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ABSTRACT

The characteristics of Canadian school speech-language pathologists
(SLPs) and the status of classroom-based delivery of speech and
language services In Canada were investigated through a question-
naire mailed to a sample of SLPs working in schools. Results re-
vealed that SLPs' characterlstics and the services they provide are
diverse, with variation across provinces In the areas of classroom-
based assessment and Intervention. Of seven service dellvery ap-
proaches to classroom-based Intervention, the less collaboratlve
approaches are used by larger percentages of respondents than the
more collaborative approaches. Use of the approaches was compared
to respondents’ personal, professional, and sltuational characteris-
tics. Findings indicated that use of the approaches was not related to
teaching experience or possession of a bachelor's degree in educa-
tion, but that use of some approaches was related to geographical
work seftting.

Results are consistent with reports in the literature on the use of
classroom-based approaches by SLPs. FiIndings reflect the SLP’s
role as a communication, language, and speech specialist who col-
laborates with teachers when planning and implementing programs
for students, often delivering services withln the classroom. The use
of classroom-based approaches is part of a current shift in policy
and practice of service delivery to students with communication dis-
orders. Suggestions for furthering collaboration between SLPs and
teachers are presented.
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ABREGE

Les caractéristiques des orthophonistes scolaires canadiens ainsi
que I'état de la prestation en salle de classe de services
orthophoniques au Canada ont été examinés par le biais d'un ques-
tionnalre posté & un échantilion d’orthophonistes ceuvrant dans les
écoles. Les résultats ont révélé que les caractéristiques des
orthophonistes et les services qu’ils offrent varient, notamment d’'une
province a I'autre, sur les plans de I'évaluation et de I'intervention en
salle de classe. Sur sept méthodes de prestation employées pour
I'intervention en salle de classe, les méthodes moins coopératives
sont employées par un plus fort pourcentage de répondants que les
méthodes plus coopératives. On a ensuite comparé I'emplol des
méthodes aux caractéristiques personnelles, professionnelles et
situationnelles des répondants. Les concluslons indiquent que
I'utilisation des méthodes n'est liée nl a 'expérience pédagogique ni
4 la possession d'un baccalauréat en éducation, mals que l'utilisation
de certaines méthodes est fonction du lieu géographique.

Les résultats obtenus concordent avec les rapports publiés sur
Pusage de méthodes «en classe» employées par les orthophonistes.
Les conclusions reflétent le réle de l'orthophoniste & titre de
spécialiste de la communication, du langage et de la parole qui
collabore avec les enseignants a la planification et a la mise en ceuvre
de programmes pour les éléves et qui prodigue souvent ses services
en salle de classe. Le recours aux interventions en salle de classe
fait partie du changement actuel des politiques sur la prestation des
services aux éléves ayant des troubles de communication. On étudie
diverses suggestions pour favoriser davantage la collaboration
entre les orthophonistes et les enseignants.

resent trends illustrate that public education systems
in North America are undergoing vast revision.
Changes within social, political, and economic domains
have forced reevaluation of the effectiveness and effi-
ciency of the delivery of educational programs (Huffman, 1992).
A major consequence has been emphasis on a collaborative ap-
proach to service delivery to students with special needs. The
goal of collaboration among educational personnel is to design
and implement a plan that will address students’ needs within
the regular classroom environment. Such integration enshrines
the right of equal educational access for all students while ad-
dressing concerns regarding the efficacy of traditional

practices, which frequently involved learning in unnatural
environments (Gerber, 1987; Idol, Paolucci-Whitcomb, &
Nevin, 1986; Will, 1986; Winzer, 1993). This shift in philoso-
phy has coincided with an expanding awareness of the funda-
mental roles of communication skills and language proficiency
in academic and social success. School is a context that demands
that students listen, speak, read, and write on a daily basis.
Speech-language pathologists (SLPs), with their broad perspec-
tive on language, are ideally suited to addressing students’ needs
and teachers’ concerns related to oral language in the
classrooms (Simon & Myrold-Gunyuz, 1990; Wallach &
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Capitalizing on these trends, SLPs have been extending serv-
ices to work with teachers and students directly within the class-
room setting. Collaboration with regular and special education
teachers in the classroom can facilitate the assessment and in-
tervention process by providing access to an increased range of
information. Observations and analyses of communicative skills
are enhanced through the input of two school professionals and
are more “ecologically valid” because they have considered skills
that are important to classroom success. Students’ needs are
judged within the context of the curriculum and the complex
environment in which it is taught and learned (American Speech-
Language-Hearing Association, 1991; Nelson, 1989; Silliman,
Wilkinson, & Hoffman, 1993).

Implementation of the plan and evaluation of progress are
completed in conjunction with the teacher. Examples of spe-
cific functions that the SLP can perform to assist students with
communication disorders using a collaborative classroom-based
approach are: (a) gathering data on students within the class-
room; (b) team teaching with the teacher; (c) suggesting alter-
native teaching strategies; (d) modifying curriculum materials,
including tests; and (e) supplying materials to reinforce speech
or language goals within the classroom. By delivering some serv-
ices directly within the classroom setting, SLPs can facilitate the
learning and generalization of new strategies and skills through
encouraging their use in a context that is relevant to students
(ASHA, 1993; Cirrin & Penner, 1995; Nelson, 1990; Silliman
& Wilkinson, 1991). Some authors (e.g., Anderson & Nelson,
1988; Buttril, Niizawa, Biemer, Takashashi, & Hearn, 1989;
Larson & McKinley, 1987; Larson, McKinley, & Boley, 1993)
advocate the use of an alternative classroom through which stu-
dents with language impairments may receive credit for com-
munication courses designed and/or implemented by SLPs.

SLPs use classroom-based intervention for younger students
with language disorders or delays. A natural consequence of
increased time in classrooms is to maximize opportunity for
development of language skills by taking advantage of the mul-
titude of classroom language activities. SLPs are less likely to
adopt classroom-based approaches for intervention with articu-
lation, fluency, and voice disorders, or when providing services
to students in junior and senior secondary school (Achilles, Yates,
& Freese, 1991; Borsch & Qaks, 1992; Brandel, 1992;
Christensen & Luckett; 1990; Cooper, 1991; Cooper 8 Cooper,
1991; Elksnin & Capilouto, 1994; Ellis, Schlaudecker, &
Regimbal, 1995; Farber, Denenberg, Klyman, & Lachman,
1992; Ferguson, 1992; Fujiki & Brinton, 1984; Gerber, 1987;
Magnotta, 1991; Moore-Brown, 1992; Norris, 1989; Roller,
Rodriguez, Warner, & Lindahl, 1992; Wilcox, Kouri, 8 Caswell,
1991). For a comprehensive review of the literature, see Elksnin
(1997).

The majority of published information in the area of class-
room collaboration between SLPs and teachers consists of de-

scriptions of individual SLPs’ professional experiences. There have
been few studies designed to determine the prevalence of class-
room collaboration between SLPs and teachers. Elksnin and
Capilouto (1994) examined SLPs’ practices and perceptions re-
lating to integrated service delivery in schools by conducting a
small-scale survey of 31 SLPs working in a South Carolina school
district. Sanger, Hux, and Griess (1995) investigated educators’
views of speech-language pathology services in schools, includ-
ing SLPs’ collaborative efforts, through a questionnaire com-
pleted by 628 teachers, principals, and school psychologists.

The rationale for the current study was based on the need
for broad descriptive information on SLPs’ use of classroom-
based service delivery as reported by SLPs themselves. The pur-
pose of the study was to examine Canadian SLPs collaboration
with teachers within the classroom, focussing on use of class-
room-based service delivery. A part of the investigation assessed
the relationship between SLPs’ use of classroom-based approaches
and a number of diverse characteristics that were selected as de-
scriptive variables possibly related to use of classroom-based serv-
ices. For example, SLPs’ possession of teaching experience may
have been relevant to use of approaches requiring classroom col-
laboration between SLPs and teachers. In this study, collabora-
tion was defined as “a style for direct interaction berween at least
two coequal parties voluntarily engaged in shared decision mak-
ing as they work toward a common goal” (Friend & Cook, 1992,
p- 5). The questions to be answered by the study were:

1. What percentages of SLPs are using classroom-based in-
tervention?

2. Is use of classroom-based intervention related to the fol-
lowing personal and professional characteristics of SLPs: gen-
der, years of speech-language pathology experience in schools,
teaching experience, possession of a bachelor’s degree in educa-
tion, possession of a master’s degree in speech-language pathol-
ogy, or certification status?

3. Is use of classroom-based intervention related to the fol-
lowing situational characteristics of SLPs: caseload number, grade
levels served, or geographical work setting?

Method

Dara were obtained through a questionnaire mailed to a sam-
ple of SLPs in Canada.

Survey Instrument

The survey instrument was a 33-item questionnaire with three
sections. The first section requested information on respond-
ents personal characteristics (e.g., years of experience as a school
SLP), features of existing speech and language services (e.g., grade
levels served), and percentages of total assessment and interven-
tion time spent in classrooms. The second section, based in part
on Elksnin and Capilouto’s (1994) survey, gathered informa-
tion on the use and judged success of seven classroom-based
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intervention approaches, which were detailed on the instru-
ment. The third section related to perceived advantages and
disadvantages to classroom-based intervention approaches. The
survey instrument was pilot-tested with seven school-based
SLPs, and minor revisions were made (see Appendix).

Participants

Selection of participants was through national and pro-
vincial or territorial association membership lists, using a
weighted stratified random sampling procedure. The one strati-
fication variable chosen was province or territory, with ran-
dom samples drawn from each stratum. This sampling
technique was used to obtain a sample that would most accu-
rately represent the population of SLPs working in Canadian
schools. Based on CASLPA’s (1990) and Rubin’s (1990) de-
mographic studies and on information provided by CASLPA
(P. Flemington, personal communication, January, 1996), an
estimated 1200 to 1500 SLPs worked in schools at the outset
of the study.

Lists of school SLPs obtained for six provinces or territo-
ries' and lists of SLPs employed in all settings obtained for
five provinces comprised the sampling frames. Due to small
populations, Yukon and the Northwest Territories were com-
bined. Proportions of SLPs sampled varied according to prov-
ince to ensure that provincial sample sizes were of a sufficient
size, ranging from 10% in provinces with larger populations
of SLPs (e.g., Ontario) to 100% in provinces with smaller
populations of SLPs (e.g., Newfoundland). Proportions in the
five provinces where membership lists included SLPs in all set-
tings (Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Manitoba, Alberta, and
British Columbia) were doubled to provide reasonable assur-
ance that the obtained sample size of school-based SLPs would
approximate the desired size of 300 (Table 1). Response rates
for these five provinces were estimated using the number of SLPs
who worked in schools and completed the survey and those
who returned the letter in which they indicated that they did
not work in schools (e.g., for Nova Scotia 55 surveys were sent
out and 47 surveys or letters were returned, yielding a response
rate of 85%; of these 47 returns, 18 surveys were from SLPs
who worked in schools). Weighting procedures based on Jaeger
(1984) and Satin and Shastry (1993) were used to ensure that
the sample did not overrepresent smaller provinces and prov-
inces with higher response rates and underrepresent larger prov-
inces and provinces with lower response rates.

Procedure

The questionnaire, a letter of transmittal, and a stamped
return envelope were mailed to 519 SLPs employed in all set-
tings in March, 1996. Two follow-up letters were subsequently
sent to potential respondents who had not returned the ques-
tionnaire. In June, 1996, 264 questionnaires had been received

Characteristics of SLPs in Classrooms

Table 1. Percentage and Number of Speech-Language Pathologists

Receiving and Responding to Questionnaires by Province.

n of SLPs responding

Province Sampling n recelving Response {Al}  School-based
Fraction (%)

NF 100” 36 92 - 33
NS 50 55 85+ 47) 18
PEI 100* 9 78 - 7
NB 50+ 42 86*** (36) 9
Qc 10* 24 71 - 17
ON 10* 29 69 - 20
MB 50+ 69 83 (57) 32
SK 100* 51 86 - 44
AB 20** 90 88+ (79) 32
BC ' 0% 108 734 (79) 36
YK, NWT 100" 6 83 - §
Total 619 82 253

*Sample’or.census was from subpopulation. of school SLPs who were members. of the
provincial association. **Sampie ‘or census was from subpopulation of all SLPs who were members
of the:national association and resided in the province: these were SLPs.who work in all settings,
schools and other;:as they could not:be distinguished from one another. ***Response (%) was
computed from number of returns by SLPs in:all settings (number in parentheses), while School-
Based is the number of school-based SLPs who responded.

from SLPs employed in school settings. Eleven returned ques-
tionnaires were not used, nine because respondents did not com-
plete large portions of the questionnaire and two because the
respondents were no longer working as SLPs. The 253 usable
questionnaires yielded a national response rate of 82%, based
on the estimated national population of SLPs employed in school
settings (Table 1).

A majority of items had only two response choices, which
produce population estimates in the form of a proportion. The
largest confidence interval occurs when a proportion is 50%
and there is no correlation between the stratification variable
and the item. Based on the sampling procedures and the re-
sponse rate, the upper bound estimate for a2 95% confidence
interval for a proportion of 50% is +8.2%, from 41.8% to 58.2%
(Jaeger, 1984). Therefore, all reported proportions would be
accurate to within eight percentage points, or less, at the 95%
confidence level.

Data Analysis
For each question to be answered by the study, a list of cor-
responding questionnaire item numbers was prepared. For de-
scriptive analyses, percentages and means were calculated; for
relational analyses, chi-square tests were conducted.
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Results

Results presented are restricted to the first and second sec-
tions of the questionnaire since the focus of this paper is on
characteristics of SLPs and their use of classroom-based deliv-
ery of service. As a consequence of weighting procedures, por-
tions of the sample are described in terms of percentages rather
than as numbers of respondents who chose a given option.

Personal and Professional Characteristics of Respondents

All respondents were SLPs working in schools. Respond-
ents were 93% female and 7% male, identical to proportions in
Potter and Lagace’s (1995) study of Canadian SLPs. The mean
number of years worked was 9.6, with 59% of respondents hav-
ing less than 10 years of experience. Specifically, 17% had less
than five years of experience, 42% had five to nine years of
experience, 19% had 10 to 14 years of experience, and 22%
had over 14 years of experience. Provincial means for years
worked as school SLPs varied, ranging from 3.9 years in New-
foundland to 11.9 years in Nova Scotia. A total of 10% of re-
spondents had worked as teachers, with 2 mode number of years
of one.

A large majority of respondents, 80%, held a master’s de-
gree. Provincial percentages varied from 50% in Alberta to 100%
in Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, New Brunswick, and
Ontario. Less than 1% of respondents possessed a doctorate
degree. Approximately 17% held a bachelor’s degree in educa-
tion, with provincial figures ranging from none in Prince Edward
Island and New Brunswick to 34% in Saskatchewan.

Of respondents, 80% were certified by the Canadian Asso-
ciation of Speech-Language Pathologists and Audiologists
(CASLPA) or were members of the College of Audiologists and
Speech-Language Pathologists of Ontario (CASLPO). In Que-
bec, SLPs are affiliated with the provincial registrar, the Ordre
des orthophonistes et audiologistes du Québec. Of the respondents
from Quebec, 35% were certified by CASLPA. In Nova Scotia,
Alberta, British Columbia, and the territories, 100% of respond-
ents were certified by CASLPA. A total of 21% of respondents
were certified by the American Speech-Language-Hearing As-
sociation (ASHA). No respondents from Prince Edward Island,
Quebec, and the territories were ASHA-certified. However, 39%
of respondents from Saskatchewan and 44% of respondents from
Manitoba were certified by ASHA. This may have been attrib-
utable to the fact that many SLPs in these provinces completed
their training and internships in the U.S. due to lack of univer-
sity programs in these provinces. The percentage of respond-
ents who were not certified or registered by CASLPA, CASLPO,
or ASHA was 8%. These respondents were from four provinces:
Newfoundland (12% uncertified), Prince Edward Island (14%),
Saskatchewan (18%), and Quebec (65%).

Situational Characteristics of Respondents

Both assessment and intervention services were provided by
97% of respondents, whereas solely assessment services were
provided by 3% of respondents. Approximately 84% of respond-
ents spent time on classroom-based assessment in a typical year,
with the mean percentage of time spent during students’ school
hours being 17.5%. Percentages of time spent on assessment in
classrooms ranged from 7.5% in Prince Edward Island to 26.7%
in Ontario. Of respondents, 73% spent time on intervention in
classrooms, with the mean percentage of time spent 22.1%.
Percentages of time spent on intervention in classrooms ranged
from 4.2% in Prince Edward Island to 28.2% in Alberta. In
Prince Edward Island, the relatively low percentages of time spent
in classrooms may have been due to the fact that speech and
language services to school-aged children are under the auspices
of the Department of Health and Community Services. All re-
spondents performed some administrative duties. The mean
percentage of time spent on administration in a typical year was
23.0%, with provincial means being similar to the national
mean.

The mean caseload size of respondents was 95 students, with
a median caseload size of 80 students. Mean caseload sizes for
provinces varied from the national mean, ranging from 31 stu-
dents in the territories to 166 students in Saskatchewan, where
communication assistants were frequently reported in margin
notations. Over half of respondents (58%) had relatively small-
to moderate-sized caseloads. Specifically, 21% had relatively
small caseloads, 50 or fewer students; 37% had moderate-sized
caseloads, 51 to 100 students; 17% had relatively large caseloads,
101 to 150 students; and 25% had very large caseloads, over
150 students. The large range of numbers reported, from 10 to
500, was probably attributable to respondents’ differing inter-
pretations of the question and to the varying factors that derer-
mine caseload size (e.g., student population-to-SLP ratio in a
district, severity of student disorders, number of schools served,
and travel time between schools).

A large majority of respondents provided services to stu-
dents in Kindergarten to Grade 3 and Grades 4 to 6, 89% and
889%, respectively. A smaller majority of respondents served stu-
dents in Grades 7 to 9, 63%, and a minority of respondents
provided services to Grades 10 to 12, 46%. These figures indi-
cated that the majority of respondents provided services to stu-
dents in more than one grade level category, primarily at the
Kindergarten to Grade 6 level. Of those respondents who pro-
vided services to students in all four grade level categories, the
largest mean percentage of time was allocated to Kindergarten
to Grade 3 students, 70.0%. A smaller mean percentage of time
was devoted to students in Grades 4 to 6, 23.1%. The smallest
mean percentages of time were allotted to students in Grades 7
to 9 and Grades 10 to 12, with 9.4% and 6.5% of time spent,
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respectively. For the Kindergarten
to Grade 3, Grades 4 to 6, and
Grades 7 10 9 categories, provin-
cial means for time allocation were
similar to the national mean. How-

Approach

Indicating General Use of Each.

Characteristics of SLPs in Classrooms

Table 2. Service Delivery Approaches Listed on the Questionnaire* and Percentages of Respondents

% of respondents
indicating use of
each approach

ever, for the Grades 10 to 12 cat-  one
egory, the percentage of Quebec
respondents providing services was
15% larger than the national mean.
The anomalous finding for Que-
bec may be partly explained by the

Within the classroom, eitherthe SLP or the teacher observes, while the 76%
other asssumes primary instructional responsibility

Two Within the classroom, the SLP or the teacher assumes primary 63%
instructional responsibility while the other assists students with their work,
monitors behaviour, corrects assignments, efc,

fact that a number of Quebec re-  Three The SLP and the teacher divide instructional content into two parts. 23%
X . Within the classroom, groups are switched so that all students receive
spondents reported serving stu- instruction from each individual.
dents with special needs in
segregated classes at all grade lev- Four Within the classmon:n. the SLP-and the tea_cher each instructs separate 27%
) parts of the group, simultaneously addressing the same instructional
els. objectives.

A total of 70% of respondents
worked in an exclusively urban set- ~ Five
ting, which was defined using the
standard for urban and rural des-
ignations established by the Gov-
ernment of Newfoundland and
Labrador as having a population of
more than 5000; 20% worked in
an exclusively rural serting, which
was defined as having a population

Seven

Within the classroom, the SLP. or the teacher.instructs students who have 19%
mastered the material-to be learned, while the other reteaches students
who have not mastered the material.

Six Within the classroom, the SLP or the teacher presents the lesson using a 31%
- standard format, while the'other adapts the lesson for students: who
cannot master the material.

Within the classroom, both the SLP and the teacher present the lessonto 34%
all:students. This may be through shared lecturing-or having one begin
the lesson while the other takes over when appropriate.

of less than 4999; and 10% worked
in a combination of urban and ru-
ral setrings. Provincial percentages varied from the national per-
centages, with the figures for respondents working in urban
settings ranging from none to 88% and for respondents work-
ing in rural sertings from none to 78%. Discrepancies among
provinces mirror the vast regional disparities in size and distri-
bution of the general Canadian population.

Use of classroom-based intervention approaches

Seven service delivery approaches to classroom-based inter-
vention were listed on the questionnaire (Table 2). The ap-
proaches, adapted from Elksnin and Capilouto’s (1994)
taxonomy of service delivery approaches based on Friend (1992),
ranged from least collaborative (Approach One) to most col-
laborative (Approach Seven).

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had used
each of the seven approaches for intervention within either the
regular or special education classroom. Approaches One and
Two were used by a majority of respondents, 76% and 63%,
respectively. A minority of respondents had used the remaining
five approaches, with 19% to 34% of respondents having used
these approaches (Table 2). For results describing respondents’
use and perceived effectiveness of the approaches with specific

*Adapted from Elksnin and Capilouto’s (1994} taxonomy -of integrated service delivery approaches.

disorder types and grade level categories, see Dohan (1997) and
Dohan and Schulz (in press).

Use of classroom-based intervention approaches and personal
and professional characteristics of SLPs

The relationship between the use of Approach One and gen-
der was significant (p < .05), with more males than females us-
ing this approach, but all other relationships were not significant
(Table 3). Asignificant relationship was also found between the
use of Approaches Two and Three and years of experience as a
SLP in schools, with more SLPs with under 10 years’ experi-
ence using Approach Two (p < .05). Despite the significant
finding for Approach Three, no clear pattern of use according
to experience was apparent (Table 4). The remaining relation-
ships were not significant. Use of the approaches was not sig-
nificantly related to teaching experience or to possession of a
bachelor’s degree in education (Tables 5 and 6). A significant
relationship did exist between the use of Approach Four and
possession of a master’s degree in speech-language pathology,
with significantly more respondents who held a master’s degree
reporting use of this approach (p < .05); however, no other rela-
tionships were significant (Table 7). The use of Approach Three
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Table 3. Use of Approaches by Gender. Table 4. Use of Approaches by Years of School SLP Experience.

Approach Female Male Approach <5yr 5to9yr 10t0 14 yr >14yr
% of respondents 93% 7% x2{1, N = 253) P % of
pondents 17% 42% 19% 2% [ P

One 75 100 567 017

One 82 73 85 68 558 134
Two 64 47 1.95 163

Two 68 71 52 53 866 034
Thee 24 6 3.00 083 Thee 18 2 0 14 1083 o015
Four 26 41 1.86 169 Four 29 28 29 20 164 650
Five 18 18 .02 .885 Five 25 19 16 18 128 735
Six 31 18 1.41 235 Six 27 40 24 21 7.37 061
Sewven 34 47 1.30 255 Seven 8 2 33 27 493 7

Table 5. Use of Approaches by Teaching Experience.

*df =3, Ns ranged from.252 to 253.

Table 6. Use of Approaches by Possession of a Bachelor's Degree in

Education.

Approach Teaching No teaching Approach BEd No BEd
experience experience

r’is;rondents 10% 90% MT p :':"’",d""“ Ry sa% 1 P
One 85 75 1.32 250 One 68 78 1.93 184
Two 59 63 A7 683 Two 64 83 01 805
Three 23 23 .00 .994 Thrée 20 24 .23 832
Four 26 27 .01 806 Four 28 28 .05 830
Five 8 20 2‘-42> 118 Five 12 21 185 A74
Six 41 2 143 232 Six 25 32 74 389
Seven 31 34 » A5 703 Seven 39 33 51 474

*df =1,:Ns ranged from. 25210 253.

Table 8. Use of Approaches by Certification Status.

*df =3, Ns ranged from 25210253

Table 7. Use of Approaches by Possession of a Master's Degree

Approach Mastor's Other Approach Certified Noncertified

e deits 81% 18% 11, N = 253) P o o2 8 101, N = 253) P
One 77 73 30 582 one 2 77 67 147 280
Two 61 71 1.3 164 Two 64 48 221 132
Threa 24 21 16 601 Three 75 100 6.81 008
Folr 30 16 407 044 Four 28 14 6.81 186
Five 20 16 49 503 Five 19 14 33 567
Six 29 36 1.04 1307 Six 30 33 09 763
Seven 34 35 005 826 Seven 34 29 30 584
10
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was significantly related to certification status, with more
noncertified than certified respondents using this approach (p
< .01), but the remaining relationships were not significant
(Table 8).

In summary, of the 42 relationships analyzed, five were sig-
nificant at the .05 level and one of these was significant at the
.01 level. No pattern of significant findings existed to suggest
that use of the approaches was related to personal and profes-
sional characteristics of respondents.

Use of classroom-based intervention approaches and
situational characteristics of SLPs

A significant relationship existed between the use of Ap-
proach One and caseload size (p < .05); however, all other rela-
tionships were nonsignificant (Table 9). The small percentage
of respondents who provided services to the higher grade pre-
cluded analysis that would yield interpretable results. There-
fore, statements regarding the relationship of respondents’ use
of the approaches to grade levels served cannot be made. Sig-
nificant relationships existed between respondents’ use of Ap-
proaches Four (p < .05), Five (» < .01), and Seven (p < .01) and
geographical work setting (Table 10). All other relationships
were not significant. Thus, use of three out of the seven ap-
proaches was significantly related to geographical work setting.
The data suggested that Approaches Five and Seven are used
more by SLPs who work in urban settings, by 24% and 39%
respectively, than by those who work in rural settings. It is worth
noting, however, that use of these two approaches in general
was not high.

In summary, of the 14 relationships analyzed, four were sig-
nificant at the .05 level and two of these were significant at the
.01 level. Three of the four significant relationships were be-
tween use of the approaches and geographical work setting, with
the data suggesting that the greatest use of Approaches Five and
Seven is by SLPs who work in urban settings.

Discussion and Conclusions

Approximately three-quarters of respondents provided some
assessment or intervention or both in classrooms. Respondents
who did provide classroom-based services spent approximately
40% of their time on classroom-based assessment and interven-
tion. These results were somewhat different from those obtained
in the study by Sanger et al. (1995), which found that over one-
third of SLPs used solely a pullout approach to service delivery.
However, the Sanger et al. (1995) study was conducted three
years prior to this study, an interval during which there was in-
creased support of and demand for classtoom-based services. In
addition, the Sanger et al. (1995) study gathered information
on speech-language pathology services through a large-scale sur-
vey of teachers, principals, and school psychologists, leading to
potentially inaccurate accounts of actual practices of SLPs.

Characteristics of SLPs in Classrooms

Table 9. Use of Approaches by Caseload Size.

Approach

<50% 51t0100% 101t0150% >150%
% of
respondents | 21 % 37% 17% 25% %2 p
One 77 85 71 67 789 48
Two 60 69 61 57 275 431
Thvee 23 26 20 21 .79 B51
Four 17 31 31 27 379 285
Five 15 20 22 18 20 B26
Six 35 31 16 36 592 116
Seven 29 40 33 30 243 489

*df = 3, Ns ranged from.252 to'253.

Table 10. Use of Approaches by Geographical Work Setting .

Approach - ‘Urban.  Rural Urban and
rural

:S:Ln et 0% 20% 10% ™ p

Oné 77 69 81 1.69 429
Two . es 53 65 2563 268
Thiee 24 22 18 46 793
Four 30 29 4 8.30 016
Five 24 10 0 1165 003
Six 33 2 27 162 444
Seven 39 12 38 1282 002

*df= 2; Nsranged from 252 t0.253.

SLPs most often use classroom-based approaches that re-
quire a lesser degree of collaboration with teachers, such as ob-
servation of students and assisting students with their work,
Approaches One and Two in the study. They less often use ap-
proaches that require a greater degree of collaboration, such as
station teaching, parallel teaching, remedial teaching, supple-
mental teaching, and team teaching, Approaches Three to Seven
in the study. SLPs’ focus on less collaborative approaches is likely
related in part to the additional planning time required by SLPs
and teachers who adopt highly collaborative approaches (Dohan,
1997). These results agree somewhat with those of Elksnin and
Capilouto’s (1994) survey of 31 SLPs in a South Carolina school
district, which indicated that Approaches One and Two were
among the three most frequently used approaches, with Ap-
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proach Two the most frequently used. Findings also relate to
results of studies by Sanger et al. (1995) and Tomes and Sanger
(1986), which indicated that teachers estimated SLPs’ collabo-
rative contributions to be notably fewer than contributions in
other areas of SLPs’ services.

SLPs’ use of classroom-based intervention approaches is in-
dependent of gender, years of school speech-language pathol-
ogy experience, teaching experience, possession of a bachelor’s
degree in education, possession of a master’s degree in speech-
language pathology, certification status, or caseload size. It is
conceivable that SLPs who have a bachelor’s degree in educa-
tion and teaching experience are not in the classroom signifi-
cantly more than those without an education background
because they have chosen a second career in speech-language
pathology as an alternative to being in the classroom on a regu-
lar basis. Lack of an education background deters some SLPs
from using classroom-based approaches, yet neither of these
characteristics is prerequisite to use of these approaches (Dohan,
1997). Geographical work setting is an influence on the use of
classroom-based approaches. Those SLPs who work in urban
settings are somewhat more likely to use these approaches, pos-
sibly due to less time spent on travel between schools. No previ-
ously reported research has investigated relationships between
the use of classroom-based intervention and these characteris-
tics.

Results of the study indicate that, although the majority of
SLPs use some classroom-based approaches, SLPs spend a mi-
nority of their time on classroom-based assessment and inter-
vention. In addition, SLPs use classroom-based approaches that
require less rather than more collaboration. Use of the approaches
is not related to teaching experience or possession of a bach-
elor’s degree in education, but use of several approaches is re-
lated to geographical work setting.

These findings underscore the necessity to encourage fur-
ther collaborative efforts between SLPs and teachers. A number
of practical suggestions, designed to include all members of the
multidisciplinary educational team, are that (adapted from
Dohan, 1997):

1. SLPs continue to collaborate with teachers, and seek fur-
ther collaboration by enlisting their support and that of admin-
istrators. For guidelines on gaining support, see Montgomery
(1990) and Prelock, Miller, and Reed (1995).

2. SLPs continue to offer workshops for teachers in areas
such as classroom management of communication disorders and
the connection between oral language and literacy learning.

3. SLPs continue to expand their knowledge through availing
of continuing education opportunities relevant to classroom-
based approaches.

4. District and school administrators provide support for
classroom-based approaches by allowing planning time and
scheduling flexibility, particularly in districts where schools are

geographically dispersed, and by facilitating SLPs’ attendance
at pertinent workshops and conferences.

5. District administrators, SLPs, and other members of the
educational team regularly review, revise, and disseminate dis-
trict policies on delivery of speech and language services, to in-
clude classroom-based assessment and intervention. For recent
discussions of service delivery options, see Cirrin and Penner
(1995) and Ontario Association of Speech-Language Patholo-
gists and Audiologists (1996).

Canadian SLPs are meeting students’ communicative needs
through collaboration with regular and special teachers, fre-
quently by the use of classroom-based assessment and interven-
tion. Shifting traditional service priorities requires the flexibility
to reshape roles and responsibilities of SLPs and teachers, who
must be willing to take risks while developing innovative edu-
cational practices. The adoption of collaborative classroom-based
approaches is not a discrete event but a process that is accom-
plished through ongoing commitment over time. The major
advantage of such approaches is in increasing students’ com-
munication skills in a meaningful context, ultimately hav-
ing a positive effect on academic performance and social
interaction.

Endnote

'To avoid awkward syntax, the one term “province” (and its
derivations) will be used throughout the remainder of the study
to include both provinces and territories, unless otherwise speci-

fied.
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1. Your gender:
Female Q
Male Q

3. Have you worked in schools as a teacher?

No Q

BEd or equivalent Q
Other Bachelor's Q
Master's 0
Doctorate Q
Any other (please specify)
5. Your certification status (check all that apply):

CASLPA certified Q
ASHA certified 0
Not certified Q

6. Your approximate caseload number:

Kindergarten (K)-Grade 3
Grades 4-6

Grades 7-9

Grades 10-12

APPENDIX
Questionnaire on Service Delivery

2. Years you have worked in schools as a speech-language pathologist (SLP):

Yes Q if Yes, how many years?

4. Degrees or diplomas you have earned (check all that apply):

7. Grade levels you are mandated to serve (check all that apply):

Q % of time you currently spend on services to K-3
Q % of time you currently spend on services to 4-6
Q % of time you currently spend on services to 7-9
Q % of time you currently spend on services to 10-12 __

L
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10.

11.

12.

regular or special education classroom. It asks you if you have used each approach for intervention and with which disorders
and grades, its leve! of success for disorders and grades, and its appropriateness for disorders and grades even if you have not
used it. Even if you have not used the approach, please indicate in the far right column whether you would consider it
appropriate for disorders and grades.

Characteristics of SLPs in Classrooms

Your geographical work setting (check all that apply):
Urban (> 5000 population) Q

Rural (<4999 population) Q

Do you provide both assessment and intervention services?
Yes Q
No Q

Over a typical year, what percentage of your total time do you spend on administration? This may include record
keeping, report writing, etc.
Please specify:

Over a typical year, what percentage of your total time spent on assessment do you spend on assessment in classrooms
(regular or special) during the school day (e.g., 9 a.m. to 3 p.m.)?
This may include classroom observation, curriculum-based assessment, etc.

None Q

Other (please specify)

Over a typical year, what percentage of your total time spent on intervention do you spend on intervention in classrooms
(regular or special) during the school day (e.g., 9 a.m. to 3 p.m.)?
This may include supportive learning activities, team teaching, etc.

None Q

Other (please specify)

Classroom-Based Intervention Approaches

This section asks about your use and rating of seven service delivery approaches for intervention within either the

13. Approach One: Within the classroom either the SLP or the teacher observes, while the other assumes primary instructional
responsibility.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,

if you have used success: is it appropriate?

this approach: G good

Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate
Disorder. Any Grade

Y N G F P A N

Language a Q Q a a Q Q
Articulation Q Q Q a a a Q
Fluency Q Q Q Q Q a a
Voice Q Q Q Q Q Q Q

Grade. Any Disorder

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 Q a Q Q Q Q m]
Grades 4-6 g a Q Q a a a
Grades 7-9 a a a a a a a
QO a Q Q Q Q m]

Grades 10-12

14,

Approach Two: Within the classroom, the SLP or the teacher assumes primary instructional responsibility while the other
assists students with their work, monitors behaviour, corrects assignments. etc.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,
if you have used success: is it appropriate?
this approach: G good
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Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate
Disorder. Any Grade
Y N G F P A N
Language a Q Q Q Q Q Q
Articulation a a Q Q a a a
Fluency a Q Q a a a a
Voice a Q Q ] ] a a

Grade. Any Disorder

Grades 10-12

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 Q Q0 Q (] Q a Q
Grades 4-6 Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
Grades 7-9 a a a a a a a
Q Q0 Q Q Q Q Q

15. Approach Three: The SLP and the teacher divide instructional content into two parits. Within the classroom, groups are
switched so that all students receive instruction from each individual.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,
if you have used success: is it appropriate?

this approach: G good

Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate

Disorder. Any Grade

Y N G F P A N
Language O Q Q Q Q a a
Articulation a a Q a a a a
Fluency a Q Q a a a a
Voice o Q0 Q 0 Q Q Q
Grade. Any Disorder

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 o Q Q Q Q a a
Grades 4-6 O Q Q Q a a Q
Grades 7-9 QnQ Q Q a a Q
Grades 10-12 anQ a Q Q a a

16. Approach Four: Within the classroom, the SLP and the teacher each instructs separate parts of the group, simultane-
ously addressing the same instructional objectives.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,
if you have used success: is it appropriate?

this approach: G good

Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate

Disorder. Any Grade

Y N G F P A N
Language 0O 0 Q ) ] ] ]
Articulation Q Q Q a Q a Q
Fluency a Q Q ] Q a Q
Voice a a Q a a a 0
Grade. Any Disorder

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 o nQ a Q Q a Q
Grades 4-6 0O Q ] a a a a
Grades 7-9 Q Q Q a Q a Q
Grades 10-12 o Q Qa a a a a

17. Approach Five: Within the classroom the SLP or the teacher instructs students who have mastered the material to be
learned, while the other reteaches students who have not mastered the material.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,
if you have used success: is it appropriate?

this approach: G good

Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate

j
I
|
1
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Disorder. Any Grade

Y N G F P A N
Language a a Q a Q Q Q
Articulation aaQ Q Q a Q ]
Fluency a Q Q a a Q a
Voice a a Q a ] Q a
Grade. Any Disorder

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 aaQ Q a a Q a
Grades 4-6 aaQ Q ] a Q a
Grades 7-9 a o a a a Q a
Grades 10-12 a Q Q a ] Q a

18. Approach Six: Within the classroom, the SLP or the teacher presents the lesson using a standard format, while the other
adapts the lesson for students who cannot master the material.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,
if you have used success: is it appropriate?

this approach: G good

Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate

Disorder. Any Grade

Y N G F P A N
Language a a Q a a Q a
Articulation a Qa Q a a Q a
Fluency QO Q Q a Q Q Q
Voice a a Q a a 0 ]
Grade. Any Disorder

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 Q Q Q a Q Q Q
Grades 4-6 o o Q ] ] o ]
Grades 7-9 a Q Q a a a a
Grades 10-12 aaQ Q a a a a

19. Approach Seven: Within the classroom, both the SLP and the teacher present the lesson to all students. This may be
through shared lecturing or having one begin the lesson while the other takes over when appropriate.

Check If yes, rate its Whether or not used,
if you have used success: is it appropriate?

this approach: G good

Y yes F fair A appropriate

N no P poor N not appropriate

Disorder. Any Grade

Y N G F P A N
Language a a Q a a Q a
Articulation a a Q a Q Q Q
Fluency Q a Q Q a Q Q
Voice Q a Q Q Q Q ]
Grade. Any Disorder

Y N G F P A N
K-Grade 3 Q a Q Q Q Q ]
Grades 4-6 Q Q Q a Q a Q
Grades 7-9 Q a Q a Q a Q
Grades 10-12 Q a Q a a a a

This section asks you about the previous seven classroom service delivery approaches for intervention in general. Even if
you have not used these approaches, please rank the choices listed from 1 to 3, with 1 indicating your highest rank.

For example, to indicate the greafest advantage of these approaches, put 71 in the blank provided.
To indicate the next greatest advantage of these approaches, put 2 in the blank provided.
To indicate the next greatest advantage of these approaches, put 3 in the blank provided.

20. Advantages of these approaches to the SLP (rank order):
Increases teacher's awareness of SLP's role
Increases number of students served
Promotes carryover of skills to classroom
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21. Advantages of these approaches to the teacher (rank order):
Decreases class interruptions
Promotes carryover of skills to classroom
Increases knowledge of relationship between language and curriculum

22. Advantages of these approaches to caseload students (rank order):
Integrates speech-language goals and instructional goals .
Decreases stigmatization .
Promotes carryover of skills to classroom

23. Advantages of these approaches to non-caseload students (rank order):
Provides opportunity for leadership role
Increases exposure to language activities
Provides cooperative instruction

24. Disadvantages of these approaches to the SLP (rank order):
Requires additional planning time
Requires classroom behaviour management
Requires incorporation of speech-language goals and instructional goals

25. Disadvantages of these approaches to the teacher (rank order):
Requires additional planning time
Decreases teacher's instructional time
Requires sharing professional territory

26. Disadvantages of these approaches to caseload students (rank order):
Emphasizes caseload student’'s impairment
Requires tracking instructional goals
Decreases individualization of programming

27. Disadvantages of these approaches to non-caseload students (rank order):
Increases boredom level of high-functioning students o
Decreases teacher’s instructional time _
Decreases level of expectation in the classroom -

28 Things that encourage use of these approaches (rank order):
Flexibility of scheduling .
Material resources —
Teacher support _

29. Things that discourage use of these approaches (rank order):
Lack of administrative support
Lack of time .
Lack of teaching background of SLP L

30. Is there a need for more information for SLPs who adopt these approaches?
Yes O
No 0O If No, please go to question 33 below.

31. Areas of need for more information for SLPs who adopt these approaches (rank order):
Curriculum content _
Classroom behaviour management
Instructional techniques
Other (please specify)

32. Your preferred ways of obtaining additional information on use of these approaches (rank order):
Inservices/conferences _
Journals -
Commercial programs o
Other (please specify)

33. Thank you for responding. If you would like to clarify a response or make a specific comment on service delivery
i to students within the classroom, use the space below. Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.
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