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Abstract

This study reports speech-language pathologists’ (SLPs) responses to a survey of collaborative
service delivery in an urban school district in the United States. Respondents’ caseloads were
approximately 50% greater than ASHA (AmericanSpeech-Language-Hearing Association, 1993)
recommendations, This article describes elements of collaborative practices that were inplaceand
explores factors that influenced why a relationship between speech-language intervention and
classroominstructionwas often not beingattained. The survey examined contributionstoreading
andwriting curriculumandinstruction, SLPs’ impressionsofteachersatisfaction with collaborative
service delivery, and self-perceptions of the impact of collaborative service delivery. Findings
indicate that SLPs conduct ongoing consultationwith classroom teachers and participate inteam
preparation of cross-disciplinary individual educational plan (IEP) objectives. SLPs perceive
teachers as satisfied with collaborative efforts. SLPs perceive themselves as having impact when
collaborative service delivery isused inconjunctionwith pull-out speech-language therapy. Large
caseload size, elements of teacher resistance, and the absence of SLPs from regular education
curriculum planning committeesforestallattainment of collaborativeservice delivery. Responses
indicate that SLPs and teachers may be unsure of their respective roles and responsibilities in
collaborative partnerships.

Abrégé

Cette étude rapporte les réponses obtenues au sondage effectué aupreés d 'orthophonistes offrant
des services dans un conseil scolaire urbain des Etats-Unis. Les répondantsa ce sondage avaient
deslistes d'attente dépassant de 50% la norme proposée parla ASHA (American Speech-Language-
Hearing Association, 1993). Cetarticle fait état de pratiques effectuéesencollaboration avec des
enseignants et explore les facteurs qui expliquent pourquoi il n'y a pas de relation enire les
interventionsen langage et parole (par les orthophonistes) et les instructions données enclasse (par
les enseignants). Le sondage examinait les contributions des orthophonistes au curriculum de
lectureet écriture, les impressions de ceux-ci concernant lasatisfaction desenseignants parrapport
auxservices offerts en collaboration, les perceptions personnelles de'impact desservices offerts
en partenariat avec les enseignants. Les résultats indiquent que les orthophonistes consultent
régulitrement les enseignants et participent 41'élaboration de plans d'intervention personnalisé
(PIP) avec eux. Les orthophonistes croient que les enseignants sont satisfaits des efforts de
collaboration. Lesorthophonistescroientaussiqu'ilsont unimpact dansle cadre deservice offerts
encollaborationet conjointementavecla thérapie *pull-outspeech-languagetherapy’. Delourdes
chargesde travail, larésistance des enseignants et I'absence desorthophonisteslors de'élaboration
descurriculumd'éducationdiminuentlepotentiel des interventionsofferts encollaboration. Les
réponses au sondage indiquent que les orthophonistes et les enseignants ne sont pas certains de
leur role et responsabilités respectifs dans le cadre deleur partenariat.
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Table 3
Comments about Contributions to Reading and Writing Curriculum and
Instruction

Please respond to the following probes.

I what ways, to your knowledge, are classroom teachers and speech-language pathologists
callaborating in order to coordinate the aims of language senvices with classroom cumiculum and
instruction in readingflanguage arts?
Curriculum-based therapy Used classroom texts, materials,units of study, vocabulary,
spelling words

Shared materials and ideas

Literacy behaviours

Cross-disciplinary goal setting  Set goals based on cunicuum and/or grade promotion
standard

Regular team meetings

If you are working with children who receive both speech-language services and intervention by
leamning disabilities (LD} or reading teachersfiutors, how are these interventions coordinated?
How, if at all, are these interventions made to comespond?

Cross-disciplinary goal setting Developed EP goals to be addressed by both the SLP and
LD or reading teachers
Discussion of students’ progress towards goals
Meetings held prior to IEEP wiiting, for IEP writing, and
during EEP implementation; plan and review progress
Well-coordinated [EP planning sometimes degenerated into
fragmented service delivery

if you cannot report on collaboration and coordination of services with cumicular aims and/or with
leaming disabilities or reading interventions, why do you think that this does not occur?

Time constraints Large caseloads

Too many school buildings - travel time

Too many meetings

Lack of co-planning time

Short stays within buildings
Limited knowledge of SLPs had litle preparation for literacy teaching
instructional routines of other  Teachers unaware of SLPs' roles or potential roles
disciplines Teachers unaware of scheduling benefits possible with in-

class services

Traditionalism

SLPs not welcome in classes

SLPs uninterested in collaboration
Inefficient

Need to empirically establish the value
of collaborative services

Inflexibility and dysfunctional
interpersonal relationships

What is your input into programmatic and policy decisions? Describe your involvement in regular
education curiculum/grade level committees that plan reading/language arts instruction.

Regular education planning for Schoolwide Title | intervention planning committees
reading/ language arts Vertical teams
instruction

Gase coordination
Team planning of themes/units

Special education planning for
reading/ language arts
instruction

them. Some respondents noted that this lack of dialogue is
indicative of schools where service delivery planning is not
coordinated at all. However, others recounted that well-
coordinated IEP planning sometimes degenerates into
fragmented service delivery.

The third question asked, “If you cannot report on
collaboration and coordination of services with curricular
aims and/or with learning disabilities or reading
interventions, why do you think that this does not occur?”

Responses to the third query cluster
around four main themes: time
constraints, limited knowledge of the
instructional routines carried out by
persons in other disciplines, attitudinal
issues related to inflexibility and
dysfunctional interpersonal relation-
ships, and lack of willingness on the part
of some SLPs.

Time constraints were noted to be
due primarily to caseload size, travel
between too many school buildings, and
too many meetings. This results inalack
of co-planning time and short stays
within buildings. Time constraints were
citedby15ofthe 17 respondents. Limited
knowledge of the instructional routines
carried out by persons in other
disciplines also was frequently cited asa
reason for minimal collaboration. Some
SLPs claimed little preparation for
literacy teaching, especially teaching
phonics. Manynoted that some teachers
donotrealize that SLPs providelanguage
services. Respondents noted that
teachers harboured the misconception
that SLPs only work with children who
have sound pronunciation problems.
Too many teachers were reported not to
be aware of SLPs’ roles or potential roles.
Other teachers were reportedly aware
of SLPs’ range of services but have not
discovered that in-class services may be
easier to schedule than multiple pull-
outs of caseload students.

Issues related to inflexibility and
dysfunctional interpersonal
relationships were frequently
mentioned. SLPs'lamentsincludeaseries
of very negative comments: “Teachers
are set in their ways,” “Collaboration is
not the tradition,” “I'm just a bother to
them,” “Teachers don’t want mein their
classrooms,” “Teachers basically hate
me. I screw up their schedules,” “The
number of willing teachers is growing
but most don’t want it.” A few reported
that the absence of collegiality in
workplaces results in their dislike of

speech-language pathology as a career and some mentioned
considering leaving the profession.

Lack of interest on the part of some SLPs also was
apparent. Two respondents stated that they are reluctant to
engage in collaborative services, one on the grounds that “it
isnotasefficientas pull-out” and one because thereisa “need
to empirically establish the value of collaborative services.”
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