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CHAPTER FIVE

This chapter presents research findings collated for individual language 

dimensions and for individual classes of all studied age levels. It consists of two 

sections. The first section summarises the results for classroom-derived language 

dimensions and the second section presents the results in relation to norm-referenced 

language.

Class Level Findings

5.1 Results for Individual Classes and for Individual Language Dimensions

5.1.1 Results for Participation, Responsiveness and Pragmatic Appropriateness

The following tables 6-10 present research findings for samples within 

individual classes on participation, responsiveness and pragmatic appropriateness 

dimensions. Data for 14 participating classes are presented for each o f these 

dimensions. Tables 6-9 present results for individual classes while table 10 presents 

intervention outcomes on participation, responsiveness and pragmatic appropriateness 

for individual study participants (as presented in the previous chapter). Results for 

participation dimension are presented in AB design for 9 classes in table 6 and in
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ABAB design for 5 classes in table 7.126 Results for responsiveness and pragmatic 

appropriateness dimensions are presented in AB design in table 8 and table 9.

1 The intervention was withdrawn in 5 classes chosen by the criterion of age (the chosen sample for
the ABAB design reflected the age o f the whole study sample, i.e. there were more junior infant classes 
and fewer first classes), namely: 2 junior infant classes: class B and E (in which the intervention was 
introduced at the start of junior infants); 2 senior infant classes: class A (in which the intervention was 
introduced at the end o f junior infants) and class D (in which the intervention was introduced at the start 
o f senior infants); 1 first class: class F (in which the intervention was introduced at the start o f first 
class).
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Table 10 Responsiveness, Pragmatic appropriateness and Participation: Outcomes for 
individual study participants (for detailed scores refer to case studies in chapter four 
and appendix S)
(Blank areas mean that the child’s performance was not analysed on a given 
dimension; each square bracket indicates one class)____________________________

Child code and 
child gender Responsiveness Pragmatic appropriateness Participation

junior infants
F-B5 no clear pattern clear gains no change
F-B3 clear gains probable gains probable gains
F-B4 decrease no clear pattern
M-Bl gains in last phase clear gains probable gains
M-B6 gains in last phase probable gains small gains
M-B2 clear gains clear gains no clear pattern
F-E5 clear gains clear gains no clear pattern

M-El clear gains 100% throughout the study no clear pattern
M-E4 decrease no change small gains
M-E2 no clear pattern gains in last phase probable gains
M-E3 decrease no clear pattern
F-C3 clear gains decrease probable gains
F-Cl clear gains clear gains probable gains
F-C4 decrease probable gains probable gains

M-C2 clear gains clear gains probable gains
F-J4 decrease probable gains
F-J2 no clear pattern 100% throughout the study no clear pattern
F-J3 no clear pattern decrease probable gains
M-Jl 100% throughout the study 100% throughout the study clear gains
M-J5 decrease 100% throughout the study no change
M-H4 100% throughout the study no change no clear pattern
M-H2 no clear pattern no clear pattern no change
M-Hl no clear pattern probable gains no change
M-H3 clear gains no change
F-N5 no clear pattern clear gains probable gains
F-N4 clear incremental gains no change probable gains
F-N2 clear gains no clear pattern probable gains
F-N3 clear gains clear gains probable gains

—̂  F-Nl no change clear gains probable gains
sen ior infants

F-L3 decrease clear gains no change
F-L4 probable gains gains in last phase no clear pattern
F-Ll no clear pattern decrease no clear pattern
F-L2 decrease probable gains no change
F-Al probable gains 100% throughout the study probable gains
F-A2 clear gains 100% throughout the study probable gains
F-A3 clear gains no clear pattern probable gains
M-A4 clear gains 100% throughout the study no change
M-A5 no change decrease no clear pattern
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'—  M-D3 
M-D2 
M-D4 

. M-Dl

clear incremental gains 
probable gains

no clear pattern 
clear gains

no clear pattern 
probable gains 
probable gains 
probable gains
no clear pattern 

no change 
no change 
no change

no clear pattern no change 
decrease 

no change 
decrease

M-Ml
M-M2
M-M3
M-M4

gains in last phase 
probable gains

decrease _______ 1 clear gains 
gains in last phaseclear incremental gains

first classes
F-Fl 100% throughout the study 100% throughout the study clear gains
M-F3 no clear pattern clear gains probable gains
M-F2 gains in last phase probable gains
M-F4 no clear pattern clear gains probable gains
F-03 no clear pattern probable gains
F-02 no clear pattern no change no clear pattern
M-Ol no change no change
M -04 100% throughout the study no clear pattern
M-K4 decrease 100% throughout the study no clear pattern
M-K5 no clear pattern no change
M-K2 no change no change probable gains
M-K3 100% throughout the study no clear pattern probable gains
M-Kl 100% throughout the study probable gains
M-G4 probable gains 100% throughout the study no change
M-G3
M-Gl 100% throughout the study 100% throughout the study clear gains
M-G2 no clear pattern clear gains probable gains

Participation, Responsiveness and Pragmatic Appropriateness

Gains in participation were observed in a majority of classes (9 out of 14 

classes), both in AB design (6 out of 9 classes) and in ABAB design (3 out of 5 

classes) (Tables 6,7). They were observed in classes of different age level with a 

majority of them occurring immediately after the introduction of intervention and thus 

exhibiting no incremental pattern.

Responsiveness clearly improved with the introduction of the intervention in 

half of the participating classes (7 out of 14 classes) (Table 8). The observed gains 

occurred immediately after the introduction of intervention in a majority of these 

classes and thus exhibited no incremental pattern. No students gained in 

responsiveness in classes K, O and F, while only 1 student gained in responsiveness in
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class G. All of these four classes were first classes. This finding indicates that when it 

comes to responsiveness, SFA appeared to be more supportive for the younger 

children.

The observed gains in pragmatic appropriateness occurred mostly in junior 

infant classes (14 children out of 24 who gained in this dimension were junior infants) 

(Tables 9,10). Six senior infant students (out of 17) showed gains in pragmatic 

appropriateness (Tables 9,10). There were only 4 (out of 17) first class students who 

gained in pragmatic appropriateness, three of them from the same class (class F) 

(Tables 9,10). SFA thus appeared to be more supportive for pragmatic appropriateness 

of younger children’s responses. Pragmatic appropriateness gains for most of the 

observed children occurred immediately after the introduction of amplification and 

thus they did not exhibit incremental pattern.

5.1.2 Results for Loquacity, Syntactic Complexity and Grammatical Correctness

The following tables 11-14 present research findings for samples within 

individual classes on loquacity, syntactic complexity and grammatical correctness. 

Tables 11-13 present data for 14 participating classes on each of these dimensions 

while table 14 presents intervention outcomes for individual study participants.
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Table 14 Loquacity, Syntactic complexity and Grammatical correctness: Outcomes 
of individual study participants (for detailed scores refer to appendices M-O)
(Blank areas mean that the child’s performance was not analysed on a given 
dimension; each square bracket indicates one class)____________________________

Child code and 
child gender Loquacity Syntactic complexity Grammatical correctness

junior infants
f ---- F-B5 decrease

F-B3 gains in last phase gains in last phase no clear pattern
F-B4 decrease
M -Bl clear gains clear gains no change
M-B6 clear gains gains in last phase no clear pattern

. M-B2 clear incremental gains clear incremental gains no change
F-E5 decrease
M -El no change no change 100% throughout the study
M-E4 no clear pattern no clear pattern no change
M-E2 not immediate gains not immediate gains probable gains
M-E3 clear gains probable gains probable gains
F-C3 100% throughout the study
F -C l clear gains
F-C4 no change no change decrease
M-C2 decrease
F-J4 no change no change not immediate gains
F-J2 no clear pattern no clear pattern no change
F-J3 no change no change no clear pattern
M -Jl no change no change clear gains
M-J5 no change no change 100% throughout the study
M-H4 probable gains gains in last phase decrease
M-H2 clear gains probable gains no clear pattern
M -Hl no clear pattern no clear pattern clear gains
M-H3
F-N5 no clear pattern no clear pattern clear incremental gains
F-N4 decrease clear incremental gains no clear pattern
F-N2 no clear pattern probable gains decrease
F-N3 gains in last phase gains in last phase probable gains
F-N l no clear pattern gains in last phase gains in last phase

Senior infants
F-L3 decrease no change clear gains
F-L4 decrease decrease gains in last phase
F -L l gains in last phase no change 100% throughout the study
F-L2 clear gains
F -A l gains in last phase gains in last phase 100% throughout the study
F-A2 no change
F-A3 clear gains gains in last phase 100% throughout the study
M-A4 clear gains
M-A5 gains in last phase gains in last phase decrease
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"  M-D3 
M-D2 
M-D4 

- __  M -Dl

probable gains 
clear gains 

gains in last phase 
gains in last phase

probable gains 
clear gains 

gains in last phase 
gains in last phase 

probable gains

decrease 
no change 
no change 
decrease 
decreaseM-Ml

M-M2
M-M3
M-M4

no clear pattern

no change 
decrease

no change 
decrease

no clear pattern 
no clear pattern 

decrease
first classes

F -F l no clear pattern no clear pattern no clear pattern
M-F3 probable gains probable gains 100% throughout the study
M-F2 100% throughout the study
M-F4 clear gains no clear pattern clear gains
F-03 no clear pattern decrease 100% throughout the study
F-02 decrease decrease no clear pattern
M -Ol clear gains clear gains no clear pattern
M-04 gains in last phase no clear pattern 100% throughout the study
M-K4 decrease decrease 100% throughout the study
M-K5 100% throughout the study
M-K2 no clear pattern
M-K3 decrease no change decrease
M -Kl clear gains no clear pattern 100% throughout the study
M-G4 clear gains clear gains 100% throughout the study
M-G3 clear gains clear gains 100% throughout the study
M -Gl clear gains clear gains 100% throughout the study

^  M-G2 no gains no gains decrease

Loquacity, Syntactic Complexity and Grammatical Correctness 

Gains in loquacity were noted in half of the participating classes (7 classes out 

of 14) and gains in syntactic complexity were noted in fewer than half of the 

participating classes (6 classes out of 14) (Tables 11,12). Gains in both of these 

dimensions were noted in classes of different age level. The observed gains in 

loquacity and syntactic complexity showed mostly either an incremental pattern or 

were observable towards the end of the intervention, which may suggest some 

maturation effect (Tables 11,12). Gains in grammatical correctness were noted for 

only 14 children (22%), nine of them from junior infant classes (Tables 13,14).
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5.7.3 Results fo r  Receptive Language, Expressive Language and Receptive 

Vocabulary

Table 15 below presents pre- and post intervention norm-referenced language 

profiles for each participating class on the dimensions of receptive language, 

expressive language and receptive vocabulary. Tables 16-18 that follow present pre- 

and post-intervention norm-referenced language profiles for individual study 

participants.
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Table 16 Receptive language -  Performances of each study participant pre
intervention and post-intervention (n=number of children assessed, SS=norm- 
referenced standardised score)
(One square bracket indicates one class; ‘Large gain’ was assumed with the increase of 
8 or more standardised scores (approximately two 68% confidence intervals, see 
chapter three) ___________________ _______________________________________

Child code Receptive language Receptive language Findings

n=57 pre-intervention post-intervention
Junior infants 

M-C2 
F-Cl 
F-C4 
F-C5 
M-H2 
M-H4 
M-H5 
M-Hl

SS SS 
69 77 
80 85 
84 71 
73 76 
112 113 
108 91 
64 67 
73 76

large gain 
gain

decrease 
gain 

no change 
decrease 

gain 
gain

Senior infants
M-M4 76 74 decrease
M-Ml 76 77 no change
M-M2 67 64 decrease
M-M3 93 74 decrease
M-D4 73 80 gain
M-D3 64 74 large gain
M-D2 88 90 gain
M-Dl 73 74 no change —
F-Al 101 125 large gain
M-A5 64 67 gain
F-A2 91 99 large gain
F-A3 125 128 gain
M-A4 77 74 decrease

First classes
M-K4 90 86 decrease
M-Kl 99 109 large gain
M-K2 67 95 large gain
M-K5 67 65 decrease
M-K3 93 98 gain
M-G5 64 66 gain
M-G4 92 73 decrease
M-G3 74 89 large gain
M-G2 74 66 decrease
M-Gl 74 94 large gain
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F-03
M-04
F-02
M -08
M-07
M-Ol
M-06

MEAN

72
83 
72
84 
74 
67 
93 
81

81
95
81
83
83 
74 
92
84

large gain 
large gain 
large gain 
no change 
large gain 

gain 
no change y

gain

Table 17 Expressive language -  Performances of each study participant pre
intervention and post-intervention (n=number of children assessed, SS=norm- 
referenced standardised score)
(One square bracket indicates one class); ‘Large gain’ was assumed with the increase 
of 8 or more standardised scores (approximately two 68% confidence intervals, see 
chapter two) __________________ ________________________________________

Child code Expressive language Expressive language Findings

n=59 pre-intervention post-intervention
Junior infants SS SS

M-Bl 100 94 decrease
M-B2 94 98 gain
F-B4 79 91 large gain
F-B5 66 70 gain - J
M-E4 86 105 large gain
M-E3 84 87 gain
M-E2 87 94 gain
M-El 91 85 decrease
F-E5 70 64 decrease
M-H2 116 106 decrease
M-H4 96 89 decrease
M-H5 73 85 large gain
M-Hl 82 96 large gain
F-J2 88 101 large gain
F-J4 76 70 decrease
M-J5 73 70 decrease
M-Jl 87 91 gain
F-J3 89 94 gain

M-C2 87 70 decrease
F-Cl 73 70 decrease
F-C4 64 64 no change
F-C5 75 78 gain
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Senior infants
M-M2 78 69 decrease
M-Ml 80 81 no change
M-M4 64 69 no change
M-M3 71 69 decrease
M-D4 75 74 no change
M-D3 70 69 no change
M-D2 77 83 gain
M-Dl 77 76 no change
F-L4 73 92 large gain
F-Ll 73 74 no change
F-L2 84 82 decrease
F-L3 92 90 decrease

First classes
M-K4 99 90 decrease
M-Kl 92 106 gain
M-K2 64 65 no change
M-K5 64 73 gain
M-K3 78 65 decrease
M-F2 85 77 decrease
F-Fl 86 84 decrease
M-F5 97 83 decrease
M-F4 74 69 decrease
M-F3 75 66 decrease

MEAN 81 81 no change

Table 18 Receptive vocabulary -  Performances of each study participant pre-
intervention and post-intervention (n=number of children assessed, SS=norm-
referenced standardised score)
(One square bracket indicates one class

Receptive Receptive
Child code vocabulary vocabulary Findings

n=61 pre-intervention post-intervention
Junior infants SS SS

F-B5 93 86 decrease
M-B2 101 104 gain
F-B4 94 92 decrease
M-Bl 99 108 large gain
M-B3 90 98 large gain
M-E2 90 97 gain
M-E4 96 92 decrease
M-E3 101 102 no change
F-E5 85 84 no change
M-El 93 97 gain
F-N3 91 88 decrease
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F-N4 90 86 decrease
F-Nl 92 93 no change
F-N2 101 102 no change
F-N5 99 87 decrease
M-H4 101 119 large gain
M-H2 111 117 gain
M-H5 97 83 decrease
M-HL 95 101 gain
F-J2 101 112 large gain
F-J4 95 95 no change
M-J5 86 92 gain
M-Jl 90 101 large gain
F-J3 99 99 no change

Senior infants
M-D3 85 74 decrease
F-L4 96 93 decrease
F-Ll 87 89 gain
F-L2 89 83 decrease
F-L3 99 101 gain

First classes
M-F4 90 88 decrease
M-F2 106 103 decrease
M-F5 106 85 decrease
F-Fl 91 91 no change
M-F3 89 83 decrease

MEAN 95 95 no change

Receptive Language, Expressive Language and Receptive Vocabulary 

Most tested classes (6 out of 8) - or a majority of tested children when 

individual profiles are analysed (19 children out of 33 participants, 58%) - showed 

gains in norm-referenced performance in receptive language (Tables 15,16). There 

was only one class in which all students deteriorated in post-intervention norm- 

referenced performance in this dimension (class M-senior infants) (Table 15). Gains in 

receptive language were noted in classes of different age level, mostly for students in 

classes C-junior infants, A-senior infants, D-senior infants, O-first class, G-first class 

and K-first class.

366



Half o f the tested classes (5 out of 10 classes) - or a small majority of tested 

participants when individual profiles are analysed (14 out o f 27 participants, 52%) - 

gained in norm-referenced expressive language, mostly students from classes J-junior 

infants, B-junior infants, H-junior infants and E-junior infants (Tables 15,17). Thus, it 

can be concluded that gains in expressive language were noted mostly fo r  junior 

infants.

A small majority of tested classes (4 out of 7 classes) -  however, fewer than half 

o f tested participants when individual profiles are analysed (13 out o f 31 participants; 

41%) - gained in receptive vocabulary (Tables 15,18). Gains in receptive vocabulary 

were noted in classes in 4 different schools but only in junior infant classes (mostly for 

students from classes J-junior infants, B-junior infants and H-junior infants). While 

four classes gained in post-intervention performance on receptive vocabulary, almost 

all students from class N-junior infants and class F-first class deteriorated in 

performance on this dimension.

Overall, norm-referenced gains in receptive language were greater than gains in 

expressive language and receptive vocabulary. This conclusion is strengthen by the 

fact that 3 classes out of 6 that gained in receptive language gained by 5 or more 

standardised points, while no classes assessed on expressive language gained by 5 or 

more standardised points and only 1 class assessed on receptive vocabulary gained by 

more than 5 standardised points. All class levels gained in receptive language but only 

junior infant classes gained in receptive vocabulary and mostly junior infants gained in 

expressive language. It must be emphasised that these performances were norm- 

referenced and thus the gains made by junior infants could not have been attributed to 

a developmental effect.
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The class level findings presented in this chapter indicated that a majority of 

classes across all grade levels showed gains in two studied language dimensions, 

namely classroom participation and norm-referenced receptive language. The 

performance on the other dimensions was variable for different classes, with the least 

amount of gains recorded in grammatical correctness. While SFA was found to 

support the participation and receptive language of children of all grade levels, the 

gains in responsiveness, pragmatic appropriateness, norm-referenced expressive 

language and norm-referenced receptive vocabulary were more likely to occur in 

junior infant classes. It must be emphasised that gains made on the latter two 

dimensions, namely expressive language and receptive vocabulary, were not 

developmental but norm- referenced.

A crucial observation made at a class level analysis was that gains both within 

dimensions and across dimensions tended to be observable especially in some classes, 

in particular in four classes (classes A, B, C and D). This observation was indicated by 

square brackets in tables 10, 14 and 16-18. The observed ‘class effect5 suggests that 

certain conditions in these classes maximised the efficacy of the studied intervention. 

As class profiles presented in the previous chapter indicate, common distinctive 

features o f these four classes relate to the quality of language teaching and the size of 

the classroom (see chapter six for elaboration).

Gains in participation, responsiveness and pragmatic appropriateness occurred 

immediately after the installation of SFA, indicating that this intervention readily 

supported children’s performance in these dimensions. Gains in loquacity and 

syntactic complexity showed either mostly an incremental pattern or were observable 

towards the end o f the intervention, which may suggest some maturation effect.

5.1.4 Summary o f  Class Level Findings
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5.2 Conclusion

A number of themes emerged as the research findings were classified. In 

addition to findings for individual study participants presented in chapter four, this 

chapter presented findings for individual language dimensions and for individual 

classes, with grade level creating an additional layer o f analysis within this 

classification. Two observations can be made on the basis o f a class level analysis 

presented in this chapter. Firstly, the data presented in tables 6-18 show that the gains 

within individual language dimensions were clearly observable within the same 

classes (these classes are indicated by square brackets in the tables). Common 

distinctive factors observed in these classes will be discussed in the next chapter.

Another observation made at a cluster level analysis was that the intervention 

outcome for the whole sample (indicated in each dimension by a mean score) was 

positive for 6 out of 9 studied dimensions, including 5 of the 6 dimensions studied in 

the classroom context (Tables 6,7,8,9,11,12,13,16,17,18). One could thus conclude on 

the basis of the mean scores for the whole sample that SFA substantially benefited 

language performance of the studied children. Such a cluster approach, adopted by 

most previous SFA researchers, ignores, however, the more complex picture of the 

efficacy o f this intervention, revealed at analyses of individual classes and individual 

children within them (see chapter four), and discussed in further detail in the next 

chapter. One may thus conclude that the comparison o f case study and cluster 

approaches showed in this study revealed the limitations of previous SFA evaluations 

that adopted predominantly cluster analyses to arrive at their conclusions.

Key findings interpreted within a systems theory perspective will be further 

discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER SIX

Summary of Key Findings and Implications for Policy and Practice

This chapter consists of four sections. The first section summarises key 

findings of the study. The implications for further research and theory, and for 

policy and practice are discussed in sections two and three, respectively. This is 

followed by the conclusion of the study in section four.

6.1 Summary of Key Findings

The findings of this study can be classified according to a number of 

themes. Firstly, they can be classified in terms of class level of the participants, 

i.e. in terms of SFA benefits observed in junior infants, senior infants and first 

classes. Secondly, they can be categorised in terms of SFA benefits for children 

with specific characteristics, including children with teacher-attributed attention 

difficulties, children with baseline language abilities indicative of a language 

delay/disorder131, children for whom English was an additional language (EAL) 

and children who presented with speech difficulties at baseline. Thirdly, the

131 As assessed by standardised tests. The term, ‘delayed language’ is commonly used by speech 
and language therapists to refer to persons whose speech and language profile is below the one 
indicated by the standardised tests’ norms (i.e. <85SS). The term ‘language impairment/disorder’ 
is routinely used by speech and language therapists to refer to speech and language performance 
that is more than one standard deviation below the norm.



findings can be categorised in terms of gains in individual language dimensions, 

with norm-referenced versus classroom-derived language gains within this 

categorization. Finally, class level analysis (i.e. findings for individual classes), 

in addition to analyses for specific target groups and for individual dimensions, 

presents an additional theme. The following accounts will summarise and 

discuss research findings categorised according to the above themes.

6.1.1 La rge r Gains fo r  Ju n io r In fa n t Pup ils than fo r  O ther Class Groups

Fifty eight per cent of junior infant pupils gained in pragmatic 

appropriateness (14 out of 24l32), meaning that these children began producing 

more pragmatically appropriate and adequate contributions after the intervention 

was introduced. Gains in pragmatic appropriateness were noted for only 6 senior 

infant pupils (out of 14) and for only 4 first class pupils (out of 10). It must be 

noted, however, that there was a higher proportion of pupils in first classes (but 

not in senior infants) whose every contribution was pragmatically appropriate 

and adequate throughout the study. Thus, one must recognise that there was a 

lesser scope for improvement in this dimension for first class pupils.

Norm-referenced gains in expressive language were noted mostly in junior 

infant classes, namely 12 of the 17 children who showed gains in this dimension 

post-intervention were junior infants. Furthermore, all but one pupil who made 

large gains in this dimension (i.e. gains by 8 or more SS133) came from junior 

infant classes (there were 6 of these students, five of them from junior infants). 

Additionally, mostly junior infant pupils gained in receptive vocabulary, i.e.

132 The total number of participants in all age groups analysed for gains in pragmatic 
appropriateness does not include the pupils whose pragmatic appropriateness score remained 
100% throughout the study.
133 Approximately 2 standard deviations
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there were 11 junior infant pupils, two senior infant pupils and no first class 

pupils who gained in this dimension. While there were only 5 senior infant 

pupils and 5 first class pupils assessed in norm-referenced receptive vocabulary, 

three out of 5 pupils from senior infant classes and 4 out of 5 pupils from first 

classes actually deteriorated in performance on this dimension. Vocabulary is a 

non-contrasted feature of language (Seymour et al., 1998), i.e. a feature that is 

most likely to differ among individuals and populations, with this difference 

widening with age. Children in junior infant classes learn many basic linguistic 

concepts, which are shared among different varieties of language. One can thus 

conclude that when it comes to vocabulary, SFA is likely to make a greater 

impact for younger children.

Gains in grammatical correctness occurred most often in junior infant 

classes. Out of 14 participating children who showed gains in this dimension 

post-intervention, nine were junior infant pupils. As gains in this dimension were 

observed rather towards the end of the intervention phase, one might conclude 

that they might have been partly attributable to the maturation effect. However, 

as no gains/no clear pattern/decreased outcomes in relation to grammatical 

correctness were noted in the remaining classes, it can be concluded that the 

intervention was likely to support the development in this dimension for those 

pupils who showed gains. It is important to recognise that speech difficulties 

experienced by 2 pupils from junior infant classes (i.e. child HI and child B5) 

were observed to lower their baseline scores in grammatical correctness and 

expressive language. Gains in these two language dimensions made by these two 

participants were clearly attributable to improved speech at the end of the study. 

Speech is closely related to language grammar and it may affect the scores on
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word knowledge. For instance, if a child deletes final consonants in words, the 

expressions of plural and possessive noun forms are also affected. It is possible 

that SFA supported speech development for these two children as their teachers 

reported that they were not aware of any speech therapy the participating 

children received during the study.

Thus, junior infant pupils were more likely than the older study 

participants to show gains in the dimensions of pragmatic appropriates of 

utterances, grammatical correctness of utterances, expressive language and 

receptive vocabulary. This trend was not noted for the other language 

dimensions. A majority of junior infant pupils showed gains in norm-referenced 

receptive language (5 out of 8 junior infant students tested on this dimension; 

63%); however, this was the case for all age groups. The performance on 

responsiveness, participation, loquacity and syntactic complexity was variable. 

Thirteen junior infant pupils (46%) showed gains in responsiveness, with 10 

pupils making clear gains in responsiveness and 3 pupils making probable134 

gains in responsiveness. There was only one junior infant pupil who showed 

clear gains in participation; however, as many as 12 pupils showed possible 

gains in this dimension (45%). Performance on participation was observed to be 

strongly dependable on the lesson content (see chapter four for elaboration on 

contextual factors affecting language performance in the classroom). Seven 

junior infant pupils showed gains in both participation and responsiveness 

dimensions.

Ten junior infant pupils out of 22 (45%) showed gains in loquacity and 

eleven junior infant pupils showed gains in syntactic complexity (50%). Nine of

134 See chapter three for a definition of ‘probable gains’ versus ‘clear gains’.
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these students showed gains in both of these dimensions. It must be noted, 

however, that baseline loquacity and syntactic complexity scores could not be 

established for seven children from junior infant classes, due to insufficient 

baseline language samples recorded for these children. Consequently, the 

performance of these seven children on these two language dimensions was not 

analysed.

It must be emphasised that gains made on three dimensions, namely 

receptive language, expressive language and receptive vocabulary, were not 

developmental but norm- referenced. One cannot attribute any norm-referenced 

gains to maturation. It can thus be concluded from the summary of findings 

presented above that the intervention benefited younger study participants to a 

greater extent than it benefited the older pupils, a hypothesis supported by many 

previous intervention studies (see, e.g., Bryant & Maxwell, 1997, for a review). 

This conclusion is based on the analysis o f findings from four language 

dimensions, two observed in the classroom and two measured in a norm- 

referenced comparison, namely grammatical correctness, pragmatic 

appropriateness, expressive language and receptive vocabulary.

Three factors must be discussed when analysing the finding that gains 

were larger in classes in which SFA was installed at the start of junior infant 

year. These relate to the neuromaturation o f the auditory system, classroom 

noise levels and the schooling effect. Firstly, children younger than 5 years of 

age are likely to have less mature listening skills due to an unfinished process of 

neuromaturation of the auditory system than the older pupils from senior infants 

and first classes (Gil-Loyzaga, 2005; Moore, 2002). More complex cortical 

processing of auditory stimuli that allows for greater speech perception in noise
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is formed during later childhood identified as occurring between 5-12 years of 

age (Moore, 2002). Secondly, noise levels are likely to be higher in junior infant 

classes, partly due to the use of more active teaching methodologies. One can 

thus predict that an improved signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is likely to bring 

benefits to language learning in particular in classrooms with poorer listening 

conditions (e.g., with more internal noise generated).

Thirdly, it is now generally recognised that socio-economically 

disadvantaged children are more dependent on a good quality early education 

setting in their development than their more advantaged peers (McGough, 2007). 

One might argue that the results of this study partly reflect the impact o f the first 

year o f schooling on the development of these children. This hypothesis would 

imply that children living in areas of socio-economic disadvantage improve their 

language performance in comparison to norms for age in their first year of 

schooling. Interestingly, the results of meta-analysis of intervention studies for 

socio-economically disadvantaged children conducted by Bryan & Maxwell 

(1997) show progressive deterioration in performance with age for children who 

do not receive interventions (i.e. for control groups of intervention studies)135 

(Bryant & Maxwell, 1997). It is not known, however, whether this is true 

specifically in relation to the first year of schooling and whether this is true 

specifically to language performance, as the intervention programmes analysed 

by Bryant & Maxwell (1997) target various aspects of development and 

behaviour, and a variety of age groups. Furthermore, it is important to recognise 

that norm-referenced gains were not noted in one junior infant class (class N)

135 The meta-analysis included both centre-based, home-based and combination programmes 
designed for children of different ages (Bryant & Maxwell, 1997, p. 24). No meta-analyses of 
interventions focused specifically on language development of children from areas of socio
economic disadvantage were found.
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whose teacher was observed to wear the provided microphone 

occasionally/sometimes. The possible necessity of a long-term exposure to SFA 

as a factor supporting the occurrence of norm-standardised language gains will 

be discussed later in this chapter.

To summarise, there were two language dimensions in which a majority of 

junior infant pupils showed gains, namely receptive language and pragmatic 

appropriateness, while the profiles on other language dimensions were variable. 

Junior infant pupils from all junior infant classes made some gains. In other 

words, there was no junior infant class in which pupils made no gains or in 

which marked deterioration of performance on any specific language dimension 

was noted - two observations that were made in older classes. Students from two 

junior infant classes (i.e. class B and C) made larger gains than students from the 

other junior infant classes (see below in this chapter for elaboration on class 

effect). Individual characteristics of participants such as attention difficulties or 

baseline language ability were associated with the occurrence of gains (this will 

be discussed in the paragraphs below).

6.1.2 Class E ffe c t Im pacting on Gains in  Sen io r In fa n ts  and F irs t Classes

Senior infants

A majority of pupils in senior infant classes gained in loquacity, syntactic 

complexity, receptive language and responsiveness, while the profile shown on 

other language dimensions was variable. Eight senior infant pupils gained in 

loquacity and eight senior infant pupils gained in syntactic complexity. This 

constituted a majority (62%; 13 senior infant pupils were tested on each of these 

dimensions). Gains in these two dimensions tended to occur together, i.e. seven
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children gained in both of these dimensions. Ten senior infant pupils out of 16 

showed gains in responsiveness (63%). There were 3 senior infant classes 

studied on norm-referenced receptive language. Seven pupils out of 13 pupils 

assessed from these three classes showed gains in receptive language. This 

represents a small majority.

Gains in the remaining language dimensions, namely pragmatic 

appropriateness, participation, expressive language, receptive vocabulary and 

grammatical correctness, were not made by a majority of senior infants. Six 

senior infant pupils showed gains in pragmatic appropriateness (31%). Gains in 

participation were noted also for six senior infant pupils (out of 17 pupils from 4 

senior infant classes participating in the study). Only 3 pupils from 3 different 

senior infant classes studied on norm-referenced expressive language gained in 

this dimension. These three pupils were not found to share any common 

characteristics in terms of the baseline profile. No senior infant classes showed 

gains in grammatical correctness.

While the performance on different language dimensions was strongly 

variable for senior infants as a group, it was observed that a majority o f the 

pupils from classes A and D showed gains in a majority o f the studied language 

dimensions, while pupils in class M showed fewest gains and pupils in class L 

showed some gains but these could not be attributed to the intervention in two 

cases.136 It can thus be concluded that a class effect was observed in the data of 

this study. This observation is discussed later on in this chapter.

136 Classroom-based intervening factors for these two children included the lesson content, the 
teacher attention and the time of the year (see case studies of children L I  and L2 in chapter four). 
Contextual factors affecting language performance in the classroom are discussed in detail in 
chapter four. Gains were not attributed to the intervention for a child D3 who received intensive 
daily in-school support for a period of time during the intervention phase (see case study of child 
D3 in chapter four).
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Similarly to the other age groups, a majority o f first class pupils were 

observed to show gains in norm-referenced receptive language (11 out of 17; 

65%). Interestingly, all children from class O gained in this dimension. Eight out 

of 14 first class pupils (57%) gained in loquacity while 5 out o f 14 first class 

pupils (36%) gained in syntactic complexity (4 pupils gained in both of these 

dimensions). Two pupils from the same first class showed gains in norm- 

referenced expressive language, while no pupils showed gains in the other first 

class in which this dimension was assessed.

There was only one first class pupil who showed gains in grammatical 

correctness and only one first class pupil (a different pupil) who gained in 

responsiveness. Class level analysis presented in chapter five revealed that no 

first classes gained in responsiveness while the general outcome for the sample 

was one of a gain. However, it must be noted that responsiveness remained 

100% throughout the study for 7 first class pupils (41%). One may thus 

hypothesise that responsiveness is a lesser problem in the older classes than it is 

in the younger classes. Four first class pupils out of 17 showed gains in 

pragmatic appropriateness (24%). Interestingly, all of them were from class F 

(there were 5 study participants in class F). Clear gains in participation for first 

class pupils were noted for only 1 pupil, while 9 other pupils showed probable 

gains. To conclude, while there were in general fewer gains recorded for pupils 

from first classes than for pupils from infant classes, some-evidence of class 

effect in first classes was also observable.

First classes
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Children who were identified by their teachers as experiencing attention 

difficulties at baseline showed a tendency to derive greater benefits from the 

intervention than the other study participants. This conclusion is based on the 

following observations. In the classes in which the outcomes of the intervention 

varied (i.e. some children showed gains and some children did not), it was 

mostly the children with teacher-attributed attention difficulties that showed 

gains. This was observed, for example, in class C-junior infants where 3 study 

participants with teacher-attributed attention difficulties showed clear gains in 

both static and dynamic assessments (i.e. children C l, C2 and C3), while two 

other participants without attributed attention difficulties did not show gains in a 

majority of dimensions (i.e. children C4 and C5).

Furthermore, in classes J-junior infants and F-first class the only 

participants who showed gains in a majority o f the studied dimensions were 

those who were identified by the teachers as experiencing attention difficulties 

(i.e. children J l, F3 and F4). Overall, there were 20 children with teacher- 

attributed attention difficulties from all class-level groups. This represented 31% 

of the whole sample. As many as 13 these children (65%) showed language 

gains in more than half of the studied dimensions. This is an interesting finding 

as a linguistic profile of each participant was based on as many as 8 language 

dimensions and there were only 24 participants in the whole sample (37%) who 

showed gains in more than half of the studied dimensions.

Interestingly, children with teacher-attributed attention difficulties who 

did not gain in norm-referenced language were more likely to deteriorate in 

language performance than children without teacher-attributed attention

6*1,3 Gains for Children with Teacher-attributed Attention Difficulties
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difficulties who did not gain from the intervention. While most of the children 

with teacher-attributed attention difficulties showed gains in receptive language, 

deterioration in performance was observed for all but one of the remaining 

pupils who did not show gains (i.e. 4 out of 5 pupils). In general, however, a 

deterioration o f norm-referenced language performance, particularly in 

expressive language and receptive vocabulary dimensions, was observed in 

many of the classes where no gain outcomes were noted. It was found that 20 

out of 27 children who did not gain in norm-referenced expressive language 

deteriorated in performance, and that while half of the participating classes 

gained in norm-referenced receptive vocabulary, the other half deteriorated in 

performance.

6.1.4 Gains fo r  Child ren w ith  Baseline Language D e lay /Im pa irm en t

A large majority of pupils who presented with a language 

delay/impairment at the baseline gained in norm-referenced receptive language 

(65%), with many of them (36%) making large gains. This was true also for the 

pupils whose baseline receptive language abilities were 2 or more standard 

deviations below the mean as 7 out of 9 such pupils showed gains in this 

dimension. In general, a large majority o f children who gained in norm- 

referenced receptive language were children whose baseline abilities were 

indicative of a language delay/impairment, with fewer than half of them having 

had been additionally considered by their teachers to have attention difficulties 

at baseline. Only 5 children out of 25 whose baseline profile indicated a 

language delay/impairment gained in norm-referenced expressive language. The 

majority of them, however, made large gains.
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The finding that children with weaker language skills showed greater 

gains in receptive language indicates that what is often termed the Matthew 

effect (Merton, 1968)137 was not observed in relation to norm-referenced 

receptive language performance. In contrast, the results suggest that the 

intervention clearly supported language development for the majority o f children 

who performed below the normative range in this dimension at the baseline 

assessment.138 It must be noted, however, that the post-intervention performance 

of most of these children was still indicative of a language delay/impairment. In 

other words, the gains made were insufficient ‘to remedy’ the potential language 

delay/impairment. This highlights the somewhat obvious fact that SFA cannot 

replace speech and language therapy required by children with language 

impairments. However, it can clearly support these children’s comprehension in 

the classroom.

The Matthew effect - not present in relation to norm-referenced receptive 

language - was, however, observable in classroom performance. In other words, 

children who contributed to the classroom discourse more often and with longer 

and more complex sentences pre-intervention were more likely to improve 

further under the amplified conditions. On the other hand, children who 

contributed at baseline less frequently and with shorter and less complex 

responses were less likely to improve their classroom language performance 

under the amplified conditions. In general, pupils with stronger speech and 

language skills pre-intervention showed more classroom gains than pupils with 

weaker baseline language skills. Furthermore, six children with a norm-

137 The Matthew effect is a phenomenon of so called ‘accumulated advantage1, i.e. in relation to 
intervention studies, it relates to a situation in which research participants with stronger/higher 
baselines derive greater benefits from the intervention than those with weaker/lower baselines.
138 Some tendency for the Matthew effect was observed in relation to norm-referenced receptive 
vocabulary.
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referenced language delay at the baseline, who showed norm-referenced gains 

post-intervention, were not observed to show simultaneously large gains in 

classroom language performance. Interestingly, this was the case mostly for 

children from first classes (i.e. three children in class O-first class and two 

children in class K-first class, as well as child C4 from junior infant class).

Three possible explanations of these findings arise. Firstly, these findings 

may be interpreted in the context of teacher expectations. It has been recognised 

by educational researchers that children who are considered by their teachers to 

have language difficulties receive fewer open-ended questions, resulting in fewer 

clausal utterances produced and ultimately fewer opportunities for elaborated 

responses (Hargreaves, 1984). Secondly, one must remember that standardised 

language gains were noted mostly in receptive language. Language dimensions 

observed in the classroom relate mostly to expressive language, as it is very 

difficult, if  not impossible, to assess comprehension in a dynamic context, 

without norm-referenced instruments.

Thirdly, speech difficulties affected some children’s performance in the 

classroom. Speech difficulties do not usually affect the results o f standardised 

tests o f comprehension as receptive language assessment relies on non-verbal 

responses. Speech difficulties observed at baseline were found to be a major 

intervening factor in the occurrence of language gains. For instance, child F-C4 

had severe speech disorder pre-intervention, which was still present post

intervention (she covered her mouth when asked to contribute as if  she was 

aware of her difficulty). She was observed to benefit much less from the 

intervention than the other children in her class.
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6.1.5 Variab le Gains fo r  Child ren fo r  whom E ng lish  was an A dd itiona l 

Language

There were only six EAL children from 4 different classes in the study 

sample (i.e. children D l, D2, K2, K5, A5 and H3). Responsiveness of two of 

them (i.e. child H3 and D2) showed very clear large gains after SFA installation. 

Three EAL children showed gains in norm-referenced language. However, only 

one o f these three children showed gains also in the classroom (child D2). Child 

Dl (from the same class as child D2) showed gains in classroom performance 

but did not show gains in norm-standardised language, while child K5 showed 

gains only in norm-standardised performance but no gains in the classroom. It 

can thus be concluded that children for whom English was an additional 

language showed variable intervention outcomes.

It must be emphasised that firstly the number of EAL children was very 

small in the studied sample to allow for any general conclusions, and secondly 

that these children came from only 4 classrooms. Two of these children came 

from a first class (class K) in which in general fewer gains were noted. In 

contrast, child D2, from a senior infants class in which a majority of participants 

showed gains in a majority of language dimensions, showed clear gains both in 

norm-referenced language and in classroom-derived dimensions. Child H3 from 

a junior infant class showed very clear gains in responsiveness.139 These 

observations show clearly that the benefits of the studied intervention for EAL 

children are not ‘a given’, as it was indicated almost uniformly in previous SFA 

literature (Crandell, 1996; Massie & Dillon, 2006a). The SFA effect for these 

children is potentially mediated by classroom factors, such as the teaching

139 Language performance of this child was observed on only two dimensions, namely 
responsiveness and pragmatic appropriateness (see case study of child H3 in chapter four).
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quality and the age of the class. Classroom factors that were observed to mediate 

the effect o f SFA will be discussed later on in this chapter. The EAL group in 

the current study was small and diverse. Due to its heterogeneity, the initial 

finding o f variable gains for EAL children in this study needs a further 

exploration.

6.1.6 Speech Problem s as a Fac to r H inde ring  the Occurrence o f  Language  

Gains

A general trend was noted whereby children with baseline speech and/or 

fluency difficulties, in addition to baseline language difficulties, who presented 

with broadly the same speech and/or fluency difficulties post-intervention, did 

not show large language gains, while the other study participants from their 

classes did. This was observed, for instance, in class E (child E4) and class C 

(child C4). However, children who presented with baseline speech difficulties 

but whose speech improved during the study showed some gains, particularly in 

those dimensions mostly inter-related with speech performance (i.e., expressive 

language and grammatical correctness).

Child B5, for instance, presented with fewer speech difficulties at the post

intervention standardised assessment and was observed to show gains in 

pragmatic appropriateness and expressive language dimensions. She, however, 

showed fewer gains on the other language dimensions than her classroom peers 

who did not present with speech difficulties at baseline. Child HI who presented 

with-speech difficulties at baseline, but whose speech improved during the study, 

showed gains in grammatical correctness as well as norm-standardised 

expressive language and receptive vocabulary. While no study participants were
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reported to have received SLT services during the study, it is possible to 

hypothesise that SFA might have contributed to improved phonological 

development for some of the children whose speech improved over the course of 

the study. Speech was, however, not the focus of this study and thus it is not 

possible to explain why some children’s speech improved during the study, 

while the speech of the others did not do so.

6.1.7 C lear Gains in  Responsiveness fo r  C hild ren w ith  P o ten tia l H ea ring  

D iffic u ltie s

The responsiveness of children with potential hearing difficulties clearly 

improved after SFA installation. This was the case for child E2 whose 

responsiveness under the amplified classroom conditions hugely improved, as 

shown by a very, clear ABAB pattern. This child was reported by his teacher to 

have hearing difficulties (Teacher; It is obvious that he has hearing problems/the 

way he tilts his head). However, at the time of this research, he awaited 

audiological diagnosis of these difficulties. Another child from class A (child 

A2) showed a very clear ABAB pattern in responsiveness. She was not 

suspected by her class teacher to have hearing difficulties.

6.1.8 Class Leve l Ana lysis: SFA  Contributed M os tly  to Gains in  

Comprehension and Partic ipa tion

As evidenced in tables 6-18 presented in the previous chapter, overall, 

largest gains were noted in norm-referenced receptive language. Most of the 

observed classes gained in this dimension (6 out of 8 classes tested), regardless 

of the average age and the gender of the class. A majority o f participating classes
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showed gains in norm-referenced receptive vocabulary (4 out o f 7 classes tested 

on this dimension). A majority of the observed classes showed either clear or 

probable gains in participation (9 out of 14 classes observed on this dimension), 

meaning that more children volunteered to contribute to the classroom 

discussion under improved listening conditions. It can thus be concluded that, at 

a class level, the classroom amplification system contributed mostly to gains in 

children’s comprehension (i.e. receptive language and receptive vocabulary) and 

classroom participation.

While class level was found to be a factor impacting on the observed gains 

on four of the studied dimensions (i.e. expressive language, receptive 

vocabulary, pragmatic appropriateness and grammatical correctness), gender 

was in general found to be of no significance for most language dimensions 

except receptive vocabulary. It was observed that boys were more likely to gain 

in receptive vocabulary than girls. In the contexts of this finding, it is crucial to 

recognise that boys are much more likely to experience attention difficulties as 

the ratio o f boys with diagnosed ADHD to girls diagnosed with ADHD is 

thought to be 4:1 (Lahey et al., 1994; Sandberg, 2002; Timimi et al., 2004). In 

this study, there were 6 female pupils and 14 male pupils identified by their 

teachers as experiencing attention difficulties, in comparison to 26 female pupils 

and 39 male pupils participating in the study.

Half o f the observed classes gained in responsiveness (7 out o f 14 classes), 

i.e. the children in these classes responded to more teacher obligations after the 

amplification of the teacher’s voice. Furthermore, half of the observed classes 

gained in loquacity (7 out of 14 classes), half gained in expressive language (5 

out o f 10 classes tested on this dimension) and fewer than half gained in
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syntactic complexity and pragmatic appropriateness (6 out of 14 classes). 

However, the majority of gains in loquacity and syntactic complexity were not 

immediate, i.e. they either displayed an incremental pattern or were present in 

the final phases of the study. Gains in grammatical correctness were observed in 

only two classes, both of them junior infants.

It is recognised in this thesis that a range of conditions need to be met for 

language development to take place, with an improved hearing canal being only 

a one single contributor. This recognition is particularly relevant to some more 

structural language dimensions, such as syntactic complexity and loquacity, as 

well as grammatical correctness, which may need a more targeted intervention in 

order to show larger improvements. While it is recognised that SFA may be 

limited in its more direct impact on expressive language, the results of this study 

suggest that SFA has a clear potential to aid the growth of the comprehension in 

the classroom. In the SLT field, there are not many language interventions that 

were found to be beneficial for receptive language and not many language 

interventions that actually target receptive language (Law et al., 2004). The 

results of a meta-analysis of interventions for children with primary 

developmental speech and language delays/disorders show also little evidence of 

speech and language therapy effectiveness for children with receptive language 

difficulties (Law et al., 2004). It is possible, however, that greater gains for 

receptive language than for expressive language observed in this study could be 

also due to a relatively short period of the intervention, which was insufficient to 

impact greater on expressive language. Expressive language, as noted by Reid et 

al. (2004), in general tends to be weaker than receptive language.
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When discussing the relative absence of gains in expressive language, it is 

important to consider potential linguistic biases of standardised tests used for the 

assessment of expressive language, a language modality that is usually 

considered to be more susceptible to linguistic biases in a static assessment than 

receptive language (Fujiki & Brinton, 1987; Prutting & Connolly, 1976; Scott, 

1988). The Formulating Labels subtest, which is a component of an expressive 

language standardised test used in this study, and assesses expressive 

vocabulary, is an open format test and thus it may be less linguistically biased 

(Gray et al., 1999). Interestingly, clearer gains were noted on this subtest than on 

any other subtests of expressive language. Furthermore, some reticent children 

might have felt ‘threatened’ when required to provide many verbal responses 

during testing. For such children, the performance on receptive language tests, 

during which children ‘only’ point to pictures could be more reliable. However, 

it is possible that the relative absence of gains in expressive language reflects the 

‘weaknesses’ of SFA as an educational intervention that does not target any 

specific language areas but the listening channel.

6.1,9 G reater Gains in  One Geographical Loca tion : The E ffe c t o f  a M acro 

system?

The study was conducted in two different geographical locations. Four 

schools were in the Dublin Ballyfermot area and 3 schools in the inner city 

area.140 The geographical location of the school was found to have some impact 

on the results of the study. In other words, more norm-referenced gains were 

made by classes from the Ballyfermot area than by classes from the inner city.

140 Classes in Dublin Ballyfermot were: A, B, C, E, F, J, L  and O. Classes in the inner city area 
were: D, G, H, K , M and N.

388



On receptive language, gains were noted for most o f  the children from the 

Ballyfermot area, where 12 children gained and 4 did not gain, while gains were 

noted for 11 children and not noted for 11 children from the inner city area. On 

expressive language, more gains were noted in the Ballyfermot area, specifically 

11 children gained and 16 children did not gain, while fewer gains were noted in 

the inner city where gains were noted for 6 children and not noted for 11 

children. Finally, on receptive vocabulary, more gains were noted for children 

from the Ballyfermot area, specifically 10 children gained and 14 children did 

not gain, while fewer gains were noted in the inner city where gains were noted 

for 3 children and not noted for 6 children.

Greater language gains in Ballyfermot area may reflect the presence of 

the elements of school and/or community sub-systems supporting language 

development in a normative comparison, that might have been absent in the 

inner city area. Furthermore, there was one school (school 2, Ballyfermot area) 

in which all classes showed significant language gains in a norm-referenced 

comparison (i.e. classes J, A and O). These findings invite a discussion on the 

importance of supports at a macro-systemic level, including such elements o f a 

macro-system as, for instance, the school climate. School climate was, for 

example, recognised in a recent NESF report on child literacy (2009) as a 

significant contributor to children’s literacy development. The discussion on 

system level supports was presented in chapter two.
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6.1.16 Gains C learly Observable W ith in  the Same Classes: S FA  Needs 

Specific Cond itions to W ork

In general, a class effect was observed in the research data, meaning that 

language gains were clearly observable in the same classes. The analysis o f 

gains in individual dimensions for the whole sample revealed that gains tended 

to be observable for either all or all but one pupils in some classes. These classes 

are indicated by square brackets in table 14 and tables 16-18 included in the 

previous chapter. Furthermore, there were a few classes in which a majority o f 

participating children showed gains in a majority of studied dimensions. The 

opposite was also observed, particularly in relation to norm-referenced receptive 

language, namely decreases or ‘no change5 outcomes were observed for either a 

majority or all children within the same classes. As these classes were from 

different schools and different grade level, these findings suggest the presence o f 

a class effect, i.e. the presence of some elements o f the classroom microsystem 

that maximised or minimised the efficacy of the intervention. The following 

accounts are an exploration of what common distinctive factors characterised the 

classes in which the effects of SFA were maximized and those in which the 

effects o f SFA were minimised or hindered.

Gains in a majority of the studied dimensions were made by individual 

pupils in 10 out of 14 studied classes (i.e. classes A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, J and 

N). However, it was only in classes A-senior infants, B-junior infants, C-junior 

infants and D-senior infants where a majority of pupils were observed to make 

clear gains in a majority of language dimensions. Two common distinctive 

factors were noted in these four classes. Firstly, all o f these classes were in
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classrooms that were large in terms of room size.141 Secondly, all teachers of 

these classes were observed to present good quality of language teaching. The 

quality of language teaching was observed in all classes, after the review of 

classroom transcripts, and was characterised by the aspects described below.

Firstly, the teachers of these four classes were observed to pose many 

open-ended questions, an aspect of the teacher’s speech that has been recognised 

by early childhood researchers to be one of key features of the effective early 

language pedagogy (Bickford-Smith, et al., 2005, for a review). Open-ended 

questioning encourages the shifting of power-relations in the classroom in 

favour of the child, an aspect of adult-child interaction that has been widely 

recognised as contributing to language acquisition (Girolametto et al., 2000; 

Girolametto & Weitzman, 2002). Secondly, the teachers of the four classes in 

which most gains were noted enabled expository language (i.e. a language of 

explanation) in addition to narrative and conversational languages in the 

classroom. Thirdly, they utilised aspects o f dialogic reading (Whitehurst et al., 

1988) in story reading activities, including language modelling.142 Dialogic 

reading techniques comprise the following activities: expanding on the child’s 

utterances, recasting, evaluating the child’s responses {He wasn't eaten/What 

would happen i f  he was eaten?) and asking open-ended questions.

There were no other participating classes that were housed in large 

classrooms and in which the presence o f all of the above aspects o f language 

instruction were present. One can thus conclude that children in large classrooms 

from classes with the above features of good quality language teaching were

141 Qualitative terms used in relation to classrooms’ size were large and not large. A  consensus 
on the attribution of these terms was reached with another observer.
142 Use of teaching methodologies was not included as an indicator of teaching quality as the 
observed classes were observed in a whole class format and mostly during story time.
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found more likely to show gains than others. No age and gender interactions 

were observed. It is crucial to recognise, however, that the observation of the 

quality of language teaching and the factors present in these four classrooms 

does not represent an in-depth analysis of the teaching approaches used by the 

observed teachers. The focus o f analysis was directed on a few aspects of 

language teaching that are widely regarded to be facilitative for children’s 

language development (see McGough, 2008, for a review). These are 

interaction-promoting and language-modelling behaviours that include recasting, 

expanding, extending conversational turns and open-ended questioning 

(Girolametto & Weitzman, 2002; Tannock & Girolametto, 1992).

While gains in a majority of the studied dimensions were made by 

individual pupils in 10 out of 14 studied classes, no pupils in the remaining 4 

participating classes made major language gains, namely those from classes M- 

senior infants, L-senior infants, O-first class and K-first class. No children in 

class M, for instance, showed norm-referenced gains.143 Rather, decreases in 

norm-referenced performance in both receptive language and expressive 

language dimensions were noted for a majority o f the participants in this class. 

Possible factors that minimized the effect of SFA in these four classes are 

explored in the following paragraph.

The teachers of classes K, L and M were observed not to shift power

relations in favour of the children, namely they posed many closed questions and

were observed to discourage pupils’ contributions during, for example, story

reading. Classes M and L were in small classrooms in terms of the size of the

room. The enabling of the expository type of language was not recorded in class

143 Child M4 had scores of 64 on pre-intervention expressive language and 69 on post
intervention expressive language. Both of these represent the lowest possible scores for the 
relevant age and are indicative of a severe language disorder.
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M on any occasion. It is also crucial to recognise that children in 3 out of these 4 

classes in which the least gains were observed were among the oldest 

participants of the study (i.e. classes K, O and M). Two of these classes were 

first classes (class K and O), while class M was in a school where children 

attended a preparatory year prior to junior infants, and therefore were on average 

the same age as first class pupils in other schools participating in the study (see 

appendix B for age of participants). Furthermore, the teacher of class M was 

observed to wear the provided microphone rarely/never (the microphone was 

not charged for the scheduled recording on two occasions).

While an attempt was made to find common distinctive factors in the 

classes in which the effect of SFA was maximised and in those in which this 

effect was minimised, it is equally possible that the observed class effect was 

related to factors that could not be observed by the researcher. One such factor 

that could mediate the effect of SFA is the teacher expectations for the class. It 

has been argued by many researchers that it is the teacher expectations for the 

whole class that has a greater impact on pupil achievement than the teacher 

expectations for individual pupils (e.g., Brophy, 1985; Rubie-Davies, Hattie & 

Hamilton, 2006; Weinstein, 2002).

6.1.11 Unantic ipated F ind ings: Changes in  the C lassroom  D iscourse a fte r 

S FA  In s ta lla tio n

Loquacity levels increased in 7 studied classes (50%), indicating that the 

observed children from these 7 classes provided longer contributions after the 

installation of SFA (i.e. classes A, B, D, E, F, G and O). A majority of pupils 

participating in the study from the remaining 7 classes (i.e., classes C, H, J, K, L,
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M and N) were not found to produce longer contributions in the intervention 

phase. However, an interesting observation was made in 6 o f the participating 

classes (namely classes E, C, A, M, O and K), including 3 of the classes in 

which loquacity levels showed no gains. It was observed in these classes that the 

linguistic material recorded for analysis was consistently richer in the number o f 

utterances after SFA installation144 (see appendices C-D for detailed scores). 

This observation indicates that while some children might not have produced 

longer contributions after the SFA installation, they were likely to contribute 

more frequently.

The observation that the number of utterances produced by the 

participating children after the SFA installation was consistently larger in 6 of 

the studied classes was one of the unanticipated study findings.145 A number of 

factors were likely to contribute to this outcome. Firstly, some children 

volunteered more utterances in the intervention phase (12 out of 27 children 

from these 6 classes gained in participation). Secondly, the teachers were 

observed to direct more obligations to the participating children after the SFA 

installation. The teacher attention directed to the participating children was 

measured as the number of teacher obligations directed to the individual children 

to the number of teacher questions directed to the whole class. This measure was 

found to be consistently greater in four of the studied classes after SFA 

installation (i.e. classes A, C, E and M) (see appendix G for detailed scores). An 

increased number of pupil contributions in the intervention phase was noted in 3 

of these 4 classes (i.e. classes A, C and E).

144 Consistently meant that, in comparison to the baseline samples, the linguistic material was 
richer in all intervention study phases.
145 The richness o f language sample was not set out to be a measure of language gains due to an 
anticipated lesson content variability.
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Thus an increased number of pupil contributions was observed in 6 out of 

14 classes (43%) and an increased number of teacher obligations directed to the 

individual pupils was observed in 4 out of 14 classes (29%), while both of these 

observations were made in three classes, namely classes A, C and E. This 

observation may suggest that the intervention brought some changes to these 

three classroom systems that resulted in an increased number of conversational 

exchanges between the teacher and the observed students. It is possible that SFA 

improved the pupils’ on-task behaviour, which reduced the time the teachers 

spent on managing the classroom. This might have subsequently resulted in an 

increase of conversational exchanges between the pupils and the teacher. One 

might thus hypothesise that SFA has a potential to have a positive impact on the 

amount of verbal interaction in the classroom. This finding is consistent with a 

hypothesis by Manlowe et al. (2001) who note that teachers experiencing voice 

fatigue may limit conversational exchanges with the pupils.

Interestingly, the observation of a potential increase in conversational 

exchanges between the pupils and the teacher was more relevant to larger 

classes, i.e. classes with 20 or more pupils present (5 classes were identified as 

larger classes in the context of this study, namely classes C, B, A, O and K; 

language samples were richer in the intervention phase in 4 of these classes). 

Based on the observation that there were more pupil contributions in these 

classrooms after the intervention was introduced, it is possible to hypothesise 

that SFA has a potential to somewhat minimise the negative effects of larger 

classes on the amount of verbal interaction (i.e. minimise the time spent on 

managing larger classrooms), a claim that is frequently made by various 

commercial SFA advocates, yet one that has not been directly studied for early
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childhood populations in SFA literature. Classroom sound field amplification 

was found to reduce the time spent on managing the class in the middle school 

physical education classes (Ryan, 2009).

A final explanation for an increased number of children’s contributions 

after SFA installation may be what is often termed the Hawthorne effect 

(Landsberger, 1958). The Hawthorne effect refers to one’s change in behaviour 

when one is observed. It is possible that some teachers presented more structured 

lessons at the start of the study, which would result in fewer elaborations made 

by the children during the baseline, and less structured lessons when they 

became accustomed to being videotaped (i.e. later in the intervention phase). 

Similar influences were reported by other studies that used video cameras 

(Girolametto et al., 2000).

While the observations were conducted in whole class settings, it is 

assumed that the teachers utilised a variety of teaching approaches while 

wearing the microphones (whole class format was requested specifically only for 

data collection, see chapter three for details). Group work has been recognised to 

be pedagogically more beneficial than whole class teaching (e.g., Hayes, 2004), 

although most Irish teachers still report the use of a combination of whole class, 

group and individual work approaches (Darmody et a l, 2010). It is important to 

recognize that SFA can be used creatively in the classroom by passing the 

microphone to the children and thus amplifying the children's - as opposed to 

the teachers’ -  speech. Such SFA use is likely to bring a number of benefits 

apart from the expected improvement in the audibility o f children’s speech, 

including a positive influence on children’s self-esteem and a regulation of the 

turn-taking during group discussions.
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To conclude, this study showed that the observed children’s verbal 

contributions increased after the installation of SFA in most studied classrooms 

(i.e. the number of utterances increased in comparison to the baseline data; see 

table 19 and appendices C-D for detailed scores). In other words, the observed 

children spoke either more often or in longer contributions after the introduction 

o f the intervention.146 Thus, one of the possible hypotheses arising from this 

study is that the social processes in the observed classrooms might have changed 

after the SFA installation. It is possible that the children were encouraged, either 

directly or indirectly through improved listening conditions, to participate more 

actively in the classroom discussions.

6,1.12 C onclusion : S FA  E ffe c t is 9Constructed*

This section elaborates further on the finding that the SFA effect is 

mediated by the conditions created within the child’s system. A few children (8 

out o f 62; 13%) gained in almost all studied language dimensions (i.e. children 

B3, B l, B2, E2, C l, C2, N3 and D2); other children exhibited variable outcomes 

on different language dimensions. Those eight children for whom English was 

the first language were of mixed gender and had varying baseline language 

abilities. However, a large majority were in junior infant classes (7 children were 

junior infants and child D2 was a senior infant) with a majority of them 

presenting with teacher identified attention difficulties at baseline (5 out of 8 

children; 63%).147 Interestingly, almost half of them came from the same class, 

namely class B. Norm-referenced expressive language gains were noted in class

146 One conversational turn might have included a few utterances (see chapter three for the 
criteria of the segmentation into utterances).
147 Thirty one per cent of children in the whole sample presented with teacher-attributed attention 
difficulties at baseline (i.e. 20 out of 65 children).
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B for all but one participant148, and gains in a majority of language dimensions, 

both classroom-derived and norm-referenced, were noted for most o f the study 

participants from this class. There were a number of distinctive factors identified 

in this class, including the teacher wearing the microphone every day the 

researcher arrived, good quality of language teaching149 and a large classroom 

with many children in the class150 (i.e. a larger class and a larger classroom).

Unlike other SFA evaluations, this study showed no gain outcomes in 

some o f the studied classrooms. This is in contrast to previous SFA studies that 

almost uniformly reported positive outcomes. Moreover, a deterioration of 

language performance was noted in many classrooms with no positive outcomes. 

These findings are in agreement with a systemic view of the education system 

and the somewhat obvious - yet ignored by previous SFA researchers - fact 

stemming from it, namely that the same intervention may bring different 

outcomes in different system conditions. The fact that SFA proved supportive to 

individual children and classes and not to the whole sample studied does not 

prove that SFA is not beneficial. Rather, it proves that SFA can be beneficial for 

some children and in some situations, i.e. under certain conditions. Interestingly, 

if  one adopted a cluster approach, gains (large, incremental or marginal) would 

have shown on all language dimensions observed in the classrooms except 

grammatical correctness. However, when one analyses individual classes and the 

individuals within these classes, the evidence of gains presents a more complex 

and varied picture.

148 in the whole sample, fewer than half of all study participants gained in norm-referenced 
expressive language.
149 As characterised by the aforementioned aspects, namely: open-ended questions, dialogic 
reading techniques including language modeling, expanding and recasting, as well as expository 
language enabling and shifting of power relations in favour of the pupils.
150 In the context of this study, i.e. in comparison to the other studied classes.
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It is important to reiterate - as was argued in the second chapter - that a 

number of conditions need to be met for language development to take place, 

with good classroom acoustics as a potentially crucial element for some pupils. 

This study evidenced that the SFA effect in the classroom is mediated by other 

elements of the system. Three children (i.e. children L3, E2 and M3) who 

experienced family difficulties during the study - as reported by their teachers - 

did not present any language gains or presented smaller language gains to their 

classroom peers. This was despite many classroom and school-based supports 

they received. One can thus conclude that personal and family problems might 

have hindered or minimised the efficacy of SFA for these children. However, 

family problems, reported by the teachers, did not always hinder language 

development of the studied children. Teacher of class N reported family 

problems of two children from her class (child N2 and child N3) at a particular 

time during the intervention; but these were not found to change the observed 

classroom language performance of these two pupils. One must thus make an 

obvious conclusion that the impact of family difficulties on classroom 

performance depends on the nature of these difficulties.

The potential benefits of SFA were found to be also hindered by a lack of 

supportive classroom climate or a lack of motivation as in the case of a child K4 

who received frequent negative feedback from his teacher and whose 

performance decreased on a majority of classroom derived dimensions. 

Interestingly, child H2, whose expressive language skills at the baseline were 

assessed to be above the norms for his age, was observed to be disengaged in the 

tasks with lower abstraction level, e.g., labelling animals. His participation and 

responsiveness were clearly lower during the activities that were presumably
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unchallenging to him. On the other hand, child B4, who was the youngest study 

participant as she was only 3 years of age when the study started151, was 

observed not to participate in tasks that were more cognitively challenging.

It is also possible that the benefits of SFA were minimised for child H4 

who was observed to be withdrawn during some recorded lessons, perhaps due 

to some personal problems. Another child (child E4) developed a stammer near 

the end of the study and her awareness of this speech difficulty affected her 

classroom responsiveness. Child B6 who missed school often showed clearly 

lower language scores after a period of prolonged absence from school. 

Absenteeism was also shown to affect classroom performance of child L4. 

Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge that SFA cannot support children in 

situations when they might have vision difficulties, as in the case of a child A2, 

who could not participate in a lesson because, according to his reports, he could 

not see the poster presented by the teacher (participation was lower also in class 

E when the teacher required the pupils to label the shapes on the poster while 

some children were recorded as saying Teacher I  can't see).

Some classroom conditions were observed to particularly support 

improved language performance. Substantial gains, especially in participation, 

were noted if, for example, the subject of the lesson was familiar to the pupils. 

Participation, on the other hand, was clearly lower during particular times of the 

school year (e.g., before Christmas or before summer holidays). Furthermore, a 

child who had an SNA assigned to her shortly after the introduction of the 

intervention also showed gains in the classroom performance (child E5). A more

151 One may argue that this child was too young for a formal education system.
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detailed elaboration on this complex network of the elements observed to 

influence language performance in this study was presented in chapter four.

This study is unique in that, in contrast to previous SFA literature it 

discusses the elements of a child’s system that support or hinder the efficacy of 

this intervention. The effect of SFA is maximised if  other conditions of the 

child’s system that support language development (including the school system) 

are met. The findings presented in this study support the hypothesis that SFA 

can aid language development of children with potential speech and language 

difficulties from infant and first classes in urban designated disadvantaged 

schools in Ireland. As this study showed, however, this hypothesis can only be 

true under the assumption that SFA is brought into a system whose other 

elements are not operating in opposition to the goals of this intervention. The 

benefits of SFA are hindered when other elements of the child’s system are not 

‘aligned’ with the goal of this intervention, i.e. if they do not support the child’s 

language learning. These elements relate to family situation (as in the 

aforementioned cases of children L3, M3 and E4), in-school attendance 

(responsiveness and participation of child B6 was observed to be clearly lower 

after periods o f his prolonged absence at school), and - most importantly - the 

classroom microsystem with the quality of language teaching and the classroom 

climate as its key elements.

Furthermore, the finding that language gains were clearly greater in one 

geographical area studied in this thesis indicates the importance of a macro- 

systemic level that supports the efficacy of this intervention. One must recognise 

that the effect of SFA is not ‘a given’, i.e. narrowly deterministic. Rather, this 

effect is actively constructed by the teachers and constructed differently for each
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child in the classroom. This was not recognised by most previous SFA 

researchers who did not examine the possibility that SFA may contribute to 

different outcomes in different settings and for different individuals.

The absence of language gains (or the deterioration in language 

performance) observed in some classes must be interpreted in the context of the 

unique characteristics of the studied children who experienced socio-economic 

disadvantage (DEIS schools) and potential speech and language difficulties. 

McCartney (1999) noted that some children with speech and language 

difficulties may benefit from the intervention but that the amount of change they 

experience may be smaller than the amount o f change that would have been 

expected from ‘normally developing children and without intervention’ (p. 167).

Finally, it is possible that the intervention prevented difficulties for 

participants who made no visible/perceptible progress in some language 

dimensions. Furthermore, it is worth remembering that when it comes to 

evaluating early interventions, it may be difficult to capture the clear-cut 

outcome changes, as early intervention is expected to prevent problems in the 

first place.

6.2 Implications and Recommendations for Further Research and Theory

6.2.1 Im p lica tions fo r  the Development o f  Systems Theory in  Education

The results of this research suggested that the effect of SFA on language 

development is mediated by other elements o f the child’s system, in particular 

the classroom microsystem. Firstly, the outcomes of this intervention differed in 

different classrooms. The class effect was most clearly observable in senior
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infant classes, where gains were observed in two classes and no gains were 

observed in one class. For junior infants, there were two classes in which gains 

were clearly greater than in any other junior infant class. Secondly, the outcomes 

of this intervention for children with specific characteristics tended to depend on 

which class they attended. Some children for whom English was an additional 

language (EAL), for instance, showed gains in a majority of the observed 

language dimensions, if  they came from classes where in general large gains 

were noted. Other EAL children did not show many gains if  they were in 

classrooms in which not many gains were noted. This finding is in contrast to the 

claims made by previous SFA studies recording uniformly large gains for EAL 

children in academic achievement (Crandell, 1996; Massie & Dillon, 2006a; 

2006b).

One can thus state that it is the interaction between the various elements of 

the child’s system relating to both the individual characteristics and to the 

classroom microsystem that combines in creating the supporting conditions for 

the efficacy of this intervention. In other words, it is the presence of supporting 

background conditions that enable the efficacy of SFA. This observation has 

major implications for other interventions introduced into the classroom system 

as it clearly shows that the intervention can only be effective if  the conditions of 

the sub-system it operates within support its goals. This observation is 

particularly relevant to the quality of teaching, a key element o f the classroom 

sub-system. Implications for teachers and teacher training colleges arising from 

the observed quality of language teaching will be discussed in detail later on in 

this chapter.
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Non-systemic educational interventions that target only specific 

dimensions of the system - and it can be argued that SFA targets only the 

listening channel - need specific systemic conditions ‘to work5. Other parts of 

the system need to operate in alignment with their goals. This perspective goes 

beyond the narrowly deterministic one that currently underlies many efficacy 

studies in education and most efficacy studies in the speech and language 

science. The view of the education as a living organic far from equilibrium 

system was developed in chapter two. The classroom is conceptualised in this 

perspective as a system in a constant state of dynamism. Narrowly deterministic 

linear approaches cannot be applied to such systems. Phenomena are not ‘a 

given* in such systems but they are constructed actively by the system subjects. 

While constructivist perspectives in education have long been theoretically 

acknowledged, particularly in relevance to learning theories (i.e. that knowledge 

is not transmitted but constructed by individuals from their own experiences), 

they have not been commonly applied in the field of intervention studies. It is 

argued in this thesis that the effect of an intervention in a complex living system 

cannot be simply ‘assumed5. Rather, this effect is actively constructed by the 

individuals present within the system.

While SFA itself, in contrast to most educational interventions, does not 

adapt much to its context, and thus remains rather stable in form, its effect 

differs in each context and for each individual. One may thus conclude that one 

of the most important theoretical implications arising from the current study is 

the necessity to move the focus from the intervention per se to the system in 

which the intervention is delivered. Hawe and colleagues (2009) suggest:
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The interrogation of intervention logic is welcome and potentially 
productive. But rather than attempting to think or do things differently, it 
could be argued that all that has been achieved is more meticulous ways of 
doing the same thing (...) Instead, we suggest that the interrogation of 
theory should occur in a manner far more fundamental than currently 
supposed. Borrowing the words o f the physicist Anderson, we should be 
looking more at the chemistry and less at the atoms (p. 269).

Current SFA literature is an example o f a string of studies that combine into a 

process that Hawe calls ‘more meticulous ways of doing the same thing’. It 

represents an example of a particularly traditional approach, which pursues some 

absolute truth about the SFA, namely that SFA is an effective classroom 

intervention. The conceptualization of SFA as an intervention within the systems 

theory sciences directs the focus on the child and the systems this child belongs 

to as opposed to the focus on the ‘resource5 per se. Similar focus is needed in 

other intervention studies.

It is recognised in this thesis that systems theories operate frequently on a 

conceptual level and that their applications to the methodologies of intervention 

studies may prove problematic. Systems theories necessitate the application of a 

complex causality, i.e. a circular causality with some unexpected and emergent 

properties, as opposed to a simple linear one of one-antecedent-one- 

consequence. Complex causality implies in turn an infinite number of system 

elements operating simultaneously at any one time in complex systems as well 

as the emergence of unexpected properties. There are a myriad o f factors 

affecting the learning and development of a child that are not known to the 

researcher. For instance, some decrease in language performance of child L3 in 

this study could not be attributed to the classroom factors. Out-of-classroom 

factors, e.g. personal problems, can only be assumed in this situation. The
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marriage o f systemic thinking with intervention studies in the area of research 

methodology is an area yet to be developed.

Henning (2009) notes that the application of constructivism (and systemic 

thinking is broadly consistent with constructivism) to quantification o f evidence 

(i.e. to traditional methodologies) ‘does not necessarily lead to either new 

methodology, or to discarding old ones’ (p. 52). He proposes that it is more 

about augmenting the understanding o f the model and the ways in which the 

researchers see their topics. One might ask if  it is useful at all to study SFA, or 

indeed any educational or language intervention, if  one assumes the presence of 

an infinite number of factors simultaneously influencing a behaviour. This study 

proposes a model whereby the intervention-outcome attribution is possible, if 

proven by research data, but only in the presence o f certain background system 

conditions. In other words, as Quine (1953) would argue, such attribution is 

‘enabled’ only if certain auxiliary hypotheses are met (that are largely un-stated 

but presumed). Thus, while the current study presented some quantitative data, 

and as Henning (2009) observes ‘all methods (of quantification) are riddled with 

conceptual difficulties’ (p. 39), these were qualified with systems theory 

perspectives.

6.2.2 Need to Develop L ite ra tu re  on Speech Language and H ea ring  Levels in  

D E IS  Schools

The results of this study provide evidence that the intervention was more 

beneficial in junior infant classrooms in which SFA was installed at the start of 

the school year. This trend may reflect the effect of schooling on language 

performance of children living in areas of socio-economic disadvantage. It is
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generally recognised that children living in poverty are more dependent on 

school in terms of literacy development (McGough, 2007). There has, however, 

been little research on how language levels of children taught in schools 

designated as disadvantaged in Ireland change in relation to the norms for age 

over the course of their primary education. This remains an area for further 

research.

This research showed that a majority of children in all age groups made 

gains in norm-referenced receptive language. The outcomes on other studied 

language dimensions differed, however, for each age group and for each class. 

This may indicate that there were some aspects of teaching that supported the 

growth of language in particular dimensions. Loquacity, for example, might 

have developed only in classrooms whose teachers used teaching methodologies 

that supported longer contributions. On the other hand, teachers’ questioning 

methods might have affected the responsiveness of children. While a detailed 

analysis of this kind was beyond the scope of this study, it is recommended that 

future researchers explore it further.

The results of this study showed that a majority of junior infant pupils 

made gains in pragmatic appropriateness, while this was not the case for pupils 

in other age groups. Furthermore, gains in this dimension were more likely to be 

made by children identified by their teachers at baseline as experiencing 

attention difficulties. Gains in pragmatic appropriateness for junior infant pupils 

may indicate that these children were more on-task and/or that they could hear 

the teacher better after SFA installation. It is not known if  children who might 

have attention difficulties in DEIS schools provide less pragmatically
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appropriate and adequate contributions in the classroom, and if this is more 

relevant to junior infant pupils. These are areas for further research.

The audit of research on early childhood care and education in Ireland 

1990-2006 (Walsh & Cassidy, 2007) suggests that research concerned with 

classroom acoustics and the hearing levels of children in Irish infant classes in 

mainstream schools is almost non-existing. This is also the case with Irish 

studies on speech and language needs of children living in areas designated as 

disadvantaged. While some current Irish researchers focus on the language 

difference of the socio-economically disadvantaged communities (Cregan, 2006, 

2007; Mac Ruairc, 2004), evidence suggesting that a larger number o f children 

in DEIS schools may be in need of speech and language interventions is still 

insufficient and requires further extensive research to confirm or disprove.

6 .23  A reas fo r  F u rth e r SFA  Research

Two children participating in this study who presented with speech 

difficulties at the baseline assessment were observed to present with improved 

speech at the end of the study. Their performance on language dimensions 

relating to word structure, specifically the Word Structure component of CELF 

and grammatical correctness, was affected by their speech difficulties at the 

baseline assessment. At the end of the study, the scores on these two dimensions 

improved as their speech was observed to present fewer phonological problems. 

It is possible that SFA supported the development in phonology for these two 

children, as they were not known to attend any speech and language services 

during the study. The possibility of SFA benefits for phonological development, 

including phonological awareness, should be evaluated, particularly for children
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in designated disadvantaged areas. Some researchers claim that meta-linguistic 

weaknesses, including weaknesses in phonological awareness, are more 

prevalent in areas of socio-economic disadvantage and that these may contribute 

to poorer literacy standards in these areas (Chaney, 2000).

Language gains shown in this study occurred more frequently in 

classrooms that were larger in terms of the size of the room. One must 

acknowledge, however, that the classroom characteristics were not quantitatively 

measured in the study. Quantitative measurement of classroom characteristics 

would involve measuring the actual physical size of the room, the reverberation 

level and the level of ambient noise. Future researchers could explore further the 

link between the classroom characteristics and the SFA effect, in order to 

determine the type of classroom in which this intervention is likely to be most 

beneficial.

This evaluation showed that gains tended to be present in certain classes 

and absent in some other classes at the same grade level, a finding indicating a 

teacher effect. Given a possible teacher effect, it is recommended that future 

researchers studying SFA evaluate its effect on the same class but with different 

teachers and in different classrooms, e.g., across a few academic years. This 

would enable an exploration of whether the benefits of this intervention are 

carried over to other classes and of what happens when children change 

classrooms and teachers. The teacher effect, however, may not be the only 

element contributing to a particular outcome in the class. It was observed that 

language performance on such measures as participation and responsiveness 

markedly decreased in class D in the new school year, even though the same 

teacher taught the class. It is possible to interpret this finding in the context of
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so-called ‘negative learning’ (Cooper et al., 1996) that might have occurred 

during the summer months.

The importance of measuring changes across school years in the SFA 

literature was previously noted by Allen and Patton (1990) who measured on- 

task behaviour under the amplified conditions. This was not implemented in the 

present study due to an already huge variability in the lesson content and a 

relatively limited research timeframe. However, if  the lesson content was 

controlled in some way, for example, the recordings were taken during story 

time only (or story production)152, such measurement could be implemented.

The educational benefits of classroom sound field amplification systems 

have been studied in a number of American classrooms for over three decades, 

yet the SFA literature seems to be still underdeveloped. Many SFA evaluations 

are small-scale research projects based in one school and funded by the 

companies supplying the system. A large majority o f SFA studies published in 

peer-reviewed journals are based on a linear view of development. This study 

initiated a systemic approach in SFA literature. There is a need to develop the 

literature on SFA by focusing on strengths and weaknesses of this intervention 

and the elements supporting and hindering its efficacy. While this study revealed 

a somewhat obvious - yet ignored by previous researchers - link between the 

teaching and the SFA, future researchers may focus on specific dimensions of 

teaching that support the efficacy of SFA in relation to language. There is a need 

to develop large-scale good quality research on SFA, as well as to develop SFA 

literature in mainstream classrooms in Ireland.

152 Children who generate a story were found in research to produce equivalent productivity 
measures (e.g. number of total words, number of different words and number of clauses) on two 
different occasions (Pena, et al., 2006). Furthermore, some features of children’s language 
(particularly in the area of pragmatics) are thought to remain stable across different interlocutors 
(Adams, et al., 2006).
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6.4 Implications & Recommendations for Policy and Practice

6,4.1 Language and A tten tion  Needs o f the P a rtic ip a ting  C hild ren

This study provides evidence that the language needs of children in the 

early years of school in areas designated as disadvantaged in Ireland may be o f a 

similar concern as in England or America (see Locke et al., 2002, for English 

and American data). Teachers participating in this study were asked to select 

five children with potential speech and language difficulties from each class. It is 

crucial to reiterate that the average number o f children in the studied classes was 

fifteen. Fifty seven per cent of children selected by their teachers and assessed 

for the purposes of this study had language levels below the normative level in a 

standardised comparison, with almost every fifth child within this group 

performing at 2 or more than 2 standard deviations below the mean. While it is 

crucial to emphasise that these figures do not constitute a representative sample 

of either the studied population or DEIS schools in Ireland, they may suggest 

that language needs in some schools designated as disadvantaged are a concern.

The data collected in this study revealed that as many as 38 per cent of 

participating children, i.e. children with teacher-attributed speech and language 

difficulties, also experienced potential attention difficulties (as reported by the 

teachers). This highlights the need to develop classroom supports that have a 

potential to target both areas of difficulty. Classroom sound field amplification 

system may be a unique intervention as it purportedly supports speech and 

language development by improving the pupils5 on-task behaviour. It is 

important to restate that children with potential attention difficulties at baseline
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showed greater language gains, and greater receptive language gains within this. 

These findings suggest that SFA has a potential to enable a better listening 

channel for these children. The possible existence of a relatively substantial 

number of children who potentially experience both language and attention 

difficulties in infant classrooms o f designated disadvantaged schools poses much 

challenge to the teachers teaching in DEIS schools and highlights the need to 

develop supports for both the pupils and their teachers.

There were some children who made gains in norm-standardised language 

but who still presented with language levels below the norms for age at the post

intervention assessment. These children were not reported to receive any speech 

and language therapy services during the course of the study, which in most 

classes lasted a full academic year. This suggests that some children with 

language needs are not being identified in DEIS schools.

It was observed that children who did not gain in norm-referenced 

expressive language or receptive vocabulary were likely to deteriorate in 

language performance. This meant that children who did not benefit from SFA 

due to some systemic conditions hindering SFA efficacy and their language 

development, deteriorated in performance. Furthermore, it was observed that 

children with potential attention difficulties were more likely to deteriorate in 

language performance than the children without such attributed difficulties. 

While there were only 5 children with teacher-attributed attention difficulties 

who did not show gains from the intervention, four o f them deteriorated in 

language performance. This finding highlights the need for language 

interventions for these children. The results of meta-analyses o f intervention 

research suggest that children from designated disadvantaged backgrounds who
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do not receive educational interventions generally decline in performance with 

age (Bryant & Maxwell, 1997). Future SLT researchers in Ireland could explore 

whether this claim relates also to language performance in DEIS schools.

Department of Education and Skills guidelines recommend additional 

resource hours for children with language difficulties of more than 2 standard 

deviations (SD) below the mean in at least two language modalities, provided 

that their cognitive level is less than 1SD below the mean (+90). The 

potentially153 large number of children presenting with such difficulties reflects 

the need for this support, as well as the need for more classroom-based supports 

for all children with language difficulties. If the data o f this research were to be 

applied to a hypothetical classroom, every fifth child in this class would present 

with a language delay while only 1 in 15 would be able to access additional 

resource hours. This opens up a whole area of research on innovative language 

interventions, both those classroom and out-of-classroom based (e.g., developing 

language programmes with the parents through HSCL), for pupils in schools 

designated as disadvantaged. Despite recent Irish research on language and 

literacy in the context of educational disadvantage (Kennedy, 2008; McGough, 

2008), literature on speech and language in this context is seriously 

underdeveloped in Ireland.

The probable presence of high language needs of pupils in Irish infant 

classrooms has implications for classroom teaching. Primary-level teachers in 

Ireland are currently not uniformly taught modules on language teaching at a 

pre-service level. Only recently, a DES report on literacy (DES, 2010b) set out 

proposals for re-configuration of the teacher education in Ireland. This re

153 Cognitive levels o f children participating in this study were not assessed.
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configuration will include teacher training in the aspects of speech and language 

that are relevant to literacy teaching. However, speech and language was 

identified as an area of priority already by the DEIS strategy (DEIS, 2005b). 

Irish teachers surveyed in 2005 reported that pre-service education did not 

prepare them sufficiently to teach language and literacy with confidence (IDES, 

2005a). At the same time, newly graduated teachers reported that they felt least 

professionally prepared to teach infant classes (IDES, 2005c). Given the 

importance of teaching language in infant classes in DEIS schools, this is an 

important area of urgent need. Collaborative models of responding to language 

needs internationally have included the recommendation for some joint teaching 

for speech and language therapists and teachers at a pre-service level 

(McCartney, 1999; Mroz et al., 2002; Mroz, 2006). The feasibility o f such model 

in Ireland could be explored during the consultation process on the DES draft 

national plan to improve literacy levels (DES, 2010b).

63 .2  Type o f  Language D iffic u ltie s  Experienced by C h ild ren in  D E IS  Schools

The baseline linguistic data showed that the participating children’s 

weaknesses were most prominent in the dimensions of syntactic complexity and 

loquacity. In other words, as a group, children who were considered by their 

teachers to experience speech and language difficulties had largest difficulties in 

building longer elaborated responses that are syntactically complex.154 On the 

other hand, most of the participants presented with good baseline scores in 

grammatical correctness. Consequently, there was little scope for improvement 

in this dimension. In simple terms, this means that the studied children

154 Based on baseline loquacity and syntactic complexity scores as well as subtests of expressive 
language component of standardised language tests
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experienced weaknesses related to the quantity rather than to the quality of 

language. In other words, it was not the grammatical errors but the lack of 

elaborated complex syntactically responses that were most prominent in the 

collected language samples.

Contextual factors could not have accounted for this situation as 

weaknesses in sentence structure in contrast to stronger profiles in word 

structure (i.e. grammar) were noted also in norm-referenced performance, i.e. in 

language performance that was not observed in the classroom. Furthermore, 

while the baseline profiles showed large weaknesses in loquacity and syntactic 

complexity, gains in these two dimensions were recorded in only half (7 classes 

gained in loquacity) or fewer than half (6 classes gained in syntactic complexity) 

of the studied classes. Children in the remaining classes did not make gains in 

these two dimensions throughout the whole academic year.

It is crucial to note, however, that the baseline profile o f loquacity and 

syntactic complexity dimensions could not be established for a small number of 

participants (22%) due to limited productivity of the collected language samples, 

and specifically limited number of clausal utterances in the baseline data.155 

While it is recognised that the requested whole class teaching format might have 

limited the collection of linguistic data156, it is important to reiterate that the 

majority o f the observed lessons occurred in classes with fewer than 15 pupils, a 

number which most researchers studying the class effect on academic

155 This means that throughout 3-5 baseline recordings of 30 minutes each, fourteen children 
produced only single word and phrase utterances and formulated no sentences.

It is, however, also possible, although very unlikely, that these children’s language level was 
at a single word or phrase level.
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achievement classify as ‘a small group’ setting (see Folmer-Annevelink et al., 

2010, for a review of studies on class size).157

Irish sociologists studying a language difference o f socio-economically 

disadvantaged populations have noted that despite the fact that this language 

difference is largely structural, language teaching focuses predominantly on the 

substance of language, not on the linguistic choices required for the language 

content to be expressed (MacRuairc, 1997; Cregan, 2007). The absence of 

teaching in linguistic choices at school creates a situation where the school 

‘demands’ what it does not teach. If one considers the well researched inter

dependence between literate language and literacy skills (Lorch et al., 2007; 

Whitehurst, 1997), it seems that teaching the elements of the structure of 

language has the potential to advance literacy levels, and especially reading 

comprehension, in DEIS schools (Cregan, 2006; 2007).

The recommendation for teachers to teach the elements of the literate 

language in designated disadvantaged schools has implications for pre-service 

education of teachers in Ireland, who currently receive no formal training on the 

grammar of language at a pre-service level.158 It is recommended that language 

teaching in areas designated as disadvantaged includes teaching children how to

157 Murphy (1999) examined classroom language in Irish infant classes and found that the 
children talked for only 35 per cent of the time, out of which 13 per cent was devoted to whole 
class repetitions and only 2 per cent to dialogue. Talking in the classroom is important as a 
classroom with its linguistic and social demands is often the first environment in which a child’s 
learning difficulties are recognised (Donahue, 1994). Sim ilarly, Horgan (1995) and Hayes et al. 
(1997) reported low levels o f interaction in Irish junior infant classrooms.
158 The foundations of linguistic knowledge about sentence structure (i.e. about simple and 
complex sentences) would prove useful in the dynamic assessment of children’s language 
competence. Children who were ‘quiet’ were judged to have language problems by a teacher in 
class A. Indeed many language-impaired children are less likely to initiate dialogue than their 
peers who perform linguistically at a normative level. However, while some reticent children 
may chose not to volunteer to respond, the ‘quiet’ children in class A  were able to produce 
syntactically complex and grammatically correct utterances when obliged to speak. This related 
to three female participants, namely child F -A l and child F-A2, whose baseline standardised 
language scores were well within the norms for age, and child F-A 3, whose baseline language 
skills were exceptional in a norm-referenced comparison (i.e. above the norms for age).
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build more syntactically complex responses, in addition to creating the contexts 

for elaborated discourse type (e.g., for expository type of language). These 

recommendations add to those of Cregan (2006; 2007) and the authors of a 

recent DES report on literacy (DES, 2010b), who suggest that children in DEIS 

schools might have weaker competencies in the literate type of language.

6,3,3 D ifferences in  the Q ua lity o f  Language Teaching

Large discrepancies in the quality of the recorded language and literacy 

lessons have been observed in the course of this study. Good models of language 

and literacy teaching were not recorded in every class participating in this study. 

However, a cautionary note should be employed to this observation as the 

requested format of whole class lessons and a relatively limited number of 

observations, with a mean of 10.7 observations per class (range: 7-15, SD=2.94), 

might have provided only a fragmented picture of what was really happening in 

classrooms. The observed differences in language teaching related most often to 

the teachers’ use of language modelling and discourse enabling strategies. These 

are explained below.

Discourse enabling strategies in the classroom include a range of language 

eliciting methods, such as recasting and expanding, as well as the questioning 

methods used by the teacher. Open-ended, non-directive questions that extend 

conversational turns are generally considered to be a key feature of the early 

years’ effective pedagogy as they are associated with better cognitive 

achievement (Siraj-Blatchford, et al., 2002, p. 55). Many researchers 

demonstrated that children aged 4-5 can provide long and interesting responses 

to open- ended questions that encourage thinking (e.g., in terms o f drawing
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inferences or producing alternatives).159 One teacher in the current study (teacher 

of class M) was observed to present mainly activities that had the shortest 

perceptual distance such as labelling, which is associated often with closed type 

questions of the kind What is thisl Children in this class were rarely required to 

"move away’ from the immediate physical context. Practice in such ‘abstract’ or 

decontextualised talking is, however, necessary in order to achieve good literacy 

levels, particularly for socio-economically disadvantaged children (Beals, et al, 

1994; Curenton & Justice, 2004).

Enabling expository language (i.e. a language of explanation) in the 

classroom - in addition to conversational and narrative languages - is another 

strategy for expanding communicative competence. Expository discourse. 

enables a literate type of language, a specific elaborated discourse that is 

paramount to success in school (Cregan, 2006; 2007; Lorch et al., 2007; 

Whitehurst, 1997). It was found that almost half of the observed teachers did not 

create the context for expository type of language in their classrooms during the 

observed language lessons. Expository language in early childhood education 

settings is typically generated by tasks that focus on comparing/contrasting (e.g., 

What is different about these pictures?) or problem/solution-tasks (e.g., How can 

she escape?).

Three of the observed teachers did not implement interactive models of

story reading (classes M, K and L). In other words, they were observed to read

stories to children almost without inviting them to interact with the text.

Researchers argue that it is the quality of adult reading - and particularly the

adult encouragement of children to discuss new meanings - that have the greatest

159 C herubini, G ash & M cC loughlin  (2008), for instance, used open-ended  questions to stim ulate 
ch ild ren’s discussions about plant growth (e.g., W hat is a seed?, W hy do plants sit in the 
ground?, T hen w hat happens?, H ow  com e?, W hat tells you that the p lan t is breathing?).
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impact on language growth and new vocabulary acquisition (Reese & Cox, 

1999; Zevenbergen et al., 2003; Walsh, 2006). Interactive story reading includes 

such activities as recasting, expanding on the child’s utterances and evaluating 

the child’s responses (Whitehurst et al., 1988; Whitehurst, 1997). Teacher of 

class M, for example, was not observed to implement these techniques; she was 

observed to pose questions without building on the children’s responses, as in 

the following extract from the classroom transcripts160:

Teacher: What do you think he does next Sean?
(Sean puts a hand up)
Teacher: Yes Sean what do you think he does next?
Sean: He eats the grass
Teacher: What do you think he does next Tyler?
Tyler: Robs 
Teacher: Robs what 
Tyler: Robs the horse
Teacher: What do you think he does next Scott?
Scott: Cause he ask he ask he ask sheep and he ask for food 

Teacher: Ok/ what kind o f a sound would a hen make Nathan?

In contrast, the teacher of class C was observed to expand on children’s 

utterances, thus modelling language and extending conversational turns, as in the 

following example:

Teacher: I t ’s not much fun being a Ginger bread man why not?

Natalie: Cause you are running away
Teacher: He has to run away from all these people why?

Josh: Cause he is afraid
Teacher: He is afraid o f them/ and what do they want to do to him Josh?

160 C hild ren’s nam es in the extracts from classroom  transcrip ts w ere changed.
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Josh: Eat him
Teacher: They want to eat him/ and he doesn 7 want to be eaten/ so he is afraid

Undertaking story-based activities is one of key methodological 

approaches recommended in the curriculum for infant classes. Story-based 

activities include the processes of activating prior knowledge, predicting (e.g. 

Where is he going to go now?) and categorizing (e.g., What other animals might 

she meet in the forest?), as well as important processes that support the 

development of expository type of language and of meta-linguistic skills, namely 

synthesizing (composing parts into a whole; e.g., What would happen if?), and 

analysing (decomposing a whole into parts; e.g., Why did she go there?).

De-contextualized teaching of phonics was observed in two classes 

(classes H and J). Teachers in these two classes were observed to present letter- 

sound correspondences without the context of ‘real’ words. Such instruction 

limited this activity to ‘teaching the sounds’, including non-linguistic sounds 

(e.g. ‘the sound of a puppy with a piece of a rug in its mouth’ for phoneme ‘r’), 

often to children who appeared to be phonemically unaware (Kazmierczak, 

2007). Weaknesses in phonological instruction are one of the most often found 

weaknesses in classroom instruction as noted by some previous international 

researchers who observed teachers in the classrooms (Siraj-Blatchford, et al., 

2002).

Many of the observed children, particularly in classes H and J, were 

recorded to be challenged by phonological awareness (PA) tasks introduced by 

their teachers, in particular requests to provide words starting with particular 

sounds (e.g., T: Think of a word beginning with p; Child: House). It was 

observed that PA was frequently tested by the teachers (e.g., Give me words
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beginning with s/ What is the first sound in ‘sun’), instead of being taught to the 

phonemically unaware pupils in the top-down approach (e.g., I will say words 

that start with the sound ;p’ and you will repeat them/if I say a word that does 

not start with ‘p’ you are not to say anything: peacock, panda, elephant, etc.). 

Given the now well established link between phonological awareness and 

literacy skills, the observations of children’s weaknesses in this area highlight 

the need for a good quality phonological awareness facilitation in infant classes 

of DEIS schools.

The recent draft national plan to improve literacy and numeracy standards 

in Ireland (DES, 2010b), highlighted the importance of teacher professional 

development in language and literacy teaching. It identified that the knowledge 

of the structure and function of oral and written language is one of the core 

aspects in literacy teaching and practice. The action plan recommends re

configuration of teacher education programmes to ensure the development of the 

teachers’ skills in literacy and numeracy teaching. The knowledge of language 

acquisition is identified in this plan as an important component of these skills. 

The proposed plan recognises the difference between communicative and 

academic competencies in language in EAL learners and that such a difference 

can be relevant as well to some children living in areas of socio-economic 

disadvantage. The current study showed that ability to build elaborated complex 

syntactically responses is indeed one area of linguistic weaknesses of the studied 

children.

This study showed diversity between classes in terms of adult-child 

relationships and the teachers’ skills to facilitate language development. While 

language was recorded in the present study in a whole group setting, there were
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some classrooms in which child-centered approaches were evident. In those 

classrooms, children were given a choice of a story to read, were actively 

encouraged by the teacher to discuss the story before, during and after the 

reading, and teacher-pupil conversational exchanges were sustained for longer 

that one turn. While it is recognised that many early education researchers would 

argue that the cited approaches do not constitute truly child-centred perspectives, 

as for instance activities that give a child a choice are still placed in a larger 

context of an adult-directed activity, it must be acknowledged that they were in 

stark contrast to the teacher-centred approaches adopted by the teachers in some 

other observed classrooms.

It is possible that smaller classes in the current study (with an average of 

15 children per class) accounted for some of the variations in the levels of 

responsive interactions between the teachers and the pupils. Smaller class sizes 

are generally associated with more adult-child interactions. Furthermore, the 

teachers were requested to present lessons that ‘will generate talking’ and the 

storytelling activity was recorded as the most common language activity in this 

study. The participating teachers were aware that the researcher focused on 

recording language samples of the observed pupils.161 It is crucial to reiterate, 

however, that while language rich environment was recorded in some of the 

studied classrooms, there were other classrooms in this study where a more 

didactic, adult-centered teaching took place.

The quality of language teaching has major implications for the 

understanding of the efficacy of SFA in the classroom system. As argued earlier 

in this chapter, ‘the effect’ of SFA is not ‘a given’ but it is constructed by the

161 It is possib le  that the finding that the teachers d irected m ore obligations to the observed 
children after the installation o f  the intervention is som ew hat linked to this aw areness.
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teachers in each class. The key background conditions that enable the efficacy of 

SFA include elements relating to the classroom microsystem, such as the 

classroom climate and the quality of teaching. It is crucial to recognise that these 

elements can minimise or even hinder ‘the effect’ of SFA.

6 3 A  C u rren t Lack o f Acoustic Standards fo r  Classroom Design

The need for improved listening conditions in junior infant classrooms 

was highlighted by the results of this study that clearly show that language gains 

were more likely to occur in junior infant classes. Pupils in junior infant classes 

have less mature listening skills and are usually taught using more active 

teaching methodologies that may generate more internal noise. The evidence 

presented in this study, namely that children with potential attention difficulties 

and a norm-referenced language delay at baseline were either more likely to 

show language gains or to show greater language gains, supports the hypothesis 

that SFA can constitute an important classroom support in schools designated as 

disadvantaged, where there is a higher prevalence of these difficulties.

Currently in Ireland there are no acoustic standards for classroom design. 

Many urban designated disadvantaged schools are housed in old buildings that 

are more likely to have acoustically poorer classrooms with high reverberation 

levels. Noise levels, both those external and those internal, further disadvantage 

the pupils, especially in infant classes, where internal noise levels are likely to be 

higher with the use of more active teaching methodologies. Noise can be one of 

the factors ‘disrupting pupil concentration’ (Darmody et al., 2010, p. XII) while 

loss of speech over distance can affect speech intelligibility and speech 

comprehension (see Millet & Purcell, 2009, for a review).
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The current recommendation for classroom design is 80 square meters for 

the floor area (DES, 2007). A recent report on classroom and school design in 

Ireland (Darmody et al., 2010) recommends that this should be an absolute 

minimum, especially in infant classes. Interestingly, the results of this research 

showed that language gains were more likely to occur in classrooms that were 

categorised as larger in the context of this study. This finding suggests that 

recommendations for larger classrooms should be accompanied with a 

discussion on the acoustic qualities of these classrooms as well as the voice 

training of the teachers teaching in them.

6.3,5 P o te n tia l L ing u is tic  B ias o f  P a rts o f  Standardised Language Tests 

W idely Used in  Ire la nd

In the present study, children’s syntactic competence was measured 

through Recalling Sentences subtests of expressive language component of 

CELF. Sentence imitation tests, however, have been critiqued by some 

researchers (Fujiki & Brinton, 1987; Prutting & Connolly, 1976; Scott, 1988) 

who pointed out the lack of ‘open format’ of such tests and their limited 

sensitivity towards characteristic grammatical features produced by culturally 

and linguistically diverse populations.

The CELF-P Manual (Wiig et al., 1992) allows for assigning points for 

dialectally acceptable features of language while scoring individual 

performances. This allowance, however, seems to be wider in some subtests 

(e.g.. Formulating Labels and Formulating Sentences), where children produce 

their own utterances, and narrower in other subtests (e.g., Recalling Sentences, 

Word Structure), where children are either provided with ready utterances,
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which they are required to recall, or, where specific language features of 

standard English are targeted (e.g., the presence of ‘are’ in constructions such as 

The children are playing).

The Recalling Sentences subtest seemed linguistically biased against 

tested children as it consists of syntactically complex structures with modifiers 

that are not common among the studied community. The CELF-P Examiner’s 

manual (Wiig et al., 1992) allows for scoring as acceptable some common 

regional substitutions, such as use of ‘out’ instead of ‘outside’ and ‘ma’ instead 

of ‘mum’. Such allowance, however, could not be made in relation to the 

following examples in which many children changed the gist of the stimulus 

sentences into a more linguistically familiar form to them.

Stimulus sentence:

I f  you eat everything up you can have pudding too

Children’s production (example):

I f  you eat that burger I  will give you ice cream

Stimulus sentence:

You won t grow tall i f  you don’t eat

Children’s production (example):

I f  you want to grow up you have to eat



It is worth noting that the sentences the children created (as versions of 

stimulus sentences) were not shorter in length and were not less syntactically 

complex (they contained at least 2 clauses). However, they could not have been 

assigned the highest score and in some instances they could not have been 

assigned any score at all.

Standardised tests are static in nature and thus that they require good 

meta-linguistic skills. Chaney (2000) argues that literacy difficulties of children 

living in socio-economically disadvantaged areas are largely rooted in their 

weaker meta-linguistic skills. Potentially weaker meta-linguistic skills of 

children participating in this study might have impacted on scores of for 

example the Word Structure subtest, which relates to the area of morphology. In 

this subtest children are given a picture stimulus and a verbal elicitation Here is 

one bus and here are two (children are expected to respond buses). During the 

assessment of irregular plural with elicitation Here is one child and here are two 

a huge percentage of children responded childs, although the same children were 

observed to use the word children accurately in dynamic situations. Another 

example was elicitation This bike is his and this bike is (children are expected to 

respond hers). One child consistently provided nominative pronouns (i.e. she, 

he, they, etc.) for any elicitations of genitive or accusative pronouns (i.e. her, his, 

hers, him, etc.). Particular attention was paid to his use of pronouns in classroom 

and he was recorded consistently saying them correctly (e.g., That was his da).

Standardised language assessment of children participating in this study 

revealed that some elements of the currently most widely used by Irish SLTs test 

for language assessment, namely Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals 

(CELF), might be partly linguistically biased for use with children from

426



designated disadvantaged communities. Although a part of CELF-P and CELF- 

3 UK normative samples consisted of children from diverse groups, culturally 

and linguistically (by both race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status), middle 

class children created the majority of the samples (Wiig et al., 1992, p. 82-84; 

Semel et al., 2000, p. 16-18). It is recommended that speech and language 

therapists assessing the language of socio-economically disadvantaged children 

in Ireland, as well as future researchers studying the language of children in 

DEIS schools with the use of CELF, assess productive syntax and word 

knowledge of these children also in a dynamic situation, to complement the 

results of the Recalling Sentences and Word Structure subtest of CELF.

6.3.6 A n c illa ry  Im p lica tions

Identification o f children with speech and language difficulties in DEIS 

schools

International children for whom English was an additional language were 

often included in the group of children with speech and language difficulties. 

Indeed, many of them would benefit from additional ‘focus on language’. 

However, not being fluent in a non-native language does not automatically mean 

a presence of speech and language difficulty. It is estimated that between 10 to 

12 per cent of children in Irish classrooms are EAL (DEIS, 2010b). This has 

implications for community-based SLT services in Ireland that experience large 

shortages of therapists in some areas. Two children identified by their teachers 

as experiencing speech and language difficulties (namely children A3 and H2) 

presented at a norm-referenced assessment at the start of the study with language 

levels that were exceptional, i.e. above the norms for their age. Both of these

427



children were observed to be unengaged in the classroom discourse. One of the 

possible reasons of this disengagement might have been that they were 

unchallenged. The proposal by DES teacher education in language (DES, 2010b) 

should include elements related to the SLT referral in order to equip the teachers 

with the knowledge needed to identify and prioritise children’s language 

difficulties.

6.4 Conclusion

The results of this study, which sought to address the question whether or 

not a classroom sound field amplification system could play a causal role in a 

system of elements that contribute to language development of the studied 

children, suggest that this intervention benefited junior infants to a greater extent 

than the older study participants (i.e. senior infants and first classes). This 

conclusion is based on the findings relating to 4 language dimensions studied, 

namely receptive vocabulary, expressive vocabulary, grammatical correctness 

and pragmatic appropriateness, upon which a majority of the children who 

showed gains were junior infants. The finding of a tendency for greater gains in 

younger participants, consistent with some previous SFA reports studying the 

efficacy of this intervention across a few grade levels (Flexer, 1989; 1992; Ray, 

1992; Rosenberg et al., 1999), highlights a particular need for a favourable 

classroom acoustics in junior infant classes. There is currently a lack of acoustic 

guidelines for classroom design in Ireland, together with a limited research base 

on the listening conditions in early childhood education settings.
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This study showed that, if used appropriately, sound field amplification 

system supports classroom participation (gains were observed in 9 out of 14 

classes) and comprehension in the classroom (as measured by norm-referenced 

receptive language scores; gains were observed in 6 out of 8 classes), regardless 

of age level. Interestingly, this intervention was shown to particularly benefit the 

comprehension of children with receptive language delay at baseline, thus 

indicating an absence of an effect frequently observed in language studies, 

namely the Matthew effect, i.e. a phenomenon of accumulated advantage 

(Merton, 1968). As many as 65 per cent of pupils who presented with a receptive 

language delay at baseline gained in norm-referenced receptive language, with 

36 per cent of them making large gains, i.e. gains of 8 or more standardised 

scores, which is approximately two confidence intervals in the CELF test that 

was used in the study. This finding is significant when discussed in the context 

of the findings of several studies in the speech and language therapy (SLT) 

literature that indicate a low success rate of SLT interventions targeting 

receptive language (Law et al., 2004). Sound field amplification system supports 

comprehension in a naturalistic setting and may thus contribute to the 

development of receptive language skills in a more potent way than some short

term targeted interventions.

Another group of children with specific characteristics, apart from 

children with a receptive language delay at baseline, who particularly benefited 

from this intervention, were children who were suspected by their teachers to 

experience potential undetected hearing difficulties. Very clear gains in ABAB 

design in responsiveness were noted for two study participants potentially 

experiencing such difficulties. Another significant finding in the context of
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educational disadvantage in Ireland, where the teachers teaching in DEIS 

schools report a prevalence of both attention and language difficulties (Downes, 

2004; Downes & Maunsell, 2007), is that children with teacher-attributed 

attention difficulties in this study showed a tendency to derive greater benefits 

from the intervention than their classroom peers without such difficulties, for 

instance, there were 3 classes (classes C, J, F) in which mostly or only these 

children showed gains. These findings gain further significance when examined 

together with the baseline data of this study which revealed language and 

attention needs of the studied children as significant concern, with 57 per cent of 

children exhibiting language levels at 2 or below 2 standard deviations below the 

normative range, and as many as 38 per cent of those identified as language 

delayed experiencing at the same time attention difficulties. Classroom sound 

field amplification represents an example of an intervention that potentially 

targets both areas of difficulty, as it may support language learning by 

purportedly improving 'on task’ behaviour in the classroom.

Overall, the results of the study showed that the effect of the classroom 

sound field amplification is 4constructed\ rather than simply 'a  given’, with 

constructions occurring at both the individual child’s system level and the class 

level, with teachers being the agents of the construction in the latter case. The 

child’s family situation, pattern of in-school attendance and the quality of 

language teaching, together with the classroom climate, were observed to impact 

upon the efficacy of this intervention. This conclusion, based on a systems 

theory approach, has implications for the implementation of other non-systemic 

interventions in the education system and for the process of exploration of how 

to intervene more effectively in the education system. It highlights the need for
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certain background conditions necessary for interventions ‘to work’ in complex 

systems. This study found large differences in the quality of language teaching 

among the observed teachers, thus highlighting the need for professional 

development of teachers teaching in early education settings.

While this study was conducted in a specific context of urban DEIS 

schools, with a specific population of early primary school children and in a 

specific classroom context of whole class teaching lessons, it brings a 

contribution to both the Irish and international SFA literature at a number of 

levels. Firstly, it introduces large-scale SFA research into Irish mainstream 

schools. Secondly, internationally, it introduces a context of relevance of SFA 

for educational disadvantage and a multidimensional refined notion of language, 

as well as a new research paradigm in the current large but somewhat 

underdeveloped body of research on SFA. This new research paradigm, based in 

a systems theory approach, combined the observations of language behaviours in 

a naturalistic setting with the observations of the context and the process of 

interactions in the classroom. Stemming from this systemic approach is the 

recommendation for further SFA studies that shift a focus from whether or not 

SFA is beneficial to how it can be used effectively in the classroom. One can 

view the SFA research as only one part of a large body of international research 

concerned with classroom acoustics and the impact of noise in the classroom. 

While this research area is large internationally, it has remained somewhat 

neglected in the Irish early childhood literature. This study calls for it to be 

addressed.

431



References

Adams, C., Lloyd, J., Aldred, C. & Baxendale, J. (2006). Exploring the effects of 
communication intervention for developmental pragmatic language 
impairments: A signal-generation study. International Journal o f Language and 
Communication Disorders, 41 (1), pp. 41-65.

Alexander, R, (2000). Culture and pedagogy: International comparisons in primary 
education. Oxford: Blackwell.

Allen, L. & Patton, D. (1990). The effects of sound field amplification on students’ 
on-task behaviour: Poster session presented at the annual meeting of the ASHA, 
Seattle, WA.

American National Standards Institute (2002). Acoustical performance criteria, design 
requirements and guidelines for schools. Retrieved December 12, 2009, from 
http://www.marvlandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/FCB60ClD-6CC2-4270- 
BDAA-153D67247324/10128/ClassroomAcousticsGuidelines.pdf.

American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (1995, March). Position statement 
and guidelines for acoustics in educational settings. ASHA, 37 (Suppl. 14), 
pp. 15-20.

American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (2001). Scope of practice in Speech- 
Language Pathology. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from www.asha.org/policv.

American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (2003). Code of ethics. Retrieved 
June 14, 2005, from www.asha.org/policv.

Anderson, K. (1989). Screening instrument for targeting educational risk (SIFTER) in 
children with identified hearing loss. Tampa, FL: Educational Audiology 
Association.

Archer, P. & Edwards, J. (1982). Predicting school achievement from data on pupils 
obtained from teachers: Towards a screening device for disadvantage. Journal o f 
Educational Psychology, 74 (5), pp. 761-770.

Armenakis, A.A., Harris, S.G. & Mossholder, K.W. (1993). Creating readiness for 
organisational change. Human Relations, 46 (6), pp. 681-703.

432

http://www.marvlandpublicschools.org/NR/rdonlyres/FCB60ClD-6CC2-4270-
http://www.asha.org/policv
http://www.asha.org/policv


Arriaga, R.I., Fenson, L., Cronan, T., & Pethick, S J . (1998). Scores on the Mac Arthur 
Communicative Development Inventory of children from low- and middle- 
income families. Applied Psycholinguistics, 19, pp. 209-223.

Baker, J.A., Grant, S. & Morlock, L. (2008). The teacher-student relationship as a 
developmental context for children with internalising or externalising behaviour 
problems. School Psychology Quarterly, 23 (1), pp. 3-15.

Balason, D.V. & Dollaghan, C.A. (2002). Grammatical morpheme production in 4- 
year old children. Journal o f Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 45 (5), 
pp. 961-969.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York: WH Freeman 
and Company.

Barnett, D., Daly, E., Jones, K. & Lentz, E. (2004). Response to intervention: 
Empirically based special service decisions from single-case designs of 
increasing and decreasing intensity. The Journal o f Special Education, 38 (2), 
pp. 66-79.

Bates, E. & Goodman, J. (2001). On the inseparability of grammar and lexicon: 
Evidence from acquisition. In M. Tomasello & E. Bates (Eds.), Language 
development: The essential readings (pp. 134-162). Oxford: Blackwell.

Bateson, G. (1972). Steps to an ecology of mind: Collected essays in anthropology, 
psychiatry, evolution, and epistemology. University of Chicago Press.

Beals, D.E., De Temple, M. & Dickinson, D.K. (1994). Talking and listening that 
supports early literacy development of children from low-income families. In 
D.K. Dickinson (Ed.), Bridges to Literacy: Children, Families and Schools (pp. 
19-40). Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Behrans, T.R. & Foster-Fishman, P.G. (2007). Developing operating principles for 
systems change. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 411-414.

Beitchman, J., Wilson, B.; Brownlie, E., Walters, H., Inglis, A. & Lancee, W. (1996). 
Long-term consistency in speech/language profiles: II. Behavioural, emotional, 
and social outcomes. Journal o f the American Academy o f Child & Adolescent 
Psychiatry, 35 (6), pp. 815-825.

Berg, F., Blair, J. & Benson, P. (1996). Classroom acoustics: The problem, impact and 
solution. Language, Speech and Hearing Services in Schools, 27, pp. 16-20.

433



Bertalanffy, L. von (1957). General systems theory. In R. Taylor (Ed.), Life, 
Language, and Law: Essays in Honour of Arthur F. Bentley (pp. 58-78). Oxford: 
The Ajitioch Press.

Bertalanffy, L. (1967). Robots, men and minds: Psychology in the modem world. New 
York: George Braziller.

Bickford-Smith, A., Wijayatilake, L. & Woods, G. (2005). Evaluating the 
effectiveness of an early years language intervention. Educational Psychology in 
Practice, 25 (3), pp. 161-173.

Bishop, D.V. (1998). Development of the children’s communication checklist (CCC): 
A method for assessing qualitative aspects of communicative impairment in 
children. Journal o f Child Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 39, 
pp. 879-891.

Bishop, D.V., Chan, J., Adams, C., Hartley, J. & Weir, F. (2000). Conversational 
responsiveness in specific language impairment: Evidence of disproportionate 
pragmatic difficulties in a subset of children. Development and 
Psychopathology, 12, pp. 179-199.

Blank, M., Rose, S. & Berlin, L. (1978). The language of learning: The preschool 
years (pp. 25-33). New York: Grune & Stratton.

Blank, M, Rose, S. & Berlin, L. (1978). Preschool Language Assessment Instrument 
(PLAI). New York: Psychological Corporation.

Blatchford, P., Goldstein, H., Martin, C. & Browne, W. (2002). A study of class size 
effects in English school reception year classes. British Educational Research 
Journal, 28 (2), pp. 169-185.

Blatchford, P., Russell, A., Bassett, P., Brown, P. & Martin, C. (2006). The effect of 
class size on the teaching of pupils aged 7-11 years: Implications for classroom 
management and pedagogy. Retrieved January 7, 2010, from
http://www.classsizeresearch.org.uk/cs%20teach%20aera%20KS2%20paper2.do 
c.

Bloom, L., Rocissano, L., Hood, L. (1976), Adult-child discourse: Developmental 
interaction between information processing and linguistic knowledge. Cognitive 
Psychology, 8, pp. 521-551.

Bluestone, C.D. (2004). Studies in otitis media: Children’s Hospital of Pittsburgh - 
University of Pittsburgh progress report 2004. Laryngoscope, 114 (11, 
Suppl.105), pp. 1-26.

434

http://www.classsizeresearch.org.uk/cs%20teach%20aera%20KS2%20paper2.do


Botting, N. (2007). Comprehension difficulties in children with specific language 
impairment and pragmatic language impairment. In K. Cain & J. Oakhill (Eds.), 
Children’s comprehension problems in oral and written language: A cognitive 
perspective (pp. 81-103). New York: The Guilford Press.

Bradley, J.S. & Sato, H. (2004). Speech recognition by grades 1, 3 and 6 children in 
classrooms. Canadian Acoustics 32 (3), pp. 26-27.

Bradshaw, M., Hoffman, P. & Norris, J. (1998). Efficacy of expansions and cloze 
procedures in the development of interpretations by preschool children 
exhibiting delayed language development. Language, Speech, and Hearing 
Services in Schools, 29 (2), pp. 85-95.

Bredekamp, S. & Copple, C. (Eds.) (1997). Developmentally appropriate practice in 
early childhood programmes (2nd edition). Washington DC: National Association 
for the Education of Young Children.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1986). Ecology of the family as a context for human 
development: Research perspectives. Developmental Psychology, 22 (6), pp. 
723-742.

Bronfenbrenner, U. & Morris, P. (1998). The ecology of developmental processes. In 
W. Damon & R.M. Lemer (Eds.), Handbook of Child Psychology Volume 1: 
Theorectical Models of Human Develoment (5th edition) (pp. 993-1028). New 
York: John Wiley & Sons.

Brophy, J.E. (1985). Teacher-student interaction. In J.B. Dusek (Ed.), Teacher 
Expectancies (pp. 303-328). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Brown, E.D. & Low, C.M (2008). Chaotic living conditions and sleep problems 
associated with children’s responses to academic challenge. Journal o f Family 
Psychology, 22 (6), pp. 920-923.

Brown, R. (1973). A first language: The early stages. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press.

Bryant, D. & Maxwell, K. (1997). The effectiveness of early intervention for 
disadvantaged children. In M. Guralnick (Ed.), The Effectiveness of Early 
Intervention (pp. 23-46). Baltimore: Brookes.

Bunge, M. (2004). How does it work? The search for explanatory mechanism. 
Philosophy o f Social Sciences, 34 (2),-pp. 182-210.

Bunning, K. (2004). Speech and language therapy intervention: Frameworks and 
processes. London: Whurr.

435



Burka, A.A & Jones, F.H (1979). Procedures for increasing appropriate verbal 
participation in special elementary classrooms. Behaviour Modification, 3, pp. 
27-48.

Bums, C. & Myhill, D. (2004). Interactive or inactive? A consideration of the nature 
of interaction in whole class teaching. Cambridge Journal o f  Education, 34 (1), 
pp. 35-49.

Campbell, T., Dollaghan, C., Needleman, H., & Janosky, J. (1997). Reducing bias in 
language assessment: Processing dependent measures. Journal o f Speech, 
Language, and Hearing Research^ 40, pp. 519-525.

Cantwell, D.P. & Baker, L. (1991). Association between attention deficit-hyperactivity 
disorder and learning disorders. Journal o f Learning Disabilities, 24 (2), pp. 88- 
95.

Capra F. (1983). The Turning Point: Science, society and the rising culture. London: 
Flamingo. Fontana Paperbacks.

Centre for Early Childhood Development and Education (2007a). Siolta: The National 
Quality Framework for Early Childhood Education. Making connections: A 
review of international policy, practice and research relating to care in early 
childhood education and care. Dublin: CECDE. Retrieved January 3, 2011, from 
http://www.siolta.ie/media/pdfs/02 making connections.ndf

Centre for Early Childhood Development and Education (2007b). Research Digests on 
Standards of Siolta, the National Quality Framework for Early Childhood 
Education. Dublin: CECDE. Retrieved January 18, 2011, from
http://www.siolta.ie/Siolta Research Digests.php.

Chaney, C. (2000). The social class does not predict reading success but language and 
metalinguistic skills do. In M. Perkins & S. Howard (Eds.), New directions in 
language development and disorders (pp. 271-279). New York: Kluwer/Plenum.

Chapman, R.S. (1981). Exploring children’s communicative intents. In J. Miller (Ed.), 
Assessing Language Production in Children: Experimental Procedures (pp. 111- 
138). Baltimore: University Park Press.

Chau-Ying, L.J. (2008). Early childhood music education in Taiwan: An ecological 
systems perspective. Arts Education Policy Review, 109 (3), pp. 17-26.

Cherubini, M., Gash, H. & McCloughlin, T. (2008). The DigitalSeed: An interactive 
toy for investigating plant growth and the generalised plant life cycle. Journal o f  
Biological Education, 42, pp. 123-129.

Christens, B.D., Hanlin, C.E. & Speer, P.W. (2007). Getting the social organism 
thinking: Strategy for systems change. American Journal o f Community 
Psychology, 39, pp. 229-238.

436

http://www.siolta.ie/media/pdfs/02
http://www.siolta.ie/Siolta


Clanet, J. (2010). The relationship between teaching practices and student achievement 
in first year classes: A comparative study of small size and standard size classes. 
European Journal o f Psychology o f Education, 25 (2), pp. 192-206.

Cole, K. & Dale, P. (1986). Direct language instruction and interactive language 
instruction with language delayed preschool children: A comparison study. 
Journal o f Speech and Hearing Research, 29, pp. 206-217.

Conner, L.T., Albert, M.L., Helm-Estabrooks, N. & Obler, L.K. (2000). Attentional 
modulation of language performance. Brain and Language, 71, pp. 52-55.

Cooper, H., Nye, B., Charlton, K., Lindsay, J. & Greathouse, S. (1996). The effects of 
summer vacation on achievement test scores: A narrative and meta-analytic 
review. Review o f Educational Research, 66 (3), pp. 227-268.

Corson, D. (1985). The lexical bar. Oxford: Pergamon.

Cosgrove, J., Kellaghan, T., Forde, P. & Morgan, M. (2000). The 1998 National 
Assessment of English Reading. Dublin: Educational Research Centre.

Crago, M., Eriks-Brophy, A., Pesco, D. & McAlpine, L (1997). Culturally based 
miscommunication in classroom interaction. Language, Speech, and Hearing 
Services in Schools, 28 (3), pp. 245-257.

Craig, H.K. & Washington, J.A. (2000). An assessment battery for identifying 
language impairments in African American children. Journal o f Speech, 
Language and Hearing Research, 43, pp. 366-379.

Crandell, C. & Bess, F. (1987). Sound-field amplification in the classroom setting. 
Paper presented at the annual convention of the American Speech-Language- 
Hearing Association. New Orleans, LA.

Crandell, C. & Smaldino, J. (1995). Speech perception in the classroom. In C.C. 
Crandell, J.J. Smaldino & C. Flexer (Eds.), Sound-field FM amplification: 
Theory and practical applications. San Diego: Singular.

Crandell, C., Smaldino, J. & Flexer, C. (1995). Speech perception in specific 
populations. In C.C. Crandell, J.J. Smaldino & C. Flexer (Eds.), Sound-field FM 
amplification: Theory and practical applications. San Diego: Singular.

Crandell, C. (1996). Effects of sound field amplification on the speech perception of 
ESL children. Educational Audio logy Monograph, 4, pp. 1-5.

Crandell, C. & Smaldino, J. (2000a). Classroom amplification technology. Language, 
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 31, pp. 371-375.

Crandell, C. & Smaldino, J. (2000b). Classroom acoustics for children with normal 
hearing and with hearing impairment. Clinical forum. Language, Speech, and 
Hearing Services in Schools, 31, pp. 362-370.

437



Crandell, J.J., Flexer, C. & Smaldino, J. (Eds.) (2004). Sound-field amplification: 
Applications to speech perception and classroom acoustics. San Diego: Singular.

Cregan, A. (2006). Language Variation: Perspectives on children’s experiences in 
school. Presentation at the 30th annual conference of the Reading Association of 
Ireland, Dublin, Ireland.

Cregan, A. (2007). ‘Talking posh’: Sociolinguistic perspectives on the context of 
schooling in Ireland. Presentation at the seminar o f’Combat Poverty Agency, 
Dublin, Ireland.

Crum, M. & Matkin, N. (1976). Room acoustics: The forgotten variable. Language, 
Speech & Hearing Services in the Schools, 3, pp. 106-110.

Cullen, B. (1997). Integrated services and children at risk: The integration of services 
for tackling early school leaving and educational disadvantage at local 
community levels. Dublin, Ireland: Combat Poverty Agency.

Cullen, (1998). Social partnership and children’s services: The potential of local 
partnership programmes for developing children’s services in Ireland. Dublin, 
Ireland: Trinity College Dublin, Children’s Research Centre.

Curenton, S.M. & Justice, L.M. (2004). African American and Caucasian 
preschoolers’ use of decontextualized language: Literate language features in 
oral narratives. Language, Speech & Hearing Services in Schools, 35 (3), pp. 
240-253.

Cvetek, S. (2008). Applying chaos theory to lesson planning and delivery. European 
Journal o f Teacher Education, 31 (2), pp. 247-256.

Darai, B. (2000). Using sound-field FM systems to improve literacy skills. Advance 
for Speech-Language Pathologists and Audiologists, 10 (27), pp. 5-7.

Darmody, M. (2007). Strengthening the school social climate. In P. Downes & A.L. 
Gilligan (Eds.), Beyond Educational Disadvantage (pp. 329-342). Dublin, 
Ireland: Institute of Public Administration.

Darmody, M., Smyth, E. & Doherty, C. (2010). Designing Primary Schools for the 
Future. Dublin, Ireland: Economic and Social Research Institute.

Demaray, M.K. & Elliott, S.N. (1998). Teachers’ judgment of students’ academic 
functioning: A comparison of actual and predicted performances. School 
Psychology Quarterly, 13 (1), pp. 8-24.

Department for Education and Employment (1998). The National Literacy Strategy 
Framework for Teaching. London: DfEE.

Department of Education and Skills (2005a). Literacy and numeracy in disadvantaged 
schools: Challenges for teachers and learners. Dublin, Ireland.

438



Department of Education and Skills (2005b). DEIS: Delivering Equality of 
Opportunity in Schools: An action plan for educational inclusion (2005). Dublin, 
Ireland.

Department of Education and Skills (2005c). Beginning to teach: Newly qualified 
teachers in Irish primary schools. Dublin, Ireland.

D epartm ent o f Education and Skills (2010a). Primary and post-primary school design 
guidelines. Retrieved January 3, 2011, from
http: /  / www.education.ie/robots/view . jsp?pcategory= 17216&language—EN&ecate 
gory=54380&link=link001&doc-50432.

Department of Education and Skills (2010b). Better literacy and numeracy for children 
and young people: A draft national plan to improve literacy and numeracy in 
schools. Dublin: DES.

De Fraine, B., Van Damme, J., Van Landeghem, G., Opdenakker, M. & Onghena, P. 
(2003). The effect of schools and classes on language achievement. British 
Educational Research Journal 29 (6), pp. 841-859.

Dickinson, D.K. (2001a). Large-group and free-play times: Conversational settings 
supporting language and literacy development. In D. K. Dickinson, & P. O. 
Tabors (Eds.), Beginning Literacy with Language: Young Children Learning at 
Home and School (pp. 223-256). Baltimore: Brookes.

Dickinson, D.K. (2001b). Putting the pieces together: The impact of preschool on 
children’s language and literacy development in kindergarten. In D. K. 
Dickinson, & P. O. Tabors (Eds.), Beginning Literacy with Language: Young 
Children Learning at Home and School (pp. 257-287). Baltimore: Brookes.

Dodd, B. (Ed.) (2006). Differential Diagnosis and Treatment of Children with Speech 
Disorder (2nd ed.). London: Whurr.

Donahue, M.L. (1994). Differences in classroom discourse styles of students with 
learning disabilities. In D. Ripich & Creaghead N. (Eds.), School Discourse 
Problems (pp. 229-261). San Diego: Singular.

Downs, D.W. & Crum, M.A (1978). Processing demands during auditory learning 
under degraded listening. Journal o f  Speech and Hearing Research, 21, pp. 702- 
714.

Downes, T. (1993). Pedagogy of the processed. M.A. Thesis. Dublin, Ireland, St. 
Patrick’s College, Maynooth.

Downes P. (2007). Why SMART outcomes ain’t always so smart. In P. Downes & 
A.L. Gilligan (Eds.), Beyond Educational Disadvantage (pp. 57-69). Dublin, 
Ireland: Institute of Public Administration.

439

http://www.education.ie/robots/view


Downes, T. & Downes, P. (2007). Pedagogy of the processed. In P. Downes & A.L. 
Gilligan (Eds.), Beyond Educational Disadvantage (pp. 24-38). Dublin, Ireland: 
Institute of Public Administration.

Downes, P. & Maunsell, C. (2007). Count us in: Tackling early school leaving in 
south west inner city Dublin: An integrated response. Dublin, Ireland: St. 
Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

Downes, P., Maunsell, C. & Ivers, J. (2006). A holistic approach to early school 
leaving and school retention in Blancharstown: Current issues and future steps 
for services and schools. Dublin, Ireland: St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

Downes, P. (2007). Why SMART outcomes ain’t always so smart... In P. Downes & 
A.L. Gilligan (Eds.), Beyond Educational Disadvantage (pp. 57-69). Dublin, 
Ireland: Institute of Public Administration.

Downes, P. & Murray, S. (2002). Evaluation of The Ana Liffey Children's Project. 
Dublin: Ana Liffey Drugs Project.

Downes, P. (2004). Psychological support services for Ballyfermot: Present and 
future. Dublin, Ireland: St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

Dunn, M., Flax, J., Sliwinski, M. & Aram, D. (1996). The use of spontaneous 
language measures as criteria for identifying children with specific language 
impairment: An attempt to reconcile clinical and research incongruence. Journal 
o f Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 39, pp. 643-654.

Dunn, Lloyd, M., Dunn, Leota, M., Whetton, C. & Burley, J. (1997). British Picture 
Vocabulary Scale (2nd edition). London: NFER-NELSON.

Durlak, J.A., Taylor, R.D., Kawashima, K., Pachan, M.K., DuPre, E.P., Celio, C.I., 
Berger, S.R., Dymnicki, A.B. & Weissberg, R.P. (2007). Effects of positive 
youth development programs on school, family, and community systems. 
American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 269-286.

Earthman, G.I & Lemasters, L. (1998). Where children learn: A discussion of how a 
facility affects learning. Paper presented at the annual meeting of Virginia 
Educational Facility Planners, Blacksburg, Va. Retrieved November 8, 2009, 
from http://educfacilities.org/pubs.pdf.

Edelenbos, P. & Kubanek-German, A. (2004). Teacher assessment: The concept of 
‘diagnostic competence’. Language Testing, 21 (3), pp. 259-283.

Edwards, D. & Mercer, N. (1994). Communication and control. In B. Stierer & J. 
Maybin (Eds.), Language, Literacy and Learning in Educational Practice (pp. 
188-202). Clevedon: Multilingual Matters in association with The Open 
University.

440

http://educfacilities.org/pubs.pdf


Eivers, E., Shi el, G., Shortt, F. (2004). Reading literacy in disadvantaged primary 
schools. Dublin, Ireland: Educational Research Centre.

Eivers, E., Shiel, G., Perkins, R. & Cosgrove, J. (2006). Succeeding in Reading? 
Reading standards in Irish primary schools. Dublin, Ireland: Educational 
Research Centre.

Elliott, L.L., Hammer, M.A., & Scholl, M.E. (1989). Fine grained auditory 
discrimination in normal children and children with language-learning problems. 
Journal o f  Speech and Hearing Research 32, pp. 112-119.

Emshoff, J.G., Darnell, A.J., Darnell, D.A., Erickson, S.W., Schneider, S. & Hudgins, 
R. (2007). Systems change as an outcome and a process in the work of 
community collaboratives for health. American Journal o f Community 
Psychology, 39, pp. 255-267.

Eriks-Brophy, E. & Ayukawa, H. (1999). Alternatives in amplification: Use of sound- 
field FM systems in classrooms of Nunavik. Frequences, 11 (1), pp. 26-28.

Eriks-Brophy, A. & Ayukawa, H. (2000). The benefits of sound field amplification in 
classrooms of Inuit students of Nunavik: A pilot project. Language, Speech, and 
Hearing Services in Schools 31 (4), pp. 324-335.

Espinosa, L.M. & Laffey, J.M. (2003). Urban primary teacher perceptions of children 
with challenging behaviours. Journal o f Children and Poverty, 9 (2), pp. 135- 
156.

English, E., Hargreaves, L. & Hislam, J. (2002). Pedagogical dilemmas in the National 
Literacy Strategy: Primary school teachers’ perceptions, reflections and 
classroom behaviour. Cambridge Journal o f Education, 32 (1), pp. 9-26.

Evans, M.A. (1996). Reticent primary grade children and their more talkative peers: 
Verbal, nonverbal, and self-concept characteristics. Journal o f Educational 
Psychology, 88 (4), pp. 739-749.

Evans, M. A. & Bienert, H. (1992). Control and paradox in teacher conversations with 
shy children. Canadian Journal o f Behavioural Science, 24 (4), pp. 502-516.

Fagundes, D., Haynes, W., Haak, N. & Moran, M. (1998). Task variability effects on 
the language test performance of southern lower socioeconomic class African 
American and Caucasian five-year-old. Language, Speech & Hearing Services 
in Schools 29 (3), pp. 148-157

Fey, M.E. (1986). Language intervention with young children. San Diego, CA: 
College-Hill Press.

Fey, M.E. (1995). Conversational intervention with children with specific language 
impairment. In M.E. Fey, J. Windsor & S.F. Warren (Eds.), Language 
Intervention: Preschool through the Elementary Years (pp. 333-362). Baltimore: 
Brookes.

441



FinitzoHieber, T. & Tillman, T. (1978). Room acoustic effects on monosyllabic word 
discrimination ability for normal and hearing impaired children. Journal o f  
Speech and Hearing Research, 21, pp. 440-448.

Finn, J.D. & Achilles, C.M. (1999). Tennessee’s class size study: Findings, 
implications, misconceptions. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 21 
(2), pp. 97-109.

Fletcher, P. (1992). Sub-groups in school-age language-impaired children. In P. 
Fletcher & Hall D. (Eds.), Specific Speech and Language Disorders in Children 
(pp. 152-163). San Diego: Singular.

Flexer, C. (1989). Turn on sound: An odyssey of sound field amplification. 
Educational Audiology Association Newsletter, 5, 6-7.

Flexer, C. (1992). Classroom public address systems. In M. Ross (Ed.), FM Auditory 
Training Systems: Characteristics, Selection and Use. Timonium, MD: York 
Press.

Flexer, C., Richards, C. & Buie, C. (1994). Sound field amplification for regular 
kindergarten and first grade classrooms: A longitudinal study of fluctuating 
hearing loss and pupil performance. Poster presentation presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Academy of Audiology, Richmond, VA.

Flexer, C. (1995). Rationale for the use of sound-field FM amplification systems in 
classrooms. In C.C. Crandell, J.J. Smaldino & C. Flexer (Eds.), Sound-field FM 
Amplification: Theory and Practical Applications. San Diego: Singular.

Flexer, C. (2000). The startling possibility of sound-field. Advance for Speech- 
Language Pathologists and Audiologists, 10 (36), 5 & 13.

Flexer, C. (2002). Rationale and use of sound field systems: An update. The Hearing 
Journal, 55 (8), pp. 10-18.

Flexer C., Kemp Biley K., Hinkley A., Harkema C. & Holcomb J. (2002). Using 
sound-field system to teach phonemic awareness to pre-schoolers. The Hearing 
Journal, 55 (3), pp. 38-44.

Flexer, C. & Long, S. (2003). Sound field amplification: Preliminary information 
regarding special education referrals. Communication Disorders Quarterly, 25
(l),pp. 29-34.

442



Flory, K., Milich, R., Lorch, E.P., Hayden, A.N., Strange, C. & Welsh, R. (2006). 
Online story comprehension among children with ADHD: Which core deficits 
are involved? Journal o f Abnormal Child Psychology, 34 (6), pp. 853-865.

Foerster, H. von (1984). Principles of self-organisation in a socio-managerial context. 
In H. Ulrich & C.J.B. Probst, C.J. (Eds), Self-Organisation and Management of 
Social Systems (pp. 2-24). Berlin: Springer.

Folmer-Annevelink, E., Doolaard, S., Mascareno, M. & Bosker, R.J. (2010). Class 
size effects on the number and types of student-teacher interactions in primary 
classrooms. Journal o f Classroom Interaction, 45 (2), pp. 30-38.

Foster-Fishman, P.G. & Behrens, T.R. (2007). Systems change reborn: Rethinking our 
theories, methods and efforts in human services reform and community-based 
change. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 191-196.

Foster-Fishman, P.G., Nowell, B. & Yang, H. (2007). Putting the system back into 
systems change: A framework for understanding and changing organisational 
and community systems. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 
197-215.

Franklin, M.E. (1992). Culturally sensitive instructional practices for African- 
American learners with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 59 (2), pp. 115-122.

Fujiki, M. & Brinton, B. (1987). Elicited imitation revisited: A comparison with 
spontaneous language production. Language Speech, and Hearing Services in 
Schools, 18, pp. 301-311.

Galton, M., Simon, B. & Croll, P. (1980). Inside the Primary Classroom. London: 
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Gash, H. (1993). Stereotyping and constructivism. Cybernetics and Human Knowing: 
A Journal o f Second Order Cybernetics & Cyber Semiotics, 1 (4), pp. 43-50.

Geller, E. & Foley, G.M. (2009). Expanding the ‘ports for entry’ for speech-language 
pathologists: A relational and reflective model for clinical practice. American 
Journal o f Speech-Language Pathology, 18, pp. 4-21.

Gergen, K.J. (1982). Toward transformation in social knowledge. New York: 
Springer-Verlag.

Gil-Loyzaga., P. (2005). Neuroplasticity in the auditory system. Review o f  
Laryngology, Otolaryngology and Rhinolology, 126 (4), pp. 203-207.

Gillam, R.B., Pena, E.D. & Miller, L. (1999). Dynamic assessment of narrative and 
expository discourse. Topics in Language Disorders, 20 (1), pp. 33-47.

443



Gilligan, A.L. (Ed.) (2002). Primary Education: Ending Disadvantage. Proceedings 
and Action Plan of National Forum. Dublin, Ireland: St. Patrick’s College, 
Drumcondra.

Gillon, G. (2004). Phonological awareness: From research to practice. New York: 
Guilford Press.

Gilman, L. & Danzer, V. (1989). Use of FM sound field amplification in regular 
classrooms. Paper presented at the annual convention of the American Speech- 
Language-Hearing Association, St. Louis, MO.

Girolametto, L., Hoaken, L., Weitzman, E. & Van Lieshout, R. (2000). Patterns of 
adult-child linguistic interaction in integrated day care groups. Language, 
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 31 (2), pp. 154-167.

Girolametto, L., & Weitzman, E. (2002). Responsiveness of child care providers in 
interactions with toddlers and preschoolers. Language, Speech, and Hearing 
Services in Schools, 33, pp. 268-281.

Glasersfeld, E. von (1992). Why I consider myself a cybernetician. Cybernetics and 
Human Knowing: A Journal o f Second Order Cybernetics & Cyber Semiotics, 1
(1), pp. 21-25.

Glasersfeld, E. von (1995). Radical constructivism: A way of knowing and learning. 
London: Falmer Press.

Good, T.L. (1981). Teacher expectation and student perceptions: A decade of research. 
Educational Leaderships 38 (5), pp. 415-21.

Gray, S., Plante, E., Vance, R., & Henrichsen, M. (1999). The diagnostic accuracy of 
four vocabulary tests administered to preschool-age children. Language, Speech, 
and Hearing Services in Schools, 30, pp. 196-206.

Greene, R.W. (1995). Students with ADHD in school classrooms: Teacher factors 
related to compatibility, assessment, and intervention. School Psychology 
Review, 24 (1), pp. 81-93.

Greenhalgh, K. S. & Strong, C. J. (2001). Literate language features in spoken 
narratives of children with typical language and children with language 
impairments. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 32, pp. 114- 
125.

Grela, B.G. & Leonard, L.B. (2000). The influence of argument-structure complexity 
on the use of auxiliary verbs by children with SLI. Journal o f Speech, Language, 
and Hearing Research, 43 (5), pp. 1115-1125.



Griffith, D.M., Mason, M., Yonas, M., Eng, E., Jeffries, V., Plihcik, S. & Parks, B.
(2007). Dismantling institutional racism: theory and action. American Journal o f  
Community Psychology^ 39, pp. 381-392.

Gummersall, D.M. & Strong, C.J. (1999). Assessment of complex sentence production 
in a narrative context. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 30
(2), pp. 152-164.

Gunaratne, Shelton, A. (2008). Understanding systems theory: Transition from 
equilibrium to entropy. Asian Journal o f Communication, 18 (3), pp. 175-192.

Guralnick, M. (2000). Second-generation research in the field of early intervention. In 
M. Guralnick (Ed.), The Effectiveness of Early Intervention (pp. 3-22). 
Baltimore: Brookes.

Gutierrez-Clellen, F. & Pena, E. (2001). Dynamic assessment of diverse children: A 
tutorial. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 32 (4), pp. 212- 
224.

Habermas, J. (1987). The philosophical discourse of modernity: Twelve lectures. 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Hahne, A. & Friederici, A. (2001). Processing a second language: Late learner’s 
comprehension mechanisms as revealed by event-related brain potentials. 
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 4 (2), pp. 123-141.

Haley, K.L, Camarata, S.M. & Nelson, K.E (1994). Social valence in children with 
specific language impairment during imitation-based and conversation-based 
language intervention. Journal o f Speech and Hearing Research, 37 (2), pp. 378- 
388.

Hamre, B.K. & Pianta, R.C. (2005). Can instructional and emotional support in the 
first-grade classroom make a difference for children at risk of school failure? 
Child Development, 76 (5), pp. 949 — 967.

Hardy, C. (2001). Self-organisation, self-reference and inter-influences in multilevel 
webs: Beyond causality and determinism. Cybernetics & Human Knowing, 8 (3), 
pp. 35-59.

Hargreaves, D. (1984). Teacher’s questions: open, closed and half-open. Educational 
Research, 26 (1), pp. 46-51.

Hargreaves, L., Galton, M. & Pell, A. (1997). The effects of major changes in class 
size on teacher-pupil interaction in elementary school classes in England: Does 
research merely confirm the obvious? Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, Chicago.

445



Harris, M. & Coltheart, M. (1986). Language processing in children and adults: An 
introduction. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Hart, B. & Risley, T. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday experience of 
young American children. Baltimore: Brookes.

Hayes, N., O’Flaherty, J. & Keman, M. (1997). A window, into early education in 
Ireland: The first national report of the IEA Pre-Primary Project. Dublin: Dublin 
Institute of Technology.

Hayes, N. (2004). What are four-year-olds doing at school? Reconciling current 
knowledge about learning in young children with early educational pedagogy. 
Ph.D. Thesis. Dublin: Trinity College.

Haywood, H.C. & Tzuriel, D. (Eds.) (1992). Interactive Assessment. New York: 
Springer-Verlag.

Hawe, P., Shiell, A. & Riley, T. (2009). Theorising interventions as events in systems. 
American Journal o f Community Psychology, 43 (3/4), pp. 267-276.

Heath, S.B. (1986). Questioning at home and at school: A comparative study. In M. 
Hammersley (Ed.), Case Studies in Classroom Research. Open University Press.

Heeney, M. (2004). Creating enhanced learning environments: The benefits of sound 
field amplification systems. Retrieved January 10, 2010, from,
http://www.oticon.org.nz/ndf/soundfieldresearch.pdf.

Heneker, S. (2005). Speech and language therapy support for pupils with behavioural, 
emotional and social difficulties (BESD) -  a pilot project. British Journal o f 
Special Education, 32 (2), pp. 86-91.

Henning, C. (2009). A constructivist view of the statistical quantification of evidence. 
Constructivism, 5 (1), pp. 39-54.

Hirsh, G.B., Levine, R. & Miller, R.L. (2007). Using system dynamics modelling to 
understand the impact of social change initiatives. American Journal o f  
Community Psychology, 39, pp. 239-253.

Horgan, M. (1995). Early Years education in Ireland -  a case study of one junior 
infant class. Education Today, 3 (3), pp. 6-9.

Hyland, A. (2002). Looking to the future -  Ending disadvantage? In A.L. Gilligan 
(Ed.), Primary Education: Ending Disadvantage. Proceedings and Action Plan of 
National Forum. Dublin, Ireland: St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

Irish Association of Speech & Language Therapists (2006a). IASLT code of ethics. 
Retrieved August 18, 2010, from www.iaslt.ie/members/policv.

446

http://www.oticon.org.nz/ndf/soundfieldresearch.pdf
http://www.iaslt.ie/members/policv


Irish Association of Speech & Language Therapists (2006b). Speech and language 
therapy scope of practice. Retrieved August 18, 2010, from
www.iaslt.ie/members/policv.

Irish Association of Speech & Language Therapists (2008). Speech and language 
therapy competencies. HSE: Therapy Project Office.

Iwai, Y., Yamanaka, K., Yasui, T., Komiyama, M., Nishikawa, M,, Nakajima, H., 
Kishi, H., Engel, J., Anteunis, L., Volovics, A., Hendriks, J. & Marres, E.
(1999). Risk factors of otitis media with effusion during infancy. International 
Journal o f  Pediatric Otorhinolarynology, 48 (3), pp. 239-249.

Jackson, S.C. & Roberts, J.E. (2001). Complex syntax production of African 
American preschoolers. Journal o f Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 
44 (5), pp. 1083-1096.

Janzen, R., Nelson, G., Hausfather, N. & Ochocka, J. (2007). Capturing system level 
activities and impact of mental health consumer-run organisations. American 
Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 287-299.

Januszka, C. & Dixon-Krauss, L. (2008). Class size: A battle between accountability 
and quality instruction. Childhood Education, 84 (3), pp. 167-170.

Jessen, B.A. & Beattie, R.G. (1990). Otitis media: Occurrence and effect on child 
development. ACEHI Journal, 16 (2-3), pp. 49-59.

John, J. & Thomas, H. (1957). Design and construction of schools for the deaf. In A. 
Ewing (Ed.), Educational Guidance and the Deaf Child. Washington, DC: Volta 
Review.

Johnson, V.K. (2003). Linking changes in whole family functioning and children’s 
externalizing behaviour across the elementary school years. Journal o f  Family 
Psychology, 17 (4), pp. 499-509.

Jones, J., Berg, F., & Viehweg, S. (1989). Listening of kindergarten students under 
close, distant, and sound field FM amplification conditions. Educational 
Audio logy Monograph, pp. 56-65.

Justus, J. (2005). Qualitative scientific modelling and loop analysis. Philosophy o f  
Science, 12 (5), pp. 1272-1286.

http://www.iaslt.ie/members/policv


Kazmierczak, S. (2007). Preventing potential weaknesses in early literacy instruction. 
In P. Downes & A.L. Gilligan (Eds.), Beyond Educational Disadvantage (pp. 
183-192). Dublin, Ireland: Institute of Public Administration.

Kelly, J.G. (2007). The system concept and systemic change: Implications for 
community psychology. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 
415-418.

Kennedy, E. (2008). Improving literacy achievement in a disadvantaged primary 
school: Empowering classroom teachers through professional development. 
Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. Dublin: St.Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

Kim, O.H. & Kaiser, A.P. (2000). Language characteristics of children with ADHD. 
Communication Disorders Quarterly, 21 (3), pp. 154-165.

Kreger, M., Brindis, C.D., Manuel, D.M. & Sassoubre, L. (2007). Lessons learned in 
systems change initiatives: Benchmarks and indicators. American Journal o f  
Community Psychology, 39, pp. 301-320.

Kuo, Z.Y. (1970). The need for coordinated efforts in developmental studies. In L.R. 
Aronson, E. Tobach, D.S. Lehrman & J.S. Rosenblatt (Eds.), Development and 
Evolution of Behaviour: Essays in Memory of T.C. Schnirla (pp. 181-193). San 
Francisco: Freeman.

Labov, W. (1969). The logic of nonstandard English. In J.E. Alatis (Ed.), Georgetown 
Monographs on Language and Linguistics 22. Washington, DC: Georgetown 
University Press.

Labov, W. (1972). Language in the inner city: Studies in the Black English vernacular. 
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Lahey, B., Applegate, B., McBumett, K., Biederman, L., Greenhill, L., Hynd, G.W., 
Barkley R.A., Newcom, J., Jensen, P. & Richters, J. (1994). DSM-IV field trials 
for attention deficit hyperactivity disorder in children and adolescents. American 
Journal o f Psychiatry, 151, pp. 1673-1685.

Laing, S.P. & Kamhi, A. (2003). Alternative assessment of language and literacy in 
culturally and linguistically diverse populations. Language, Speech, and Hearing 
Services in Schools, 34 (1), pp. 44-55.

Landsberger, H.A. (1958). Hawthorne Revisited. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Kazdin, A. E. (1982). Single-case research designs: Methods for clinical and applied
settings. New York: Oxford University Press.

448



Larsen, J.B & Blair, J.B. (2008). The effect of sound field amplification on the signal- 
to-noise ratio in classrooms while class is in session. Language, Speech, and 
Hearing Services in Schools, 39, pp. 351-360.

Larsen, J.B, Vega, A. & Ribera, J.E. (2008). The effect of classroom acoustics and 
sound-field amplification on word recognition performance in young adult 
listeners in suboptimal listening conditions. American Journal o f Audiology, 17, 
pp. 50-59.

Law, J., Garrett, Z. & Nye, C. (2004). The efficacy of treatment for children with 
developmental speech and language delay/disorder: A meta-analysis. Journal o f  
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 47 (4), pp. 924-943.

Lehman, A., & Gratiot, A. (1983). Effets du bruit sur les enfants a Fecole. Proceedings 
of the 4th congress on noise as a public health problem. Milano: Centro Ricerche 
e Studi Amplifon.

Leonard, L.B. (1989). Language leamability and specific language impairment. 
Applied Psycholinguistics, 10, pp. 179-202.

Leonard, L.B. & Deevy, P. (2004). The comprehension of Wh-questions in children 
with specific language impairment. Journal o f Speech, Language, and Hearing 
Research, 47 (4), pp. 802-815.

Levy, F., Hay, D.A., Bennet, K.S. & McStephen, M. (2005). Gender differences in 
ADHD subtype comorbidity. Journal o f the American Academy o f Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry, 44 (4), pp. 368-376.

Leung, C. & Mohan, B. (2004). Teacher formative assessment and talk in classroom 
context: Assessment as discourse and assessment of discourse. Language 
Testing, 21 (3), pp. 335-359.

Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science: Selected theoretical papers. New 
York: Harper & Row.

Lollar, D. & Cordero, J.F. (2007). Prenatal and perinatal factors in child development: 
A commentary. School Psychology Quarterly, 22 (1), pp. 8-12.

Lorenz, E.N. (1963). Deterministic non-periodic flow. Journal o f the Atmospheric 
Sciences, 20, pp. 130-141.

Locke, A., Ginsborg, J., & Peers, I. (2002). Development and disadvantage: 
Implications for the early years and beyond. International Journal o f Language 
and Communication Disorders, 37(1), pp. 3-15.

449



Luhmann, N. (1995b). Why Systems Theory? Cybernetics and Human Knowing: A 
Journal o f Second Order Cybernetics & Cyber Semiotics, 3 (2), pp. 3-10.

Lund, N.J. (1993). Assessing children’s language in naturalistic contexts (3rd ed.). 
New York: Prentice Hall.

Maag, J.W. & Anderson, J.W. (2007). Sound-field amplification to increase 
compliance to directions in students with ADHD. Behavioural Disorders 32 (4), 
pp. 238-253.

Maag, J.W. & Anderson, J.W. (2006). Effects of sound-field amplification to increase 
compliance of students with emotional and behaviour disorders. Behavioural 
Disorders 31 (4), pp. 378-393.

Mac Ruairc, G. (2004). Big mad words: Language variation in schools. In J. Deegan, 
D. Devine & A. Lodge (Eds.), Primary Voices: Equality Diversity and 
Childhood in Irish Primary Schools (pp. 144-163). Dublin: Institute of Public 
Administration.

Mahoney, G & Wheeden, A. (1999). The effect of teacher style on interactive 
engagement of preschool-aged children with special learning needs. Early 
Childhood Research Quarterly, 14 (1), pp. 51 -68.

Mascolo, M.F., Kanner, B.G. & Griffin, S. (1998). Neo-Piagetian systems theory and 
the education of young children. Early Child Development and Care, 140 (1), 
pp. 31-52.

Mashbum, A.J., Pianta, R.C., Hamre, B.K., Downer, J.T., Barbarin, O. & Bryant, D.
(2008). Measures of classroom quality in pre-kindergarten and children’s 
development of academic, language and social skills. Child Development, 79 (4), 
pp. 732-749.

Mashbum, A.J., Justice, L.M., Downer, J.T. & Pianta, R.C. (2009). Peer-effects on 
children’s language achievement during pre-kindergarten. Child Development, 
80 (3), pp. 686-702.

Marfo, K. & Dinero, T.E. (1991). Assessing early intervention outcomes: Beyond 
program variables. International Journal o f Disability, Development and 
Education, 38, pp. 289-303.

Massie, R., Theodoros, D., McPherson, B. & Smaldino, J. (2004). Sound-field 
amplification: Enhanced classroom listening environment for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander children. Australian Journal o f Indigenous Education, 33, 
pp. 47-53.

Luhmann, N. (1995a). Social Systems. Stanford University Press.



Massie, R. & Dillon, H. (2006a). The impact of sound-field amplification in
mainstream cross-cultural classrooms: Part 1 Educational outcomes. Australian 
Journal o f Education, 50 (1), pp. 62-77.

Massie, R. & Dillon, H. (2006b). The impact of sound-field amplification in
mainstream cross-cultural classrooms: Part 2 Teacher and child opinions. 
Australian Journal o f Education, 50 (1), pp. 78-94.

Maturana, H.R. & Valera, F.J. (1972). Autopoeisis and cognition: The realization of 
the living. In R.S Cohen & M.W. Wartofsky (Eds.), Boston Studies in the 
Philosophy of Science, 42, Dordrecht, Holland: Reidel.

Maughan, B. (1994). School influences. In M. Rutter & D.F. Hay (Eds.), Development 
through Life: A Handbook for Clinicians (pp. 134-158). Oxford: Blackwell.

McBer, H. (2000). Research into teacher effectiveness: A model of teacher
effectiveness. DfEE Research Report no. 216. Nottingham, England:
Department of Education and Employment.

McCartney, E. (1999). Speech/language therapists and teachers working together: A 
systems approach to collaboration. London: Whurr.

Me Cartney, E. & Van der Gaag, A. (1996). How shall we be judged? Speech and 
language therapists in educational settings. Child Language Teaching and 
Therapy, 12 (3), pp. 314-327.

McCauley, R. & Swischer, L. (1984). Use and misuse of norm-referenced tests in 
clinical assessment: A hypothetical case. Journal o f Speech and Hearing 
Disorders, 49, pp. 338-348.

McCroskey, F. & Devens, J. (1975). Acoustic characteristics of public school 
classrooms constructed between 1890 and 1960. NOISEXPO Proceedings, pp. 
101-103.

McGough, A. (2007). Addressing disadvantage: What about teaching? In P. Downes 
& A.L. Gilligan (Eds.), Beyond Educational Disadvantage (pp. 283-294). 
Dublin: IPA.

McGough, A. (2008). An exploration in language pedagogy: Developing oral 
language skills in three and four year old children in an early intervention 
setting. Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis. Dublin: St.Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

McLean, L.K., Woods-Cripe, J. (1997). The effectiveness of early intervention for 
children with communication disorders. In M. Guralnick (Ed.), The 
Effectiveness of Early Intervention (pp. 349-429). Baltimore: Brookes.

451



McSporran, E., Butterworth, Y. & Rowson, V.J. (1997). Sound field amplification and 
listening behaviour in the classroom. British Educational Research Journal, 23
(1), pp. 81.

Mendel, L.L., Roberts, R.A. & Walton, J.H. (2003). Speech perception benefits from 
sound field FM amplification. American Journal o f Audiology 12 (2), pp. 114- 
124.

Menyuk, P. (1971). The acquisition and development of language. New York: Prentice 
Hall.

Merritt, D.D. & Culatta, B. (Eds.). (1998). Authentic Assessment in Language 
Intervention in the Classroom. San Diego: Singular.

Merton, R.K. (1968). The Matthew effect in science. Science, 159 (3810), pp. 56-63.

Miles, M.B. & Huberman, A.M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: A sourcebook of 
new methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Mill, J.S. [1843/1872] 1974. A system of logic: Ratiocinative and inductive. In J.M. 
Robinson (Ed.), The Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, 1-3. University of 
Toronto Press.

Miller, J.G. (1978). Living systems. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Miller, J.F., & Chapman, R.S. (2000). SALT: A computer program for the Systematic 
Analysis of Language Transcripts. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin.

Millet, P. (2008). Sound field amplification research summary. Retrieved January 9, 
2010, from http://gofrontrow.com/files/documents/research/sound-field- 
ampHfication-research-summary.pdf.

Milosky, L.M. (1987). Narratives in the classroom. Seminars in Speech and Language, 
8(4), pp. 329-343.

Mirenda, P.L. & Donnellan, A.M. (1986). Effects of adult interaction style on 
conversational behaviour in students with severe communication problems. 
Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 17, pp. 126-141.

Moore, J. (2002). Maturation of human auditory cortex: Implications for speech 
perception. The Annals o f Otology, Rhinology & Laryngology, 111 (5), pp. 7-11.

Morgan, M., Hickey, B., Kellaghan, T., Cronin, A. & Millar, D. (1997). Report to the 
Minister for Education on the National Adult Literacy Survey results for Ireland. 
Dublin: Government Publications.

Mortimore, P., Sammons, P., Stoll L., Lewis, D. & Ecob, R. (1988). School matters: 
the junior years. Wells: Open Books.

452

http://gofrontrow.com/files/documents/research/sound-field-


Mroz, M., Hall, E., Santer, J., & Letts, C. (2002). Children’s speech and language 
development: An investigation of the knowledge, skills and understanding of 
early years professionals. Report to the Nuffield Foundation. Newcastle: 
University of Newcastle.

Mroz, M. (2006). Teaching in the Foundation Stage - how current systems support 
teacher’s knowledge and understanding of children’s speech and language. 
International Journal o f Early Years Education, 14 (1), pp. 45-61.

Murphy, B. (1999). Social interaction and language use in Irish infant classrooms in 
the context of the revised Irish Primary School Curriculum. Literacy, 38 (3), pp. 
149-155.

Myhill, D. (2002). Bad Boys and Good Girls? Patterns of interaction and response in 
whole class teaching. British Educational Research Journal, 28 (3), pp. 339-352.

Nabelek, A. & Robinson, P. (1982). Monaural and binaural speech perception in 
reverberation for listeners of various ages. Journal o f the Acoustical Society o f 
America, 71 (5), pp. 1242-1248.

National Council for Curriculum and Assessment (2009). Aistear: The Early 
Childhood Curriculum Framework. Dublin: NCCA.

National Economic and Social Forum Report (2009). Child Literacy and Social 
Inclusion: Implementation Issues, Ireland.

Nelson, P.B. & Soli, S. (2000). Acoustical barriers to learning: Children at risk in 
every classroom. Language, Speech and Hearing Services in Schoolsf 31, pp. 
356-361.

Nungesser, N.R & Watkins, R.V. (2005). Preschool teachers’ perceptions and 
reactions to challenging classroom behaviour: Implications for speech-language 
pathologists. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 36 (2), pp. 
139-151.

O’Connor, P. A. (2007). Using system differences to orchestrate change: A systems - 
guides intervention model. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 
393-403.

Oireachtas Joint Committee on Education and Skills (2010). Staying in education: A 
new way forward -  school and out-of-school factors protecting against early 
school leaving. First report. Dublin, Ireland: Houses of the Oireachtas.

Okur, E., Yildirim, J., Kilic, M.A. & Guzelsoy, S. (2003). Prevalence of otitis media 
with effusion among primary school children in Kahramanmaras, in Turkey. 
International Journal o f Pediatric Otorhinolaryngology, 68 (5), pp. 557-562.

Olswang, L.B. & Bain, B.A. (1996). Assessment information for predicting upcoming 
change in language production. Journal o f Speech, Language, and Hearing 
Research, 39 (2), pp. 414-423.

453



Palmer, C. (1998). Quantification of the eco-behavioural impact of a sound field loud 
speaker system in elementary classrooms. Journal o f Speech, Language, and 
Hearing Research, 41 (4), pp. 819-833.

Pan, B.A., Rowe, M.L., Singer, J., & Snow, C.E. (2005). Maternal correlates of 
toddler vocabulary production in low-income families. Child Development, 16, 
pp. 763-782.

Papso, C. & Blood, I. (1989). Word recognition skills of children and adults in 
background noise. Ear and Hearing, 10 (4), pp. 235-236.

Paradise, J.L., Rockette, H.E., Colbom, D.K., Bernard, B.S., Smith, C.G, Kurs-Lasky, 
M. & Janosky, J.E. (1997). Otitis media in 2253 Pitsburgh-area infants: 
Prevalence and risk factors during the first two years of life. Pediatrics, 99 (3), 
pp. 318-333.

Parke, R.D. (1979). Interactional design and experimental manipulation: The field lab 
interface. In R.B. Caims (Ed.), The Analysis of Social Interaction: Methods, 
Issues, and Illustrations. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum Associates.

Parker, R., Brossart, D. & Vannest, K. (2005). Effect sizes in single case research: 
How large is large. School Psychology Review, 34 (1), pp. 116-132.

Parsons, B.A. (2007). The state of methods and tools for social systems change. 
American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 405-409.

Patton, M.Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods (2nd ed.). Newbury 
Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Peets, K.F. (2009). The effects of context on the classroom discourse skills of children 
with language impairment. Language, Speech and Hearing Services in Schools, 
40 (1), pp. 5-16.

Pena, E., Quinn, R. 8c Iglesias, A. (1992). The application of dynamic methods to 
language assessment: A nonbiased procedure. The Journal o f Special Education, 
26 (3), pp. 269-280.

Pena, E., Iglesias, A. & Lidz, C.S. (2001). Reducing test bias through dynamic 
assessment of children’s word learning ability. American Journal o f Speech- 
Language Pathology, 10 (2), pp. 138-154.

Pena, E., Gillam, R.B., Malek, M. & Ruiz-Felter, R. (2006). Dynamic assessment of 
school-age children’s narrative ability: An experimental investigation of 
classification accuracy. Journal o f Speech, Language and Hearing Research, 49 
(5), pp. 1037-1057.

Penno, J.F., Wilkinson, I.A. & Moore, D.W. (2002). Vocabulary acquisition from 
teacher explanation and repeated listening to stories: Do they overcome the 
Matthew effect? Journal o f Educational Psychology, 94 (1), pp. 23-33.

454



Pepper, J. & Weitzman, E. (2004). It takes two to talk: A practical guide for parents 
with language delays. Toronto, Ontario: Hanen Centre.

Perkins, R., Moran, G., Cosgrove, J. & Shiel, G. (2010). PISA 2009: The performance 
and progress of 15-year olds in Ireland -  summary report. Dublin, Ireland: 
Educational Research Centre.

Piaget, J. (1955). Thé child's construction of reality. London: Routledge and Kegan 
Paul.

Pianta, R.C., Nimetz, S.L., & Bennett, E. (1997). Mother-child relationships, teacher- 
child relationships, and school outcomes in preschool and kindergarten. Early 
Childhood Research Quarterly, 12, pp. 263-280.

Pickstone, C., Hannon, P. & Fox, L. (2002). Surveying and screening preschool 
language development in community-focused intervention programs: A review 
of instruments. Child: Care, Health and Development, 28 (3), pp. 251-264.

Popper, K. (1959). The logic of scientific discovery. London: Hutchinson.

Prigogine, I. (1984). Order out of chaos: Man’s new dialogue with nature. New York: 
Bantam.

Prutting, C.A., & Connolly, J.E. (1976). Imitation: A closer look. Journal o f Speech 
and Hearing Disorders, 41(3), pp. 412-422.

Rachlin, H. (1984). Mental yes. Private no. Behavioural and Brain Sciences, 7, pp. 
566-7.

Rachlin, H. (1994). Behaviour and mind: The roots of modem psychology. New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Ray, H. (1992). Summary of MARCS adoption data validated in 1992. Norris City, 
OH: Wabash & Ohio Valley Special Education District.

Reid, R., Gonzalez, J., Nordness, P., Trout, A. & Epstein, M. (2004). A meta-analysis 
of the academic status of students with emotional/behavioural disturbance. The 
Journal o f Special Education, 38 (3), pp. 130-143.

Reese, E. & Cox, A. (1999). Quality of adult book reading affects children’s emergent 
literacy. Developmental Psychology, 35 (1), pp. 20-28.

455



Restrepo, M.A., Schwanenflugel, P.J., Blake, J., Neuharth-Pritchett, S., Cramer, S. & 
Ruston, H. (2006). Performance on the PPVT-III and the EVT: Applicability of 
the measures with African-American and European-American preschool 
children. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 37 (1), pp. 17-27.

Rhea, P. & Alforde, S. (1993). Grammatical morpheme acquisition in 4-year-olds with 
normal, impaired, and late-developing language. Journal o f Speech and Hearing 
Research, 36 (6), pp. 1271-1275.

Rhea, P. (2001). Language disorders from infancy to adolescence: Assessment & 
intervention (2nd ed.). St. Louis: Mosby.

Rice, M. L. (1991). Children with specific language impairment: Toward a model of 
teachibility. In N. Krasnegor, D.M. Rumbaugh, R.L. Schiefelbusch & M. 
Studdert-Kennedy (Eds.), Biological and Behavioural Determinants of Language 
Development (pp. 447-480). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Robbins, E. & Ehri, L. (1994). Reading storybooks to kindergartners helps them learn 
new vocabulary words. Journal o f Educational Psychology, 86 (1), pp. 54-64.

Rogoff, B. (1993). Children's guided participation and participatory appropriation in 
sociocultural activity. In H. Robert, R. Wozniak & K. Fischer (Eds), 
Development in Context (pp. 121-154). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.

Rosenberg, G. & Blake-Rahter (1995). Sound-field amplification: A review of the 
literature. In C.C. Crandell, J.J. Smaldino & C. Flexer (Eds.), Sound-field FM 
Amplification: Theory and Practical Applications. San Diego: Singular.

Rosenberg, G., Blake-Rahter, P., Heavner, J., Allen, L., Redmond, B.M., Philips, J. & 
Stigers, K. (1999). Improving classroom acoustics (ICA): A three-year FM 
sound field classroom amplification study. Journal o f Educational Audio logy, 7,
pp. 8-28.

Rosenthal, R. & Jacobson, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom: Teacher 
expectation and pupils' intellectual development. New York: Holt, Rinehart & 
Winston.

Rourke, S. (1999). A learning experience: Case studies on local integrated strategies to 
tackle educational disadvantage. Dublin, Ireland: Combat Poverty Agency.

456



Rubie-Davies, C.M., Hattie, J., & Hamilton, R. (2006). Expecting the best for New 
Zealand students: Teacher expectations and academic outcomes. British Journal 
o f Educational Psychology, 76, pp. 429-444.

Rubin, R.L., Flagg-Williams, J.B. & Aquino-Russell, C.L. (2007). Benefits of sound 
field amplification in kindergarten through grade 3: A new Brunswick provincial 
study. Retrieved July 27, 2009, from
http://www.caslpa.ca/PDF/noise%20in%20classroom/rubin%20studv%20SQUN 
D%20FIELD%20AMP LIFICATION.pdf.

Rutter, M. (1983). School effects on pupil progress: Research findings and policy 
implications. Child Development, 54, pp. 1-29.

Rutter, M. (1985). Resilience in the face of adversity: Protective factors and resistance 
to psychiatric disorder. British Journal o f Psychiatry, 147, pp. 598-611.

Ryan, C. (2008). An exploration of the lived experience of a group of children 
diagnosed with attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder and the services available 
within a socio-economically disadvantaged urban area of Dublin. Unpublished 
Master thesis, St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra, Dublin.

Ryan, S. (2009). The effects of sound field amplification system on managerial time in 
middle school physical education settings. Language, Speech, and Hearing 
Services in Schools 40 (2), p p .131-137.

Sandberg, S. (Ed.). (2002). Hyperactivity and Attention Disorders of Childhood (2nd 
ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Sarff, L. (1981). An innovative use of free-field amplification in classrooms. In R. 
Roeser & M. Downs (Eds.). Auditory Disorders in School Children: The Law, 
Identification, Remediation (pp. 263-272). New York: Thieme-Stratton.

Sarff, L, Ray, H. & Bagwell, C. (1981). Why not amplification in every classroom? 
Hearing Aid Journal, 34 (10), pp. 47-52.

Scarth, J. & Hammersley, M. (1986). Some problems in assessing the closedness of 
classroom tasks. In M. Hammersley (Ed.), Case Studies in Classroom Research. 
Buckingham: Open University Press.

Schwarz , E. (2007). Toward a holistic cybernetics. Cybernetics and Human Knowing: 
A Journal o f Second Order Cybernetics & Cyber Semiotics, 4 (1), pp. 17-49.

457

http://www.caslpa.ca/PDF/noise%20in%20classroom/rubin%20studv%20SQUN


Scott, C.M. (1988). Producing complex sentences. Topics in Language Disorders, 8
(2), pp. 44-62.

Scott, C.M. (1995). Syntax for school-age children: A discourse perspective. In M.E. 
Fey, S.F. Warren & J. Windsor (Eds.), Language Intervention in the Early 
School Years (pp. 107-143). Baltimore: Brookes.

Segebart DeThome, L & Watkins, R. (2001). Listeners' perceptions of language use in 
children. Language, Speech & Hearing Services in Schools, 32 (3), pp. 142-148.

Seginer, R. (2006). Parents’ educational involvement: A developmental ecology 
perspective. Parenting: Science & Practice, 6 (1), pp. 1-48.

Semel, E., Wiig, E. & Secord, W. (2000). Clinical Evaluation of Language 
Fundamentals -  3UK (CELF-3UK): Examiner’s Manual (3rd ed.). New York: 
The Psychological Corporation.

Semel, E., Wiig, E. & Secord, W. (2003). Clinical Evaluation of Language 
Fundamentals -  4UK (CELF-4UK): Examiner’s Manual (4th ed.). New York: 
The Psychological Corporation.

Seymour, H., Bland-Steward, L. & Green, L. (1998). Difference versus deficit in child 
African-American English. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 
29 (2), pp. 96-108.

Sharkey, S. (2007). Children’s participation in decision-making: a combined systems 
theory approach to student councils at primary school level. Unpublished Master 
thesis, St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra, Dublin.

Shekelle, P., Takata, G., Chan, L.S, Mangione-Smith, R., Corley, P.M., Morphew, T. 
(2003). Diagnosis, natural history, and late effects of otitis media with effusion. 
Evidence report/Technology assessment no 55. AHRQ Publication no 03-E023. 
Rockville, MD: Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality.

Shiel, G. (2000). Assessing children’s oral language. In G. Shiel, U. Ni Dhálaigh & E. 
Kennedy (Eds.), Language and Literacy for the New Millennium. Dublin, 
Ireland: Reading Association of Ireland.

Shiell, A., Hawe, P. & Gold, L. (2008). Complex interventions or complex systems? 
Implications for health economic evaluation. British Medical Journal, 336, pp. 
1281-1283.

Sinclair, J. & Coulthard, M. (1975). Towards an analysis of discourse: The English 
used by teachers and pupils. London: Oxford University Press.

458



Siraj-Blatchford, I., Sylva, K., Muttock, S., Gilden, R., & Bell, D. (2002). Researching 
effective pedagogy in the early years. London: DfES.

Smaldino, J.J., Green, C. & Nelson, L. (1997). The effects of sound-field amplification 
on fine auditory discrimination. Educational Audio logy Monograph, 5, pp. 29- 
31.

Smith, F., Hardman, F., Wall, K. & Mroz, M. (2004). Interactive whole class teaching 
in the national literacy and numeracy strategies. British Educational Research 
Journal, 30 (3), pp. 395-411.

Snow, C.E., Bums, M.S. & Griffin, P. (Eds.) (1998). Preventing Reading Difficulties 
in Young Children. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Southwood, F. & Russell, A. (2004). Comparison of conversation, ffeeplay and story 
generation as methods of language sample elicitation. Journal o f  Speech, 
Language, and Hearing Research, 47 (2), pp. 366-376.

St. Patrick’s College (2006). Research ethics. Retrieved February 28, 2006, from 
http://www.spd.dcu.ie/main/research/UnresEthicsDocs.shtml.

Stacks, A. (2005). Using an ecological framework for understanding and treating 
externalizing behaviours in early childhood. Early Childhood Education 
Journal, 32 (4), pp. 269-278.

Staggs, S.L., White, M.L., Schewe, P.A., Davis, E.B. & Dill, E.M. (2007). Changing 
systems by changing individuals: The incubation approach to systems change. 
American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 365-379.

Stelmachowicz, P.G., Hoover, B.M., Lewis, D.E., Kortekaas, R. & Pittman, A.L.
(2000). The relation between stimulus context, speech audibility, and perception 
for normal-hearing and hearing-impaired children. Journal o f Speech, Language 
and Hearing Research, 43, pp. 902-914.

Stockman, I.J. (1996). The promises and pitfalls of language assessment tool for 
linguistic minority children. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in 
Schools, 27 (4), pp. 355-366.

Stolzer, J. (2005). ADHD in America: A bio-ecological analysis. Ethical Human 
Psychology & Psychiatry, 7(1), pp. 65-76.

459

http://www.spd.dcu.ie/main/research/UnresEthicsDocs.shtml


Stool, S.E., Berg, A.O., Berman, S. (1994). Otitis media with effusion in young 
children. Clinical practice guideline 12. Rockville (MD): Agency for Health 
Care Policy and Research, Public Health Service, US Department of Health and 
Human Services.

Strevens, M. (2005). How are the sciences of complex systems possible? Philosophy 
o f Science f 72 (4), pp. 531-556.

Stubbs, M. (1980). Language and literacy. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Stubbs, M. (1993). Scratching the surface: Linguistic data in educational research. In 
M. Hammersley (Ed.), Controversies in Classroom Research. Buckingham: 
Open University Press.

Suarez-Balcazar, Y., Redmond, L., Kouba, J., Hellwig, M., Davis, R., Martinez, L.I. & 
Jones, L. (2007). Introducing systems change in the schools: The case of school 
luncheons and vending machines. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 
39, pp. 335-345.

Summers, P., Larson, G., Miguel, S. & Terrell, S. (1996). Test-retest comparisons 
using the CELF-RST and BLT-2S with kindergartners. Language, Speech, and 
Hearing Services in Schools, 27 (4), pp. 324-329.

Summers-Effler, E. (2007). Vortexes of involvement: Social systems as turbulent 
flows. Philosophy o f Social Sciences, 37 (4), pp. 433-448.

Sunderland, L. (2004). Speech, language, and audiology services in public schools. 
Intervention in School and Clinic, 39 (4), pp. 209-217.

Sutcliffe, P.A., Bishop, D.V., Houghton, S. & Taylor, M. (2006). Effect of attentional 
state on frequency discrimination: A comparison of children with ADHD on and 
off medication. Journal o f Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 49 (5), pp. 
1072-1084.

Syverson, P. (2008). An ecological view of literacy learning. Literacy, 42 (2), pp. 109- 
117.

Swann, J. (1992). Girls, boys and language. Oxford: Blackwell.

Swick, K.L. & Williams, R.D. (2006). An analysis of Bronfenbrenner’s bio-ecological 
perspective for early childhood educators: Implications for working with 
families experiencing stress. Early Childhood Education Journal, 33 (5), pp. 
371-377.

Tannock, R. & Girolametto, L. (1992). Reassessing parent-focused language 
intervention programs. In S. Warren & J. Reichle (Eds.), Causes and Effects in 
Communication and Language Intervention (pp. 49-80). Baltimore: Brookes.



Thelen, E. & Smith, L.B. (1998). Dynamic systems theories. In W. Damon & R.M. 
Lemer (Eds.), Handbook of Child Psychology Volume 1: Theorectical Models 
of Human Develoment (5th edition) (pp. 258-312). New York: John Wiley & 
Sons.

Thyssen, O. (1992). Ethics as second order morality. Cybernetics and Human 
Knowing: A Journal o f Second Order Cybernetics & Cyber Semiotics, 1 (1), pp. 
31-47.

Timimi, S. & Taylor, E. (2004). ADHD is best understood as a cultural construct. 
British Journal o f Psychiatry, 184, pp. 8-9.

Tomasello, M. (1992). The social bases of language acquisition. Social Development, 
1 (1), pp. 67-87.

Tomblin, J. B. & Zhang, X. (2006). The dimensionality of language ability in school- 
age children. Journal o f Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 49 (6), pp. 
1193-1208.

Travers, J. & Ruopp, R. (1978). National day care study: Preliminary findings and 
their implications. Cambridge, Mass., Abt Associates, mimeographed.

Tseng, V. & Seidman, E. (2007). A systems framework for understanding social 
settings. American Journal o f Community Psychology, 39, pp. 217-228.

Ukrainetz, T. & Duncan, D.S. (2000). From old to new: Examining score increases on 
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Ill. Language, Speech, and Hearing 
Services in Schools, 31 (4), pp. 336-339.

Ukrainetz, T., Harpell, S., Walsh, C. & Coyle, C. (2000). A preliminary investigation 
of dynamic assessment with Native American kindergartners. Language, Speech 
& Hearing Services in Schools, 31 (2), pp. 142-154.

Verhallen, M.J., Bus, A.G. & De Jong, M.T. (2006). The promise of multimedia 
stories for kindergarten children at risk. Journal o f Educational Psychology, 98
(2), pp. 410-419.

Vigil, V.T., Eyer, J.A. & Hardee, W.P. (2005). Relevant responding in pragmatic 
language impairment: The role of language variation in the information- 
soliciting utterance. Child Language Teaching and Therapy, 21 (1), pp. 1-21.

Vygotsky, L.T. (1978). Mind in society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Walker, J.M.T. (2008). Looking at teacher practices through the lens of parenting 
styles. Journal o f Experimental Education, 16 (2), pp. 218-240.

Walsh, B. (2009). Narrative language perceptions, assessment and collaborative 
practice. Unpublished Master thesis. Dublin: St. Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.



Walsh, B.A. & Blewitt, P. (2006). The effect of questioning style during storybook 
reading on novel vocabulary acquisition of preschoolers. Early Childhood 
Education Journal 33 (4), pp. 273-278.

Walsh, T. & Cassidy, P. (2007). The audit of research on early childhood care and 
education in Ireland 1990-2006. Centre for Early Childhood Development & 
Education (CECDE), Dublin, Ireland.

Walsh, R. (2009). Word games: The importance of defining phonemic awareness for 
professional discourse. Australian Journal o f Language and Literacy, 32 (3), pp. 
211-225.

Warren, S.F., McQuarter, R.J. & Rogers-Warren, A.K. (1984). The effects of mands 
and models on the speech of unresponsive language-delayed preschool children. 
Journal o f Speech and Hearing Disorders, 49, pp. 43-52.

Wasik, B., Bond, M. & Hindman, A. (2006). The effects of a language and literacy 
intervention on Head Start children and teacher. Journal o f Educational 
Psychology, 98 (1), pp. 63-74.

Washington, J.A & Craig, H.K. (1994). Dialectal forms during discourse of poor, 
urban, African-American preschoolers. Journal o f Speech and Hearing 
Research, 37, pp. 816-823.

Washington, J.A., & Craig, H.K. (1999). Performance of at-risk, African-American 
preschoolers on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Ill. Language, Speech, 
and Hearing Services in Schools, 30, pp. 75-82.

Whitehurst, G.J. (1997). Language processes in context: Language learning in children 
reared in poverty. In L.B. Adamson & M.A. Romski (Eds.), Communication and 
Language Development (pp. 233-265). Baltimore: Brookes.

Whitehurst, G.J., Falco, F.L, Lonigan, C.J., Fishel, J.E., DeBaryshe, B.D. & Valdez- 
Menchaca, M.C. (1988). Accelarating language development through picture- 
book reading. Developmental Psychology, 24, pp. 522-559.

Weinstein, R.S. (2002). Reaching higher: The power of expectations in schooling. 
Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Weisz, J. (1978). Transcontextual validity in developmental research. Child 
Development, 49, pp. 1-12.

Weitzman, E. & Greenberg, J. (2002). Learning language and. loving it: A guide to 
promoting children’s social, language, and literacy development in early 
childhood settings. Toronto, Ontario: Hanen Centre.

Wiener, N. (1948). Cybernetics or control and communication in the animal and the 
machine. Hermann & Cie Editeurs, Paris, The Technology Press, Cambridge, 
Mass., John Wiley & Sons Inc., New York.

462



Wiig, E., Secord, W. & Semel, E. (1992). Clinical Evaluation of Language
Fundamentals -  Preschool (CELF-P): Examiner’s Manual. New York: The
Psychological Corporation.

Wiig, E., Secord, W, & Semel, E. (2004). Clinical Evaluation of Language
Fundamentals -  Preschool 2 (CELF-P2): Examiner’s Manual (2nd ed.). New
York: The Psychological Corporation.

Williams, K.T. (1997). Expressive Vocabulary Test. Circle Pines, MN: American 
Guidance Service. r

Wilson, H.K., Pianta, R.C. & Stuhlman, C. (2007). Typical classroom experiences in 
first grade: The role of classroom climate and functional risk in the development 
of social competencies. Elementary School Journal, 108 (2), pp. 81-96.

Winskel, H. (2006). The effects of an early history of otitis media on children’s 
language and literacy skill development. British Journal o f Educational 
Psychology, 76 (4), pp. 727-744.

Wittmann, S. (1998). In vivo versus in vitro: ‘In the clinic room I can do it but see me 
in the classroom or playground and I can’t’ — using formal and informal 
language assessments with speech and language impaired children. Child 
Language Teaching and Therapy, 14 (2), pp. 135-157.

Wood, H.A. & Wood, D.J. (1984). An experimental evaluation of the effects of five 
styles of teacher conversation in the language of hearing-impaired children. 
Journal o f  Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 25, pp. 45-62.

Wray, D. & Kumpulainen, K. (2002). Classroom interaction and social learning: From 
theory to practice. London: Routledge Falmer..

Yavas, M.E. (Ed.) (1991). Phonological Disorders in Children: Theory, Research and 
Practice. London and New York: Routledge.

Yin, R. (1994). Case study research: Design and methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage.

Yoder, P., Kaiser, A. & Alpert, C. (1991). An exploratory study of the interaction 
between language teaching methods and child characteristics. Journal o f Speech 
and Hearing Research, 34, pp. 155-167.

Zabel, H. & Taylor, M. (1993). Effects of sound field amplification on spelling 
performance of elementary school children. Educational Audiology Monograph, 
3, p. 5-9.

Zappone, K.E. (2002). Achieving equality in children’s education. Dublin, Ireland: St. 
Patrick’s College, Drumcondra.

463



Zevenbergen, A. & Whitehurst, G. (2003). Dialogic reading: A shared picture-book 
reading intervention for preschoolers. In van Kleek, A. & Bauer, E. (Eds.), On 
Reading Books to Children (pp. 177-200). Mahwah, N.J: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.

Zevenbergen, A.A., Whitehurst, G.J., & Zevenbergen, J.A. (2003). Effects of a shared- 
reading intervention on the inclusion of evaluative devices in narratives of 
children from low-income families. Journal o f Applied Developmental 
Psychology, 24 (1) pp. 1-15.

Zigler, E., Abelson, W.D. & Seitz, V. (1973). Motivational factors in the performance 
of the economically disadvantaged children on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test. Child Development, 44, pp. 294-303.

Zuriff, G.E. (1985). Behaviourism; A conceptual deconstruction. New York: 
Columbia University Press.

464



Appendix A

‘A question’ was coded if it met each of the following criteria:

1. It elicited verbal response:

As there are different methods of eliciting responses from pupils in classrooms 

and some of them do not require verbal activity (such as pointing) (Stubbs, 1993, p. 

62), only questions that elicited verbal responses were coded. Thus, utterances such as 

who has ever been to the beach or who has a pet at home were not coded unless the 

teacher added and can tell us a bit about it. Questions with who can show me/us were 

not coded since show may solicit a nonverbal response.

2. It elicited information:

Only questions that solicit information and not the ones that solicit 

acknowledgement were coded. Acknowledgement soliciting utterances occur when 

there is a general awareness that a child has already the knowledge (Bishop et al., 

2000), e.g., did you go to the zoo/oh I  am sure you had a great time/didn7 you or is 

that a nice thing to say. Acknowledgement soliciting utterances are often utterances 

that solicit yes/no answers. Following this recognition, interrogative utterances 

soliciting acknowledgment that were posed to the whole class but could have been 

answered with yes/no were not coded, e.g., he looks sad here doesn 7 he.

3. It was not followed immediately by the teacher’s response:

Although most teacher questions invited the children to participate, some were 

answered by the teacher herself/himself and were posed only to guide the children’s 

comprehension, e.g., so do you know what happened next/look/ they just became 

friends. Such questions were not coded.

Criteria for Coding Questions
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4. It did not elicit the exact same information as the preceded coded question: 

Besides fundamental questions posed by the teacher, there could be a number of 

repetitions of questions, reformulations of questions, answer guidance utterances and 

replacements of questions (Scarth & Hammersley, 1986, p. 72). Repeated questions, 

even rephrased during clarification, were not coded again and were marked (I)), as in 

the following examples ((A) -  coded question):

What are they all/Tesco, Aldi, etc. What is the name (A)/1 will give you a clue/A shop 

that sells food (/)

What country except Africa the elephants come from  (A)/ I  will give you a clue it 

begins with /(/)

What did we put into the bowl when we were making Ginger bread men (A)/ We put 

something that looked like pepper/ what was it (/)

Furthermore, the following criteria were applied:

1. Interrogation of form was not used as a criterion for coding questions, as there

could be some interrogative in form utterances that are declarative or

imperative in intent, e.g., what’s going on here (Heath, 1986, p. 124).

2. Procedural and disciplinary interrogative utterances (Scarth & Hammersley, 

1986) were not coded if they were directed to individual children, e.g., why 

did you leave the room, but such interrogative utterances were coded if they 

solicited verbal response and were directed to the whole class, e.g., what did 

we do last week (Scarth & Hammersley, 1986, p. 73).

3. Questions with can you think, can you remember or do you know were

presumed to elicit verbal response if they asked for specific information (e.g., 

do you know anything about this story, can you think about other ways you 

could escape from the Gruff alio, can you remember what we did yesterday). 

Such questions were not coded only if they did not ask for specific 

information and could have been answered with yes/no, e.g. do you know this 

story or can you remember this story.
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4. General encouragements to contribute to the classroom discourse that were 

not preceded by questions eliciting information, such as put your hand up i f  

you want to say something were not coded.

5. Although not all interrogative utterances were coded as questions, utterances 

that did not have interrogative form were not coded even though some of them 

might elicit language in some children, e.g., I  want you to think about different 

foods that are good for you, I  wonder what happens next. If such utterances 

were followed with who knows any, who can tell us about this, what do you 

think, etc. then they were coded, e.g., I  wonder what happens next/who has got 

any idea.

6. Rhetorical questions were not coded

7. Introduction of news time, such as who has got any news today, was coded as

one question. News time complicates the transparency of a relationship 

between the teacher’s elicitations and the number of the children’s

contributions. The children’s contributions are not restricted by topic during

news time and the number of contributions, both invited and spontaneous 

ones, increases.
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Appendix B

Age of the Study Participants

Chronological age of individual participants at the beginning and the end of classroom
observations (i.e. during the first and the last recording)

Age Age Observation
Beginning End Duration
In months In months In months

Junior infants
B5 52 61 9
B3 60 69 9
B4 47 56 9
B1 49 58 9
B6 56 65 9
B2 53 62 9
E5 58 67 9
El 58 67 9
E4 50 59 9
E2 50 59 9
E3 59 68 9
C3 50 58 8
Cl 50 58 8
C4 61 69 8
C2 53 61 8
J4 51 59 8
J2 58 66 8
J3 53 61 8
J1 50 58 8
J5 50 58 8
H4 57 64 7
H2 61 69 7
HI 55 62 7
H3 61 ’ 68 7
N5 69 77 8
N4 61 69 8
N2 57 65 8
N3 60 68 8
N1 66 74 8

\
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Senior infants
L3 60 73
L4 56 69
LI 63 76
L2 62 75
Al 67 80
A2 67 80
A3 61 74
A4 64 77
A5 56 69
D3 71 79
D2 64 72
D4 60 68
Dl 59 67
Ml 69 77
M2 75 83
M3 73 81
M4 75 83
First class
Fl 70 79
F3 95 104
F2 84 93
F4 85 94
03 79 88
02 76 85
Ol 77 86
04 74 83
K4 78 86
K5 75 83
K2 75 83
K3 72 80
Kl 80 88
G4 91 99
G3 82 90
Gl 84 92
G2 91 99

13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
13
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
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Appendix C

Number of Utterances

The number of utterances produced by each study participant in each study phase

A B1 B2 B3
Child code Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervention
Junior infants phase 1 phase 2 phase 3
B5 31 39 41
B3 27 30 53
B4 20 36 45
B1 43 65 66
B6 33 37 42
B2 50 67 52
E5 20 55 52 43
El 34 66 70 42
E4 24 33 30 22
E2 24 37 38 31
E3 42 62 52 52
C3 19 82 38
Cl 18 69 51
C4 27 96 68
C2 20 77 65
J4 29 96 32
J2 41 99 42
J3 27 51 22
J1 31 113 46
J5 31 41 29
H4 45 37 45
H2 25 32 47
HI 40 28 41
N5 83 72 194
N4 91 83 62
N2 78 120 66
N3 69 80 55
N1 63 90 73
Senior infants
L3 38 48 81
L4 28 29 57
LI 35 38 78
L2 48 41 36
Al 25 52 50 55
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Appendix D

Number of Clause Utterances

The number of clause utterances produced by each study participant in each study phase

B4
Intervention 

phase 4

A B1 B2 B3
Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervent

Junior infants phase 1 phase 2 phase
B5 0 23 39
B3 27 26 44
B4 12 25 38
B1 29 54 55
B6 26 33 30
B2 35 52 52
E5 0 20 44 37
El 28 31 55 30
E4 18 15 29 21
E2 20 18 36 30
E3 36 26 37 41
C3 0 36 32
Cl 0 22 31
C4 23 28 38
C2 19 27 47
J4 28 27 26
J2 33 35 32
J3 19 24 21
J1 27 32 39
J5 26 20 28
H4 36 26 37
H2 24 27 42
HI 31 24 29
N5 79 59 184
N4 85 77 59
N2 71 104 65
N3 63 80 54
N1 60 88 77
Senior infants
L3 29 29 47
L4 21 0 27
LI 23 28 37
L2 31 30 23
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Appendix E

Proportion of word level utterances162 in all utterances for each study 
participant in each study phase ; r

Proportion of Word Level Utterances

A B1 B2 B3
Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervention

Junior infants phase 1 phase 2 phase 3
B5 0.05 0.00 0.00
B3 0.06 0.00 0.00
B4 0.00 0.00 0.00
B1 0.00 0.00 0.00
B6 0.00 0.00 0.00
B2 0.03 0.00 0.00
E5 0.20 0.11 0.05 0.00
El 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.03
E4 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.09
E2 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.00
E3 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.00
C3 0.00 0.03 0.07
Cl 0.13 0.02 0.02
C4 0.00 0.03 0.07
C2 0.00 0.06 0.00
J4 0.00 0.07 0.13
J2 0.03 0.08 0.13
J3 0.00 0.05 0.27
J1 0.00 0.05 0.06
J5 0.05 0.03 0.16
H4 0.20 0.19 0.00
H2 0.47 0.18 0.03
HI 0.10 0.17 0.00
N5 0.00 0.00 0.01
N4 0.00 0.01 0.00
N2 0.03 0.00 0.00
N3 0.04 0.00 0.00
N1 0.00 0.01 0.00
Senior infants
L3 0.00 0.03 0,01
L4 0.00 0.05 0.06

162 See chapter three for the definition o f  a w ord level u tterance
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Appendix F

Number of Teacher Obligations

Mean number of teacher obligations directed to individual 
study participants in each study phase

A B1 B2 B3
Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervent

Junior infants phase 1 phase 2 phase
B5 4.80 6.80 3.60
B3 5.00 4.30 4.20
B4 0.70 3.00 4.20
B1 5.30 3.00 1.20
B6 4.00 6.30 3.30
B2 3.80 3.20 3.20
E5 1.70 7.00 8.00 5.50
El 1.30 6.00 4.00 1.80
E4 3.00 5.70 6.00 2.50
E2 1.70 2.80 4.30 1.80
E3 1.00 3.30 11.00 4.00
C3 1.00 9.50 6.00
Cl 1.80 11.00 7.80
C4 2.00 14.70 12.30
C2 1.40 12.80 9.80
J4 0.50 7.80 4.50
J2 2.80 9.50 1.50
J3 1.50 5.50 3.00
J1 1.80 8.30 5.50
J5 1.80 5.30 6.00
H4 4.30 1.80 4.80
H2 2.80 3.30 2.50
HI 4.50 4.00 6.00
N5 9.30 16.00 26.00
N4 18.30 11.00 17.00
N2 10.00 6.30 14.00
N3 7.70 7.70 12.00
N1 8.30 15.70 19.00
Senior infants
L3 7.70 8.00 13.00
L4 6.00 4.50 8.40
LI 8.30 6.00 14.80
L2 7.00 5.00 6.70
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A1 4.70 9.30 6.80
A2 1.30 9.30 7.00
A3 1.70 13.00 6.30
A4 2.70 13.50 10.80
A5 9.00 20.00 17.80
D3 4.00 9.70 13.30
D2 7.00 7.30 11.00
D4 6.70 5.70 9.00
D1 1.00 6.00 7.70
Ml 4.80 11.80 11.80
M2 4.00 7.00 7.30
M3 5.00 11.30 4.50
M4 6.50 5.00 13.70
First class
FI 3.70 3.30 2.50
F3 4.00 3.00 7.00
F2 2.50 2.30 2.00
F4 6.00 2.30 3.50
03 4.30 8.00 9.00
02 5.30 2.30 13.80
Ol 7.00 17.00 18.30
04 2.00 8.50 12.80
K4 3.00 2.30
K5 0.00 4.30 8.70
K2 1.30 5.00 1.00
K3 1.00 1.50 3.00
K1 3.30 0.00 0.00
G4 4.00 5.00 4.30
G3 5.50 0.30 1.30
G1 8.30 1.70 5.30
G2 4.50 4.70 7.30

8.80
4.30
7.80
5.30
11.80
9.00
2.00 
2.80 
2.70

7.70
2.70 
2.50 
5.00
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Appendix G

Index of Teacher Attention

Index of teacher attention to individual study participants in each study phase: Relationship of the teacher’s obligations to individual children to the teacher’s questions to the whole class (proportion)

A

Baseline
A
Baseline

A
Baseline

B1

Intervention
phase 1

BL B1 B2
Intervention Intervention Intervention
phase 1 phase 1 phase 2

B2
Intervention
phase 2

B2 B3
Intervention Intervention
phase 2 phase 3

B3
Intervention
phase 3

B3 B4
Intervention Intervention
phase 3 phase 4

B4
Intervention 
phase 4

B4
Intervention
phase 4

Questions Questions to Q uestions to Q uestions to
Child
code

to the
w hole class

O bligations 
to the child Proportion

the whole 
class

O bligations 
to  the child Proportion

the whole 
class

Obligations 
to the child Proportion

the whole 
class

Obligations 
to the child Proportion

B5 34 19 0.56 63 27 0.43 54 18 0.33

B3 34 15 0.44 63 13 0.21 54 21 0.39

B4 34 2 0.06 63 15 0.24 54 21 0.39

B1 34 21 0.62 63 15 0.24 54 6 0.11

B6 34 16 0.47 63 19 0.30 54 13 0.24 <
B2 34 15 0.44 63 16 0.25 54 16 0.30

E5 18 5 0.28 25 28 1.12 17 24 1.41 32 22 0.69

El 18 4 0.22 25 24 0.96 17 12 0.71 32 7 0.22

E4 18 6 0.33 25 17 0.68 17 18 1.06 32 10 0.31

E2 18 5 0.28 25 11 0.44 17 13 0.76 32 7 0.22

E3 18 3 0.17 25 13 0.52 17 22 1.29 32 16 0.50

C3 45 5 0.11 44 38 0.86 42 18 0.43

Cl 45 7 0.16 44 44 1.00 42 31 0.74

C4 45 6 0.13 44 44 1.00 42 49 1.17

C2 45 7 0.16 44 51 1.16 42 39 0.93 -

J4 66 2 0.03 47 31 0.66 61 9 0.15

J2 66 11 0.17 47 38 0.81 61 3 0.05

J3 66 6 0.09 47 22 0.47 61 6 0.10

Q uestions to 
the whole 
class

Obligations 
to the child Proportion
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Jl 66 7 0.11 47 33 0.70 61

JS 66 7 0 1! 47 16 0.34 61

114 33 17 0.52 43 7 0.16 68

H2 33 II 0.33 43 13 0.30 68

HI 33 18 0.55 43 8 0.19 68

N5 48 28 0.58 72 32 0.44 42

N4 48 55 1.15 72 33 0.46 42

N2 48 30 0.63 72 19 0.26 42

N3 48 23 0.48 72 23 0.32 42

NI 48 25 0.52 72 47 0.65 42
Senior
infants

L3 19 23 1.21 32 32 1.00 50

L4 19 18 0.95 32 18 0.56 50

LI 19 25 1.32 32 24 0.75 50

L2 19 21 1.11 32 15 0.47 50

Al 29 14 0.48 62 37 0.60 54

A2 29 4 0.14 62 37 0.60 54

A3 29 5 0.17 62 52 0.84 54

A4 29 8 0.28 62 54 0.87 54

A5 29 27 0.93 62 80 1.29 54

D3 46 16 0.35 28 29 1.04 67

D2 46 28 0.61 28 22 0.79 67

D4 46 20 0.43 28 17 0.61 67

DI 46 4 0.09 28 18 0.64 67

MI 48 19 0.40 35 47 1.34 29

M2 48 12 0.25 35 21 0.60 29

M3 48 15 0.31 35 34 0.97 29

M4 48 26 0.54 35 15 0.43 29
First
class

FI 35 11 0.31 41 13 0.32 22

F3 35 12 0.34 41 12 0.29 22

F2 35 5 0.14 41 7 0.17 22

F4 35 12 0.34 41 7 0.17 22





03
24

02
24

01
24

04
24

K
4

25

K
5

25

K
2

25

K
3

25

K
l

25

G
4

63

G
3

63

G
l

63

G
2

63

0.
54

 
37

0.
67

 
37

0.
88

 
37

0.
17

 
37

0.
36

 
31

0.
00

 
31

0.
16

 
31

0.
08

 
31

0.
40

 
31

0.
25

 
43

0.
35

 
43

0.
40

 
43

0.
29

 
43

13 16 21 4 9 0 4 2 10 16 22 25 18

24 34 17 15 14

0.
65

0.
19

0.
92

0.
46

0.
23

0.
42

0.
32

0.
16

0.
00

0.
35

0.
02

0.
12

0.
33

36 36 36 36 45 45 45 45 51 51 51 51

36 55 55 51 26 13 16 22

1.
00

1.
53

1.
53

 

1.
42

0.
58

0.
07

0.
20

0.
00

0.
25

0.
08

0.
31

0.
43

48
0



Appendix H

Receptive language subtests of the CELF were the following:

Linguistic Concepts (CELF-P) and Concepts and Directions (CELF-P2 and 

CELF-3UK) subtests assess the ability to comprehend oral directions of varying 

length containing linguistic concepts and quantifiers, i.e. concepts of 

coordination (e.g., and), inclusion/exclusion (e.g., either/all), temporal 

relation/order (e.g., after), spatial (e.g., next to) and quantitative concepts (e.g., 

all except).

Basic Concepts (CELF-P) subtest assesses the understanding o f modifiers, i.e. 

modifiers of attribution (e.g., cold, slow), dimension/size (e.g., tall large), 

equality (e.g., same, different), number/quantity (e.g., empty, many) and 

direction/location/position (e.g.,first, at the bottom).

Sentence Structure (CELF-P, CELF-P2 and CELF-3UK) subtest assesses the 

comprehension of spoken sentences of increasing length and structural 

complexity, e.g., sentences with verb phrase (e.g., The boy is running), indirect 

object (e.g., I  showed him the mouse) or modification (e.g., The red balloon is on 

the sofa).

Description of the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamentals (CELF)



Word Classes (CELF-P2 and CELF-3UK) subtest assesses the ability to 

perceive relationships between words that are categorised by part-whole 

relations (button/shirt), semantic class features (icup/plate), synonyms 

(<crossfangry) and antonyms {sick/healthy) (Semel et al., 2000, p. 72).

Expressive language subtests of the CELF were the following:

Recalling Sentences in Context (CELF-P) and Recalling Sentences (CELF-P2 

and CELF-3UK) subtests assess the ability to repeat sentences of increasing 

length and complexity verbatim, e.g., simple sentences (e.g., I  can do this), 

complex sentences (e.g., Can we open it and play), imperative sentences (e.g., 

Look over there) and interrogative sentences (e.g., Where is he going to).

Formulating Labels (CELF-P), Expressive Vocabulary (CELF-P2) subtests 

assess the ability to label actions (verbs) and objects (nouns) in pictures 

(vocabulary).

Formulated Sentences (CELF-3UK) subtest assesses the ability to create 

sentences to pictures with given words (e.g., with words: children, before, either, 

however).

Word Structure (CELF-P, CELF-P2 and CELF-3UK) subtest assesses the use 

of grammatical markers such as verb tense (e.g., third person singular -s, regular 

past tense -ed, etc.), plurals (-s), possession (-s) and pronouns (e.g., he, him, his, 

himself).
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Description of CELF-Preschool, CELF-Preschool 2 and CELF-3UK subtests 

(Wiig et al., 2004, p. 4)

Subtest of CELF-Preschool 2 Task Performed

Sentence Structure The child points to pictures in the

Stimulus Book in response to oral

directions.

Word Structure The child completes a sentence

(cloze procedure) with the targeted

Expressive Vocabulary structure(s).

The child identifies an object,

person, or activity portrayed in the

Stimulus Book.

Concepts and Following Directions The child points to pictures in the

Stimulus Book in response to oral

directions

Recalling Sentences The child imitates sentences

presented by the examiner.

Basic Concepts163 The child points to a picture that

illustrates the targeted concept.

Word Classes The child chooses the two words

that are related and describes the

relationship.

Subtest of CELF-Preschool Task Performed

Sentence Structure The child points to pictures in the

Stimulus Book in response to oral

directions

Word Structure The child completes a sentence

(cloze procedure) with the targeted

structure(s).

163 Basic Concepts subtests is administered to children in the age range 3-4 only



Formulating Labels The child identifies an object,

person, or activity portrayed in the 

Stimulus Book.

Linguistic Concepts The child points to pictures in the

Stimulus Book in response to oral 

directions

Recalling Sentences in Concepts The child imitates sentences from a

story.

Basic Concepts The child points to a picture that

illustrates the targeted concept.

Subtest of CELF-3UK Task Performed

Sentence Structure The child points to pictures in the 

Stimulus Book in response to oral 

directions

Word Structure The child completes a sentence 

(cloze procedure) with the targeted 

structure(s).

Formulated Sentences The child creates sentences with 

given words about pictures in the 

Stimulus Book.

Concepts and Directions The child points to shapes in the 

Stimulus Book in response to oral 

directions.

Recalling Sentences The child imitates sentences 

presented by the examiner.

Word Classes The child chooses the two words 

that are related.
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Appendix I

The CELF-P2 differs from the CELF-P in the following (Wiig et al., 2004, p. 

90):

1. The CELF-P2 whole test administration may be shorter as the CELF-P2 

introduces the concept of Core Language

The CELF-P2 Examiner’s Manual (Wiig et al., 2004) reports that the time 

administration required for the Core Language subtest is 15-20 minutes, 

depending on the child’s age and responsiveness. Administration time may, 

however, be longer if a child presents with some language difficulties and 

further assessment is needed. The CELF-P whole test administration differs 

depending on the age of the child tested and it ranges from 30-36 minutes for 

4.00-6.11 age range (Wiig et al., 1992). In the present study, children were 

assessed on one component of the test, either receptive or expressive language, 

at a time. The approximate time for one component, receptive or expressive, 

would be 15-18 minutes. One may thus conclude that the times of both tests’ 

administration (i.e. CELF-P2 and CELF-P) are comparable.

2. The CELF-P2 evaluates semantic skills through the introduction of Word 

Classes subtest. The CELF-P features no similar subtest.

The composites of the CELF-P and the CELF-P2 are highly correlated, 

indicating that both tests measure similar language behaviours (Wiig et al., 2004,

Details of CELF-P and CELF-P2 correlation
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p. 135)- Although children may score slightly lower on CELF-P2, the overall 

clinical decisions (e.g., the severity of language difficulties judged on the basis 

of a confidence interval) should be consistent between those tests (Wiig et al., 

2004).

The CELF-P2 Expressive Vocabulary subtest is correlated with the 

Formulating Labels subtest of CELF-P (Wiig et al., 2004, p. 134). The CELF-P2 

Concepts and Following Directions subtest is correlated with the Linguistic 

Concepts subtest o f the CELF-P (Wiig et al., 2004, p. 134).



Appendix J

• The CELF-P was standardised for ages 3.00-6.11 and the CELF-3 was 

standardised for ages 6.00-21.11

• The correlation of CELF-Preschool and CELF-3 is not reported but the 

correlation of CELF-P and CELF-R (which is the American version on 

which the English version CELF-3UK was modelled) is reported. Total 

Language Score correlation between CELF-P and CELF-R is 0.86 (Wiig 

et al., 1992).

• CELF-3 Receptive Language internal consistency reliability coefficient 

is 0.88. CELF-P Receptive Language internal consistency reliability 

coefficient is 0.76.

• CELF-3 Receptive Language standard error of measurement is 1.03. 

CELF-P Receptive Language standard error o f measurement is 1.49.

Differences between CELF-P and CELF-3UK
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Appendix K

The lessons recorded in the intervention phase were segmented into study 

phases based on the following criteria:

1. The length of exposure to the intervention:

First intervention phase was the phase of on average the first sixteen 

weeks (SD=2.3, range 11-20) of exposure to intervention for 12 classes. It was 

lengthened into 35 and 33 weeks in case of two classes (class A and class L), 

which were recorded for more than one academic year (58 and 55 weeks 

respectively). It was assumed that the maturation effect did not strongly affect 

the first phase of the intervention for the remaining twelve classes.

Criteria of Segmentation into Study Phases

The length of exposure to the intervention* for individual classes
Class code Months

B 8
L 11
F 9
J 8
A 9
O 9
E 9
C 7
H 7
D 8
K 7
M 8
G 7
N 7

MEAN 8 months
* This time period does not include summer holidays but it does include other 
breaks within school year, both DES directed (e.g., Easter holiday, term breaks) 
and other (e.g., teacher’s absence, day trips).
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Children provided varying numbers of utterances in each lesson. In order 

to provide for this variability, the utterances in each phase were firstly summed 

-up and then analysed for each dimension. Performance during individual lessons 

was not computed (except participation, the scores of which were computed for 

each data point). Some variability in the wealth of linguistic material existed also 

across study phases.

When the linguistic material available for analysis was significantly 

poorer in some phases of the study, i.e. by more than a hundred percent, (e.g., 15 

utterances in the baseline, 11 utterances in the first phase of the intervention and 

2 utterances in the second phase of the intervention), then phases of the study 

were merged further, i.e. there were then the baseline phase and the intervention 

phase, instead o f the baseline phase, the first intervention phase and the second 

intervention phase. That was the case for one class only (class G). Such merger 

was not possible if the material was significantly wealthier in some phases of the 

study and when the differences between the wealth of the material existed 

between the baseline and the intervention phases. The differences in the wealth 

of linguistic material available for analysis in each study phase were noted while 

interpreting the results.

3. The number of recorded sessions:

As scores on each dimension were averaged per phase, the number of 

sessions recorded per phase (data points) was of least importance in segmenting 

the linguistic material. However, the number of sessions recorded in each study

2. The wealth of linguistic material available for analysis:
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phase (data points) was considered during scheduling recordings and it remained 

comparable across phases, with a mean o f 3.5 recordings per phase (range: 2-5, 

SD=0.74).



Appendix L

Computation Method

Scores were averaged for specified phases of the study in order to 

compensate for diversity in the wealth of linguistic material obtained in each 

recording session, diversity of the lesson content and for high variability of 

language (Kazdin, 1982; Adams et al., 2006). Dimensions were computed on the 

basis of the total frequency of the targeted linguistic feature/ language behaviour 

in the specified phase. Scores were not computed individually for each 

observation. The following is the illustration of the chosen approach with 

hypothetical figures:

Hypothesised computation of scores
Computation 1:
Mean of individual frequencies

Computation 2:
Total frequency
(Approach adopted in the
present study)

Baseline phase:
2 observed lessons (2 data 
points)

1st lesson: 11 teacher’s 
obligations/3 failures to 
respond = 27%
2nd lesson: 2 teacher’s 
obligations/1 failure to respond 
= 50%

Average: 39% of failures to 
respond

Responsiveness Score: 0.61

Baseline phase:
2 observed lessons (2 data 
points)

1st lesson: 11 teacher’s 
obligations/3 failures to 
respond
2nd lesson: 2 teacher’s 
obligations/1 failure to respond

Total: 13 obligations/4 failures 
to respond
= 31% of failures to respond. 

Responsiveness Score: 0.69
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The analysis of dimensions occurred at different levels of linguistic 

material. For example, responsiveness was measured versus all teachers’ 

obligations received and syntactic complexity was measured in the total number 

of sentences. Thus, a high ratio in one category would not influence a low ratio 

in another category. For instance, if  a child failed to respond a number of times, 

it did not result in a lower number of grammatically incorrect utterances as these 

were computed in the total number of verbal utterances and not in the total 

number of all response turns.
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Appendix M

Proportion of multi-clause utterances in all utterances for each study participant 
in each study phase

Loquacity: Individual Scores

A B1 B2 B3
Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervention

Junior infants
B5

phase 1 phase 2 phase 3

B3
B4

0.00 0.00 0.13

B1 0.00 0.21 0.14
B6 0.00 0.15 0.17
B2
E5

0.20 0.25 0.33

El 0.25 0.28 0.29 0.27
E4 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.14
E2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14
E3
C3
Cl

0.00 0.25 0.25 0.20

C4
C2

0.00 0.00 0.00

J4 0.00 0.00 0.00
J2 0.15 0.19 0.00
J3 0.00 0.00 0.00
J1 0.14 0.12 0.14
J5 0.00 0.00 0.00
H4 0.13 0.33 0.24
H2 0.06 0.08 0.14
HI 0.00 0.08 0.00
N5 0.33 0.11 0.42
N4 0.28 0.26 0.21
N2 0.18 0.29 0.17
N3 0.43 0.43 0.50
N1 0.27 
Senior infants

0.33 0.24

L3 0.44 0.22 0.19
L4 0.18 0.10 0.10
LI
L2

0.00 0.00 0.10

A l
A2

0.00 0.00 0.19 0.50

A3
A4

0.00 0.06 0.11 0.15
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A5 0.00 0.00 0.00
D3 0.00 0.00 0.20
D2 0.00 0.17 0.15
D4 0.39 0.38 0.37
Dl 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ml 0.31 0.35 0.16
M2
M3 0.00 0.00 0.00
M4 0.20 0.00 0.00

First class
Fl 0.42 0.43 0.17
F3 0.25 0.19 0.36
F2
F4 0.07 0.09 0.13
03 0.25 0.42 0.29
02 0.50 0.27 0.26
Ol 0.00 0.25 0.29
0 4 0.30 0.28 0.51
K4 0.40 0.09 0.10
K5
K2
K3 0.25 0.14 0.18
K l 0.40 0.60 0.60
G4 0.27 0.34
G3 0.20 0.60
Gl 0.17 0.60
G2 0.40 0.38

0.23
0.25
0.85
0.42
0.52

0.56
0.38

0.21
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Appendix N

Syntactic Complexity: Individual Scores

Proportion of syntactically complex utterances in all utterances for each study 
participant in each study phase

A B1 B2 B3
Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervention

Junior infants phase 1 phase 2 phase 3
B5
B3 0.00 0.00 0.09
B4
B1 0.00 0.15 0.08
B6 0.00 0.00 0.17
B2 0.06 0.08 0.11
E5
El 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.08
E4 0.00 0.14 0.00 0.14
E2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14
E3 0.00 0.14 0.25 0.00
C3
Cl
C4 0.00 0.00 0.00
C2
J4 0.00 0.00 0.00
J2 0.00 0.13 0.00
J3 0.00 0.00 0.00
J1 0.12 0.14 0.12
35 0.00 0.00 0.00
H4 0.06 0.08 0.14
H2 0.06 0.04 0.14
HI 0.00 0.25 0.00
N5 0.09 0.00 0.11
N4 0.04 0.08 0.10
N2 0.06 0.21 0.15
N3 0.11 0.11 0.31
N1 0.08 0.07 0.13
Senior infants
L3 0.00 0.00 0.00
L4 0.18 0.10 0.00
LI 0.00 0.00 0.00
L2
A l 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.12
A2
A3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08
A4

495



A5 0.00 0.00 0.00
D3 0.00 0.00 0.20
D2 0.00 0.17 0.10
D4 0.18 0.17 0.15
Dl 0.00 0.00 0.00
M l 0.00 0.16 0.06
M2
M3 0.00 0.00 0.00
M4 0.20 0.00 0:00

First class
Fl 0.19 0.17 0.00
F3 0.11 0.11 0.36
F2
F4 0.07 0.00 0.00
03 0.25 0.14 0.17
02 0.20 0.08 0.09
O l 0.00 0.25 0.29
0 4 0.30 0.09 0.27
K4 0.09 0.07 0.00
K5
K2
K3 0.00 0.00 0.00
Kl 0.40 0.14 0.60
G4 0.00 0.22
G3 0.20 0.60
Gl 0.00 0.60
G2 0.00 0.19

0.23
0.25
0.54
0.26
0.30

0.27
0.25

0.05
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Appendix O

Grammatical Correctness: Individual Scores

Proportion of grammatically correct utterances in all utterances for each study 
participant in each study phase

A B1 B2 B3
Baseline Intervention Intervention Intervent

Junior infants Phase 1 phase 2 phase
B5 0.92 0.89 0.81
B3 1.00 0.85 0.94
B4 1.00 0.83 0.85
B1 0.97 0.96 0.98
B 6 0.95 0.91 0.94
B2 0.97 0.96 0.98
E5 1.00 0.96 0.92 0.87
El 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00
E4 0.87 0.93 0.87 0.87
E2 0.80 0.96 0.92 0.86
E3 0.93 1.00 1.00 0.82
C3 1.00 1.00 1.00
Cl 0.75 0.89 0.94
C4 1.00 0.99 0.90
C2 1.00 0.98 0.94
J4 0.94 0.94 0.94
J2 0.97 0.96 0.97
J3 1.00 0.95 1.00
J1 0.95 0.98 1.00
J5 1.00 1.00 1.00
H4 0.97 0.96 0.89
H2 1.00 0.92 1.00
HI 0.80 0.87 0.87
N5 0.89 0.91 0.96
N4 0.87 0.83 0.96
N2 1.00 0.95 0.98
N3 0.85 0.92 0.90
N1 0.88 0:87 0.93
Senior infants
L3 0.89 1.00 1.00
L4 0.97 0.97 1.00
LI 1.00 1.00 1.00
L2 0.89 0.98 1.00
Al 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
A2 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00
A3 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
A4 0.75 0.98 0.94 1.00
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AS 0.96 0.93 0.77
D3 1.00 0.92 0.93
D2 0.92 0.92 0.92
D4 0.96 0.94 0.96
Dl 1.00 0.90 0.95
Ml 1.00 0.96 0.96
M2 1.00 0.96 1.00
M3 1.00 0.89 1.00
M4 0.96 0.94 0.92

First class
FI 0.97 : r 0.98 1.00
F3 1.00 1.00 1.00
F2 1.00 1.00 1.00
F4 0.95 1.00 1.00
03 1.00 1.00 1.00
02 0.90 1.00 0.94
01 0.93 0.78 0.92
0 4 1.00 1.00 1.00
K4 1.00 1.00 1.00
K5 1.00 1.00 1.00
K2 1.00 0.91 1.00
K3 1.00 0.91 0.97
K1 1.00 1.00 1.00
G4 1.00 1.00
G3 1.00 1.00
Gl 1.00 1.00
G2 1.00 0.95

0.82
0.96
0.94
0.96
0.87

0.91
1.00
1.00
1.00
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Appendix P

Test-retest Performances of Children who were Re-tested by a Different 
Examiner or with a Different Test Version

Test-retest performances of children who were retested by a different examiner 
or with a different test version: Expressive Language
SS -  standardised score ___________

Child Code

SS
Pre-

Intervention

SS
Post-

Intervention
Findings

Expressive Language
Children re-assessed by another examiner

F-B4 79 91 large gain
M-E4 86 105 large gain
M-El 84 87 gain
M-E2 87 94 gain

Children re-assessed with a different test version
M-F2 85 77 decrease
F-Fl 86 84 decrease
M-F5 97 83 decrease
M-F4 74 69 decrease
M-M4 78 69 decrease
M-Ml 80 81 no change
M-M2 64 69 gain
M-M3 71 69 decrease
M-K4 99 90 decrease
M-Kl 92 106 large gain
M-D3 70 69 no change
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Test-retest performances of children who were re-tested by a different examiner 
or with a different test version: Receptive Language 
SS -  standardised score

Receptive Language
Children re-assessed with a different test version

F-03 72 81 large gain
F-02 72 81 large gain
M -08 84 83 no change
M -07 74 83 large gain
M-Ol 67 74 gain
M -06 93 92 no change
M-M4 76 74 decrease
M-Ml 76 77 no change
M-M2 67 64 decrease
M-M3 93 74 decrease
M-K4 90 86 decrease
M-Kl 99 109 large gain
M-D3 64 74 large gain
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Appendix R

Your child is invited to participate in a study that looks at the benefits of 

the classroom sound field amplification for speech and language. Participation in 

this project involves video recording language lessons in classrooms 

approximately two times a month for the duration of one year and two 40-minute 

standardised assessments of children in a one-to-one setting.

If you give your permission by signing the Consent Form, it is intended 

that the results will be published at the end of the study. In any publication, 

information will be provided in such a way that neither you nor your child can 

be identified. You will have access to the results at the end of the project. You 

may also request information regarding your child during the duration of the 

project.

Participation in any research project is voluntary. If you do not wish your 

child to take part you are not obliged to. If you decide for your child to take part 

and later change your mind, you are free to withdraw from the project at any 

stage. By signing below, you freely agree that your child participates in this 

project.

Sample of a Letter of Parental Consent

Signature o f a Parent/Guardian
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Appendix S

Participation, Responsiveness and Pragmatic Appropriateness: 
First Classes, Class M and Class N

Table K l.l. Profile: Child K1

Gender Male
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 8 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive language 

Within norms for age expressive language
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 days out of 6 

the researcher arrived

Figure K3.1. Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the introduction of 
intervention (B)

Figure K4.1. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table KL2. Profile: Child K2

Gender Male
Status International student
Age at the start o f intervention 6 years 3 months
Language skills pre-intervention Severe receptive language disorder 

Severe expressive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher's use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 4 days out of 

6 the researcher arrived

Figure K3.2. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

A B-phase1 B-phase2

Figure K4.2. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table K1.3. Profile: Child K3

Gender Male
Status He had hearing problems and he 

underwent grommet microsurgery164 prior 
to the start of the intervention. Minor ear 
infections could occur after grommet 
microsurgery.

Age at the start of intervention 6 years 2 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive language 

Moderate expressive language impairment
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 days 

out of 6 the researcher arrived

Figure K3.3. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

Figure K4.3. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after thè introduction of intervention (B )
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Table K l.4. Profile: Child K4

Gender Male
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 7 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age expressive 

language
Within norms for age receptive 
language

Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 

days out of 6 the researcher arrived

Figure K3.4. Responsiveness and pre-intervention (A ) and after the introduction of intervention (B)

Figure K4.4. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table Kl .5. Profile: Child K5

Gender Male
Status International student
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 5 months
Language skills pre-intervention Severe receptive language disorder 

Severe expressive language disorder
Auxiliaiy services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 4 days out 

of 6 the researcher arrived

Figure K3.5. Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the introduction of 
intervention (B )
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Figure K4.5. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table GUI. Profile: Child G1

Gender Male
Age at the start of intervention 7 years 2 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 3 out of 6 

days the researcher arrived

Figure G3.1. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)
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Figure G4.1. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table G1.2. Profile: Child G2

Gender Male
Age at the start of intervention 7 years 8 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 3 out of 6 

days the researcher arrived

Figure G3.2. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

A B-phase1 B-phase2

Figure G4.2. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table G1.3. Profile: Child G3

Gender Male
Age at the start of intervention 7 years
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 3 out of 6 

days the researcher arrived

Figure G3.3. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

Responsiveness

Pragmatic
appropriateness

Figure G4.3. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)
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Table G1.4. Profile: Child G4

Gender Male
Status ‘Ear, nose, throat problems’ — underwent 

grommet microsurgery during the study. 
Minor ear infections could occur after 
grommet microsurgery.

Age at the start of intervention 7 years and 8 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive language
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Family intervening factors from December 

06 onwards
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 8 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 3 out of 6 

days the researcher arrived

Figure G3.4. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

Figure G4.4. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table FI. 1. Profile: Child FI

Gender Female
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start o f intervention 5 years 6 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age expressive language 

Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study Some health problems around mid 

February06
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone every time 

the researcher arrived

Figure F3.1. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)
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Figure F4.1. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B),
during the withdrawal of intervention (A) and after the return of intervention (B)



Table F 1.2. Profile: Child F2

Gender Male
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start o f intervention 6 years 7 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age expressive language 

Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situations during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone every time 

the researcher arrived

Figure F3.2. Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the introduction of 
intervention (B )
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Figure F4.2. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B),
during the withdrawal of intervention (A) and after the return of intervention (B)



Table FI.3. Profile: Child F3

Gender Male
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start o f intervention 7 years 6 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate expressive language disorder 

Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone every time 

the researcher arrived

Figure F3.3. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

Figure F4.3. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B),
during the withdrawal of intervention (A) and after the return of intervention (B)



Table FI.4. Profile: Child F4

Gender Male
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start o f intervention 6 years 8 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate expressive language disorder 

Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone every time 

the researcher arrived

Figure F3.4. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B )

Figure F4.4. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B),
during the withdrawal of intervention (A) and after the return of intervention (B)



Table 01.1. Profile: Child Ol

Gender Male
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 6 months
Language skills pre-intervention Severe receptive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study Weekly resource hours in school
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 8 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 days 

out of 7 the researcher arrived

Figure 03.1. Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of 
intervention (B)

Figure 04.1. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table 01.2. Profile: Child 02

Gender Female
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start o f intervention 6 years
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study Weekly resource hours in the school
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 days 

out of 7 the researcher arrived

Figure 03.2. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

A B-phase1 B-phase2

Figure 04.2. Participation pre-intervent ion (A) and afterthe introduction of intervention (B)



Table 01.3. Profile: Child 03

Gender Female
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 4 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 days 

out of 7 the researcher arrived

Figure 03.3. Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of 
intervention (B )
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Figure 04.3. Participation pre-interventi on (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table Ol .4. Profile: Child 04

Gender Male
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start of intervention 5 years and 10 months
Language skills pre-intervention Mild receptive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 9 months
Assessment duration 12 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 4 days 

out of 7 the researcher arrived

Figure 03.4. Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of 
intervention (B)
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Figure 04.4. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B )165
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165 Participation during the 5th observed lesson in the intervention phase was higher than 400.00.
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Table M l.l. Profile: Child Ml

Gender Male
Age at the start o f intervention 5 years 9 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language disorder 

Mild expressive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study Weekly resource hours in school 

Reading Recovery programme
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 8 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher*s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 0 days 

out of 8 the researcher arrived. The 
microphone was not charged two times 
before the scheduled recording.

Figure M3.1. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

Figure M4.1. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)
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Table M l.2. Profile: Child M2

Gender Male
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 5 months
Language skills pre-intervention Severe receptive language disorder 

Severe expressive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study Weekly resource hours in school 

Reading Recovery programme
Fam ily situation during the study Changes in the family situation after Easter 

which the child reported as being positive
Exposure to intervention 8 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 0 days 

out of 8 the researcher arrived. The 
microphone was not charged two times 
before the scheduled recording.

Figure M3.2. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)

Figure M4.2. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table M l.3. Profile: Child M3

Gender Male
Age at the start of intervention 6 years 3 months
Language skills pré-intervention Within norms for age receptive language 

Moderate expressive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study Weekly resource hours in school 

Reading Recovery programme
Family situation during the study Some family intervening problems around 

December
Exposure to intervention 8 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 0 days 

out of 8 the researcher arrived. The 
microphone was not charged two times 
before the scheduled recording.

Figure M3.3. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)
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Figme M4.3. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table M 1.4. Profile: Child M4

Gender Male
Status He had hearing problems and he 

underwent grommet microsurgery during 
the course of intervention. Minor ear 
infections could occur after grommet 
microsurgery.

Age at the start of intervention 6 years 3 months
Language skills pre-intervention Moderate receptive language disorder 

Moderate expressive language disorder
Auxiliary services during the study Reading Recovery programme
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 8 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’ s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone on 0 days 

out of 8 the researcher arrived. The 
microphone was not charged two times 
before the scheduled recording.

Figure M3.4. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B)
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Figure M4.4. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)



Table N 1.1. Profile: Child NI

Gender Female
Age at the start o f intervention 5 years 7 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Some family related intervening problems 

around May/June
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 2 days out 

of 5 the researcher arrived

Figure N3.1. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B )166

Figure N4.1. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)

to CD
o O C i
-Q JD i—

CO
2CD

L L
CD

L i-

166 (A): 3 recordings, (Bl): 3 recordings, (B2): 2 recordings
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Table NI .2. Profile: ChildN2

Gender Female
Age at the start o f intervention 4 years 9 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 2 days out 

of 5 the researcher arrived

Figure N3.2. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B )167
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Figure N4.2. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)
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167 (A): 3 recordings, (Bl): 3 recordings, (B2): 2 recordings
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Table NI.3. Profile: Child N3

Gender Female
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start of intervention 5 years 2 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Some family intervening factors around 

and after Christmas which according to the 
teacher’s reports affected her functioning 
at school

Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 2 days out 

of 5 the researcher arrived

Figure N3.3. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B )168

Figure N4.3. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)

mo o> >o oz z
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Table N I.4. Profile: Child N4

Gender Female
Status Attention difficulties
Age at the start of intervention 5 years 3 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Family situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 2 days out 

of 5 the researcher arrived

Figure N3.4. Responsiveness and Pragmatic appropriateness pre-intervention (A ) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B )169

Figure N4.4. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)

169 (A): 3 recordings, (Bl): 3 recordings, (B2): 2 recordings
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Table N I.5. Profile: Child N5

Gender Female
Status Inconclusive result of a hearing test 

conducted by a public health nurse visiting 
the school
Attention difficulties

Age at the start o f intervention 5 years 9 months
Language skills pre-intervention Within norms for age receptive vocabulary
Auxiliary services during the study No
Fam ily situation during the study Teacher was not aware of any major 

changes
Exposure to intervention 7 months
Assessment duration 14 months
Teacher’s use of microphone Teacher wore the microphone 2 days out 

of 5 the researcher arrived

Figure N3.5. Responsiveness and Pragm atic appropriateness pre-intervention (A) and after the 
introduction of intervention (B )170

Figure N4.5. Participation pre-intervention (A) and after the introduction of intervention (B)
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