview analysis andgogt questionnaires. Again, develogm of
collaborative competencies alongside hbeinstructionaldesigaf f ect ed st udent s o
be presentedinally, Chapter 6 will further examine the effects of the placerasted model by

utilising a singlesubject intervention designto@mi ne how chil drends spee

skills were impacted by student professional s
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CHAPTER 2
THE KNOWLEDGE AND PERCEPTIONS OF PROSPECTIVE TEACHERS
AND SPEECH LANGUAGE THERAPISTS IN COLLABORATIVE

LANGUAGE AND LITERACY INSTR UCTION

2.1  Introduction

The literature reviewed in Chapter 1 showed the aim of IPE initiatives is to build shared
attitudes, knowledge and skills among professionals from different backgrounds to prepare them
for effective interprofessional collaboration. UStomsation of IPE f@ a particular group of
participants and their professional backgrounds is essential for promotingriofiessional
learning that translates to workplace collaboratidammick, Freeth, Koppel, Reeves, & Barr,
2007) Consequentlydetermining how currenmmodels of professional study build shared
collaborative competencies among SLTs and teachers is necessary to guide the development of

pre-service IPE for these groups.

In review of Scottish policy regarding schdmsed SLT servicesi-orbes (2008)
highlighted the areas of shared knowledge that SLTs and teachers may need to utilise in their co
working. These included knowledge about language structure and development, curricular
frameworks and activities and intprofessional working. Empirical studies®£Ts and teachers,
however, suggest that the two professional groups possess limited shared understandings of areas
relevant to their collaboratioilartas (20043urveyed SLTs (n=17) and teachers (n=25) from the

United Kingdom (UK) regarding barriers atdcilitators to SLTFteacher collaboration. SLTs

reported the need for teachers to better und
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communication difficulties on childrends acad
teachers suggestatiat SLTs needed to be more informed about curriculum and classroom
management. SLTs and teachers also reported a lack of mutual understanding around the concept

of collaboration.

Similar perspectives were echoed in a more recent study which surveye&dliAns
classroom teachers (n=14) and SLTs (n=6) followed by interviews of a subset of the respondents

(n=4) (Glover & McCormack, 2015) Teachers and SLTs highlighted the need for better

understanding of each ot her Oahcetheircdractcs. Morae a | ro
specifically, respondents indicated that <cl as:
expertise in | anguage devel opment, whil e SLT

expertise in curriculum. Limited undéamding of classroorbased delivery models may also exist
among SLTs and teachers as suggested by a goverfundet review of SLT services in the UK
(Law et al., 2002)In particular, application of a consultative SLT delivery model was not well

understod by SLTs or educational staff.

Taken together, these studies suggest that IPE should build shared understandings across
multiple aspects of collaborative competency. However, relying on research inviohgagyice
teachers and SLTs to guide decisiohsewt how to develop collaborative ability at a{sevice
level is problematic given the likely impact of work experience. It is thus essential to investigate
shared collaborative competencies of student SLTs and student teachers to better inform
implemertation of IPE within university programme&t present there are no studies known to
the researcher that have examined the4ptefessional understandings of prospective SLTs and
teachersFurthermore, employing methodology that enables comparison diplaustudents

across different universities is required to increase confidence that findings are representative of

52



student populations. Finally, investigating the extent of shared competencies in the areas that
existing research has highlighted as imparta SLT-teacher collaboration is crucial to determine

what content should be prioritised for inclusion into-peevice IPE. As described in the literature
review in Chapter 1, further devel opment of c«¢
professional expertise in language and literacy, acceptance ofiegendent cevorking and
understanding of collaboration may be particularly important for advancingt&icher
collaboration.The current exploratory study thesnployed a national suryeof New Zealand

student teachers and stud&itTs in their final year of universitgtudyto examine whathey

know and think about ach ot her s professional -wotkmgrti se
models angrofessional collaboratiomhe study ddresses the first research question within the

thesis as identified in Chapter 1, including the-qubstions which are listed below.

Thespecific research questions were:

a) To what extent do student SLTs and student teachers differ in their understanding of
linguistic concepts and classroom literacy currictfum
b) To what extent do student SLTs and student teachers differ in their perceptions of
appropriate cavorking models?
c) What are student SLTsO asatidnsefSFegachet t eacher s

collaboration?

2.2 Method

2.2.1 Participants
StudentSLTs and student teachers in their final yegrofessionastudy inthethree New Zealand

universitiesthat prepare bothlS's and teacherwere invited by email to complete an online
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survey. Only student teachers completing a degree in primary selaablereducation $chool
Years 18) were invited to participate in the study.

Universitylecturing staffdistributed an emailinvitation to students to complete theline
survey.The invitation was sent tbi25 studenSLTs and 162 student teachean their final year of
study. Invitations were sent out near the end of the academic year to ensure that both groups of
students hadompleted literacy coursework. Participants who had a previous qualification in
teaching and/or speech and language therapy were excludedrspanses were received from
studentSLTs. One response was incomplete and two responses were discounted thee t
participantsnot meeting inclusion criteria leavir8y usable forméi.e., response rate of 29.6%).
Sixty-eightresponses were received from student teachers. Ten responses were inteavpigte
58usable forms (i.e., response rate of 35.84)hin social science researéhicker and Schonlau
(2002)found that response rates varied from 8% to 44%omdine surveysThus, the response

rates obtained appear to be in line with the upper rgamed in comparable research.

2.2.2 Survey nstrument

The survey instrument was adapted from previ
knowledge(Bos et al., 2001; Brady et al., 200®dditional questions were added to assess
knowledge ofclassroom literacy curriculurand perceptions regardingo-working models and
professional collaboratiolhe survey was piloted with twSLTs and three teachers to obtain
feedback about its length, clarity of questions and terminology, and appropriateness of the items.
Following piloting, oe question was omtéd due to having limited relevance to current literacy
practices in New Zealardassrooms. Anotheuestion was omitted due to providing overlapping
information withanother item The wording of 12 questions was simplifiadd four questions

were rewritten to enhance tireclarity.
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The survey consisted of fogections (see Appendix A). The first sectamsisted of six
closeended questions regardiegucationabnd work experience. The second sectionsisted
of 24 multiple choice questions thatusg h t participantsdé understand
c hi | doraklanguage anearly literacy learningContent of the questions reflected three

primary areas:

a) spoken language,

b) speech to print relationships and,

C) juniorclassroom literacy curriculum.

Eight questions sought understanding of Siriented knowledge by focusiran spoken
language conceptgeg., phoneme, phonological disorder, voicingtight questionssought
understanding of concepts denoting the relatigndetween spokerand written language
structure (e.gdecoding, grapheme, digrapht)was unknown whether this category of linguistic
concepts could be considered S&Tr i ent ed knowl edge as SLTsO6 kn
between spoken and writtemguage has not been previously examined. These eight questions
were thus analysed separately from the spoken language coiraegily, eight questionsought
understanding of teacheriented knowledge bfocusing on literacyelated concepts from the
New Zealand Curriculum and/or from classroom literacy practess,Guided Reading, running
records, chunkingBecauseertain items werdesigned to include content that was more oriented
either towardspeech and language therapyteaching, the quesn order wagandomsed to
prevent participants experiencing testing fatigue. Alltipld choice questions had five options
includi ng an dgdissuada padidipanésrrart guessing ietidey did not know the

answer.
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The third sectiorof the survey consisted of threseended questionabout different
elements of SLT and teacherwaorking. One close@nded questioasked participants to identify
to what degre&LTs and teachers should participatenstructionof variousspoken ad written
language skills. &ticipants were asked to choose who sh@aldicipate in instruction of each
skill (i.e., SLT Only, Mostly SLT, Both SLT and Teacher, Mostly Teachend Teacher Only).
The remaining two closended questionsoughtparticiparisdperceptions ofppropriateservice

delivery approache®r SLTs and how often SLTshould work in classroosn

The final section of the surveéycluded a close@nded question asking the participants to
recall whethethey had been provided with examplof collaboration between teachers Shd's
during their coursgork and/or practicum experiendearticipants who answered yes wasked

to briefly describeéhese experiences

2.2.3 Reliability

Inter-rater reliability was calculated for the opended question regarding collaborative
experiences. A therdAeased analysis wasowducted by creating categoriggesent in the
parti ci pant sthen classfyng the esponsascdrding to these categoriesn

independentolleague alseoded the responses using the identified categdiresraers agreed
on the coding of 8 of the items. The remaining items were discussettecoded until 100%

agreement was achieved.

2.3 Results

2.3.1 Background nformation
Nearly threequarters b student SLTs (7%) reported practicum experience in educational

settings Over half of the studerBLTs (59%) reported having direct experience working in a
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classbom setting with a child who hadspeech and/or language impairmemqpximately half
(52%) of student teachers reported having direct experience working with children with speech

and/or language impairment.

2.3.2 Groupknowledge of language and literacy

Table 1 illustrates average group performame&nowledge of spoken language, speechrint
and literacy curriculum conceptédn independent samplestdst and effect size analysis was
conducted to c¢omp ardeasgalcoaied anthiatarpredbdsed®do $tamdardls
recommended bZohen (1988with 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8 as small, diem and large effect sizes,
respectively. ®up performance was significantly different on thllee sections of conceptual
knowledge (p<0.05. StudentSLTs displayed greater understandiafy spoken language and
speech to print concepts. Thifeet size was largéd=1.91) for spoken languageonceptsand
medium (=0.66) for speech to print concepfudent teachers demonstrasegherior kiowledge

of literacycurriculumconcepts¢=3.49).

Table 1.Comparison of group performance on understapdirlanguage and literacy concepts.

Student SLTs Student Teachers
M SD M SD T p Co h edn

Spokené&nguage** 5.89 1.27 3.43 1.30 9.10 <0.00 1.91
(max=8)

Speech to pnt* 432 127 3.34 1.68 3.03 0.003 0.66
(max = 8)

Curriculum** 203 132 6.38 1.17 16.82 <0.00 3.49
(max=8)

Note.SLTs = speech and language therapists.
* Significant at the 0.05 level. **Significant at the 0.001 level.

57



Table 2 further 11l lustrates t hQfthgaspakenps d p
language items, at least 70% of both groups demonstrated understanding of expressive vocabulary,
phoneme and oral language. However, less than 40% of both groups correctly identified the
different levels of phonological awareness as syllaiegetrime and phoneme awareness. Less
than half of student teachers (43.1%) compared to 62.2% of student SLTs identified morphological
awareness as an awareness of word parts that carry meaning. Student teachers also demonstrated
limited familiarity with the articulatory features of vowels (25.9%) and voicing (3.4%).

Both groups demonstrated limited understanding of several speech to print concepts. For
instance, the majority of both groups did not identify a digraph as two combined letters that
represents a single speech sound or decoding as the translation of a printed word into sound.
Student SLTs tended to identify phonological awareness (43.2%) as opposed to phonics (29.7%)
as a reading method that focuses on teaching the application di speeds to letters. In addition,
only 54.1% of student SLTs and 37.9% of student teachers correctly identified a grapheme as a
written unit that represents a single speech sound.

Of the curricular items, student SLTs (64.9%) demonstrated the greatestandeg of
Reading Recovery by identifying it as a reading intervention for six year old children. However,
less than half of student SLTs correctly identified other common literacy instructional activities
or terminology specific to the New Zealand acutum. For instance, only 13.5% of student
SLTs identified Guided Reading as a small group reading activity with levelled instructional
materials and 18.9% of student SLTs identified running records as an assessment of reading
behaviours. Student teacheemonstrated limited familiarity only with the concept of

Aconstrained reading skillso with | ess than 2
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Table 2.Group performance on individual language and literacy concepts.

Student SLT
(n=37)
% correct

Student Teacher
(n=58)
% correct

Spoken language
Phonological disorder
Expressive vocabulary
Morphological awareness
Phoneme

Phonological awareness
Vowels

Voicing

Orallanguage

Speech to print
Digraph
Decoding
Consonant blend
Orthotactics
Grapheme
Nonword reading
Phonotactics
Phonics

Literacy curriculum
Running records

Guided reading
Constrained reading skills
Surface features of writing
Key competenciés
Reading Recovery

Literacy Learning Progressions

Chunking

48.6
100

62.2
78.4
35.1
91.9
83.8
89.2

27.0
27.0
83.8
64.9
54.1
86.5
59.5
29.7

18.9
135
2.7

27.0
48.6
64.9
8.1

18.9

10.3
74.1
43.1
74.1
25.9
25.9
3.4

86.2

43.1
39.7
46.6
48.3
37.9
41.4
155
62.1

93.1
87.9
17.2
89.7
98.3
94.8
93.1
63.8

Note: refers tocomponents of the New Zealand curriculum and supporting documents.

2.3.3 Group perceptions ofco-working models

Shared roles in language and literacy instructio®t udent s 6

responses

rega

which SLTs and teachers should share roles in instruction of various spoken and written language

skills are illustrated in Figures 4 and 5, respectively. The majority of both student groups identified
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a sharedale for phonological awareness instruction. The groups, however, were more divided in
their responses for the remainder of spoken language skills. The majority of student SLTs reported
SLTs should possess primary r ecshpaunddevélapmentt v f o
Comparatively, the majority of student teachers reported teachers should assume a shared role with
SLTs. The opposite pattern was demonstrated for vocabulary instruction and morphological
awareness instruction. The majority of stoideachers reported teachers should assume a primary

role in instruction of these skills compared to the majority of student SLTs who reported SLTs
should share assume an equal r@lei square tests of independeroamfirmed thatach group

was more likéy to indicate a more prominent role for their own professiomstructionof the

variouss poken | anguage skills. Comparisons were m
theappropriate degree 8LT and teacher participation instruction of thdour different domains

of spoken language. Results indicated statistically significant differences betiveemparisons

(p<0.05). Chi square results for the teaching of articulation, phonological awareness, vocabulary
and mor phol ogi c &®B)=1626,a30.601;6°Q)15.08ep+0e001,;6%(3)=12.03,
p=0.007;6%(3)=11.01,p=0.012, respectively. In contrashet majority of both groups tended to

indicate that teachers should play the primary rioke, teacher mostly, teachemlp) in reading
andspellinginstruction Chi square tests of independegoafirmedthat there was no relationship

between group and perceptions of appropriate professional roles in written language. Chi square
results forthe teachingf reading and spelljmwerec?(2)=3.38, p=0.185 ands*(2)=5.43 p=0.066

respectively.
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Speech Sound Instruction Phonological Awareness Instruction
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Figure 4. Group perceptions of the appropriate degree of professional involvement in instruction
of spoken language skillslote.SLT = speech and language therapist.
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Figure 5. Group perceptions of the appropriate degree of professional involvement in instruction
of written language skillsNote.SLT = speech and language therapist.
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Delivery modelsAt least 80%of both student groups identifiéour of thesevenservicedelivery

options as appropriate foiSA T supporting a child with speech and/or language impairrtiezge
includedwork directly with a child in a quiet room @idlethe classroom, provide consultation on
how the <chil ddés t eac h eites foraheIchld, pravidepgrofessibnals s r o o
development to educaterand work with families to help them support their children. A lower
propation of both groups (i.e., 68% of student SLTs anélo6# student teachers) identified a

SLT working directly wih a child in the classroom as an appropriaterventionmethod The

two groups were more divided in their responses regarding the appropriateness of shared teaching
and involving a teaching assistant in therapy. A little over o) of student SLTs @ampared

to 71% of student teachers selected havil§lda s si st a rdoiteathd greup lessanc h e
(i.e.,shared teaching) as an appropriate role 8L &. Howeve, more student SLTs (96) than

student teachers (78%ddentified aSLT providing actvities for a teaching assistant to do with a

child as an appropriatatervention method

Frequency of classroorbasedco-working. A majority of both student groups (6@ of student

SLTs and 5% of student teachers) responded &iats should work often ia classroom seiigy

to optimie thelearning of children who havepeech and/or language impairment. Similar
proporions of student SLTs (30) and student teacher21fo) selected thaSLTs should
sometimes work ira classroom settingrhe remaining 8% oftsdentSLTs selected thaBLTs

should always work in a classroom setting where the remaining 22% of student teachers were

divided in their answers (i.es,e | ect i ng O alnway ssou,rée ér)arel ydé or 0

2.3.4 Group understandingof collaborativeco-working
Nearly half of student SLTs (46%) compared to 5% of student teachers provided their perceptions

of collaboration given that the remainder of students reported they had no experience with SLT
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teacher collaboration upon which to base their response. Therafidy a summary of student

SLTs 6 d e s c rcollpboratonwgl beopresentedgiven the limited response by student
teachers (n=3) for this item. The most common description was $tdviding teachers with
intervention goals and resour¢d4 %) Otha commorresponses wel®L Ts and teachers working

together to provide intervention in the classroom (24%)Sinis seeking assessment information

from teachers (24%).ess frequent responses we3eTs educating teachers and/or teaching
assisants (18%)SLTs and teachers communicating abowirtown work with a child (12%),

teaching pofessionals educating SLTs (6%ared goal setting between teachers3nit (6%),

andSLTs and teachers participating i n f oandnal me

learning (6%).

2.4  Discussion

This study explored the knowledge and perceptions possessed by student teachers and student
SLTs in |l anguage and | iteracy concgepwokingg el at e
models and professional caboration Investigating the shared understandings of these
prospective professionals is an essential step in determining their readiness to collaborate to foster
childrends spoken and written | anguage | earni
undestanding how to maximise student preparation for educht@sed careers where inter
professional collaboration is increasingly required to enhance the language and literacy outcomes

of children with and without language learning difficult{@snerican SpechLanguageHearing

Association, 2010; Ministry of Education, 2013a)

The first research gquestion sought to corm
language and literacy. As expected, student SLTs possessed superior knowledge of spoken

language corepts and student teachers possessed superior literacy curriculum knowledge. This
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reflects the traditional areas of expertise for SLTs and teafde Sartney, 1999)While each

profession must develop its own areas of expertise that are not sharedbyethgrofession, it
remainsnecessary for SLTs to become knowledgeable about curriculum and teachers to become
knowledgeable about language concégtyen, 200Q)A shared understanding of basic language,

literacy and curricular concepli&ely facilitates communication and an understanding of each

ot herds professional roles thereby preparing |

literacy instruction(Foorman et al., 2011)

The findings of the current study, however, sugegttat studenSLTs and teachers do
not develop such knowledge during their university programRresious research has indicated
t hat i niti al teacher education provides insuf
knowledge of linguistic conceptsthaear cr i t i cal to chil dre(@ds read
Carroll et al., 2012; Joshi et al., 2009he results of the current study align with these findings
given that student teachers correctly identified less than half of the linguistic coht@ptszer,
the current findings suggest that student SLTs also do not have adequate experience to develop an
understanding of how orthography maps onto spoken language. Student SLTs also demonstrated
limited familiarity with literacy curriculum content. Theyere largely unable to identify common
classroom literacy practices and curriculum documents. Overall, the results confirm previously
reported concerns that SLTs and teachers are not well equipped with a body of shared knowledge
of the linguistic featuresf language and of literacy curriculuffoorman et al., 2011; Glover &

McCormack, 2015; Hartas, 2004; McCartney, 1999)

The second research question sought to co
perceptions of appropriate-@orking models to exaime their acceptance of intdependent co

working. Most notably, both groups tended to agree that teachers should be the primary

64



professional involved in reading and spelling instruction. Though these perceptions were shared
among the groups, they are rgsitive for interprofessional collaboration to lift the literacy
achievement of children. SLTs®6 expertise in s
role in supporting chiGildn 20000 s Seamutdleadgrsa@p hlyaclke
dependence in written language instruction may have been partially related to their limited
understanding of spokesritten language relationshipsAlternatively, s t u d dimitec 0
acceptance of shared r olamgusageilearnirg ocodilee reflestpecot t s o f
the limited availability ofSLT services in New Zealand related to funding restrictions (Ministry

of Education, 2013a). Consequengmestudents may have identified teachers asspssing a

primary instructioral role given the limited time SLTs can dedicate to any particular child
Continued investigatiors thus requiredo betterunderstandvhy students demonstrated limited

inte-dependency ithevarious s pect s of chil drends | anguage al

The majority of bothgroups reported that SLTs should work in classroom settings to
optimise the learning of students with language learning difficulties. This indicates general
acceptance of SLTs working alongside teachers in the classroom environment. The majority of
both goups tended to agree on mestvice deliveryapproaches where SLTs assume an indirect
role by liaising with another professional (or family member) who works directly with children.
Overall, it is a positive indicator for intg@rofessional collaboratiothat both groups valued
indirect methods of speech and language service delivery. As previously described in Chapter 1,
Carson et al. (2013)emonstrated that indirect methods adopted by a SLT can be effectively
combi ned t o enhanc euageardditbracy isstuctiorl. Bhe lead oesearchéra n g
a SLT, employed a combination of professional development sessions and coaching to assist

teachers of band 6yearold children to deliver a classroom phonological awareness programme.
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Students receivinghis instruction, including those diagnosed with SLI, demonstrated overall
greater improvement in their reading and spelling compared to students in classrooms where
teachers delivered the usual literacy curriculum. However, indirect speech and larguage s
delivery has been traditionally based on a medical model which places the SLT in a role of
providing expert advice to a teach@dartas, 2004) If student SLTs and student teachers
conceptualise indirect service delivery with this traditional idgglthere would likely be minimal
opportunity for sharing of expertise and skili#artas, 2004)Such an approach likely has limited
efficacy for collaboratively creating classroom structures and routines that provide sufficient
intensity of support forldldren with language and literacy learning difficult{®cCartney et al.,

2011; McCartney et al., 2010)

In contrast to the findings for indirect service delivery, both groups were less accepting of
SLTs assuming a direct instructional role with teach&eamteaching constitutes a highly
collaborative form of classroofmased service delivery as it requires equal responsibility for
planning and presenting a lesson to stud@ésk & Dennis, 1997)Such practices align with
SLTsd pr of es sitieo of adsisting desghersnte eénbande the quality of classroom
instruction to lower the prevalence of language and literacy difficfliiestice, 2006)ncreasing
opportunities for shared teaching during professional preparation for student SLTs and student
teachers may support graduating professionals to engage in delivery models that demand a greater

degree of communication, sharing of ideas and blgnadiiprofessional roles.

The final research question sought to compare the perceptions of student SLTs and student
teachers regarding what constitutes collaboratidmited understanding of the features of
collaboration ha been reported by iservice SO's and teachers as a barrier to effective co

working (Hartas, 2004)Therefore, students were asked to describe what they learned abeut SLT
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teacher collaboration during their university programmes. The structure of this quesgaled

that student teaens had minimal inteprofessional experienegth SLTsduring their preservice
education; this is consistent with previous studies and suggests a continuing mismatch between
university preparation and what is expected of teachers and SLTs working aryp#dducation

(Beck & Dennis, 1997; Brandel & Loeb, 2011; Hartas, 2064)wever, asking students to
describe collaboration based on experience specifically with the other profession prevented
participants, whom did not have this experience, from shakgig perceptions of collaboration.

Therefore, insights gained about studentsd pe

The student SLTs who reported having ifpienfessional experiendended to describe
collaboration in terms of eaorking models rathaghan key elements of collaboration (e.g., shared
decision making, exchange of expertise) which can be applied to varieusrkiog models
(Friend & Cook, 2003)Student SLTs were most likely to perceive the method of providing
materials and goals to tlieacher as collaboration; howev#rtis method ofco-working offers
minimal opportunity for blending of expertisedis likely ineffectiveon its own for advancing
chil drends | angua(yeCarmeyat all, 20006tudernt LTS ats@ frequentlyg
referenced teachers and SLTs fAworking toget he
that the student SLTs perceived any type of classtoased work as collaboration. However, one
has to be careful not to assuntat collaboration is simply the provision of classrebased
service by an outside specialist as highlighted by traditional consultation models that position SLTs
in an expert rol¢Hartas, 2004)Even direct methods of4class speech and language s&wican
be executed with minimal sharing of ideas such as the case of a SLT delivering a classroom

programme with limited input or participation from the classroom teg€hiend & Cook, 2003)
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Overall, the results suggest that student SLTs have yet telogevan appreciation of the

complexities of collaboration.

2.4.1 Implications and future directions

Prospective teachers and SLTs in this study appearealueco-workingt o support chil
communication and learning in the classroom environmentfiitiegs, however, suggested that

although student teachers and student SLTs have expertise in their discipline specific knowledge,
they have more limited shared understandings across discigtidesf collaborative cavorking.

Lack of shared knowledgeould pose challenges to developing effective collaborative practices

that will support childrends communication de

The findings suggest that new initiatives are warranted to increase opportunities for
prospective SLTs and teachéosacquire shad knowledge of effective practices in developing
childrenbés spoken and written | anguage. Such
standards of practice in theggeech and language serviaes increasingly expected to be delivered
by SLTs in a collaborative manner with teachdfsmerican SpeechanguageHearing
Association, 2010; Cirrin et al., 2010)s discussed in the literature review, the New Zealand
Ministry of Education(2013a)framework for SLTs also emphasises the need for SLTs to be
informed about classroom curriculum to enable them to work effectively with teachers to support
chil drenés or al | anguage and early I|iteracy |
alignedwith professional standards of practice within education. The New Zealand graduating
teacher standards require teachers to have tF

wi t h ¢ o (NeweZaeadandeEsluzational Council, 2015, p. 1)
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It can beargued that shared knowledge of the type discussed in this study can be achieved
through curriculum modifications to traditional epriofessional models of professional study.
However, inteiprofessional initiativesmay offer advantage by enabling interiact among
students with complementary backgroufBarr et al., 2005)Such interactions can be guided to
expose students to different knowledge and perspectivesxteatdtheir ownunderstandings in
a manner that optimally prepares them for future bollation.The current study highlights aims
for preservice IPE curricula including developing shared knowledge of basic lirgaisd
curricular concepts and acceptance of hHaependent covor ki n g i n chil drer
developmentNonethelesdurther investigation of the knowledge and perspectives of prospective
teachers and SLTs in various awgentbelimfedscope | dr er
of the current survey in addition tike small sample size and moderate responseBayerd that,
however,research must also extend to evaluating the efficdiqyeservice intemprofessional
initiatives. The following chapters thus begin to examine the impact of different forms of IPE on

student SLTsd and st udanddttitutes farcdllaboraive priactice.w!l e d g e
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CHAPTER 3
COMPARISON OF COURSE-BASED APPROACHES TO INTER-
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION IN COLLABORATIVE LANGUAGE -

LITERACY INSTRUCTION

3.1 Introduction

The results presented in Chapter 2 demonstrated that graduating SLTs and primary school teachers
possess minimal shared knowledge of areas considered relevant for effective collaboration. These
results align with previous studies comparing the knowleddearspectives of #service SLTs

and classroom teachers, thereby confirming that these professional groups have limited
opportunity to develop intgorofessional knowledg@slover & McCormack, 2015; Hartas, 2004;

Law et al., 2002)The study described this chapter explores whether shared knowledge can be
advanced by a single exposure to codrased IPE. As highlighted in the literature review,
examples of IPE among student teachers and SLTs are rare. Exploratory research is therefore
required before gloring more extensive and resouingensive initiatives, such as longgerm

courses or field experiences.

The results presented in Chapter 2 suggested that student SLTs possess superior
understanding of linguistic concepts while student teachers pasgessor understanding of
literacy curriculum concept$t udent s coul d therefore be encoul
developing expertisealongside buildings har e d knowl edge of each
roles/expertis¢o prepare them for future cabboration.Such practicevould be consisterwithin
a constructivist framework dPE which aims to encourage learning through interaction among

participantyHean et al., 2009}t can be argued, however, that enhanced linguistic and curricular
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knowledgefor prospective teachers and SLTs could be achieved through curricula modifications
to existing models of university educatioAccordingly, efficacy studies of IPE need to
demonstrate that such initiatives can extend to enhanciagpdong among particignts and that

their coworking represents better practice than what students can accomplish on their own.
Previous examinations of courbased IPE applications have not yet examined how IPE affects
students pr of es s i-workiagl(Reéveset @ll, P0OA3 Bulemanietv d., 2018;

Suleman et al., 2014; Thistlethwaite et al., 2015)

Designing | PE to examine blitelady knowledge@ed i n s
application to instruction is consistent with previous studies examining methodscbiete
preparation(Al Otaiba & Lake, 2007; Al Otaiba et al., 2012) Otaiba et al. (2012yompared
two tutoring programmes that differed in whether scripted activities for-veading skills were
provided to student teachers. Student teachers (n=28)naedomly assigned to one of the two

tutoring programs which required them to develop-tmaene instruction in components critical

to childrends regoisng qgauewsdli opmantr.esProd t he s
knowledge indicated thatbot gr oups 6 knowl edge i mproved si mi/l
However, anal ysis of student teachersodéd | essol

provided with scripted activities developed more in depth instruction of-vearding skills.
Children who received tutoring in the scripted activities condition also demonstrated greater gains
in decoding. Similar methods of evaluation can also be applied to IPE programmes to examine
their utility in preparing student teachers and student SLT®Xplicit language and literacy

instruction.

Coursebased IPE initiatives often employ a combination of learning approaches designed

to encourage interaction among participg@arpenter & Hewstone, 1996; Freeth et al., 2005)
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As described in Chapter laving mixeddiscipline groups plan interventions for realistic cases is

a recommended method to encourage interactive leaflkgn, 2004) Supplementing this with
activities to facilitate discussi onildelfaree ach o
languagditeracy knowledge and to galan instruction during cadsased work. Examining how
student s6 knowl e dpipeninganahgeioverstite coursetofithe iprafessianal
experience can provide insight into the efficacy laf tparticular combination of interactive

learning methods.

The study aimed to examine the effects of a combinedarésated IPE model focused on
discussion and application of language and literacy content. It was taken into account that spending
time together during supplemental discussion activities may alkobaemc e st u-dent s o
professional attitudes/relationships as predicted by Contact T{graiges & Tomkowiak, 2010)
Changeinintepr of essi onal attitudes may t-wakingipl ay a
case planning. This necessitated thee@fsa comparison control intervention which supplemented
case planning with spending time together discussingarayuage/literacy content. Comparisons
between the two interventions were used to address the second research question within the thesis

as dentified in Chapter 1, including the sghestions which are listed below.
Thespecificresearch questions were:

a) To what extentdoes the combined courbasedPE for student teachers and student
SLTs mprove their shared content knowledge of linguistincepts and classroom
literacy curriculun?

b) To what extent does supplemental discussion of language and literacy content

improve the instructional eplanning of student teachers and student SLTs?
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c) How does st ud e ndlaaning before and a&tsupplemental ¢ o
discussion of language and literacy content compare to what they can achieve when

planning instruction individually?

3.2 Method

3.2.1 Participants

Eighteen student teachers and 27 student SLTs participated in the study (n=45). All ptsticipa
attended the University of Canterbury in New Zealand and were drawn from separate
undergraduate programmes of either primary teacher education or speech and language therapy.
Both undergraduate programmes enable students to graduate into their vegpedtgssion.
Participating student SLTs and student teachers were in their third year of a 4 year and 3 year
programme, respectively. Both student groups were participating in their final course work relating
to child language and literacy. The timingtbé interventions was selected to complement this
course work and allow students to develop their own areas of exp&tigient SLTs had
completed previous courseork related to English language structure, typical and disordered
speech/language devetopnt, and management of speech/language disorders. Student teachers
had completed previous coursework related to child development (including language
development), instruction of oral language and early literacy skills, and implementation of

curricular lteracy programmes.

All student SLTs were expected to participate in the interventions as part of their
compulsory academic course in child languaigeenty-eight out of 29 third year student SLTs
participated in the interventions. In contrast, studesathers were asked to volunteer to participate
as a learning experience additional to their regular course work given they were a much larger

cohort (i.e., a cohort of over 120 students). Student teachers were invited to participate through
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electronic mesmes (e.g., email, online noticeboard) as well as verbally during a third year
language and literacy course. Eighteen student teachers volunteered. All consenting participants
met the inclusion criteria of having no previous qualifications in either teadoeation or speech

and language therapy. A total of 44 of the 45 consenting participants across the student teacher
and SLT groups were female. Participation in the interventions did not contribute towards the

studentsdé course grades.

3.2.2 Research dsign

A quastexperimental design was employed to compare the efficacy of the contrasting IPE

programmes. Participants were randomly assigned to either the:

1. Experimental group (Group 1): The combined intervention which includeebeasel
instructional planing supplemented with guided discussion of literacy curriculum and

linguistic knowledge.

2. Comparison control group (Group 2): An intervention which involved the same opportunity
for casebased instructional planning but supplemented with guided disous$ non

language/literacy content.

Figure 6displays the allocation of the student participants to the contrasting intervention
groups.Random allocation to thintervention groups was utiid totry to balance the profile

of participants within each condition (e.g., academic level, engagement during the programme,
etc.). Casebased instructional planning was common to both interventions to compare how
supplementing case planning with knowledgerisigaversustime to build interprofessional

relationships mpact ed fearming.i ci pant s o
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Figure 6. Structure of student subgroups assigned to each intervention group

Note: Combined intervention consisted of cdmesed planning combined with &ies to

Group 2: Comparison
Intervention (Control)

(n=22)

Student SLT
subgroup (n=13)

L

Student teacher
subgroup (n=9)

A

promote linguistic and curricular content knowledge. Comparison intervention consisted-of case
based planning and discussion of professional issues.

3.2.3 Intervention groups

Descriptive characteristics of the combined intervention group@Greyp 1) and the comparison

intervention group (i.e., Group 2) are described in Table 3. There was no significant difference in

participants®o

.29. In addition, the number pérticipants who had completed some practical learning experience

working with schoolage children was similar among the intervention gropps ( . 7 0,

agde=20.0) and Greup Md G21.0),W p19A,z=¢1.07,p =

Fi

exact test)All student teachers had successfully completed practical placement periodsairyprim

she

schools (e.g., completed 15 weeks working alongside an experienced teacher in a primary school);

however, five student SLTs from Group 1 and three from Group 2 had not yet completed a

placement working with schoalge children. These student S.\Werenot excluded from the IPE

as it was part of their compulsory academic coursework and exclusion may have disadvantaged

their performance in the latter portion of the course.
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Table 3. Characteristics of student subgroups within each intervention group.

N having N with no

Age experience  schootage
with experiencé
children in
years$

N M(SD) Range 1-4 5-8
Group 1
Student 9 22.3(5.0) 2035 9 9 0
teacher
Student SLT 14 22.4(4.5) 2034 7 3 5
Group 2
Student 9 23.8(7.7) 2044 9 9 0
teacher
Student SLT 13 21.1(1.1) 2023 8 3 3

Note.Data from two participants from each intervention group is not avaifaélers to practical
experience in schools as part of the students

3.2.4 IPE interventions

The researcher (an experienced, sciasied SLT) developed the intervention programmes based

on the survey study (see Chapter 2) which found that student teachers and student SLTs possess
l imited wunderstanding of e a c dring @wdamipletionbod thea r e a s
professional studyl' he two forms of intervention ran concurrently in two different rooms and the
student participants were unaware of the differences in coniéet.total lendt of each
intervention was 3ours. Two hours wereedicated to interactive learning activities (i.e., ease

based instructional planning, supplemental guided discussion). One hour was dedicated to a brief
introduction, breaks and completion of pre and post knowledge meaSirestesearcher

facilitated thecombined intervention and a colleague with a similar professional background (i.e.,
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paediatric speech and language therapist) facilitated the comparison intervention. The components

of each intervention were as follows.

Case study instructional planningDuring both the combined intervention and the comparison
intervention, the student participants were required to create lesson plans for a series of case studies
related to young children with speech, language and literacy learning difficulties. Theppatsici

were provided with a teacher report and a speech and language therapy report for each case which
detailed the childrends current | evels of spec

the following steps.

Case 1: The students worked@pendently to create a lesson plan for the child in case study 1.

Case 2: Students worked in mixdscipline pairs or trios to complete a lesson plan for the child

in case study 2.

Case 3: Students worked in new misaidcipline pairs/trios to completdesson plan for the child

in case study 3.

Participants were given 25 minutes to complete each case, including review of reports and
creating a lesson plan for how they would support the learning of the casd bbildngth of this
activity was partly hosen due to time constraints. This was judged, however, to be diceali
amount of time in which SLY and teachers would have toman instruction in real practice
settings and would thus provide an authentiesvooking experienceln the independentase
study, students were asked to review the reports and write a lesson plan on their own. In the mixed
discipline case studies, students were instructed to review the reports together and discuss ideas
for the lesson plans. However, each student wasmegpe for writing her/his own lesson plan of

how she/ he would support the childds communic
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Cases were based on three children who participated in a research project previously
conducted by anothaesearche(McNeill & Gillon, November2014) All three cases were
selected to have similar language and literacy profiles. This was done to limit differences in case
content acting as an extraneous variable i mp
speech, language and literacy skills of clatdselected for the case studies were assessed via a set
of standardised, nonmeferenced measures as well as informal measures. These children were
assessed at approximately fiaada half years of age as having significant speech impairment in
additionto being at risk for progressing slowly in literacy acquisitthre to languagbased
difficulties, particularly in phoneme awareness. Receptive language skills were within normal
limits for the children described in Case 1 and 2 and just belovexgggrtéions for the child
described in Case 3. The childrends word reco
within a typical range according to a normative sample; however, they all performed below age
expectations on phoneme awareness tasks andspgediing samples suggested limited ability to

use a phonological approach to spell unfamiliar words.

Based on the childrends speech and | anguag
teacher reports <coinci di n gstyedroflschoolimpdt agé sixon of
given that New Zealand children start school when they turn five). All case study children were
described as reading levelled texts that were beloweagectation for the first year of school.

This was done to highlig that the children who were identified at risk for literacy learning
difficulties at fiveanda half went on to fall behind in their reading development by age six. To
align with the speech and language report, use of grppboemic knowledge to decoded spell

unfamiliar words was described to be an area of difficulty for all three children. Development of
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sight word reading vocabulary and use of #ex$ed cues (e.g., picture cues) for word recognition

were described as relative strengths in thedirea

Supplemental guided discussioBoth intervention groups engaged in supplemental discussion
between the mixediscipline cases (i.e., Case 2 and 3). Supplemental discussion activities were
conducted over a 45 minute period for both interventionstéht of the supplemental discussion

varied as follows between the two intervention groups.

1. Combined Intervention (Group 1)

Mixed-discipline groups of four to five students engaged in three sets of approximately fifteen
minute activities designed to guide students through discussion of spoken language structure,

speech to print relationships and literacy curriculum. The aesvitre summarised as follows.

Activity 1: Spoken language concepBudent SLTs were asked to explain the articulation of
vowel and consonant sounds to their student teacher counterparts. The second part of the activity

required student participantstod cuss t heir understanding of th

Activity 2: Speech to print concepiBhis began with a 13 minute lecture by the researcher to
discuss the relationship between sound structure of words and their orthography. A lecture format
was selectetbr this component based on the findings presented in Chapter 2 which suggested that
student teachers and student SLTs possessed limited orthographic knowledge. The lecture focused
on linguistic concepts related to word decoding (e.g., phoneme awarphesg;s, types of
graphemes, orthographic patterns). The Simple View of Red@ioggh & Tunmer, 1986)as

used as a framework to introduce these concepts and how they relate to reading comprehension.

This activity concluded with the mixediscipline group completing worehnalysis activities
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including identification of phonemes, graphemes (e.g., digraphs, trigraphs, vowel teams) and

morphemes.

Activity 3: Classroom literacy curriculum conceptudent teachers were asked to describe
common literacy instrctional materials and activities that are used in New Zealand primary school
classrooms. Students were also provided with English literacy curriculum documents and were
asked to review them to determine which may be most useful for collaborative goglaetbng

teachers and SLTs.

2. Comparison intervention (Group 2)

Mixed-discipline groups of four to five students engaged in three sets of approximately fifteen
minute activities engaging students in guided discussion of factors affecting speech anclanguag
therapy services for scheage children. These activities sought to provide similar opportunity for
interaction as supplemental discussion in the combined intervention but without an explicit focus
on language and literacy knowledge. Activity 1 askedgudents to discuss potential barriers to
SLT-teacher collaboration and ways to overcome such barriers. Activity 2 asked students to
discuss ways that educational professionals, families and communities could advocate for
increased access to speech amadglage therapy services for children who experience
communication difficulties. Activity 3 asked students to develop an appropriate name, slogan and
mission statement for an advocacy group formed to promote increased accessibility to speech and

languageherapy services.

Materials provided to prompt supplemental discussion can be viewed in Appendix B for

both Group 1 (combined intervention) and Group 2 (comparison intervention).
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3.2.5 Procedure

All evaluation instruments employed for the current study vwiereeloped by the researcher
because currently available validated instruments employed for IPE evaluation were not suitable
for the aims of the study. The methods of evaluation and their implementation are described in the

following sections.

Linguistic and literacy curriculum knowledgeAll students completed a questionnaire before and

after the 2-hour interactive learning activities (i.e., instructional planning and supplemental
discussion)to assess their linguistic and literacy curriculum knowledges hestionnaire

employed the 24 multiple choice questions from the survey described in Chégeter 2ppendix

A). The questions asked students to identify the definition of various primary school English
literacy curriculum and English linguistic concgpt r el evant to childrenés

language learning.

Instructional planning. The student professionals were asked to submit their lesson plans from

the three case studies. For each lesson plan, participants were asked to describe areas for extra
instruction for the child and how they would address these areas. No further template was given
for the lesson planning. Lesson plans were coded and used as a measure of instructional planning.
Comparison between lesson plans from migestipline case stlies (i.e., Case 2 and 3) were
conducted to evaluate the development efvooking among student teachers/SLTs. Comparison
between lesson plans from the individual (i.e., Case 1) and rdigeipline case studies were
conducted to examine whether studéntswooking represented better practice than what students
could achieve working individually. A summary of the intervention structure and outcome

measures is presented visually in Figure 7.
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Pre- knowledge measure Pre- knowledge measure

Lesson 1: Independent planning Lesson 1: Independent planning
(case 1) (case 1)
Lesson 2: Mixed-discipline planning Lesson 2: Mixed-discipline panning
(case 2) (case 2)

Supplemental discussion: Expertise
sharing focused on linguistic and
curricular content

Supplemental discussion:
Professional issues

Lesson 3: Mixed-discipline planning Lesson 3: Mixed-discipline planning
(case 3) (case 3)
Post-knowledge measure Post-knowledge measure

Figure 7. Summary of outcome measures utilistatoughout the IPE interventiondlote.
Outcome measures are highlighted by bold print.

A coding system for the lesson plans was developed by the researcher (an experienced
schootbased SLT) and an independent colleague (an experienced primary schioet)t€bhe
coding system was created to evaluate the depth of five components developed in each of the
lesson plans. First, a aworking component was evaluated to examine the degree to which
students acknowledged the role of the ofrafession. Secondlyour linguistic categories were
evaluated including expressive phonology/articulation, phonological awareness, orthographic

knowledge and language comprehension. These were selected due to them being appropriate areas
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for targeted instruction for all trease study children to improve their speech, oral and/or written

language.

A threestep coding process was adopted for th@odking component. A score of zero
was allocated if the writer of the lesson plan did not reference thepthfession. Compatively,
a score of 1 was allocated if the writer of the lesson plan made a general reference to-the other
profession (e.g., fAensure involvement from hol
allocated iftheothep r o f e s si 0 n 6 sed asmtideessiwgpgeal ateassddferanttthan those
targeted by the writer of the lesson plan. A score of 3 was allocated if thepotherf e s si on 6 s
was described as targeting goal areas shared by the writer of the lesson plan. This coding system
was adoped so that higher scores were reflective ofmwking that more closely aligns with
collaborative ceworking given that adoption of mutual goals is key feature of collaboration

(Bronstein, 2003)

A four-step coding process, adapted frAirDtaiba et al(2012) was adopted for each of
the linguistic components. A score of zero was allocated for a language component if it was not
referenced. A score of 1 was allocated for a language component if a minimum of a general
reference to the component was madg.(ghonological awareness). An additional point was
allocated for each of the following: 1) reference to a targeted aspect of the language component
(e.qg., segmenting phonemes) 2) description of instructional activities which included detail on at
leasttwo different aspects of instruction (e.g., explicit acts of instruction such as modelling,
detailing progression from less to more challenging tasks, and/or materials used) and 3) an accurate
rationale for working on the language component. Consequémdymaximum score for each

language component was 4 (see Appendix C for examples of coding).
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A protocol was developed for common areas of confusion around phonological awareness
and phonics instruction. Participants often stated phonological awarerssslgsctive but then
described instruction of phonergeapheme relationships. In these cases, credit was given for only
a general reference to phonological awareness (score of 1) but a targeted reference (score of 2) for
orthographic knowledge. Additiorlg) lesson plans which described only instruction in rhyme
awareness could not receive credit for a rationale given the research evidence that phoneme rather
than rhyme awareness should be the focus of explicit instruction for sap@achildrer(Gillon,

2000) An additional protocol was developed to deal with ine&datedness between expressive
phonologyéarticulation and phoneme awareness instruction. Phoneme awareness intervention
supports improved reading ability as well as speech production forerhindth spoken language
impairment(Gillon, 2000; McNeill, Gillon, & Dodd, 2009)Therefore student participants were
credited points for both phoneme awareness and expressive phonology/articulation if they

explicitly linked phoneme awareness activitiestc hi | dr endés | i teracy and

Atotal of 134 lesson plans were included in the analysis. Student SLTs and student teachers
participating in the combined intervention submitted 41 and 27 lesson plans, respectively. Student
SLTs and studenéachers participating in the comparison intervention submitted 39 and 27 lesson
plans, respectively. Coding was done by both developers of the coding system who were blinded

to case study and intervention conditions.

3.2.6 Reliability

Inter-rater reliabiity was calculated for lesson plan coding. The two coders began by both coding
a subset of 11 randomly selected plans to establish reliability and to finalise coding procedures.
These plans were then-ceded along with the remaining plans by either of tike coders.

Twenty-seven lesson plans (i.e., 20% of the total number of plans) were randomly selected for
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both coders to complete to calculate intater reliability. The percent agreement was 86% which
was deemed acceptable based on previous studiel g&ti80% agreement as a minimal level of
acceptable interater reliability(e.g., Suleman et al., 2014)ifferences in coding were resolved

through discussion until 100% agreement was reached.

3.2.7 Intervention fidelity

A script was written for bothnterventions to help ensure that each group received the same
intervention components except for the supplemental guided discussion activities. The facilitators
were also directed to not assist students during the case studies or guided discussior (with th
exception of the lecture component) to encourage further consistency between the two forms of

the intervention.

3.3 Results

3.3.1 Languageliteracy content knowledge

Pre-intervention knowledgeComparisons were conducted for three categories of languabe
literacy concepts including those related to spoken language, the relationship between spoken and
written language (i.e., speech to print), and literacy curriculum. Comparisons for each knowledge
category were conducted across the four student syigr@ee Figure 5) using a efaetor

betweergroup ANOVA. The purpose of this analysis was to:

a) confirm equivalence between the intervention groups by investigating whether there were
statistical differences between student SLT subgroups from Group Granp 2 and likewise

for student teacher subgroups, and

b) confirm that student SLTs and student teachers within each intervention group had differing
strengths in their knowledge of tested concepts.
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The analyses revealed a significant group effect Sjpoken language concepts [
(3,41)=6.62,p=0.001] and curriculum concepts$ [(3,41)=68.83,p<0.001]. There was no
significant group effect for speech to print conceptg3.41)=0.57,p=0.639]. Effect size was
calculated using Eta squared and was interpreted accord@ghen (1988ywith 0.01 as small,

0.06 as medium and 0.14 as large effect sizes. Effect size calculations for spoken language, speech
to print and curriculum concepts vwe0.33, 0.04 and 0.83, respectively. Hast comparisons

(Tukey HSD test) indicated that the two student SLT subgroups (from Group 1 and 2) scored
significantly higher than the two student teacher subgroups (from Group 1 and 2) on spoken
language concep(p<0.05). In contrast, the two student teacher subgroups had significantly higher
mean scores than the two student SLT subgroups on curriculum concepts. In summary, the
analyses confirmed that intervention groups were similar as there were no diffenences
knowledge of tested concepts between student SLTs from Group 1 and Group 2 or between student
teachers from Group 1 and Group 2. In addition, it confirmed that the student SLTs and student

teachers within each intervention group had differing areasesfgth in their knowledge.

Change in knowledgeBeforeandafter comparisons for each category of langtlédgeacy

concepts were made for each of the four student subgroups (Table 4). This was done to examine
how students from the differing professioasponded to the interventions given that student SLTs

and teachers entered the interventions with different levels of knowledge. Independent samples t
tests were employed as mi sl abel i ng-ampostt est s
guestionnairewhich would be required for paired samplktedts or ANOVA analyses. Effect size

was cal cul at adndwas intergreted adcoeding te recommendations of 0.2=small

effect, 0.5=medium effect and 0.8=large eff@bhen, 1988)
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Statistically significant increases in conceptual knowledge were obtained only for
subgroups from Group 1 (Table 4). Both student SLTs and student teachers from Group 1
demonstrated significantly greater understanding of speech to print concepts. Student SLTs from
Group 1 also demonstrated enhanced understanding of literacy curriculum concepts. All the
statistically significant gains in conceptual knowledge were accompanied by large effeatl sizes (
> 0.8). Student subgroups from either intervention group did not deraengtatistically

significant improvement in their understanding of spoken language concepts.

Examination of the percentage of each subgroup which correctly answered each of the
tested concepts befeamdafter the interventions, however, suggestet student teachers from
Group 1 were more likely to correctly identify some spoken language concepts at post intervention.
The concepts for which student subgroups from Group 1 demonstrated the greatest improvement
in terms of percentage of subgroupregt are displayed in Figure 8 (for student teachers) and
Figure 9 (for student SLTs). This suggested that student teachers from Group 1 were more likely
to identify a phoneme as the smallest unit of sound and vowels as sounds produced with
unobstructediglow through the vocal tract at post intervention as compared tof@evention.

Similar gains for these items were not seen for student teachers from Group 2.
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Table 4. Conceptual knowledge of student subgroups before and after the interventions.

Group 1 Group 2
Variables Pre&t Post t p Co h edn Pr& Post t p Co h edn
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

Spoken Language

Student teacher 2.1(0.8) 3.1(1.8) 1.56 0.148 0.73 2.3(0.7)  2.0(1.8) -0.52 0.616 -0.24

Student SLT 3.8(1.4) 4.6(1.1) 1.67 0.107 0.65 3.7(1.2) 3.5(1.4) -0.30 0.764 -0.12
Speech to Print

Student teacher 2.7(1.4) 4.4(1.7) 2.38 0.030* 1.12 2.7(0.9) 3.7(1.7) 1.60 0.135 0.76

Student SLT 3.1(1.5) 5.3(1.1) 4.21 0.000** 1.64 3.4(2.0) 4.1(1.9 0.89 0.381 0.35
Literacy Curriculum

Student teacher 6.3(1.0) 6.1(0.9) -0.49 0.632 -0.23 5.8(0.7)  5.9(0.8) 0.32 0.750 0.15

Student SLT 1.4(1.1) 2.8(1.1) 3.19 0.004* 1.23 1.9(1.1) 25(1.4) 124 0.225 0.49

Note.®Maximum individual scores were 8.00<0.05, **p<0.001.
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Figure 8. Comparison between student teacher subgroup performance on concepts which
student teachers from the experimental intervention group showed the greatest improvement.

Note.T1= student teachers from Group 1 (experimental). T2=student teachers from Group 2
(comparison control).
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Figure 9. Comparison between student SLT subgroup performamcencepts which student
SLTs from the experimental intervention group showed the greatest improvement.

Note. S1= student SLTs from Group 1 (experimental). S2=student SLTs from Group 2
(comparison control).
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3.3.2 Case study instructional planning

Individual instructional planning. Comparisons of instructional planning were first made for

Case 1 (i.e., individual planning) between the four subgroups of students. The aim was to
explore if preexisting differences in instructional planning between thervetgion groups

may have been an additional variable affecting subsequent instructional planning in the mixed

di scipline cases. Visual i nspection of subg
awareness scores differed with both student SLT subgrgaiming higher scores than both

student teacher subgroups (Table 5). A nonparametric analysis (i.e., Kn\&kii Test) was

employed to compare the student subgroups as parametric analysis was inappropriate due to
subgroups scoring zero on some lamguaomponents (i.e., variance of zero). This confirmed

that statistically significant differences across the four student subgroups existed only for the
phonol ogi cal a wa (3 n=d4=22.8¢ ewWPaln &histagaih suggested
equivalence betwedhe intervention groups as student SLTs in Group 1 performed similarly

to their student SLT counterparts in Group 2 and likewise for student teacher subgroups.
Student SLTsdé6 and student teachersdé data fr
further analysis given the overall similarity of instructional planning between subgroups of

students.
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Table 5. Student subgroup performance on individual instructional planning during Case 1.

Group 1 Group 2
Student Student Student Student
teacher SLT teacher SLT
Co-working? 0 (0) 0.3 (0.86) 0 (0) 0.5 (0.97)
Expressive 0.3(0.7) 0.7 (0.95) 0 (0) 0.9(1.1)
Phonology/
Articulatior?
Phonological 0.4 (0.73) 2.5(1.05) 0.8(0.83) 2.3(0.86)
Awarenes
Orthographic 2.7(1.12) 2.2(1.07) 2.5(0.73) 1.9(1.26)
Knowledgé
Language 1.3(1.3) 0.1(0.28) 0.7(1.12) 0.7 (0.95)
Comprehensich

Note. Means for each component are presented with standard deviation in parentheses.
dmaximum score was 8maximum score was 4.

Change in instructionaplanning across case3wo-factor ANOVA with a repeated measures
factor was used to evaluate the presence of statistically significant change in instructional
planning between and within the two intervention groups across time (i.e., across the three
different cases). This analysis was carried out for mean scores on each of the five lesson plan

components (Table 6).

Statistical analysis for the amorking component revealed no significant main or
interaction effects. Comparatively, statistical analysis fioe phonological awareness
component revealed a significant F(R41me78by gr o
p=0. 031, parti al eta squared=0.16] al ong wi
Lambda=0.82F(2,41)=4.60,p=0.016, partial etaguared=0.18] and groug-(1,42)=4.13,

p=0. 049, parti al eta squared=0.09]. Thi s suc
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awareness scores across time was significan

which remained similar across all élercase studies.

Table 6. Intervention group performance on lesson plan components across the three cases.

Group 1 Group 2
Components Casel Case2 Case3 Casel Case2 Case3
Co-working? 0.2(0.6) 0.3(0.7) 0.2(0.6) 0.3(0.8) 0.6(1.1) 0.5(0.9)

Expressive 0.6 (0.9) 1.1(1.2) 0.9(0.9) 05(0.9) 1.6(1.1) 1.3(1.0)
Phonology/
Articulatior?

Phonological 16(14) 1609 1609 1.7(1.1) 1.2(0.9) 0.6 (0.7)
Awarenes$

Orthographic 2.4 (1.1) 1.1(11) 1.4(1.2) 2.1(11) 1.5(0.9) 0.9 (1.0)
Knowledgé

Language 0.6 (1.1) 0.1(0.3) 1.3(1.0) 0.7 (1.0) 0.3(0.8) 0.9 (1.1)
Comprehensich

Note. Means for each component are presented with standard deviation in parentheses.
dmaximum score was 3maximum score was 4.

Further analysis revealed only significant main time effects for the three remaining

components including expressive p@R01860pgy/ ar

p<0. 001, parti al et a sqguared=0.32], orthog

F(2,41)=1768,p< 0. 00 1, parti al eta squared=0.46]
Lambda=0.58, F(2,41)=14.62, p<0.001, partial eta squared=0.42]. Post hoc pairwise
comparisons using Bonferroni tests was completed for each component to evaluate where
staistically significant changes occurred between the three time points, representing the three
different cases. This analysis revealed the intervention groups increased in
expressive/articulation scores between Case 1 apd®06) and decreased in orthaghic

knowledge scores between Case 1 ang<®.001). Post hoc analysis for the language
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comprehension component demonstrated a decrease in scores between Casg<d0adis) 2 (

and an increase in scores between Case 2 gweD3(01) for both interventiogroups.

In summary, the two intervention groups did not appear to perform differently from
each other on the various instructional components with the exception of phonological
awareness where the performance of group 2 appeared to decline acrossethagbs. Both
intervention groups improved in their expressive phonology/articulation scores between the
individual and first mixeetliscipline case (i.e., Case 1 and 2) as well as in their language

comprehension scores between the two mukiedipline cass (i.e., Case 2 and 3).

3.4  Discussion

Preparing educational professionals to provide langlisgacy instruction is critical for
advancing chil dr gMoats 204¢Aalarge badyof research lmamfecsised

on the knowledge and practice of prospective teachers; however, increased focus on preparing
teachers alongside other child practitioners, such as SLTs, for collaboratively supporting
chil drenbds | e aed(rorbesgg& McE€artreey, 20d5)ug, gha present study
examined the impact of courbased IPE interventions on the shared linguistic and literacy
curricular knowledge of student teachers and student SLTs alongside tpdamoong of
language and litecy instruction. Contrasting interventions were implemented to determine to
what extent supplementing casased instructional planning with expertise sharing (i.e., the
combined intervention) offered additional benefit over supplementingbzesszl work wh

only spending time together (i.e., the comparison control intervention).

The first research question sought to col
knowledge improved over the course of the contrasting interventions. Such knowledge has
beenhi ghl i ghted as 1 mportant -working piaaidetosuppgot dent s

chil dr ends I(Rorbes,r2808;yWMcQarnayr &Ellisy 013} was expected that
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supplementing casactivities with languagéiteracy expertise sharing wall enhance
studentsd | inguistic and curricul ar k-nowl ed
activities with only spending time together. Students from the combined intervention
demonstrated gains in some aspects of their linguistic and curricaatddge while students

from the comparison intervention did not show any statistically significant gains in conceptual
knowledge. More specifically, in the combined intervention, the literacy curricular knowledge
of student SLTs improved as evidencedryréased ability to identify definitions of common
classroom literacy activities such as Guided Reading and running records. Both subgroups of
students from the combined intervention also demonstrated improved knowledge of linguistic
concepts pertaining tie relationship between speech and print (e.g., decoding, digraph, and
grapheme). Improvement in this category of concepts, however, was supported by explicit

instruction provided by the researcher through a lediased activity.

There was less evidea to suggest that participation in the combined intervention
benefitted student teacherso6 kn-pogtcenpagisonof sp
of students6é spoken | anguage knowledge from
significart. There was a trend, however, towards improved knowledge for these student
teachers according to effect size analysis and examination of their responses to individual items
(e.g., definitions of phoneme and vowels). One explanation for limited changeentiagt the
student SLTs did not have sufficiently strong knowledge of the spoken language concepts
examined to be able to positively influence
has been highlighted as a key consideration for IPE. IniqueVvPE studies, health care
students reported that lack of knowledge of their own professional roles limited the utility of
inter-professional interactionfOlson & Bialocerkowski, 2014)The student SLTs in the
present study were in their third of a day programme and thus may have required further

study to strengthen their linguistic knowledge. They identified an average of only half of the
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spoken language concepts before the intervention; this contrasts with results from the previous
survey study (s Chapter 2) where student SLTs who were in their fourth and final year of
professional study correctly identified an average of 75% of these concepts. Furthermore, a
portion of the student SLTs reported having no formal practicum experience with-agaool

children. This likely limited their development of spoken language expertise given that relevant
field experiences builds studentsOd conceptuse

preser vi ce t eache(eg.0Al Qtaibaktdl2082y per i ences

The second research question sought to examine the impact of the contrasting
i nterventi ons o n-plas tangdagenandslit@racg instruction. ompavisorc af
student s6 | es s daisciplind casesbefbre andnaften tlemtemsting forms of
suppl ement al di scussion revealed only 1 mprc
comprehension. This improvement was evident for both intervention groups. However,
examination of the total scores achieved in the final round of ndisaipline planning
indicated that students were not developing language comprehension beyond general
references. Overall, the combination of chased planning and expertise sharing had little
i mpact on infl uenci plgn insttuctod earosss rultipée blinglistic y t o
components. Furthermore, students were also no more likely to plan for coordinating their
instruction with the otheprofession. Overall, the planning outcomes of student SLTs and

student teachers working together did not appe be improved by either intervention.

The short duration of the int@rofessional experience likely was a factor limiting the
student séb ability to devel op depth of Il i ng
application to their cglanning. Hovever, longer periods of time to develop and apply
knowledge to practice are not necessarily sufficient as demonstrate®ibgiba et al. (2012)
in their study of tutoring experiences. Student teachers required additional support in the form
of examples b scripted activities to plan more comprehensive language and literacy
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instruction. Thus, it is likely that additional forms of facilitation are required to help students
develop adequate linguistic and curricular knowledge that can be applied to thedctoe.

The importance of seeing the relevance of practice on children whom student professionals are
actually working with has also been highlic¢
learning in tutoring experiencéal Otaiba & Lake, 2007)Thus application of knowledge to

practice may be more likely in fieldased experiences where students have opportunity to co

instruct real children.

The final research guest i o-planng@ to gtlineir t o [
independent instructional planm g . Even with | imited i mproven
working, it was possible that simply putting students inwooking scenarios without
supplemental discussion could improve the quality of language and literacy instruction they
devised. Comparisen o f student so6 i-disdigipeeplamhieg) howexen,d mi X
revealed only enhanced planning for the component of expressive phonology/articulation.
Thus, during mixedliscipline planning, students appeared to focus more on traditional forms
of expressive phonology/articulation such as providing intensive practice articulating sounds
in increasingly difficult contextgBernthal, Bankson, & Flipsen, 2013However, this
approach may have | imited effect ompnemomotir
(Gillon, 2000, 2002) In contrast, integrating phonological awareness and orthographic
knowl edge into instruction has been shown to

their speech productigi@illon, 2000, 2002, 2005; McNeill et ap09)

Speech sound production has traditionally
and therefore this finding may indicate that student SLTs were assuming the role of an expert
delivering information to the student teach@artas, 2004)Howeve, this may have limited
their exploration of areas of shared responsibility such as landpzasgel literacy instruction.

Thus, as conducted in the study of IPESueman et al. (2014¥students may also require
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facilitated discussion of eworking approahes including constructs of collaborative- co
working. Helping students understand that collaboration requires reciprocal sharing of
knowledge, perspectives and responsibilities may have supported students to more extensively

share roles in supportingbathh i | dr en & s s p-ldeeacyldevelopmentt anguage

3.4.1 Limitations and future directions

Despite the mixed findings, the current study highlights the need to consider the
preparation of educationally relevant specialists, such as SLTs, alongside the preparation of
teachers to provide explicit language and literacy instruction. The resulis @xploratory
study suggest that student SLTs and student teachers benefitted from being actively guided to
engage with the other profession. Supplementing case activities with guided discussion of
language and literacy content did not appear sufficiensupport enhanced -aeorking
outcomes among student SLTs and student teachersnidlesample size, particularly for the
student teachers, was a limitation which may have restricted detection of statistically significant
changes. Furthermore, trackisgudent discussion during interactive learning activities may
have provided further insight into why some aspects of knowledge andfdargung were

not enhanced.

Further, this study adopted a narrow focus by evaluating only changes in linguistic and
curricular knowledge and lesson planning outcomes. During their various interactions, it is
possible that student professionals were gaining competency for collaboration which were not
part of the planned IPE curriculum. Consequently, the next chapter esarsindent
professional sé percepti ons -lm$ed Ph te gan fueheper i e
insight into the impact of the interr of essi onal experience. Il nv
perceptions may also provide additional insight into howirtis&ructional design of future

coursebased IPE could be enhanced. Subsequent chapters also examine the effectiveness of a
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caseoriented, placemeriiased model of IPE. The opportunity for a longer period ef co
working among student SLTs and student teechkee support children with speech, language
and |iteracy needs may provide enhanced oppo

professional expertise amongst other collaborative competencies.
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CHAPTER 4
PARTI CIl PANTS6 PERCEPT{BASEBSAPEROACHES RS E
TO INTER -PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION IN COLLABORATIVE

LANGUAGE -LITERACY INSTRUCTION

4.1  Introduction

Outcomefocused evaluation, such as the study described in Chapter 3, is a commonly used
approach in IPE resear¢hhistlethwaite et al., 2015These evaluations employ a deductive
approach; learning outcomes are stated prior to the IPE and evaluation seeks to determine
whether the intervention brings about change in the desired learning areas. While this a critical
component of evaluation resehrfor IPE, it fails to address important questions related to the
effectiveness of IPE. For instance, what else might have participants learned about
collaboration through their interactions? Were there any unexpected or unwanted effects? What
aspects ofhe instructional design (e.g., learning activities, timing of the IPE, classroom versus
practice settings) enhanced and/or | imited
are critical for understanding the broader impact of IPE and are requirg@drm design and
implementation of future initiative@Olson & Bialocerkowski, 2014; Thistlethwaite et al.,

2015)

Qualitative research approaches are well suited to exploring the broader impact of IPE
beyond change in measurable learning outcqifdader et al., 2008)Qualitative approaches
to IPE evaluation are also necessary given the paucity of validated measures related to
readiness for collaborative practice. This paucity of measures has resulted in-ezlianee

on existing validated instruennt s whi ch only measur-eporethange
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attitudes towards intgurofessional learning and collaboratiofitayler et al., 2008;
Thistlethwaite et al., 2015 nfortunately, understanding of the impact of IPE has been limited

by the relance on such measures. Qualitative investigations, however, have been successfully
utilised to understand the effects of IPE. For instance, in an investigation of IPE for students
of healthcare disciplinesCooper, Spencddawe, and Mclean (2005Jemonstated that
complementing quantitative data (i.e., 4p@st questionnaires regarding collaborative
attitudes) with qualitative data (i.e., pdBE participant interviews) revealed development of
competencies beyond positive attitude changes. After thesRHent participants (n=21)
described possessing enhanced confidence in their own professional knowledge alongside

enhanced understanding of other professionso

Qualitative investigations of healthased applications have alseealed factors which
limit the success of IPBBaker, EgarL_ee, Martimianakis, and Reeves (201djerviewed
student participants (n=25) from multiple headiisciplines about their participation in an IPE
intervention. Interview analysis revealed thastens related to perceived differences in status
hampered interactions among students from different professional backgrounds. Consequently,
the utility of interactive learning activities was limiteBarnes, Carpenter, and Dickinson
(2000) also utilised pstIPE interviews as part of an evaluation of IPE for mental health
practitioners. Participants (n=20) reported that additional opportunities to interact with
members of complementary professions was required to advance their understanding of
effective ceworking. Interview analysis of IPE participants has also revealed facilitating
factors, such as students confirming that the timing of the IPE, content and instructional
activities were facilitative of their learning about collaborative pragttmoper € al., 2005;
O'Neill & Wyness, 2005) These studies demonstrate that qualitative investigation of
participants6 experiences can provide wusefu

achieve the desired learning outcomes.
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Qualitative investigation was thus utilised to further understand the impact of the IPE
interventions described in Chapter 3. More specifically, the current study sought to explore
student ©participantsO percept i caursebased IPEhei r
This study further addresses the second research question within the thesis as identified in

Chapter 1, including the stduestions which are listed below.

The specific research questions were:

a) In what ways did student teachers arubemt SLTs perceive that collaborative

competencies were developed during the cebesed IPE?

b) In what ways did student teachers and student SLTs perceive the instructional design

of the courséased IPE to influenagevelopment of collaborative compaties?

4.2 Method

4.2.1 Research design

This study employed individual interviews with a portion of student SLTs and student teachers
who had completed the courbased IPE interventions described in Chapter 3. All interviews

were conducted within 4 weeks after the completion of the IPE.

4.2.2 Participants

Individual interviews were conducted with ten student SLTs and nine student teachers who
participated in the courdeased IPE intervention study presented in Chapter 3 (i.e., 37% and
50% of each professional group respectively). Five osthdent SLTs and four of the student
teachers had participated in the combined intervention (i.e., Group 1, experimental group). The
remainder of the participating student SLTs (n=5) and student teachers (n=5) had participated
in the comparison interventio (i.e., Group 2, comparison control group). Figure 10

demonstrates interview participantsd partici
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Participants were recruited according to their professional group (i.e., SLT versus
teacher) and their participation in th&o forms of IPE. Participants were then randomly
selected from each of these four subgroups and were invited by email to participate in an
interview with the researcher. Invitations were sent until five participants from each subgroup
were recruited (wit the exception of student teachers from the combined intervention in which
only four interviews were able to be obtained). Of those invited to participate, four student
teachers either declined or did not respond to the invitation. All invited studestégitded to
participate in the interview. Interview participants were female and we# 3@ars of age
with the exception of one student teacher who was 35 years oAlgaudent teachers
intervieweeshad completed practical placement periods in jus@hools.All student SLT
interviewees with the exceptiorf two student SLTs from the experimental group (i.e., S4,

S5), had completed practical placement periods in junior schools

B B

Group 1: Combined Group 2: Comparison
Intervention Intervention
[Experimental) (Control)
S — S
n=5 student n=5 student
- S5LTs - SLTs
(51-55) (56-510)
— — S
S — S
n=4 student n=5 student
| | teachers | | teachers
(T1-T4) (T5-T9)
— — S

Figure10.l nt er vi ew parti ci pant s GonpNote S4stadenp ELT,i on i
T=student teacher.

4.2.3 Interview procedure

Participants were interviewed individually by the researcher using asseroiured interview
approach. All participants were aware that the researcher had been involved in the design and

implementation of the IPE. Student teachers completed their ieesvin person at their
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university campus. Student SLTs completed phone interviews given that many students were
completing practical placement periods in various locations across the country. All interviews
were audio recorded and field notes were alsa kspthe interviewer. Interviews were
transcribed by an independent agency. The researcher checked the accuracy of the
transcriptions using the audio files and field notes and corrected any errors in transcription. The

i nterview quest pearspestives onunipat they edrned bow ttheydinteracted
with the students from the other profession, and strengths and weaknesses of the IPE (see

Appendix D for the interview questions). Interviews ranged from 7 to 18 minutes in length.

4.2.4 Data analyss

An inductive thematic analysis of the interview data was adopted which progressed through
three stages including open, axial and selective codlegman, 2006; Strauss & Corbin,
1990) To enhance the trustworthiness of the data arslyser debriefingvas employed
throughout the coding process by obtaining feedback about coding from an independent
colleague(Creswell, 2013) A colleague with teaching experience was selected for peer
debriefing to balance the views of the researcher who has a backgngoeediatric speech

and language therapy. The analysis involved the following steps:

Step 1. Initially, the researcher and teaching colleague independently employed open coding
by assigning preliminary labels to excerpts of data in all interview tratsdo begin to

capture ideas expressed at sentence or paragraph levels.

Step 2. The researcher then categorised related labels into preliminary categories based on
discussion of similarities and differences in coding and review of literature on inter

professional collaboration.

Step 3. The two colleagues then progressed to axial coding by independently applying these

new codes to interviews followed by comparison and discussion to refine coding into categories
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and subcategories of related data. This m®aeas conducted for 50% of the interview data
and resulted in a final coding system of twelve main parent codes with two of these containing

five more precise codes.

Step 4. The researcher then finalized coding of all the interview data.

Step 5. In thdinal stage of analysis, the researcher employed selective coding by reviewing
the interviews a final time to group related categories into overarching themes and select data
that exemplified these themes. Again, peer debriefing was utilised to obtarad&eabout

theme development.

Step 6. To further establish the trustworthiness of the data anajysitgeswhich were
representative of each theme were seleftedom t he participantso in
include in the final reporting of resuli€lo et al., 2014) Portions of the quotes were

paraphrased (as indicated by text in brackets) to enhance clarity.

4.3 Results

4.3.1 Development of collaborative competencies

Derived themes were interpreted within the collaborative competency frameworleescr

the literature review (Chapter 1), which highlighted collaborative competencies that are
potentially critical for SLTFteacher collaboratiot©ne main theme emerged from this analysis
participants6é understandi ngdexdertiseTahethemois her 6 s

discussed in further detail as follows.

Theme 1: Understanding of professional roles and expertise

Subtheme: Realisg the complementary roles of teachers and SiStisdent teachers and

student SLTs from both intervention groups discussed gaining a greater understanding of the
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roles of the other profession. Prior to the IPE, several student teachers commented on not

appreciating SLTs6 role in educational <conte

| hadn't really thought of [SLTs] being part of education. (Group 2, T7).

I had no idea what [SLTs] even did and how they could be helpful. (Group 1, T3)

Student teachers resddthat SLTs could be a useful resource to support them in advancing
childrenbés communication development. For in
help them develop classroom instructional strategies for chileigm communication

difficulties. They also described being more likely to access support in@h B

If I have a child in my class that needs speech therapy, I'll be able to have some form of an idea of
what's happening and what they're doing and maybe send a few emails to get emcawaf what

I can do in the classroom. (Group 1, T4)

| didn't have a clue what [SLTs] did. Now | have a better idea. Now | feel more confident [saying],

"Well, | think this is someone we need to talk (Gfoup 2, T8)

Student SLTs also describedgampin an awar eness of the scope o

SLTs6 responsibilities overlap with those of

| also didn't realse how relevant so much of what we learftasearly childhood and whattudent

teachers] are learning and that theyjparticipating in all the time. (Group 2, S7)

I really had noided t eac her s had s o muc khouight]thatlif Kidssmre nt i n
strugglingwith reading that it's up tfSLTs] to fix it. So, that was really helpful to talk to them and
see thathey actually have lots of ideas and ways they could work on reading in the classroom. (Group

1, S3)
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Subtheme: Realisg the importance opossessing knowl edge of eac
roles. A common thread running through stutles 6 e x p e theirereaksdon of Wwawvs
l'ittl e they kne wonalfolesireludng ppofessiespetific tepninoldgye s s i

They [student SLTs] had no idea about the literacy programmes and all the programmes that we have

in place in class, or the ministryf education documents, and we didn't have any idea about what

they did. (Group 2, T6)

Several students identified this as a problem fewodking and the need for students to
devel op better understanding of e@oa-spécificot her 6

terminology.

The thing that | rmmember the most was that if [the Ministry of Educatieaht[SLTs and teachers]

to interact so much more then we need to know more about what each @hgiGloup 2, T8)

There was a lot of lack of understling of what was going through tifigpeech and language]
reports. Because thereddot that we didn't understandHow you would put this into your classroom

plan if you don't actually understand what the issues(@mup 1, T3)

| did learn a lot from the workshop, but it made me sesdtlhat | also need to find out more for myself.

| need to find out a lot more about thedhing curriculum. (Group 1, S1)

4.3.2 Influence of the instructional design

Derived themes were interpreted within D6am
IPE (described in Chapter 1) which identifies various aspects of instructional design (i.e.,
teachingrelated factors) which could impact the effectiveness of(IPEmour & Oandasan,

2005) Four main themes emerged from this analysis highlighting teacbiatpd factors that

were influential on participantsdé | earning.
learning, the length of the IPE, the structure ofgitweip activities and timing of the IPE. These

various themes are discussed in further detail as follows.
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Theme 1: Interactive approach to learning

SubthemeEngagement in interactive learning activiti€verall, participants were fauable
regardingthe opportunity to interact witetudentsof the other profession. Participants tended

to describe each other as friendly and engaged in learning about each other. Several participants
also appeared to value the inpgpfessional interactions as an approachlearning. In
particular, participants across the intervention groups described these interactions as useful for

learning about the professional roles and expertise of the other profession.

Iltwas good to sedljestudenSE L Ts 6] poi nt realfywilirg®welp. (Group ¢, TH r e

That was probably the thing | most enjoyed about the session was talkihg $tufdent SLTs] and

seeing their views on the classroom and the kids. (Group 2, T9)

I just found talking tothe studenteachers]|sic] | learned so much from thatteraction (Group 1,
S3)

| found it useful being with other people and learning about what they do. (Group 2, S10)

In some cases, however, participants described instances when opportunities to interact
were not as beneficialln particular, these participants struggled to maintain effective
communication to support exchange of information between the professional groups. One
student teacher (Group 2, T7) described a situation in which she did not engage with student
SLTs in ker group who were discussing content she did not understand. In contrast, other

participants appeared more forward in questioning their colleagues to clarify discussion.

| found that | was getting very, very confusdth all those long terms thgthe stwlentSLTs] were
using. | would have to keep asking them questions, going, "What does this mean? What does that

mean?"(Group 1, T3)

There was evidence to suggest that discord may also have impeded some interactions. For

instance, one student teacher (Grdyprl) felt that student SLT group members were not

107



interested in her explanation of teachersoé p
activities. A student SLT (Group 2, S7) also felt that there was tension amongst group members

based on e viewing their profession as superior.

Students from both intervention groups were generally positive in their evaluations of the
variousforms of interactiveactivities. Students tended to describe the case studies and both
forms of supplemental discsisn as interesting and appropriate for learning about similarities
and differences in professional roles and perspectives. Some students, however, suggested that
utilising more dissimilar cases when doing ehased activities would be more engaging and
thus might have encouraged better lesson planning (Group 2, T9; Group 1, T1; Group 1, S3).
In contrast, some student SLTs suggested that their rdisegpline groups become more

engaged in discussing the case studies by the end of IPE (Group 1, S4; (Baup 1

Subtheme: Requirements for r t i ci pant s o expert i sspecifio f t he
knowledgeOverall, studentgended to describe each otlasrknowledgeable about their own
professios. Two student teachers, however, suggested that some student SLTs, in particular,
had difficulty explaining concepts related
attributed this to difficulty explaining implicit knowledge while the other atteduthis to

participants not possessing adequate knowledge.

When | came across wordsl| di dn 6t inthe chee rstadies, weldould d$ke student
SLTs] and go, "What is this?" Then they had trouble trying to explain it to us, because it's ab natur
for them t o | Wétofthetechnicalwbrdstthey struggled té explain td@sup

2, T6)

[The student SLTgjouldn't really tell me a lot of thbasics [of what they were instructieddq . |
felt like I didn't get much from that gaof it. Then, the second tWSLTs]that | was with were very

knowledgeable and | wish I'd been with them for the first part. (Group 1, T1)
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Furthermore, student participants suggestediti@tactive learning may have been enhanced

if individuals hadtime to prepare prior to the workshop (Group 2, S9; Group 1, T2).

Theme 2L engh of the IPE

Student participants from both intervention groups suggested that there was insufficient time

to gain an adequate under st amledxpenige. Forfinstanae¢c h ot
some participants descet using the allocated sap| anni ng ti me to disc
professions rather than -@danning instruction. Students from both intervention groups
suggested the workshop would be improved by rwvimore opportunity to discuss
professional roles as well as their own experiences including previous asarkeand

professional practice placements.

| found a lot of my time thatwas talking tdthe SLTs]wasn't necessarily all about the case stadie

It was, "Oh wow! So that's what you do?" It was just getting to ktiemn]. (Group 2, T8)

| found that when we were given the opportunity to talk over the case studies, we spent more time
discussing what it was that each other actually did. Becauses tidnat | really wanted to

know...(Group 1, T3)

| think | would have liked [to spendhore time talking with thstudentteachers about what they do

in their role, and what theybére | earningé (Grou

Students from both intervention groups also suggested that there was insufficient time
allocated to case planning. One student SLT (Group 1, S1) felt she was rushed to get adequate
information from her student teacher partners. Students also described) hadiepth

discussions about cases but then running out of time to write down their ideas for instruction.

| think maybe by the lagtase study]people were just talking about it mofeather] than actually
writing it down. Because | know with our gpwe'd talk about it and then we'd go to write it down

and then the time was upé (Group 1, S4)
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| really liked doing the three case studies but we kept running out of time. | felt like we'd spent so
much time talking. We had so much to talk about, thatisvétdyet to write down everything that we

thought.(Group 2, S9)
Theme 3: Grouping of students

Several students from both intervention groups suggested that group dynamics impacted the
effectiveness of the interactive learning activities. For instamree students were in favour

of having the samprofession peers within group activities as this provided peer support to
help explain professieapecific knowledge. In contrast, some students suggested having two
student SLTs combined with one student besanay have been detrimental to collaborative
planning. They attributed this to student SLTs being more likely to talk amongst themselves
rather than including the student teacher. Finally, students also suggested that keeping the same
student SLT and teher paired throughout the IPE activities might have facilitated better

lesson planning in the final case study due to increased comfort with each other.

Theme 4Timing of the IPE to enableansfer of learning to practice

Several students made suggestiaelated to aligning IPE with opportunities for gaining
experience in real practice settings. One student teacher (Group 1, T2) indicated that the IPE
could motivate students to explore the role of SLTs during practical placement periods. She
pointed out however, that it was unfortunate that student teachers had completed the majority
of their practical placements prior to the |PBus limiting opportunity to gain inter
professional knowledge during their professional study. Similarly, others felthaPE

would be valuable when they were working or completing practice placement periods. They
suggested that having practical experience while participating in IPE would enhance interactive
learning as student participants would have recent experiendesa upon. There would also

be opportunity to immediately transfer learning from the IPE to their practice.
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When you're actually out in the real world afdorking with children with communication
difficulties], | think you probably have moretotalko out so it woul d probably

2, S8).

We actually went out into classrooms and taught kids that were low progress learners. Kids had
problems with phonological awareness and it was like, "Oh, it would have been really good to have

a betterunderstanding of what a speech language therapist would@odup 2, T8)

4.4  Discussion

This study explored student parti chagedlhRBE s 6 pe
interventions focused on explicit instruction in the language skiisunderpin early reading

and spelling acquisition. Interviews were conducted with 19 student participants who had
participated in either the combined or comparison control IPE interventions (as described in
Chapter 3). Thematic analysis of interview datas utilised to understand how participants

may have developed readiness for collaboration during the interventions.

The first research question asked in what ways participants developed competency for
collaborative practice. Interview analysis sugge#tat students from both intervention groups
gained a cursory understanding of each oth
specifically, students learned about the complementary nature of their two professions. Student
teachers, in particular, apared to enter the IPE possessing limited knowledge of speech and
language therapy with some reporting not being aware that SLTs work in education settings.
Consequently, building knowledge such as shared understanding of professional terminology
related o linguistic concepts might have been an unrealistic goal to achieve in-@ffone
intervention. Students also appeared to gain an understanding of the importance of shared
knowledge of professional roles to-wsmrking, suggesting they possessed an enhanced

appreciation of the processes underlying effective collaboration. The IPE might thus motivate
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some students to take up further learning opportunities that would advance their inter

professional knowledge.

Building understanding of professional roles moanmon learning outcome for health
based IPE(Thistlethwaite & Moran, 2010)For instance, two prevalent IPE competency
frameworks developed for healtfased initiatives include understanding of professional roles
as a critical competency for intprofesional collaboration(Canadian Interprofessional
Health Collaborative, 2010; Interprofessional Education Collaborative Expert Panel, 2011)
Similarly, a study which utilised interview analysis with heal#tie workers (n=60) also
revealed that role undeastding was one of the competencies which they considered most
relevant to effective cavorking (Suter et al., 2009More specifically, role understanding has
been described as necessary for meaningful-prt#fiessional communicatiofButer et al.,
2009) Fur t her , role understanding facilitates
helping them understand which professional has the knowledge and skills best suited to address
a particular problem(Canadian Interprofessional Health Collaborative, ®0This was
evidenced in the <current study by student
understanding of when to access SLT services. Similarly, the IPE prompted some student SLTs
to consider how cl assroom t rechidierrwhsexpersekce | | s ¢
speech, language and/or literacy difficulties. Without this IPE experience, many participants
may not have opportunity to develop even these cursory understandings of professional roles,
given that current models of professiorstudy offer limited inteiprofessional learning
opportunities (as supported by the survey study in Chapter 2). The current findings thus suggest
that the IPE was a valuable experience that made a unique contribution towards preparing

participants for collaorative practice.

The second research question sought understanding of how aspects of the instructional
design of the I PE influenced studentsd devel
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the interactive approach to learning was well receivetidst participants, although there was

some evidence that this approach was not appropriate for all participants. More specifically,
some participantso | earning may have been ||
IPE activities, difficulty maintaiimg interactions with student colleagues, and/or professional
tensions. Further, some student SLTs had difficulty explaining profespexific knowledge

to their student teacher counterparts. These challenges should be taken seriously as placing
studentdn group tasks where they are unable or unwilling to make meaningful contributions

could reinforce or instill negative perceptions of other professions and impede the goals of IPE

(Oandasan & Reeves, 2005a)

Studentsd6 suggestions related to all owin
utilising a variety of cases offer valuable ideas on how to avoid possible unwanted effects.
Anot her possibility is altering etplogrammesmi ng ¢
For instance, providing the IPE later in their professional study would likely allow students to
develop further knowledge, skill and confidence in their own professional roles through
accumulation of additional relevant practical experiefitgs may improve expertise sharing
among the student groups. Further, the risk of participants feeling threatened by other
professional groups due to not being adequately secure in their own roles may also be reduced
(Mandy et al., 2004 However, as higlighted in the interview analysis, the IPE may motivate
students to continue accumulating irpeofessional knowledge throughout their professional
study, particularly during practical placement periods. Thus, offering IPE too late may limit
opportunityfor students to continue developing readiness for collaborative practice. Overall,
difficulties with expertise sharing and professional tensions appeared to be limited to only a
portion of participants. Thus, perhaps the best solution would be assigtiegtstto prepare
for their role in IPE activities through guided ssttidy prior to their participation. Further,

incorporating a more active role for facilitators than that offered in the examined IPE
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interventions (Chapter 3) may be advisable. For gt@nmclusion of additional lectwigased
activities or facilitatoflead discussion in which students are learning in parallel might help
of f set chall enges related to the emerging r

confidencgCharles, Bainbdge, & Gilbert, 2010)

|l ssues related to the structure of the i
learning about collaborative practice. First, the IPE did not provide sufficient opportunity for
some students to develop adequate role undhelis required for collaborative lesson
planning. They consequently reported using the-based instructional planning activity to
continue discussing each otherés profession
understanding to collaborativegpc t i ce and suggests that dedica
responsibilities and emerging areas of expertise, as done in the combined intervention (Chapter
3), may be critical to the success of IPE. However, additional development of role
understandingoeyond that offered in the combined intervention may be required before
benefi ts ar e o bwokingnleodntrast) otrertpartitipants ssiggestedthat they
engaged in c@lanning but did not have sufficient time to write down their pladisly
measuring cavorkingthrough lesson plan analysisy have thus limited insight into whether
interactionsduring the case planning were enhanced in the interventidevelopment of
met hods appropriate for expl dhusreggredcirhfatutege 1 n

studiesas it may provide a more sensitive measure aforking.

The grouping of students during learning activities also emerged as an influential factor
on studemtod & sisn toera l | ear ni ng. chi&vingdettendrau® r e c o
dynamics align with those made B@andasan and Reeves (200b5a}heir review of IPE
programmes. Similarly, they recommended establishing equal representation of members from
different professional groups (when possible) to avoid prdéessional group dominating
group interactions. Further, the review recommended maintaining the same grouping of
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participants throughout an IPE initiative to enhance interaction. The current study thus
confirms the findings of previous IPE research iat ttareful consideration must be given to
group structure in order to achieve optimal conditions for interactive learning among

participantgFreeth et al., 2005; Oandasan & Reeves, 2005a)

441 Limitations and future drections

The current study suggest that the courskeased IPE interventions, initially examined in

Chapter 3, challenged students to consider how other professionals may complement their own
work to advance childrendés | earning outcomes
of the IPE, in relation to learning outcomes examined in Chapter 3, could be enhanced by
additional opportunity to build shared understandings of professional roles and expertise, more
active facilitation, and modifications to the grouping structure. Howdrese findings must

be considered within the limitations of the current methodology. Although recruitment for the
interviews was partially random, a number of participants declined to be included. A sampling

bias may have thus occurred, as those who badiye experiences with the IPE may have

been more inclined to participate. Further, social desirability bias may have existed; interview
participants may have been inclined to provide positive rather than negative feedback given
their knowledge of the mear cher 6s rel ation to the | PE. \
provided both positive and negative critiques of the interventions, thus suggesting the current
study captured a representative range of instructional factors which influenced theesfésstiv

of the IPE.

To conclude, interview participantsd over
casebased style of learning warrant further investigation into IPE. In particular, students
valued the time talking to students from the other @t and learning about their role and

training. Moreover, students voiced a need for longer-ptefiessional experiences alongside
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making IPE immediately relevant to practical experience to optimise learning. Thus, the next
chapter examines whethepkcemenbased approach to IPE could foster development of a

broader range of competencies for collaborative practice.
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CHAPTER 5
IMPACT OF A PLACEMENT -BASED APPROACH TO INTER -

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION: STUDENT PROFESSIONAL OUTCOMES

5.1 Introduction

IPE for prospective professionals is ofteelivered in placemeriiased applications
(Freeth et al., 2005 hese applications refer to instances when-pitefessional learning is
incorporated into professional practice placements in which ssg@ntexperience in work
settings under the supervision of qualified professionals. As highlighted in the literature
review in Chapter 1, classroebased applications for prospective SLTs and teachers have
begun to be explored in the form of eok workshopge.g., Suleman et al., 2013; Suleman
et al., 2014)There are no studies, however, of IPE applications embedded within

professional practice placements.

The examination of the oraff IPE workshop, described in Chapters 3 and 4,
suggestdthat the intetprofessional knowledge and practice of student teachers and student
SLTs can be impacted in positive, but relatively limjt@dys. According to aconstructivist
perspective of IPEplacementbased applications offer enhanced opportunity for student
professbnals to develop collaborative competen¢@andasan & Reeves, 2005k)ore
specifically, setting up shared placement experiences among student SLTs and student
teachers enable longer periods of interaction across multiple days and may provide more
motivation to explore collaborative practice given opportunities tinstruct children in
classrooms. Research also suggests that SLTs who gain collaborative experience working
with teachers in their professional practice placements are more likely to employ

collaborative service delivery as profession@sndel & Loeb, 2011)The studyin this
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chapter thus examindéise impact oaiplacemenb ased approach to | PE on

student teachersdé coll aborative competencies

The value of preparing prosgese professionals for collaborative practice through
student placements has been recsaghfor student SLTs and student teachers in contexts
outside ofSLT-teachercollaboration. For instancBaxter (2004 escribed an initiative in a
hospital settindor student SLTs (n=26) and other student health professionals (n=10).
Mixed-discipline groups worked together during a seminar to devise a management plan for
clients whose communication abilities were assessed by the student SLTs. Questionnaires
alongsice focus group discussion conducted after the programme suggested that participants
viewed the experience as valuable for learning about teamwork and collaboration. Providing
students with opportunity to implement their care plans, however, may have further
elucidated how placement experiences can encourage students to learn about specific aspects

of collaborative practice.

Collaboration within professional practice placements for student teachers has been
explored in the context of preparing them forweorking with other teachersSantagata and
Guarino (2012)eported on the development of collaboration between pairs of student
teachers who were placed in primary school classrooms fomaeéR period. Interview
analysis with 15articipantgevealed thatidcussion and problemsolving between student
pairs helpedinderstandingdf hei r pupi | s6 | ear niinproge needs al o
instruction. It was not clear from the analysis, however, $ioecific skills or knowledge
related to collaborative practieeere developed by the experiens®netheless, the study
demonstrated that teacher educators are also concerned with prepariigvehtgachers to

engage in effective collaborative practice.
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Several logistical dilenges are involved in orgaimg shaed learning experiences
among students from different professional backgro@Bdster, 2004)One model that
avoids these challenges is to supptutient SLTs or student teachtrgain inter
professional experience in traditional placements wiseestudent has opportunity to
interact withotherprofessionalsWithin this model, the inteprofessional interaction
typically occurs between the student and a trained professional from another didégline.
instancePefia and Quinn (2008sedcase stdy methodology to investigate the development
of classroorrbased collaboration among two teacosprisinga student SLT, classroom
teacher and teaching assistant in agot®ol settingSeveralbarriers to collaboration within
the teams were identifiechd interventiorfrom university supervisors afat school
administrabrs was required to resolve thebifferences in status between the students and
the qualified professionals were anguoingbarrierto their collaboration. In contrast, shared
placemenexperiences among student SLTs and student teachers may overcome such
challengesNonetheless, empirical studies comparing different approaches to inter

professional learning in professional practice placements are required.

The aim of the current stydvas to explore the impact of IPE situated within
professional practice placements in which pairs of student SLTs and student teachers were
placed in the same junior school classroom. As outlined in the literature review (Chapter 1), a
caseoriented apprach was adopted in which student pairs were askedwmwndoto support
a child or group of children who demonstrated speech and/or early literacy difficulties. Given
the novelty of this approach and the potentially rich learning experiences offered by a
placement experience, qualitative investigation was employed to examine the broad scope of
student professionalsdé6 | earning athedPEt heir ne
Such information is critical for informing the design and evaluation oféutPE

programmes. To complement the qualitative investigation, quantitative research methods
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were also utibed to examine the influence of the IPE on specific aspects of student
par ti ci poeofedsisnal knowlddge land perceptions related to stadeting of each

ot herdés professional r ol e-depemdemt ewvorkings e and of

This study addresses the third research question within the thesis as identified in

Chapter 1, including the stquestions which are listed below.

The gecific research questions were:

a) In what ways didtudent teachers and student Spé&sceive that collaborative
competencies werevelogdduring the placemesiiased IPE

b) To what extent does tigacemenb ased | PE devel op student
S L Tshdred conterkinowledge ofinguistic concepts and classroom literacy

curriculunt

c) To what extent does the placembnhi s ed | PE devel op student
S L Teeieeptions of gpropriate ceworking models?

d) In what ways did student teachers and student SLTs perceive the instructional

design of the placemebtsed IPE to influenagevelopment of collaborative

competencies?

5.2 Method

5.2.1 Research dsign

This research projeciseda multiple case study design. Thedepth investigation allowed

by case studies make them appropriate for exploratory phases of intervention research to
identify positive or negative effects and factors that may influence the effects of an

intervention(Robey & Schultz, 1998)
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5.2.2 Participants

Four student teachers and four student SLTs participated in the study. Student participants
attended the University of Canterbury in New Zealand and were in the final year of their
professional programme. Bothggrammes were at the undergraduate level and allowed
students to enter into their respective professions. Inclusion criteria required that student
participants did not have previous qualifications ihaitteacher education or speech and
language therapytudent teachers were recruited by email invitation as well as verbally
during a language and literacy course. Student SLTs were selected for participation by their
programmeds coordinator of placement experie
were participating in a pattme placement with mornings dedicated to practical experience.
Student SLTs had completed all relevant coursework in child language and literacy. Student
teachers were participating in fdiine placements in primary schoolsu@ent teachensad

partially completed their final academic course work in child literacy at the time of the study.
They had completed relevant courses in literacy and child development from their previous 2

years of study.

The shared placements oc@din the four primary schools to which participating
student teachers were assigned. Each student SLT was then randomly assigned to one of
these four schools creating foundént SLT/teacher dyads. Tablerovides further
information regarding the chantaristics of the students. Classroom teachers were
responsible for supervision of the student teachers who were placedr iddlssrooms. The

researchera qualified SLT, maintained supervisory responsibility of the student SLTs.
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Table 7. Backgroundnformation on student participants.

Age Gender Previous Relevant Placement Experiences
Dyad 1

S1 23 M Assessing children and adults for AAC devices (inclu
consultation with teachers and/or parents).

T1 20 M Placements in years 3 and highdo previous direct experienc
working with children with SLI.

Dyad 2

S2 21 F Providing articulation therapy to a child client in a clinic setti
Provision of AAC including direct work with children ar
consultation with teachers and teacher aides.

T2 40 F Placements in years 2 and higher. Teacher aide exper
including provision of speech sound therapy under the guid:
of an SLT.

Dyad 3

S3 21 F Providing articulation and phonological awareness therap
childrends homes and/ or in

T3 21 F Placement in years 2 and higher. No previous de&perience
working with children with SLI.

Dyad 4
S4 21 F Provision of AAC focused on consultation with teachers.
T4 40 F Placement in years 3 and higher. No previous direct exper

working with children with SLI.

Note.S= student SLT. T=student teach&AC=alternativeand augmentative
communicationSLI=spoken language impairment.

5.2.3 Approach to IPE

| PE was

SLT/teacher dyad to work together tgpport the learning of a child or group of children who

demonstratedpeech, language or literacy learning difficulties. hpefessional learning

wasfacilitated by the researchetho coordinated with the supervising classrdeacher(s)

to select childen whom the SLT/teacher dyad would support. Criteria for selection of

children were

a the

development

assroom teacher was concerned
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b) thechild did not possess any visual, hearing or neurological disoatets

c) the child was not receiving formal speech and language services through private or

public agencies.

The shared plagnent experiences spannedweek period which corresponded with the
entire duration of the student teacherso6 pl a
placements. All student dyads were placed in classrooms in which children were in their first

year of primary school.

Theproject proceeded in three main stages:

Stagel. Assessment of the speech, language and literacy skills of children selected for the
project. This was conducted by the student SLTs undestipervision of the researcher over

the first 2weeks of the shadeplacement. The assessment battery included-nefienenced
measures of childrends expressi veterphonol ogy,
knowl edge, and expressivel/receptive o+ al | an
reading and spelling vgaalso conducted. Thiesearchethen assisted the student SLTs to

select speech sound and/or phonological awareness goals for the placement period as all
children demonstrated difficulty with at least one of these areas. Moreover, similar goal areas
wereselected to facilitate comparison among the collaborative experiences of the student

dyads.

Stage 2Joint planning meetingl'he researchdacilitated meetings between each of the

student SLT/teacher dyads and the supervising classroom teachers. Théhaimeetings

was to discuss potential speech sound and phonological awareness goals for each child based
on their initial assessment. Student SLTs and student teachers were first encouraged to share
what they learned about each child from their assedsanenclassroom observations

respectively. The researchteen guided group discussion until consensus was reached about
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goal areas for the student dyads tofjgitarget. Table ®rovides descriptive information

about each classroom, targeted childmed their instructional goals.

Table 8 Description of classrooms, targeted children and proposed goals areas for shared

instruction by the student dyads.

Classroom Characteristics

Child Characteristics

Class No. of Decile’ Age Gender Instructional goals
sizé CTs
Dyad 1 7-12 1 10 51 M Reduce palatal fronting
children Final phoneme identification
Segmenting phonemes
Dyad 2 10 1 10 52 F Final phoneme identification
children Segmenting phonemes
Blending phonemes
Dyad 3 38 2 10 51 F Reduce velar fronting
children Final phoneme identification
Segmenting phonemes
Blending phonemes
Dyad 4 26 2 3 59 M Reducecluster reductioh
children 59 M simplificatiorf
58 M Final phoneme identificatién
56 M Segmenting phonentfes

Note.?Classsize changed due to children enterithool when they turn age fiviNew
Zealand schools receive a decile ranking according to the socioeconomic status of the

school sé6

community

wi t h

decile 1 indi

cati

drawn froma low socieeconomic community.Instructional goal applied toldbur children

instructed by Dyad 4CTs= classroom teacher.

Stage 3Classroombased targeted instructiouring the final 3veeks of the shared

placementstudent dyads woddtogether to provide targeted instruction of the shared goals.

All instruction was required to take place in the classroom and student SLTs, in particular,

ng

were asked to only take children out of the classroom when conducting assessment probes to

track progress.
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During this period, the research@ovided supervisory support ortly the student SLTs
which was primarily focused on their direct instruction. Written and verbal feedback was
provided on student SLTsO0 | esson plans and e

therapy techniques including

a) activity design to facildite ample practice opportunities at an appropriate level of
difficulty,

b) providing specific feedback to children regarding their performance,
C) integrating speech and phonological awareness instruction, and
d) documenting hi | drends performance during | earni

In their lesson planning, students were also encouraged se di#velopmental milestones

alongside language/literacy curriculum when developing rationale for goal areas.

To align with a constructivisapproach to learning, no specific guidance about co
working was provided so t hat -dpeatedtandoriemeint s 6 |
around problensolving(Barretal.,,2005) Feedback r el evavarkingt o stud

was limited to

a) discussing conceptual knowledge of language, literacy and curriculum on an ad hoc
basis
b) general praise of eworking activities that were occurring (e.g., team teachisgl

C) general encouragement to continue communication with their dyad partners.

Duringthe final 3weeks of the inteprofessional placement, students were asked to
document their communication with their student partner alongside instructional activities for
shared goals. Student logs confirmed that students provided cladsasechinstrction on

targeted goal areaas 50 out of the S52ported instructional activities occurred in the
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classroom. Student logs further confirmed that dyad partners maintained contact to plan

instruction with an average of 9.5 contacts per dyad (rangé&?.6

5.2.4 Data collection

Qualitative data (interviews) and quantitative data-fst questionnaires) were used to
explore the potenti al |l earning outcomes and
method approach was adopted as it was judged ¢ithen form of data was sufficient on its

own to explore the impact of the shared placement experiences. Consequently, the mixing of

methods offered a form of triangulati@@ronstein & Kovacs, 2013)

Interviews.Semistructured interviews we conductedby the researchevith all student
participants. Students weinterviewed once within a\#eek period following completion of
their shared placement experiences (see Appendix E for interview questions). All interviews
were audietaped and then transcetby an external agency. The researdis¢ened to the

interview audio files and corrected any transcription errors.

Pre-post questionnaireStudents completed a questionnaire before and after the shared
placementvhich examined their contekbowledge ofanguage/literacy and perceptions of
appropriate cavorking models among teachers and SLTs. The questions were adapted from
the survey study that was reported in Chapter 2. The questionnaire consisted of three sections

which are described as follows.

1. Sedionlasked about participantsdé previous ed
2. Secton2assessed participantsd understanding
curriculum and English | anguage structure
professional expése. This section utded the same 24 multiple choice questions of
the survey instrument reported in Chapter 2 with the exception of one literacy

curriculum question. The question assessi
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readi ng s kc¢etwith @questios assessipd uaderstanding of the term

ACol our Wheel dnal New &ealand schobt®oo | d eusscerdi be ¢ hi

reading levels). This modification was undertaken due to the vast majority of student

teachers failing to identifte t er m ficonstr ained reading

S

described in Chapter 2 and 3. This patter

responses on the other curricular items suggesting that the term might not be widely
used amongst educatior@hctitioners. The item was therefore removed from the
survey.

. Secton® xamined participantsd perceptions
SLT coworking. One closended question (taken from the original survey) asked
participants to identifyd what degree SLTs and teachers should participate in
instruction of various spoken and written language skills. A secondetak=

guestion was added asking participants to rate how frequently two different co
teaching models should be employed by Safd teacherd he examined ce

teaching models included team teaching and alternative teaching based on models

described byriend and Cook (2003)

5.2.5 Data analysis

An inductive thematic analysis was adopted utilig three stages of coding includingeop

axial and selective codintrauss & Corbin, 1990A detailed description of this approach

to coding is provided in Chaptd. Initially, the researchemnd an independent colleague
employed open coding by assigning preliminary labels to data ex¢eriptervew

transcripts. The researchiben categosed related labels into preliminary categories/codes.
The two colleagues then progressed to axial coding by independently applying these new
codes to the interview data. Comparison and discussioodaigwas conducted for 50% of

the interview data which resulted in a refined coding system of 15 main parent codes with
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nine of these containing twte-four more precise codes. The researdhen finalsed coding

of all the interviewdata. Finallyselective codingvas employed by the researchgr

grouping related codes into overarching themes and selecting data excerpts that were
representative of each theme. Again, the independent colleague provided feedback about
theme development. Quotes frone tilata set were included in the reporting of results to
enhance trustworthiness of the data analjEs et al., 2014)Portions of the quotes were

paraphrased (as indicated by text in brackets) to enhance clarity.

53 Results

5.3.1 Development of collab@tive competencies

Il nterview analysis was utilised to explore s
collaborative competencBerived themes were interpreted within the collaborative

competency framework, described in the literature review (Chapter 1), which highlighted
collaborative competencies that are potentially critical for-8akcher collaboration. Four
mainthemesemerde f r om t hi s anal ysis: understanding
expertise, intedependency to achieve common goals, role flexibility and communication

skills. Each theme is discussed in further detail as follows.

Theme 1: Understanding ofeascit her 6 s prof essi onal roles and

All student SLTs reported learning about the professional responsibilities, perspectives and
working contexts of classroom teachers. For instance, they described learning about

cl assroom t e ac hteacyiristruatipnp They alsohepatedtgaining an
awareness of how children are orgadiinto different reading groups and how teacher(s)
manage instruction of those groups. Student SLTs also learned how the classroom structure

could provide opportunitier additional or targeted instruction to a group of children.
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Observations within the classroom and discussion with their student teacher partner and/or

the classroom teacher were the main sources of this learning for the student SLTSs.

Student SLTs alsdiscussedhe expectations that are placed on teachers and the
pressures they facsuch as lifting student achievement and managing a busy classroom
scheduleS2 described learning how teachers are expected to have their pupils achieve
certain levels ofgading proficiency by the end of the school year. S1 described that working
with his student teacher partner reliinim appreciate the structured and busy nature of
classrooms and the need for SLTs to be aware of how their actiolasimpact a classroom

teacher:

It's given me a real appreciation for the school programme and the amount of work that
goes into actually producing that programm
so that [an SLT] can pull a kid out [of the classroom]. That's somefomge to be

cognizant of going forward. (S1)

Student SLTs also appeared to learn about the similarities and the differences between the
roles and perspectives of teachers and SLTs. Student SLTs remarked on similarities in

assessment practicasd instrudbnal content utilied by teachers and SLTs:

| didn't even realis that [classroom teachers] did phonics programmes. [| have more of
an] understanding that it is getting applied at school also. It's not just all what you're

doing [as an SLT](S3)

StudentSLTs, however, also commented on the different perspectives and understandings of
SLTs and teachers. These reflections primarily focused on the different understandings SLTs
and teachers possess of phonics and phonological awareness instruction. Fm, iastan

participant remarked:
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[The classroom phonics programme] blurs the definition between phonics and
phonological awareness whereas [SLTs] see a distinction between [phonics] and
phonological awareness. When we suggest work on phonological awareressseitd

think, "We're already doing it." (S1)

Student teachers, on the other hand, were less likely to describe learning about the
professional responsibilities, perspectives or working contexts of SLTs in relation to-school
based work. TL wastheonlydte nt t eacher who remarked on
professional practice in educational contexts. For instance, he reflected on how limited
opportunities for students SLTs to gain experience with classroom instruction would make it

challenging for an ST to step into the role of working collaboratively with teachers.
Theme 2: Intedependency to achieve common goals

Subtheme: Intechangeability in learning from each otheyads 1, 2, and 3 described
supporting chil dr en 6movitlirgadviceiamd guidancelto each othel y
regarding instruction of the shared goal
each other suggest interchangeability between being the learner and teacher in their
professional cavorking. Being bottthe teacheand learner has been characesigas an
important aspect of more advanced forms of professional collabo(bidotas, 2004)This
contrasts with traditional consultatiomodels in which SLTs assume an expert role and
provide advice for clasgom teachers to incorporate into their instruction. These descriptions
of learning also relate to traditionallgti learningmodels within the New Zealand context.

The Tuakand ei na model demonstrates that bot h

experience) and o6teinad (i .e., person with

(Winitana, 2012)Within the current study, students also moved readily between being the

6tuakanadéd and the 6teinad which benefited
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S1,S2 and S3 supported their student teacher partners by providing guidance and
feedback on phonological awareness instruction. Additionally, student SLTs and student
teachers reported asking questions of each other to help in their respective instructional

pl anning. One student teacher reflected on t

| think this has helped me because it's given me more skills to understand how children
learn in this area. Working with [the student SLT], she's given me ideas. Ihsognet
didn"t work out, if | didn'"t know, | coul d

don't understand. o (T3)

Less frequently described was the student SLT modelling instruction with the student teacher
observing. Only Dyad 1 described thedg#nt SLT modelling phonological awareness
instruction which was achieved through the two student [siofiesls teanteaching a whole

class lesson in the final week of the shared placement.

Student teachers supported their SLT partners by providingeacblatted to child
behaviour. For instance, S2 described how her student teacher colleague gave her ideas on
what to say to a child who was distracting others. Dyad 3 described the student teacher
providing advice on how to encourage participation of céiidbeyond the target child into
t he st uclassroomadtivitissoAlthoughyiad 4 described the student teacher
providing advice on behaviour management to her partner, there was limited evidence to
suggest that the student SLT was actively progdinf eedback regarding her

instruction of the shared goal areas.

Subtheme: Acceptance ofworking in the classrooniarticipants commented on observing
the benefits of classroctrased collaboration for the children selected femstruction.
Participants highlighted &t coteaching in the classrooimcreased opportunity for children

to practice target skills, supported better
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instruction, increased c hingabletewordkwithpeers,i vati on
and minimigd the chance of the children feeling different from others due to being

withdrawn for extra instruction. These attitudes suggested that, in at least some ways,

participants believed that they accomplished more throlgir coworking compared to

working independently.

Some students, however, expressed reservations about classasedicevorking in
which the SLT provides direct instruction to children. Dyad 4, in particular, commented on
the drawbacks of the SLTrqviding direct instruction in the classroom; these included
increased noise levels and scheduling difficulties limiting the amount of time the student SLT
could spend providing direct instruction. T2
of directinstruction in the classroom would be inappropriate for the working contexts of

practicing SLTs and teachers. For instance, one participant remarked:

Would that happen in the classroom? Probably not because the SLTs are not going to sit

with kids at readig time. The school won'tpay foritt s not going to hap|]

Theme 3: Role flexibility to create shared learning environments

Participantsfom Dyads 1, 2 and 3 described creating learning activities that other children

in the classroom could join alongside the target child. To achieve this, these student dyads
adopted responsibilities outside their conventional practice. For instance, student SLTs

included multiple children of mixed abilities into their instruction. S2 and S3 did this by

wor king with their t ar-pgaehitdren) heforle draferthregraupi ng gr
participated in Guided Reading with the student teacher/classrasirete S1 coaught a

class lesson on phoneme segmentation (segmenting words into individual sounds) with T1. In
contrast, S4 only focused her instruction on the target children though did reflect in the

A

interview on how other children could benefitfrom$ s 6 c |-basedimstouotion.

132



The student teachers demonstrated flexibility by altering some aspect of the whole
class or group instructional programme to create shared learning experiences for the target
child despite these goals not aligning witk tlegular classroom programme. T2 and T3
added whole class or small group | essons tha
phoneme awareness goals. T1 modified the progression of the classroom programme (i.e.,
order in which the sounds/graphemes watght) and the materials (e.g., book selection for
shared reading) to provide exposure and opportunities for practice of the speech goal selected

for the target child.

| would work through the book during their independent reading time with [the target
child]. Then all the children would do a classroom activity where they'd read the same
book. [I1t woul d] have the 6shé sound so th

[ saying and hearing the 6é6shd sound]. (S1)

In comparison, T4 reported workjrongoals for only on@f the four target children when
the target goals came up incidentally within small group instructional activities that were part

of the regular classroom programme.
Theme 4: Communication skills to support shared decision making

Dyadsl, 2, and 4 reported challenges and limitations in collaboratively making shared
decisions regarding planning and selecting approachesworting. S1, T1, and T2

discussed how they could have improved the process of making shared decisions with their
student colleagues. Specifically, they suggested creating more opportunities for
communication (e.g., scheduling formal meeting times, online planning documents that both
student professionals could access) or how to provide their colleague with moregfutanin

rationales for why they should work on particular goal areas.
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Participants from these dyads also talked about instances when their colleague was
not acting in a way that aligned with their expectations for effectiveartiing. For instance,
T2 reprted wishing her student SLT partner was more directive in her feedback as she felt
this would have led to more discussion on instructional approaches. S4 described uncertainty
in how to approach her colleague when thetnawking approach was not sucséd. These
challenges described by students presented the need for discussion and negotiation to come to
an agreement on alternatives to thekwwarking styles or approaches. Only one participant,
however, reported approaching his student colleaguestogh other options for aeorking

when he felt their current approach was relegating him to the role of teaching assistant.

| expressed [my concerns] and said, "Look, can we go back and have another look?" |
think once we aired those concerns and acyusiloke, we were able to overcome [our

difficulties]. (S1)

5.3.2 Change in contenknowledge of language and literacy

Table9demonstrates studentsod performance on t he
' inguistic and curricular concepts related t
respectively. All student SLTsO®6 scos.es i mpro

Analysis of individual items suggested that after the IPE, more student SLTs correctly
identify terminology related to curricular reading programmes (i.e., Guided Reading, Colour
Wheeland Reading Recovery) (Figure)1$2 and S3 also improved in thkirowledge of
spoken language concepts while little improvement was evident for student teachers. It was
also notable that the majority of the student SLTs did not correctly identify several of the
spoken language concepts eitheopto or after the IPERigure 13. S2, S3 and T1 made the

most evident improvement in their understanding of speech to print concepts. Analysis of
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individual items suggested that more student SLTs correctly identified digraph and @tonics

the end of the IPE (Figure L3

Table9.Par ti ci pant so
and after the shared placement.

per f or ma n-tteracyoknowledges before f

Spoken Speech Literacy
Languagé to Prinf Curriculunt
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Student SLT

S1 5 4 5 5 4 6

S2 4 6 2 4 2 5

S3 3 6 3 5 1 4

S4 3 3 4 4 2 7
Student teacher

T1 3 4 3 7 7 8

T2 3 5 3 3 8 7

T3 6 4 4 5 7 6

T4 4 4 6 7 7 7

Note.®Maximum score = 8

Number of particapnts

O P N W Moo N 0O
TR R N N

Guided
Reading

Colour Wheel Surface

Features

Running
Records

Reading
Recovery

Key Chunking
Competencie|

Figure 11 Number of participants who correctly answered literacy curricular concepts before
and after the placementdote.S=student SLTs; T=student teachers; LLP=Literacy Learning
Progressions referring to a New Zealand curriculum document that describes tiagéang

and literacy skills children are expected to learn at each school year.

135

con



Post

mPre

Number of participants
O P N W b 01 O N 0O ©

S‘T‘S‘T‘STSTSTSTSTST

Phonologica
Awareness

Phonologica
Disorder

Expressive
Vocabulary

Oral languag
Awareness

Morphological Phoneme Vowels Voicing

Figure 12 Number of participants who correctly answered spoken language concepts before
and after the placementdote.S= student SLTs[=student teachers.

Post

H Pre

Number of participants
O P N W b OO N 0O ©

Non-word
Reading

Orthotactics| Graphemes

Digraph Decoding Blend

Phonotacticﬂ Phonics

Figure 13. Number of participants who correctly answered speech to print concepts before
and after the placementdote.S= stident SLTsT=student teachers.

5.3.3 Change in perceptions of appropriate a@orking models

Shared roles in laguage and literacy instruicin. Responses on questionnainedicated that

more student SLTs and student teachers at post placement selected a shared role between
teachers and SLTs in supporting childrenoés
equally shared role in phonological awareness instruction before and aftercéragnd In

contrast, most student teachers saw the teacher as having the primary responsibility in
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phonological awareness instruction. Following the IPE, most participants did not change in

their view that teachers are primarily responsible for reading@iting instruction.

Classroombased service delivery optiortudent participants rated the appropriateness of

two methods of direct classroapased work by the SLT including teamdkang (i.e., SLT

and teacheteaching a lessaigethey or alternatve teaching (i.e., one professional provides
instruction which the other professional later adapts for a group of students who require extra
assistance.) At the end of the placement, six out of the eight student participants chose a

higher frequency foream teachingr alternative teaching (Table Y10

Table 10 Perceptions about appropriate frequency of usage ftgamhing approaches
among teachers and SLTs.

Student SLTs Student teachers
S1 S2 S3 S4 T1 T2 T3 T4

Alternative

Teaching
Always tl
Often t1, t2 t2 t2 t2 t2 t2
Sometimes tl tl t2 t1, t2
Rarely tl tl tl
Never

Team

Teaching
Always
Often t1, t2 t2 t2 t2 t1
Sometimes t1, t2 tl tl tl t2
Rarely t2 t1,t2
Never tl

Note.tl=before the placemeri2=after the placement.

5.3.4 Influence of the instructional design

Il nterview analysis was again utilised to exp
design of the IPE influenced their learnilpe r i ved t hemes were interpl
and Oandasandés conceptual f r awhehvdemtifies of | PE (

various aspects of instructional design (teachingrelated factorswhich could influence
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the effectiveness of IP@®'Amour & Oandasan, 2005 hree main themes emerged from

this analysis highlighting teachifrglated factorsthatwer i nf |l uent i al on part
learning. These factors included the classroom structure and programme (i.e., the learning
environment), the supervising classroom teacher and the placement workload and

expectations. These various themes are discussedherfdetail as follows.

Theme 1: Classroom programmez(, the learning environment)

Several of the challenges students reported in theirazking related to the clasoom

programme. For instanceyBd 1 and 4 spoke about the challenge of schedtiimegfor co
instruction in their classroom which had a full programme that often included events that took
children out of the classroom. Participants also talked about challenges posed by the number
of children and teachers in the classroom and how ttlaklen were allocated to teachers

for small group instruction. In particular, students who were placed in classrooms in which
there were two cteaches and large class sizes (i.eydd 3 and 4) reported logistical

challenges related to having severtdles professionals to emork with including other

student teachersxd multiple classroom teachers.

Theme 2: Bpervising classroom teacher(s)

T1, T2 and T4 spoke about their awareness that they were temporary visitors in their
super vi si n grooamgtlzeytheesforg flt tivey faad lisnited scope to change the
classroom programme or structure while they were on full management. For instance, one

participant commented:

| made some changes but I'm aware this is not my classroom and that I'm heverpr a
limited time. You don't want to make it hard for your [supervising teacher] when they

[resume instruction]. (T2)
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T2 and T3 spoke about receiving support from their classroom teacher to alter some aspect of
the classroom programme to accommodateunstm on the shared goal areas. T4, however,

did not attempt to alter any aspect of the classroom programme or structure as she was
concerned that her supervising teacher would not support changes to accommodate goal work

for the target children.

Theme 3Placement workload and expectations

Student teachers often referred to the pressures of managing instruction for a whole class and
how this limited the amount of time they could allocate to collaborating with the student SLT
and/or providing direct instruction to the targeted children. fifag have affected how

student SLTs interacted with their student teacher partners. For example, S4 spoke about not
wanting to request too much of her student colleague given her concern about meeting the

requirements of the teaching placement.

StudentSLTs reported less concerns about the workload demands of the placement.
The main concern over the studenffS& 6 wo r k | o a yad Awho wseee adsignedn D
four children to canstruct. They described that the time spent by S4 on assessment delayed
the mplementation of instruction of the skdrgoals. Furthermore, S1 andi®gorted that
lack of previous practical experience with speech or phonological awareness limited their

collaboration as they were not yet secure enoudein own knowledge and dki

5.4  Discussion

Thestudy described in this chap®raluated placemetviased IPE in which student SLTs

and student teachers planned and delivered
and phonological awareness development. The aim cftdidy was to understand how
participants developed readiness for collaboration throughout thepnateissional

experience.
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The firstthreeresearch questigsought to gain an understanding of what aspects of
collaborative competence was gained by taigipants. Overall, there was evidence to
suggest that student SLTs gained competency in their understanding of the roles and
expertise of classroom teachers. Student SLT
instructional respnsibilities and prgost qustionnaireresults suggested improved
understanding of terminology related to classroom instruction. Additionally, student SLTs
and student teachers appeared to develop communication skills to support shared decision
making. They described lessons learf@duture practice based on the challenges they
encountered in maintaining effective communication and negotiating differences in practice.
They, however, may have required additional support to overcome these challenges during

their cainstruction.

In healthbased applications, it has been recommended that knowledge of inter
professional roles alongside irarofessional communication skills should be the primary
learning outcomes targeted by IPEuter et al., 2009)he current approach to IPE thus
appeared effective for student SLTs but may require modification to more fully benefit
studen teachers. Interview and questionnaralyses suggested student teachers were less
likely to develop enhanced understandings of roles or terminology relatedte 8L e x per t i s
The narrow focusonebonst ructing a small set of goal s |
exploration of topics beyond the goal areas. Incorporating opportunities for student teachers
to observe student SLTs in other roles (e.g., conducting dgsdjiteracy assessments) may
have facilitated further shared understandings of professional roles and expertise. Student
SLTs also appeared to be developing their own expesiseiggested by their pre
guestionnairescores on examined linguistic concegtsl reported feelings of insecurity in
their own knowledge. This may have limited the exchange of knowledge to their student

teacher counterparts. It was notable that the two student SLTs who commented on their
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limited relevant experience did not imprawetheir understanding of the tested concepts.

This raises the concern that a placement focused on collaborative practice may distract from
the devel opment of student -ofessiomalspmdernemtal s & o w
may be most suitable forugtents who possess previous practical experigcking with

children with speech and language difficulties.

Participants from both professions also appeared to be developinrdeptmdency.
This refers to a reliance on working closely with othefgssionals to accomplish goals and
is an essential element underpinning collaborgfgymnstein, 2003)This was evidenced by
student s6 i ncr eas e-Hasea cavoeking, @oseovations df theeblergeféss r o0 o m
of classroorrbased cevork, and engageent in coaching each other to improve instruction.
These positive experiences with classremased cavorking may increase the chances of
these students employing such approaches in their future(x@kdel & Loeb, 2011)
There was some indication, howe r , t hat studentsd previous ki
of SLTs and teachers may already be limiting their readiness to attempt innovative co
working practices as new graduates. Addressing these concerns through reflection with a
facilitator may helgparticipants further appreciate the relevance of their placement

experiences to real practice contexts.

Unfortunately, the shared placement experiences were insufficient to develop
st ud e n-tlependency ih reading and spelling instruction. Afteptaeement
experience, participants still viewed SLTs as playing a limited role in literacy instruction.
Interestingly, students appeared to become morede@endent in their roles in speech
production despite dyads being asked to work on speech aratyitelated goals. Previous
research in IPE has highlighted the need to be aware of unplanned or covert learning
particularly when it may contradict the desired learning outcqfregth et al., 2005)

Perhaps directing the participants to work on spemals reinforced the stereotype that
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SLTs primarily work on articulation. This <co

in supporting the language skills which underpin literacy acquisition.

Interview analysis also revealed role flexibilityasied enced t hough part
integration of their shared instruction into the classroom programme by including children
beyond those identified as having specific difficulties. This aligns with inclusive practice as it
prevents children from being singledt as different. Furthermore, this provides opportunity
for peer modelling as an instructional strat@gliren, 200Q) The benefits of such €o
working could also be extended to other children as typically developing children also benefit
from explicit irstruction of language skills which underpin literacy acquisi¢idarson et al.,
2013) Thus, preparing teacher and SLT graduates to demonstrate flexibility in instructional

roles should be considered as a potential learning objective for future pladmsedtiPE.

Thefourthresearch question asked wiradtructionalfactors influenced the
participants6 devel opment of <coll aborative c
teachers as influential on their ability to explore collaborative practigs.sliggests that
supervising classroom teachers should have been included as more active facilitators of the
IPEtomaximse par t i c-prpfessiana léarningn Fuethermore, it is recommended
that IPE facilitators have previous experience and knowledge ofprdaérssional working
(Freeth et al., 2005Yhus, SLT and teacher supervisors should receivepntéessionh
education to ensure they are both providing-rotedelling and/or feedback that is aligned
with effective collaborative practice. Students also described how classroom settings and
workload demands posed challenges to theiwotking. Dyad 4, in partidar, encountered
several challenges which likely contributed to their engagement in fewer aspects of
collaborative practice (e.g., coaching each other, role flexibility) relative to the other dyads.

Consequently, facilitators should carefully considerdlassroom structure and workload
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demands (e.g., number of children assigned fanstuction) when designing shared

placement experiences to ensure that students are not overwhelmed by the complexity of task.

5.4.1 Limitations and future drections

This exploratory study highlighted the potential competencies that could be fostered in shared
placement experiences among prospective SLTs and teachers. These included understanding
of professional roles and expertise, communicationsstalsupport shared decision making,
inter-dependency to achieve goals and flexibility to explore alternative instructional practices.
While the case study design and singpmethods limit the generadibility of the results,

this study is an importantitral step in understanding the constructs of collaborative practice
that could be developed in a caménted approach to placemdrased IPE. The findings

can also inform the development of comprehensive and objective forms of evaluation

required for mee rigorous forms of intervention research. Long term evaluations would also

be valuable to explore whether participants demonstrate advantages in future professional
practice placements or in initial years of work. Finally, investigation into how childsen

l earning is infl uenc enbrkitgys reguiradtoeadvancepr of essi on
understanding of the impact of placembased IPE on all stakeholders. The next chapter

thus explores the eff ectehaadphondiogicalvdeBesson t ar g
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CHAPTER 6
IMPACT OF A PLACEMENT -BASED APPROACH TO INTER -

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION: CHILD OUTCOMES

6.1 Introduction

Little is known about the impact of placemdratsed IPE on client/child outcomes. As

highlighted in the literature review (Chapter placement IPE for student teachers and student
SLTs has not been previously examined. Further, two recent systematic reviews elbasadth
IPE revealed only one study of placement IPE that included outcomes related to the clients or
patients who arevolved in IPE(Olson & Bialocerkowski, 2014; Reeves et al., 2013)
Consequently, researchers should seek to investigate whether IPE promotes collaborative

practice that positively influences child/client outcomes.

For instanceJanson et al. (200@mployed a controlled research design to provide
preliminary evidence that mixediscipline teams of student health professionals can learn to co
work to advance some aspects of healthe provisioninter-professional teams of student
professionals wergiven responsibility to collaboratively provide care for clients with chronic
illness. They were supported in theirwork through participation in additional shared training

sessions related to management of chronic illness. Measurements of the frexduwaney

provided by the students and medi cal status

after the | PE. Comparisons were made to a
provided by only medical students. Overall, clients from theexental group received more

frequent care; however, the overall health of the clients from the experimental group did not
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improve beyond those in the control group. While the results demonstrated patient care was not
compromised by the IPE, it remainskaown whether student professionals can learn to work

effectively to advance client outcomes. Continued examination of the influence of placement IPE
on client outcomes is required to provide robust evidence that these initiatives foster prospective

practt i oner so6 ability to enga(@eevesetaled0i3ecti ve <col

This study investigattwhether child outcomes could be advanced though an IPE
approach in which student SLTs and student teachers were given responsibility talplan an
implement classroofhased speech and phonological awareness instruction. A combined speech
and phonological awareness focus is consistent with previous studies that have demonstrated the
efficacy of integrated phonological awareness approaches in gimguiae early literacy skills
and speech of children with S{&illon, 2000, 2002, 2005for instancegillon (2005)
examined the impact of an integrated phonological awareness approachridr4d/ear old
children (n=12) with moderate or severe spea@wpairment. The intervention consisted of
activities designed to faci |l i-soartde&novdeidgel dr end s
Children also participated in activities to practice articulating words containing specific speech
targets. An integratealpproach was adopted by incorporating speech production target words
into phoneme awareness and leteund activities. Children participated in an average of 25.5
sessions before school entry which were delivereddm#ek blocks of therapy with one
individual and one group session provided per week. Examination of speech ability within the
first 2 years of school revealed that children who received the integrated intervention possessed
similar speech production skills as a matched control group lofehiwith a similar history of
speech impairment but who received-paohool intervention focused solely on speech

production. Improvement in speech production thus did not appear to be compromised by the
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inclusion of a phonological awareness compondnttimerapy sessions. The children who

received the integrated intervention, however, demonstrated advantage in phonological
awareness and early reading and spelling ability relative to the control children. Other studies
have also demonstrated the posiiiviiuence of integrated phonological awareness interventions

on the speech and early literacy skills of children who experience spoken and written language
difficulties related to Childhood Apraxia of SpeddtcNeill et al., 2009 and Down Syndrome

(van Bysterveldt, Gillon, & Foste€Cohen, 2010)Integrated phonological awareness instruction

thus offers an appropriate instructional approach in which to encourage student SLTs and student

teachers to adopt into their-aestruction during placement IPE.

Thefindings presented i@hapter Ssuggested that most student dyads developed several

aspects of competency related to collaborative provision of clasdvased language and

literacy instruction. The current study aimed to extend these findings by exgwinather
studentsd6 engagement i-workiegl(es descnidedin @héptecSpwas ab or a
al so accompanied by positive gains in childre
studentsd6 instruct i on alherdstabisk whiclastudehtidyadstengagedd e r t
in coll aborative practice. Examination of <chi
outcomes were then examined to determine whether collaborativerking wasalso

associated with adandeadylitergcyauttomesdr ends speech

This study addresses the fourth research question within the thesis as identified in Chapter

1, including the suguestions which are listed below:

a) How did each student partner contribute to the direct instruction portion of their

classroorrbased cavorking for each target child?
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b) Did the studenitnsptrroufcetsisoino niampsréovceo t ar get ed
patterns in trained and untrainednds?

c) Did the studenitnsptrroufcetsisoino nianlcsroe acsoe t he t ar g
awareness of trained and untrained words?

d Did the targeted childrends sposmtuadneous si
knowledge, nofword reading andpelling ability improve over the course of the student

pr of es sHnstrocidns 6 c o

6.2 Method

6.2.1 Research dsign

This study adopted a multiple singdabject design with repeated measures to examine the

impact of the classroofibased interventiononhi | dr ends speech anBl ear | \
design (baseline phase foll owed by an instruc
instructionalgoals. Given the small sample size of children (n=7), single subject design with

repeated measures svatilised to allow each participant to serve as their own control. Single

subject design is a robust form of intervention research particularly suitable for clatsased

research in which large, controlled group studies are often not fe@g#riee &Clegg, 2012)

6.2.2 Participants

Seven New Zealand children between the ages of 5;1 and 5;9 participated in the study. All
children were in their first year of formal education. All childtead received a minimum of 4
weeks of schooling at the beginning of the study given that New Zealand children begin formal
education on their fifth birthday. These children were selected from the four junior school

classrooms in which pairs of student SLTs (n=4) and student tedohdjsvere assigned for
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their professional practice placements as described in Chapter 5 (referred to as Dyad 1 through
4). Recruitment procedures for student professionals and characteristics of these participants are
detailed in Chapter 5. Child partieipts were selected for participation based on nhominations by

their classroom teachersritéria for nomination included:

a the classroom teacher was concerned about

development
b) the child did not possess angwal, haring or neurological disorderand

c) the child was not receiving any formal speech anduagg services through any other

agency.

Classroom teachers distributed consent forms to parents of these children to receive
permission for the childreto participate in the study. Seven of the nine children nominated for
the study received parental consent. These children then participated in a comprehensive
assessment of their speech, language and literacy skills. All assessments were conducted and
audio-recorded by the participating student SLTs who would be laterocking with their
student teacher partners to provide classrbased instruction to support the target children.
Assessments were conducted under the supervision of the researcheavgualified SLT. The
researcher also reviewed all record forms and audio files to ensure correct documentation,

transcription and scoring of assessment data. The battery included the following assessments:

1 Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tés# (PPVT-4; Dunn & Dunn, 2007yas used to
measure childrends receptive vocabul ary. C

asked to point to the item named by the examiner. A standard score was calculated from
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this assessment. A standard score of 85 or gregiersents agappropriate

performance.

Subtests of the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundameintatsirth Edition-
Australian(CELF4, Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 2008)er e used to measur e
receptive and expressive language skills. Childrenpteted the Sentence Structure

subtest to measure their understanding of sentence structures. Children also completed

the Word Structure and Recalling Sentences subtests to measure their expressive morpho
syntactic skills. Standard scores for each sultest calculated. A standard score of 7 or
greater represents agppropriate performance.

The New Zealand Articulation Te@lIZAT; Moyle, 2004)was used as a measure of

chil drenbs speech production. Spontaneous
by asking children to name pictures of objects. The test measures production of single
consonants, initial consonant blends, vowels and raylltabic words. All responses

were recording using broad transcription. Percent phonemes correct (PPC) waslobtaine

by analyzing data with Profile of Phonology (PROPH) softwWhosg & Fey, 2005)A

PPC score of 90% or greater was considereeapgeopriate performang&hriberg,

Austin, Lewis, McSweeny, & Wilson, 1997)

The Preschool and Primary Inventory of PhonmalgAwarenes$PIPA; Dodd, Crosbie,
Maclintosh, Teitzel, & Ozanne,200@as used t o measure childre
awareness and soutetter knowledge. Children completed the rhyme awareness,

alliteration awareness, phoneme identity, phoneme segmenaatibléter-sound

knowledge subtesté standard score was calculated for each subtest. A standareb&core

7 or greaters considered agappropriate performance. Raw scores were also reported
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for the lettersound knowledge subtest to indicate how méampe 32 items (including

letters, digraphs, blends and vowels) children could associate with correct sounds.

Burt Word Reading Task New Zealand RevisiofGilmore, Croft, & Reid, 1981yas

used to measure childrenosreagkedtdreadalaud gni t i o
increasingly difficult real words until they made 10 consecutive errors. Raw scores were
reported given that normative dataidy available for children-6o-13 years of age.

An informal nonword reading taskadapted from Caldet,992)was used to measure
childrendés decoding skills. This -woedst requ
with each set possessing different orthographic patterns. Given that children were in early
stages of reading development, they were atkeelad only one set of nemords with

simple orthography (i .e., CVC words with s
recorded using broad transcription. Percentage of phonemes correctly read was

calcubted. For example, a score of 1 ouBafouldalb cat ed i f a chil d re
O6sat 0.

An informal realword spelling taskGillon, 2002l was used t o measur e ch
spelling skills. Children were askeal $pell 10 words (ranging from ote-three

syllables) to assess their ability to use phonokldgidormation when spelling words.

Accordingly, percentage of phonemes that were spelled in a phonetically plausible

manner was calculated. For example, alternative spellings of a phoneme (e.g., ¢ versus s)

or use of single vowel letters to spell a lomgw e | sound (e. g., 6caké
scored as correct. Phonemes had to be spelled in the correct sequence to be scored as

A

correct (e.g., 6fshté for oO6fishé would onl
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Uppercase letters and obvious ing reversals (e.g., for letters such as f, g, s, h, c and q)
were accepted as correct.

Table 11describes the speech, language and literacy skills of the participhticigen. All

children demonstratedfticulty in at least one domairso their participon in the study was

continued.
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Table 11 Speech, language and literacy skills of child participants before joint instruction.

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7

Age 5;1 5;2 5;1 5;9 5;9 5;8 5;6
Sex male female female male male male male
Dyad 1 2 3 4 4 4 4
Rec Lang:

PPVT-4 109 104 112 99 105 84 77*

CELF4:SS 8 10 9 6* 10 4% na
Exp Lang:

CELF4:WS 4* 9 10 5* 6" 6" 5*

CELF4: RS 4~ 10 13 na 10 3* na
NZAT (PPC) 72.2 92.2 75.1* 60.8& 59.% 82.6° 87.&
PIPA:

RA 9 9 o6* 6* 9 7 6"

AA 6* o6* 10 8 7 5* 5*

Pl 7 10 12 9 <b* <b* 9

PS 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

LK 5* 4% 4* <b5* 5* <b* <B5*

LK(Raw/32) 5 0 2 7 13 6 10
Burt (Raw) 1 0 1 5 6 3 4
NWR (PPC) 0% 3.3% 0% na 13.3% 0% 0%
Spelling*® 0% 5.1% 18.0% na 18.2% 0% 0%

Notes.All test scores are standard scores unless otherwise specified. C=child. Rec Lang= Receptive

language. SS=Sentence Structure subtestLBRg=Expressive Language. WS= Word Structure subtest.
RS= Recalling Sentences subtest. RA=Rhyme Awareness subtest. AA=Alliteration Awareness Subtest.

PI=Phonemésolation subtest. PS=Phonemeg&entation subtest. LK=Lettsound knowledge subtest.
Raw=rawscore. Burt=Burt Word Reading task. NWR=nw@ard reading task. PPC=percent phonemes
correct. na= not available due to child refusing to particigate.l ndi cat es
the expected range on normed measures (i.e., PPVT, CELF, NZIRA), *Scores reported as percent

phonemes spelled in a phonetically plausible manner.
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6.2.3 Procedure

Selection of instructional goalsThe researcher selected phonological awareness as an area for
targeted instruction for all participating childras all evidenced somegree of difficulty with
phonological awarenesasks and/or souriétter knowledge based on results of the initial
assessment battery. All participast®red below the expected range on at least one phonological
awareness subtest the PIPA Furthermore, all participants appeared to have limited sound

letter knowledge as evidenced by standard scores of five or lower on thelstbeinknowledge

subtest of the PIPA. Student dyads were encouraged by the lead researcher to watiplen m
phoneme level skills including phoneme identity, segmenting and blending based on research
which suggests working on a range of phoneme levels tasks is an effective and efficient approach
to phonological awareness instructi@arson et al., 201&illon, 2000; McNeill et al., 2009;

Torgesen, Morgan, & Davis, 1992)

Speech production goals were also selected by the researcher for the children who also
demonstrated difficulty with speech production. All children with the exception of C2 evidenced
speech difficulty according to criterion of a PPC score equal to or greater than 90% as age
appropriate performance. Further, the frequency of phonological process occurrence was
calculated as part of the PROPH analysis. A phonological process occuifré0éé or greater
was considered an appropriate target for intervergtimason, 2006)Children were also
required to be stimulable for the target sound(s) and the target sound(s) had to be
developmentally appropriate. A summary of the speech productals fyo eah child is
presented in Table 1£6 and C7 did not demonstrate any phonological processes over 40%
therefore their most frequent speech error pattern was chosen as @mahgehe speech goal

was set per child given the short duration ofitfs¢ructional period (i.e., three week$8oth
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speech production and phoneme awareness goals were selected for these children based on

research which suggests that integrated instruction of these skills supports both speech and word

reading/spelling devepment(Gillon, 2000, 2002, 2005; McNeill et al., 2009)

Although five of the children (C1, C4, C5, C6 and C7) also demonstrated language

difficulties based on norfreferenced language testing, phonological awareness and/or speech

production goals wereetected for all children to make measurement of treatment goals and

supervision of student SLTs more feasible. Further, the short intervention period necessitated

focus ona limited number of instructionglals. Similarity in treatment goals also factitz

comparison among the experiences of student SLT/teacher dyads and the learning outcomes of

the children they jointly instructed.

Table 12. Target speech error patterns proposed for joint instruction to the target children.

Participant Speech target %usage
Dyad 1: C1 palatal fronting 50
Dyad 2: C2 na na
Dyad 3: C3 velar fronting 67
Dyad 4. C4 s-cluster reduction 50

C5 s-cluster reduction 74

C6 I-cluster simplification 30

C7 I-cluster reduction 28

Notes.na=not applicable as chitbmonstrated aggppropriate speech production.

Probes for repeated measurd®epeated administration of probes for phonological awareness

and speech production were conducted before the joint instruction phase to establish a stable

baseline of thechildbkn 6 s per f or mance

on

t hei

r

nstruct.

administered three times for each child during the week prior to joint instruction. Probes were

then readministered three times over the course of the josttuctional period (i.e., &eeks)
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and then an additional two times pasitruction. Postnstruction probes were admitesed after

a 2week school holiday.

Probes were developed based on protocols desdrpidNeill et al. (2009) The
phonological awareness probe required children to segment 18 imtoghonemes. Words
were twato-four phonemes in length and had CV, CVC or CCVC phonological structures. The
same set of 15 words was employed with all seven participant®f Tleese words were selected
to be included in instructional activities for all children (i.e., trained items) and five were selected
to be avoided during instruction (i.e., untrained items). Speech production probes required
children to name 10 picture§o i t ems whi ch contained the chil d
were selected as trained words and five as untrained words. For all probes, untrained items were
selected to have similar phonological structure to trained items to provide a measure of
genea |l i sati on. For example, C106s trained speech
sound in the initial and final positions for three and two of the words, respectively (e.qg., ship,
shirt, shark, fish, wish) .scohsistdodffve diffgréenyCVCt he ¢
words with the target sound in the initial and final positions for three and two of the words,
respectively (e.g., sheet, shop, shed, push, dish). Appendix F provides further examples of

speech and phoneme awareness pitebes.

Speech and phoneme segmentation probes were administered and scored by the student
SLTs under the supervision of the researcher.
transcription. Again, all record forms and audio files were reviewdtdyesearcher to ensure
correct transcription and scoring of probe data. The percentage of phonemes correctly segmented
(PPC) was calculated for trained and untrained items on the phoneme segmerabaenkor

example, a score of 1 out®wouldbeawr ded i f a child segmented O
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was chosen as it provided a more sensitive measure of phoneme segmentation ability compared
to marking responses as correct versus incorrect. The percentage of phonemes correctly

produced (i.e., PP@yas also calculated for trained and untrained items on speech probes.

Additional postinstructional measuresSeveral of the measures administguedr to the joint
instructionwere readministered posnstruction to examine generalisation to decodipglling

skills and speech production of both treated and untreated souradirrestered measures

included the lettesound subtest of the PIRRodd et al., 200Qthe nosword reading task, the
realword spelling task and the NZA(Moyle, 2004) All measures were administered and

scored by the student SLTs under the supervision of the researcher. Recording and scoring of all
data was reviewed and corrected by the researcher using audio files recorded btfie stud
SLTs.A summary of the prpost assesnents, probe assessments and timing afRtke

intervention is illustrated in Figure 14

Week 12 of IPE Week 35 of IPE 2 weeks post IPE
Preparation Joint classroorbased Followup
instruction of target
- N goals - N
Preiinstruction measures: Postinstruction measures:
Letter knowledge (PIPA) - N Letter knowledge (PIPA)
Nonword reading task Nonword reading task
Spelling task Spelling task
Single word speech irﬁ;gn;snsdpeggggng Single word speech
production (NZAT) administrations) production (NZAT)
Y, \ J
Baseline speech and N < Speech and phoneme
phoneme awareness probgs awarenes prpbes 2
(3 administrations) administrations)

Figure 14. Summary of procedure including timing of gmest measures and probe
administration.
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Joint ClassroomBased Instruction Student SLTs and student teacher dyads engaged in joint
instruction of the goal areas for the target children asgpdine 5weekplacementPE (as

described in detail in Chapter 5). The following information provides a review of the IPE

structure. Stdent SLTs conducted the speech, language and literacyytagtsrssments over the

first 2 weeks of the IPE and were introduced to their student teacher partners and the supervising
classroom teachers. During this period, student teachers prepared foingsisul responsibility

of classroom instruction. Upon completion and analysis of the assessment batteries, each student
dyad along with the supervising classroom teacher and the researcher met to discuss the
assessment results and the proposed speegihandlogical awareness goals for the target

children. Student professionals were then asked to work together to provide clalsasaum

instruction to the target children on the speech and phonological @sargoals during the final

3 weeks of the inteprofessional placemeruring this period, student teachers worked in the
classroom for the whole day and student SLTs joined the classroom in the mornings to conduct
their classroonrbased activitiesThe only specific guidance provided to the studernineas

about their caworking was that all instruction on the target goal areas had to be sividtiad

the classroom. Theesearcher provided supervisory support only to the student SLTs while the
classroom teachers maintained a supervisory role fattienteachers. Theesearcher
provided feedback on the student SLTsd6 direct
pl ans alongside written and verbal feedback a
Feedback focused on activity desigrfacilitate ample practice opportunities at an appropriate

level of difficulty, provision of specific feedback to children, integrating speech and

phonol ogi cal awareness instruction, and docum
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Student SLTs and student teacheere asked to provide lesson plans as well as log
details of their direct instruction to the target children including what goals were worked on, the
length of instruction and a brief description of their approach to instruction. Additionally, student
SLTs were asked to provide all clinic notes kept as per their placement requirements. All four
student SLTs returned their logs, lessons plans and clinic notes. All student teachers returned

their logs; however, only one student teacher (from dyad 3) estdesson plans.

Data analysis for repeated measurd$e repeated measures results were analysed using the
celeration line method as well as the two standard deviation (2SD) band r{fethnimzy &

Watkins, 2008)Both methods have been used previoushxtmine the impact of an integrated
speech and phonological awareness intervention for selgeothildrer{Moriarty & Gillon,

2006) A celeration line is a calculation of the linear trend in a series of continuous data. The
celeration line of baseline tdawas calculated and graphed across baseline, instruction and post
instruction phases to determine whether {iastruction scores were greater than those predicted
by the linear trend of baseline data. The 2SD band method refers to use of variathiétyata

of the baseline phase to calculate the degree of change required to be statistically significant in
the instruction phase. This involves graphing two standard deviations of the baseline data above
and below the mean of the baseline data. Any ahanthe instruction phase is considered
significant if at least two consecutive data points fall outside the band of area denoted by the
2SD valuegPortney & Watkins, 2008 inally, effect size analyses lelseen recommended for
generaligtion data co#icted in singlesubject designs for treatment of children with

phonological disorder&ierut, Morrisette, & Dickinson, 2015)n effect size analysis using a

standard mean difference calculation based on that descril®goebgnd Masterson (200®)as
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thus empl oyed to determine the magnitude of chi

ountrainedd items after the joint instruction

6.2.4 Reliability

Assessment dat&re and posinstruction speech data wastranscribed by an independent
SLTcolmgue on two participantsd data (i .e., nea
calculated based on the percentage of phonemes that were transcribed identically. Mean inter

rater agreement was 90.9% with a range of 86.9% to 95.9%.

Repeated measures probégproximately 20% of the data was randomly selected to-be re
transcribed by an independent SLT colleague. Reliability for phoneme segmentation probes was
based on percent agreement on whether each phoneme of a word was coriremlyextly
segmented. Mean inteater agreement of phoneme awareness probes was 92.2% for the
baseline phase, 93.8% for the instruction phase and 91.9% for tHagiosttion phase.

Reliability for speech probes was calculated based on the percehfagememes transcribed
identically. Mean interater agreement of speech probes was 85.7% for the baseline phase,

92.3% for the instruction phase and 90.8% for the-p@stuction phase.

Non-word reading taskAn independent SLT colleaguetranscribped wo parti ci pant s o
reading of the set of 10 namords (nearly 30% of participants). Reliability was calculated based
on the percentage of phonemes transcribed identically. Measrateeragreement was 90.0%

with a range of 79.3% to 100%.

Realword gelling task.An independent SLT colleague scored the responses of three children

(i.e., approximately 40% of the participants). Reliability was based on percent agreement on
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whether each phoneme of the 10 words were spelled in a phonetically plausib&r.nviaan

inter-rater agreement was 95.3% with a range of 89.7% to 100%.

6.2.5 Instructional fidelity

Student professionalsd | ogs of their direct i

SLTs6 clinic notes wer e oensukithatwsteddnt grojessiortals | e a d

a) incorporated the selected speech target and multiple phoneme awareness skills (i.e.,

phoneme identity, segmenting, blending) into their joint instrugtion

b) workedon words selected for training ;amdd exc/l

¢) worked on goal areas for targeted children in the classroom environment.

All student dyads reported working on the appropriate speech target alongside multiple phoneme
awareness tasks. Dyad 3lpincorporated three of the 1@ords selected for training in

phonological awareness instruction. This student dyad appeared to focus only on words which

had their childbs target speectwuctiemror pattern
Consequently, only analysis of the untrained words (12 in total) was undertaken for repeated
measures of phonological awarenfssheir target child (i.e., C3All student dyads also

reported incorporating words outside of those given byakearcher. This was noted in

particular by student teachers (from Dyads 1, 2 and 4) who reported reinforcing goals areas on an

ad hoc basis as they came up in regular classroom activities throughout the school day.
Consequently, itnitg aponesdidoblwertdsatmayomav@u been
professionals did not document all wordsedduringall directacts ofinstruction. Review of

documentation also revealed that adherence to clasdvasad instruction was 90.6% for
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student SbTg@&dt atcali viepes and 100% for studen

targeted goal areas.

6.3 Results

6.3.1 St udent professional sé contributions to di

Tablel3descri bes each student pr of e sfitametallgaald r e p «
areas including the mode of instruction (e.g., class versus group versus individual), the

approximate length of instructional activities and the frequency of instrudtientotal amount

of time spent on instruction of target goalaaeould not be accurately calculated due to student
professionals inconsistently indicating what portion of their instruction was allocated to speech
production versus phonological awareness. Further, student teachers did not consistently report

the amounof instructional time dedicated to project goals (see Table iiBJeBt teachers from

Dyad 1, 2 and 4 also noted reinforcing the speech and phonological awareness goals in an

informal basis throughout the school day. Therefore, children may have ceo®ive learning
activity on target goal areas t mmansedimTallle capt u

13.

161



Table 13 Documented instructional activities by student teacher and student SLT dyads on

chil drenb6s targeted goal areas.

Mode(s)and approximate length of instruction Total
number of
instructional
activities
completed

C1 T1: Leading class activities (one PA lessortaoght with student SLT). 10
(Dyad 1) S1: Supporting child during class and individual activities to
integrate target goals inthese activities. (3@5 minute¥
One PA class lesson-taught with the student teachér.
Onewithdrawal session. (35 minudes
C2 T2: Leading class lessons. (A5 minuteseach) Min: 12°
(Dyad 2) S2: Leading small grougessons. (120 minutes each)
C3 T3: Leading smkgroup lessons. (230 minutesach) 10
(Dyad 3) S3: Leading smbgroup lessons. (480 minutesach)
C4 T4: Supporting child during reading or writing groups to integrate ta 14
(Dyad 4) goals into these activitied.
S4: Leading group lessons with grilargeted children. (15 minuteach)
One groupwithdrawal session. (15 minudes
C5 T4: Did notprovide direct instruction. 8
(Dyad 4) S4: Leading group lessons with only targeted dfgh. (15 minutesach)
One groupwithdrawal session. (15 minudes
C6 T4: Did not provide direct instruction. 6

(Dyad 4) S4: Leading group lessomngith onlytargeted children. (15 minutes eac
One groupwvithdrawal session. (15 minujes

C7 T4: Did not provide direct instruction.
(Dyad 4) S4: Leading group lessons with griargeted children. (15 minutes eac 6
One groupwvithdrawal session. (15 minujes

Notes.C=child. T=student teacher. S=student SETength of instruction not documented.
bIncomplete documentation by student teacher made it difficult to ascertain the exact number of
lessons she instructed.
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6.3.2 Chil drenbés performance on repeated measur e

Two of the six participating children who received speech production instruction improved on

probes of their targeted speech error pattern (skke Td). C3 (from dyad 3) and C4 (from dyad

4) improved on their trained and untrained speech probes. The graphs used to artalgad C3

C46s speech priteonuacctpresentied im Figutes 185 andrésdectively. The

PPC and celeration line were plotted for each graph. The 2SD bantsoadoted where
applicable when variability in the baseline p
performances on untrained items demonstrated a similar pattern to their performance on trained
items (see Tabkl14. The remaining four children who hagdeech production goals did not

demonstrate significant improvement on trained or untrained speech targets. The graphs used to

anal yse the remai nder orfaretpiesented m AgpehdieGr 6 s s peec
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Table 14 Summary of speegbroduction results (PPC) for trained and untrained probes.

Participant Baseline Est 2SD Est Cel Post Effect Size
Cl: Trained 75.6(7.7) 60.291.0 >100 76.7 (4.7)
Untrained 66.7(8.3) 50.083.3 41.745.8 66.7(23.6) 0
C3: Trained 66.7 (0) na 66.7 100(0)*
Untrained 66.7 (0) na 66.7 100 (0)* na
C4: Trained 66.3 (5.8) 51.874.9 88.393.3 100 (0)*
Untrained 60.0 (0) na 60.0 85.0 (7.1)* na
C5: Trained 78.3(7.6) 63.1-93.6 33.340.8 77.7 (17.7)
Untrained 68.3(5.8) 56.879.9 68.3 75.0 (7.1) 1.15
C6: Trained 70.0 (5.0) 60.080.0 40.045.0 75.0 (0)
Untrained 58.3 (2.9) 52.664.1 58.3 57.5 (3.5) -0.29
C7: Trained 93.3(7.6) 78.1-100 >100 95.0 (0)
Untrained 86.7 (5.8) 75.1:98.2 86.7 92.5(9.7) 1.01

NotesBaseline and post scores represent the mean and standard deviation (in brackets) of the three
baseline phase and two passtruction phase measurements. Est 2SD = range estimated by the two
standard deviation band method. Est cel = range estimated tgldnation line method. na= not able to

be calculated due to the standard deviation of baseline phase being equal to zero. *Significant change
(must be above both estimated ranges to be considered significant).
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Figure 15. C3: Speech production probes of trained items before, during and after instruction.
The celeration line is represented by the dashed line and its formula is presented in the bottom
left portion of the graph.
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Figure 16. C4: Speech production probes of trained items before, during and after joint
instruction.The horizontal lines represent 2SD above and below the mean of the baseline
measures.
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6.3.3 Chil drenbés performance on repeated measur e

Three(C1, C2, and C3) of the seven children who received direct instruction in phonological
awareness demonstrated significantly improved performance on trained amidained probes

(see Table 16 C1 demonstrated an interesting pattern with improvemenptemident in the
postinstructional phase for both traineddamntrained probes (see FigureftiZ example of this
pattern).C2 improved on trained and untraineehits as demonstrated in Figures 18 and 19
respectively. C3 improved on untrained probeshufeme segmeation as illustrated in Figure

20 (trained probes were not included in the analysis given the limited number of words that were
trained from the phonological awareness probe). The graphs used to analyse the remainder of the

c hi |l dr e ngca awarbness aré pesented in Appendix G.
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Table 15 Summary of phoneme segmentation results (PPC) for trained and untrained probes.

Participant Baseline Est 2SD Est Cel Post Effect Size
Cl: Trained 14.4(3.8) 6.7522.1 14.4 30.0 (9.4)*

Untrained 8.9 (10.1) 0-29.26 <0 43.3 (14.1)* 3.38
C2: Trained 28.9 (1.9) 25.032.7 28.9 90.0 (4.7)*

Untrained 35.6 (7.7) 20.251.0 35.6 86.7 (0)* 6.64
C3: Trained na na na na

Untrained 42.3 (1.6) 39.245.5 42.3 62.2 (0)* 12.70
C4: Trained 28.3(2.4) 23.6-33.0 10.013.3 31.7 (2.4)

Untrained 30.0 (4.7) 20.639.4 60.066.7 36.7 (4.7) 1.41
C5: Trained 25.6 (5.1) 15.435.7 42.245.6 36.7 (14.1)

Untrained 28.9 (10.2) 8.549.3 78.988.9 36.7 (14.1) 0.76
C6: Trained 17.8 (8.4) 1.034.6 59.467.8 18.3 (11.8)

Untrained 22.2 (3.8) 14.529.9 38.942.2 33.3(18.9) 2.89
C7: Trained 16.7 (8.8) 0-34.31 23.325.0 13.3 (0)

Untrained 20.0 (6.7) 6.7-33.3 33.336.7 23.3 (4.7) 0.50

NotesBaseline and post scores represent the mean and standard deviation (in brackets) of the three
baseline phase and two passtruction phase measurements. Est 2SD = range estimated by the two
standard deviation band method. Est cel = range estimated tgl¢nation line method. na=data not
available. *Significant change (must be above both estimated ranges to be considered significant).
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Figure 17. C1: Phoneme segmentation probes of trained items before, during and after joint
instruction.

Figure 18 C2: Phoneme segmentation probes of trained items before, during and after joint
instruction.
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