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These findings demonstrated that shorter conversational language sampédiglale across

time and that the length and topic of the sample do not have a substantial impact oabtheyreli

of language measures.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Language Assessment

Accurate assessment is essential for case management of childtanguiage
impairment. Language assessments serve many purposes including diagtrestiment
planning, monitoring progress, and documenting outcomes. While language asseasments
most often used to identify whether a child has an impairment, they should also legyeai int
component during intervention. In order to identify effective therapy techniquesiacis must
be able to document that a change in language abilities is in fact occuainigisfpurpose,

reliable assessments that can monitor progress and document outcomesssa&ne

Standardized tests and criterion referenced assessments are two nsethtalsneasure
language skills in children. Standardized tests are norm-referencedsard asiguage abilities
in a decontextualized context (Paul, 2007). Decontextualized contexts are sittietiaisnot
naturally occur in a child’s day-to-day life, so standardized testssass®guage skills in a way
that a child would not normally use language. These tests use contrived measutestm or
determine if a child has a language deficit by comparing performangedyethildren with
typically developing language abilities and children suspected of having a dendgefecit. The
tests are administered and scored in the same manner each time theyiristeadd. They must
be both reliable and valid for the criteria they intend to measure. When constructety@ope
standardized test permits clinicians to evaluate the child’s languddgesbising standard
scores, percentile ranks, or age-equivalent scores. Standardized astseaseaften used
because they are thought to be less time consuming than other methods and offetia@ objec

evaluation of the child’s language skills.



While standardized tests are a means of measuring language skills tgyasastho
have typically developing language, there are some limitations. Fisstyfi@ of assessment
views language abilities at only one point in time and in a decontextualized.f@itmeaefore it
may not be a sufficient representation of the child’s functional communicationregze
skills. Standardized tests do not provide in-depth analyses of deficient langulsgéhski
simply determine if the child’s performance is significantly diffefemn other children. They
are less effective for establishing baseline function, identifyingsgoaintervention, or

monitoring progress (McCauley, 2000).

Criterion referenced assessments provide alternative methods ohgsseksen’s
language skills. Criterion referenced assessments do not compare alahgdage abilities to a
normative sample. Rather, this type of assessment examines a childystaldeich a certain
level of performance on a specified task. Through observation or by elicitpmnees from the
child, the examiner documents whether the skill was present. The examiner aetlyg these
assessments and can tailor them to the language areas of interest Bpegciige or
communicative behaviors can be viewed more thoroughly when using criterion cetéren
assessments. The examiner uses established criteria and developmerstab rmoeate criterion
referenced assessments (Paul, 2007). Using appropriate developmentalli@wsithe
examiner to observe areas in which the child exhibits language deficits. Giventdran
referenced assessments provide more detailed descriptions of specifietskitbm naturalistic
contexts, they can be effective in monitoring children’s progress and docogigatitment

outcomes.



Language Sample Analysis

Language sample analysis is a type of criterion referenced ass¢dbat is effective at
monitoring progress and documenting outcomes among children with communicationrdisorde
(Tilstra & McMaster, 2007). It involves collecting a naturalisticgaage sample from children
through conversation or a narrative. The sample is recorded and transcribed. easguplgs
can measure various domains of language, including form, content, and use. Additionally
language sample analysis provides robust measures that are sensitivéoonoavial change
(Leadholm & Miller, 1992). However, research is needed to determine the psiciosrof

language sample analysis and its clinical feasibility.

Test Reliability

Regardless of the chosen assessment method, a clinician must evaluagssithast
measures for reliability. Measurement error is inevitable even omathe sk due to the
variability in human performance. Error may occur because of several diffactors including
the examinee’s behaviors, the actions of the examiner, the content of the tesésp@cts, and

situation factors (Shiavetti & Metz, 1997).

Reliability refers to the stability and consistency of a measurei@mguage assessment
measures should be stable and result in little change in outcome across multipistiedions.
Three categories are used to estimate the reliability of a tsilityt equivalence, and internal
consistency. Test-retest analyses are used to determine the coeffisigtility. In this case,
the measurement under consideration is administered repeatedly and resudtaared. In
equivalence, an alternative or parallel form of the measurement is admahigtexerrelation

coefficient is then calculated, which helps estimate the reliability ahtresure. The last
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category of reliability is internal consistency, which compares two halMé® assessment with

a correlation coefficient (Shiavetti & Metz, 1997).

Reliability of Language Sample Measures

The stability, or test-retest reliability, of language sample messwas examined in a study
completed by Gavin and Giles (1996). Conversational samples in the context of freemay
collected from preschool children and four quantitative measurements were @ bizioss
different sized language samples. Four language measures assdaded tatal number of
words (TNW), number of different words (NDW), mean length of utterance in morphemes
(MLU-m), and mean syntactic length (MSL) which measure semantic aractygrdbilities. The
four measures were calculated for two different time based lengths anéasllires except TNW
were calculated for multiple utterance lengths. Results from this stdabated greater stability
as the language sample increased in length (based on time or number of ujtexindes
MLU-m, and MSL showed significant correlation for the larger sample sizsating
acceptable reliability of these measurements in language samples. TNW didamoar
significant correlation between sessions in both time-based sample gndgirg low
reliability for this measure. Stability was found to be adequate whenrtiesaize was 20
minutes in length or at least 100 complete and intelligible utterances based omammini
reliability coefficient corresponding to the level in which less than 50% of theguéy is due

to measurement error (Gavin & Giles, 1996).

Another study focusing on the reliability of play-based language sampias/@ung
children found no significant difference in the information obtained within languagdesaend

across language samples (Cole, Mills, & Dale, 1989). Language sample eseaste evaluated



to determine the test-retest and internal consistency reliability gi¢gmye delayed children.
MLU and categories of lexical and morphological production were examined usguatn
samples taken at different times and of various utterance lengths. Spteliaddility was
conducted on the second language sample to evaluate the degree of variabihtianguage
samples. Results revealed a high correlation for MLU and a lower camnelatithe proportion
of questions used by the child, but no significant difference in either measuilexitia¢items
and bound morphemes used in the language samples were not significantly diftsveanlike
two halves of the sample. There was greater correlation between langaagures on the split-
half reliability comparison than the test-retest comparisons. The daafoand little variability
in MLU between the first and second half of a language sample and greatairdesecsity in
the first half of a sample compared to the second half of the sample. The remdtgetest and
split-half reliability indicated greater variability across gdes than within samples. (Cole,

Mills, & Dale, 1989).

The studies completed by Gavin and Giles (1996) and Cole et al. (1989) found that
conversational language sample measures are reliable in preschablidgen when a
relatively long language sample is collected (i.e., 100 + utterancesnatai] Miller, Iglesias,
Fabiano-Smith, Nockerts, & Digney-Andriacchi (2008) documented significant tiiabi
coefficients for language sample measures collected from young sge@ochildren who
completed a narrative retell task. The participants were school-agistHHrnguage Learners
(ELL) who produced oral narratives in both English and Spanish. The samples wenédteans
using the Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts (SALTeMsllIglesias, 2007) using
parallel transcription conventions and comparable language measures in gaadarfter

equivalent measures were determined, Pearson correlation coefficiemtsateilated for four



narrative measures from two different sessions approximately two mquattis Ehe language
sample measures obtained from the ELLS’ narratives had significant tongMith moderate
strength. These correlations indicated that reliable language regeasur be generated from
short narrative retells (i.e., approximately 25 utterances) collededdchool-age children
(Heilmann et al., 2008). Even though the samples were substantially shorter tharotnase fr
previous studies, Heilmann et al. suggested that strong test-retest arseladie facilitated by
the consistent sampling context (all children told the same story afterifaji@n initial model)
and the children’s age (school-age have stronger and more stable langiistfeaskpreschool-

age children).

Use of Language Samples for Progress Monitoring

Language samples can be used as a tool to monitor progress as they have goest test-ret
reliability, sample language in a naturalistic manner, and are refefdteaadholm & Miller,
2005). Identification of the best sampling context for language needs to be dedemongder to
elicit an accurate sample of a child’s language abilities. While coniarabsamples are not as
developmentally sensitive as other contexts, such as narratives, in schooildrge c
(Leadholm & Miller, 1992), they are still good indicators of language impairmesiter
children (Heilmann, Miller, & Nockerts, In Press). Narrative languagetes may not be the
ideal choice for monitoring outcomes, however, due to the possible influence of stonfet.c
Such effects, which could positively or negatively skew the language samplindh&apresent
study we will be evaluating the properties of conversational languageimesasllected from

young school-age children.



Properties of Conversational Language Samples

Because conversations are more interactive and have less intrinsic sttiatur
narratives, large amounts of variability can be introduced to the samples bakedmeractive
style of the communication partners, conversational topic, and activities. Evansaan1892)
compared measures collected from an interview context to those collexted play-based
conversation in a group of school-age children with specific language mepdirThe children
produced longer utterances, a greater number of utterances, and more contpteic §nd
semantic forms in the interview context. Evans and Craig concluded that therstafdheir
interview procedure provided a more reliable assessment context when compdreéitag

context.

In addition to differences in measures as a function of elicitation procedwasures
from conversations could vary as a function of the conversational topic. Conversaiboed|sr
in the literature have combined the conversational topics of school activities avfdsohol
activities in their elicitations of conversational samples, assuming thgpéo#ic conversational
topic has a modest influence on the language sample measures when using theitsdine e
procedures (Evans & Craig, 1992; Leadholm & Miller, 1992). Literature examiméngftects of
sampling context on language measures has focused on differences acroge gennesrative
versus conversation; Evans & Craig, 1992; Westerveld, Gillon, & Miller, 2004; Abbeduto,
Benson, Short, & Dolish, 1995), but has not looked at more detailed distinctions within a specific

genre (e.g., conversational topics).

There are three plausible outcomes when comparing measures acrosypgtsrypoth

topics could yield similar language, the topic of school activities could elmié complex



language, or the topic of home activities could elicit language abilizste more
sophisticated. First, the topic may not influence the language that isedllsEcause both topics
have commonly been used in eliciting language samples and are topics that chideasiky
discuss. The same elicitation protocol is used for both school and out-of school actihtah
decreases variability. The topics should have similar discourse rules, so tnafrag
conventions will essentially be the same. However the language skillsdeficm the children
could be different, depending on the chosen topic. Discussion of school activities megy tiegjui
children to use more decontextualized language. Decontextualized languaggsresgiof
complex grammar and vocabulary to express meaning because information nmasedeabout
abstract objects, events, and situations. It requires more complex language rmach precise
vocabulary and formal syntactical structures. Also known as literate igagin@se more
elaborate language features are seen in the academic setting aeeda® for success
(Curenton & Justice, 2004). Conversations about school activities may elicit tecateli
language because of the topic’s decontextualized context. Conversely, scleabl-bas
conversational topics may elicit less complex language use. Sturm and Nelson (199 hdbund t
children’s use of language in school is influenced by a set of implicit ruleditbet the way in
which they speak while in the classroom. They found that children use shorter and fewer
utterances in the classroom setting. Children may follow these classiemuarde rules when
discussing activities related to school, resulting in higher values on the larsguagie

measures when the children are talking about home activities.

In addition to documenting the effect of conversational topic, additional researebded to
determine if the language sample analysis procedure can become rnieteetefdn average, it

takes five minutes to transcribe each minute of a language sample. A 15 mmnpie \sauld



take well over one hour to transcribe. Given the busy schedule of speech-larghatggsts,
taking an hour to transcribe a sample is not feasible; therefore, there is a dettrine if

shorter samples still provide reliable data. One parameter to investighteould aid in the
reliability of shorter language samples is the consistency and standardafatlicitation
procedures. Evans and Craig (1992) found that reliable measures could be obtaineddrem a m
structured elicitation procedure (interview context) while still presg the naturalness of

conversation, which in turn creates a more efficient sampling method.

The purpose of the present study was to evaluate the measures of conversatjoagkla
samples collected from young school-age children for test-retedtiliglieBefore language
sample analysis can be used to reliably document change in languagé skitistical to
determine if reliable language measures can be obtained when one is not tlaakgmgio a
child’s language. If the measures do not demonstrate test-retestitghalen no change is
expected, the measures will not be reliable when a clinician wants to tragedrad use
language sampling as a progress monitoring tool. In order to address somdinictile c
concerns associated with collecting language samples, an analysisgangetfactors was
completed to determine their influence on the language measures. The studwedxasample
length had a substantial influence on conversational language sample meagoues ischool-
age children. It also evaluated the impact of conversational topic on language rotigit i

population. This study addressed the following questions:

1) Are significant test-retest reliability coefficients observedn@asures from two 10-

minute conversational language samples produced by at-risk children in kindergarten?



2) Does sample length account for a substantial amount of variability in me&sume

conversational language samples produced by at-risk children in kindergarten?

3) Does conversational topic account for a substantial amount of variability inresas

from conversational language samples produced by at-risk children in kindePgarte
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CHAPTER 2: METHODS

Participants

Twenty kindergarten children at-risk for speech and/or language problemsesarited for
this study. Participants were recruited from an elementary school inv@leeNC following
the approved protocols from the East Carolina University and Pitt County Schoiblgidmsl
Review Boards. Both the principal of the participating elementary school andatesoc
Superintendent for Instruction agreed to allow the examiner to work with the school
psychologist, who identified the potential pool of participants and assisted withrnbent
process. Parental consent forms were signed for each child prior to nglkbetianguage

samples as well as a verbal assent from each child (refer to Appendix A).

The participants were enrolled in tier 2 of the response to intervention progiaar at t
school since these are the children that may be evaluated and monitored througlelanguag
sampling. To be included in tier 2, the child’s teacher and/or parent must haveadehati the
child is struggling in language use, reading, and/or academics and may qualiydiai s
education services. The children in tier 2 have not previously received specidicgdservices.
Tier 2 requires the involvement of parents, teachers, and supports to help the child succeed.
Academic and/or reading skills are addressed and interventions are develbpagdlamented
within the classroom to address the specific needs. Records were revielwedblydol
psychologist and confirmed that all participants passed a hearing scrae2uaidor the
frequencies of 1000Hz, 2000Hz, and 4000Hz at the beginning of the school year; certified

audiologist or a certified speech-language pathologist completed theghsaeenings.



Tympanograms were also completed on all children and revealed that they all hatimilaite

ear function. In the present study 10 participants were male and 10 were female

Elicitation Procedures

Two 10-minute structured conversational language samples were collectedach
participant. The sessions were approximately one week apart and aksavept digitally
audio recorded. The procedure to elicit the two 10-minute conversations was adapttefr
protocol used by Evans and Craig (1992), which found that structured conversatiorgddcilit
consistent and reliable samples. In this study, the conversations focused epdvebestopics:
activities completed in school and activities completed out of school. Questions sithais, “
can you tell me about your family?”, “What kinds of things do you like to do in class?”
“What do you like to do when you're not in school?”, were asked to introduce a topic. 8ecaus
these samples were relatively short, the examiner provided an initial moldelaudtivity to
reduce the “warm-up” effect. When eliciting conversational samplesn itake children time to
adapt to a new conversational partner and new activity, resulting in less predarguage
during the beginning of a language sample (Leadholm & Miller, 1992). To provideiah init
model of the task, the examiner modeled an example of things she likes to do in school or out of
school. The initial model lasted approximately one minute and occurred during theitgof

each session so the participants could become more comfortable with the examiner.

After the examiner modeled the activity, she began asking the target quésiiutiate the
conversation. A predetermined list of questions about school activities and out of school
activities was used in each sample to introduce a topic (see Appendix B for thetedisipbé

guestions). If the child failed to respond to the question for five seconds afteighearinitial
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guestion, the examiner rephrased the question. If the child did not provide a responséaevithin t
next five seconds, the question was rephrased a second time. After the partioydetm
description of the target activity, the examiner cued the child to expand on his/hgatidesby
providing four open-ended prompts for each question based on the child’s response (e.g., “Tell
me more about circle time,”). The examiner used open-ended prompts and then allosved up t
three seconds for the child to respond to the prompt in order to elicit the most representat
sample of the child’s language abilities. Such prompts have been shown to be useful in
stimulating greater language usage and eliciting language when asateldatant to speak

(Evans & Craig, 1992). Once the prompts were provided by the experimenter and a topic was
introduced, the conversation was directed by the child. If the child departed fréangeie
conversational topic (i.e., conversation about school or out of school activities), thieerxa

used prompts to redirect the conversation back to the target topic. The same exasunszd

in all sessions to create the least amount of variability in adult-child etiteraData for each
participant was collected over two sessions. Sessions were at leastapaidysit no more than

1 week apart.

Because one of the goals of the study was to document variability due to sesgtioide
versus 7 minute segments) and conversational topic (school versus out of school), the
participants were randomly assigned to four groups allowing the length andiaitpis to be
counterbalanced. The arrangement of the four groups can be viewed in Figure 1geangua

samples from four children were collected in each grouping.

13



Figure 1. Groupings that facilitated counterbalancing of time and topisfacet

Session 1 Session 2
Group 1 School Out-of- | School Out-of-school
school
Group 2 Out-of- School § Out-of-school School
school
Group 3 School Out-of-schoolf Out-of- School
school

Group 4 Out-of-school School § School Out-of-
school

Note:Large blocks represent 7-minute samples and small blocks represent 3gamptes.

Transcription

All language samples were digitally recorded and were later trandenizbanalyzed with
SALT (Miller & Iglesias, 2008) using C-units for segmentation. C-unitckassified as an
independent clause and all of its modifiers or subordinating clauses (Loban, 1976). Eaeh minut
was coded in the transcript. When the time segment for the first topic ended (a2 etitfre
minutes) the subsequent utterances that continued on the previous topic were nad.ahla¢yze
next minute was coded when the examiner asked the new topic’s question. When the 3 or 7
minute marker occurred in the middle of a child’s utterance, the time was cadediag to the
number of words before and after the 3/7 minute marker; if more words in the uttecanoed
before the time marker, the minute was coded after the completion of the utemmdnscee

versa.

To ensure transcription accuracy 10% of the samples were retranscrilexditoial

researcher to document intra-rater agreement. A second research assistattanscribed 10%
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of the samples to document inter-rater agreement. The selected santplesweared to the
original transcripts to document agreement at the word and morpheme level, plaacEme
mazes, and utterance segmentation, which are areas where the transctibegkausitical
decisions in order to create an accurate transcription. Percent agreemeniveadugsnerated
by calculating the total number of agreements divided by the total numbeeefrants and
disagreements. Intra-rater agreement was 99.0% at the word and morphen®s18%&lfor
placement of mazes, and 95.6% for utterance segmentation. Inter-ratereagr@as198.3% at
the word and morpheme level, 93.3% for placement of mazes, and 96.9% for utterance

segmentation.

Language Sample Measures

The SALT program was used to calculate several measures of langadgetion to
document the children’s form, content, and use of language. The first classsofesea
examined children’s overall productivity (i.e., how much they talked). While productivity
measures have received limited study, they may be an important clinika&rmafgeneral
language performance. Miller (1991) documented that measures of producératgeme of
the best measures of general development in 3 — 13 year old children. Iruthewofsthort
narrative samples, Tilstra and McMaster (2007) documented that productiasyiras were
some of the most reliable language sample measures. Three productivilyaseaye
examined in the present study. Number of total utterances (NTU) is the total mafmber
utterances spoken by the child during the entire sample. Number of total wordg (\NfRé/
total number of main body words the child used throughout the entire language saorge. W

per minute (WPM) is a measure of verbal fluency that documents the rate bildr'sespeech.
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To compute WPM, the number of words, including those in mazes, are summed and then divided

by the sample’s elapsed time.

The second class of measures documented children’s grammatical and keliscllean
length of utterance (MLU) was calculated by dividing the number of words and bound
morphemes by the total number of c-units. MLU is a general index of children’sngtaral
skills and is related to overall language abilities; as children develop Emghair utterances
become longer and the structures used also increase (Brown, 1973; Miller, 1982)MAras)
& Hall (1993) identified MLU as one of the best tools to identify children witigleage
impairment. Number of different words (NDW) documents children’s vocabskaltg by
calculating the lexical diversity of a sample (Miller, 1987; Miller & &16.995). NDW is

determined by counting the number of different word types used in a language sample.

The third class of language sample measures documented children’s diskdlstsia
natural discourse, speakers commonly use false starts, repetitions, s\asibfilled pauses,
collectively classified amazegLoban, 1976). Mazes were coded according to the SALT
transcription conventions. The percentage of words in mazes to total main body werds wa
calculated to document the child’s discourse formulation skills. Mean turn lengtin, wésc
calculated in words, is an additional index of discourse formulation skills gsawelivas found
by calculating the average number of main body words produced during a speakeAsttun
was defined as all the words contained in consecutive utterances produced byetbpestar.
The total number of pause time in seconds during the sample was also calculatberto fur
analyze the child’s discourse skills. Pauses within utterances and beite¥ances of greater
than two seconds were recorded in the transcript and measured to the nearest sadbnth{Le

& Miller, 1992).
16



The final class of language sample measures documented children’saadaliglectal
differences. The total number of errors and omissions were calculated to doellreemtantic
and syntactic errors as well as omission of words and bound morphemes that occurtorgbliga
contexts. To calculate total errors and omissions, the following SALT measare summed
together: omissions of words, omissions of bound morphemes, errors at the word level, and
errors at the utterance level. Errors at the word level are oveafjeatons of syntactical rules,
pronoun errors, and word choice errors (e.g., “goed”). Word order errors and coordirration e
of tense or number are classified as utterance level errors. Omissioniedchildren leaving
out obligatory words and bound morphemes. (Leadholm & Miller, 1992). The percentage of
intelligible utterances was calculated from the entire sample to detewhat percentage of the
total utterances were fully intelligible. Some children exhibitedcafiiAmerican dialect use
resulting in a language measure documenting the amount of dialect used durargplee s
which was calculated using the dialectal features outlined by WashingtonagdI1®98). A
percentage was used for this measure as well. For a complete descriptiolandtage sample

measures, see Leadholm and Miller (1992) or Miller and Iglesias (2008).

17



CHAPTER 3: RESULTS

All 11 language sample measures were first calculated for the two ¢ertipleninute
samples produced by the 20 participants. Table 1 displays the mean, standard deviation and
range for each of the measures for session 1 and session 2. The group’s averagangerform
all measures increased in session 2, except for the percentage of mazes andinpmoises To
test the significance of the changes in measures, as series ofsaolsiance (ANOVA) tests
were completed with each measure as the dependent variable and session (tune tinve 2)
as the between groups variable. Non-significant differences were obsereath contrast (p >
.15) with the exception of percentage of intelligible utterances, which waficagt at the§ =
.03). While there were nearly no significant differences between time 1 ang,tintannot be
assumed that there were no meaningful differences across sessions givenetigbwer of
this study and the logical flaw in accepting the null hypothesis. Therefareqeared values
were calculated for each measure to document the amount of variabilitinegddy session for
each measure (see table 1). Reviewing the effect size analysesedrifiat there was indeed a
notable increase in measures for the children as a group, with session agcmumtiore than

10% of the variance in numerous measures.

Test-Retest Reliability

Separate test-retest reliability coefficients were caledl&ir each of the eleven language
sample measures. Measures from the first 10-minute sample were compheechéasures
from the second 10-minute sample using Pearson correlation coefficientsteRgthsof the
correlations was determined using the scale created by Cohen (1988). A sneakor w
correlation was establishedrat + .10 to + - .29, a moderate correlatiom at+ .30 to + - .49,

and a strong correlation et = .50 to + - 1.0. A significant correlation was found on all



Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of the 11 Language Measures for Two 10-Minute Samples

Productivity Vocabulary/Grammar Discourse Errors & Differences
NTU NTW WPM | NDW MLU Turn | Mazes | Pausesg Intell Errorg Dialect
Length &
Omis.
Sample | Mean 75.2 399.8 50.2 125.8 5.3 22.3 11.5% |2.4 94.0% |8.8 7.8
1 (SD) (35.96)
(261.69)| (33.22)| (62.81) | (1.67) (29.22)| (6.86%)] (1.85) | (5.70%)] (6.65) | (10.12)
Range 16 - 13146-915 | 5.3- |[32-229 2.5-8.7 2.1- | 0%- 0-6.4 | 82%- |0-27 0-31
118 132.5 | 21% 100%
Sample | Mean 82.6 440.20 |53.34 |134.65 |5.44 2295 [10.96%| 2.16 95.85% | 10.25 |9.95
2 (SD)
(40.5) | (275.1) | (33.3) | (60.4) (1.7) (28.1) | (5.7%) | (1.7) (5.3%) | (8.7) (10.8)
Range 22-283| 49-102F 4.9- | 31-224 2.5-9.3 2.3- | 0%- A17-6.6 | 78%- [ 0-33 0-31
120.5 128.8 | 23% 100%
eta’ 2% A1 .04* .09* .02* .01* .02* .10* 22%* .06* .06*
*p>.15
** p=.03
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Table 2

Test-retest Correlation Coefficients for the 11 Language Measures for the TwaaBamples

Productivity Vocabulary & Discourse Errors & Differences
Grammar
NTU NTW WPM NDW MLU Turn Mazes Pauses Intell Errors BDialect
Length Omis.
r .86* .90* .88* .89* .87* .96* 78* 91* .78* 73* 61**

*p <.001

** p=.005
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measures (see table 2). Using Cohen’s scale for strength of correldtrorasures

demonstrated strong correlations.

Generalizability Theory

After completing the reliability analyses, Generalizabilitgdry (G-Theory) analyses
were completed to better understand the source of measurement error inubgdassamples.
G-theory documents the sources of error obtained in a measure based on a given number of
facets. The possible sources of error are considered simultaneously iro@bsernve the
interactions among the facets of error (Scarsellone, 1998). G-theory andbrsEfy sources of
error using the principles of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA), where tbetta(or factors, in
ANOVA) are analyzed to see how they affect the measurement errde ¥4tiretest reliability
analyses document the total amount of variability explained by measurenoenGetheory

further documents facets that are responsible for the unexplained test error.

Two separate G-theory analyses were computed. In order to examine tteddffecgth
each 10-minute language sample was broken into a three minute segment and argggen mi
segment. Each sample was also separated into two different topics, schoobuersuschool
activities to assess the effects of topic on language measures. The saamgienaents can be

viewed in Figure 1.

Because the facets were not fully crossed, separate G-Theory anayseomputed for the
length and topic facets. Because the length analyses compared samptgggflength, the
measures had to be converted to the form of a ratio except for WPM, MLU, ibiktiigand
mazes. All other measures were divided by the sample length (i.e., 3 or 7) &tgener

comparable ratio measures (e.g., number of utterances per minute). Fogthatalysis, facets
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included the child, session (1 versus 2), length (3 versus 7 minutes), and all associated
interactions. For the topic analysis, facets included child, session (1 versus x¢bpa

versus out of school), and all associated interactions.

A G coefficient was also calculated for each measure in the two sepaafitses resulting in
22 G coefficients which document how well the measures would generalize. Fortbaih se
analyses (length and topic), strong G-coefficients were observed on akdpngeasures except
for errors and omissions in the topic analysis; these results were consigtghewesults from

the reliability analyses.

When interpreting the variance components, analyses of the individual facetki{de., ¢
session, length, and topic) documented the amount of variability specific to thelfazehild
facet documented the amount of variability explained by differences in chiltitkere is
minimal error introduced from instrumentation variables (session, length,, tapepe
proportion of the variance will be allocated to the children. The additional singks {session,
length, and topic) and the interaction between the instrumentation facets (sdssigih )x
documented variability due to instrumentation variables. When variability istlbto the
instrumentation facets and their interactions, it shows that differencesrumestation affect
all children similarly. For example, if substantial variance loads onto ts@adacet, then the
children as a group performed differently across sessions. When there isaationidyetween
the child and one of the instrumentation facets, there is documentation that dégeiren
instrumentation, such as sample length, change the rank ordering of the chitdigrth€se
interactions are some of the most important interactions to observe; if thebstsndial

variability loaded onto the child x instrumentation facets, the particulmumentation facet is
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problematic for facilitating reliable measurement. Because there error term in G-theory
analyses, unexplained error loads onto the highest level interaction (i.e., chiklonselength
and child x session x topic) in addition to a true three-way interaction of ths.faberefore,

the highest level interactions can be difficult to interpret (see Brennan, 208 iefaew).

Length analyses The percentage of variance due to the child, session (1 versus 2),
length (3 versus 7 minutes), and all respective interactions are displaydaar8TRor each
language measure the greatest variance was loaded onto the childdapefaxerrors and
omissions and dialect use, in which the child x session x length three-way iotecaeated the
most variance. Because the variance attributed to the 3-way interacti@cedsints for any
error that was not due to the other facets in addition to the true 3-way interactioncéregue
of variability for errors and omissions and dialect use may not only represarirem the
interaction of the 3 facets (child, session, and length). Having the majoritydribace loaded
on the child for most measures is yet another confirmation that the measurdsefseraamples,
as a whole, are highly reliable and that the instrumentation facets contributnsalgtiess
error than the error across children. While none of the instrumentation facets iatcogiamus

levels of error, they will be reviewed to identify which facets are introdutia most error.

The session facet accounted for less than 5% of variance on all languageemddsar
single facet of length accounted for some variance on the measures of NDW (6%/land M
(13%) and a negligible amount of variance for all other language measures va@taaces
demonstrate that the children as a group had different lexical diversity andnigtimJalues in
the 3 and 7 minute samples; however, length accounted for less variance than thiacghgfe

child for all measures. The session x length interaction accounted for litHéamand all
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Table 3

Percentage of Variance of Measures Due to Child, Session (1° vs. 2”d), Sample Length (3 vs. 7 minutes), and Interactions

Productivity Lexical Diversity. Discourse Errors & Differences
Utterance Length
NTU NTW WPM NDW MLU | MTL Mazes Pausey Intell ErrorgDialect
Omis. | Use
C 75.7% | 80.5% 78.0% 69.3%| 76.3% 53.7% 55.8% 83.3%  36.2M 40.6% 474.3%
S 0.06% | 0% 0% 0.04% | 0.03% 0% 0% 0.84% 3.9% 0.9%% 0%
L 0.3% 0% 0% 7.5% 0.2%| 12.6%| 0% 0.03% 0% 0% 0.10po
CxS 1.9% 2.7% 7.1% 3.9% 6.299 0% 0% 7.39 0% 0% 6.3%0
CxL 0% 0% 0% 0% 2.0% | 13.1%| 0% 0% 30.6% 0% 0%
SxL 0% 0.3% 0.1% 0% 0% 0% 0.2% 0% 0.7% 6.0% 1.6%
CxSxL |22.1% 16.6% 14.7% 19.3% 15.3% 20.6%  44.09 8.5% 28.7% 54.5% 49|6%
(+ error)

Note:C = Child, S = Session, and L = Sample Length
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values were negligible except for errors and omissions. Six percent of eanahcs measure

was due to the interaction between the interaction of session and length.

As mentioned above the child and instrumentation factors are the most important facet
to evaluate because they document how the rank ordering of the children chaniges s
of the session and sample length. The child x session interaction accounted farmetait of
variance for the measures of WPM, MLU, pauses, and dialect use. The percentaggoe
for these interactions ranged from 6%-7%. Two of the child x length varialdesrded for a
fair amount of variance; 13% of the variance in the measure of MTL and 31% of the @doianc
intelligibility was due to this interaction. For the measures as a whote,Was a greater
amount of variance observed in the child x session interaction than the child x leagtttion.
Of these two instrumentation facets, session had a greater impact tharalehgitroduced

more variability in the measures.

Topic Analyses The percentages of variance for the facet of topic are displayed in Table
4. Again, the variance due to child, session, and topic individually are displayed and the
interactions between child x session, child x topic, session x topic, and childonsesspic
were calculated as well. The majority of the variance was due to the chdlll Eorguage
measures except intelligibility, errors and omissions and dialect usgré&dest amount of
variance in the measures of intelligibility and dialect use was from they 3atemaction between
the child, session, and topic. This again may not be a true representation of theserc@ted
with the interactions between the three facets because it includes erremibiadccounted for in
the facets examined. The interaction between the child and topic accounted feathstgr

variance in errors and omissions which will be discussed further later.
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Table 4

Percentage of Variance of Measures Due to Child, Session (1°" vs. Z”d), Sample Topic, and Interactions

Productivity Lexical Diversity Discourse Errors & Differences
Utterance Length
NTU NTW WPM NDW MLU | MTL Mazes Pauseg Intell ErrorgDialect
Omis.
Use

C 72.5% | 77.9% 75.0% 77.5% 74.9% 73.8%  47.4% 82.0%  38.6P06 12.0% 29
S 0.1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.3% 0% 0.7% 0% 0% 0.19
T 0.6% 1.2% 1.4% 1.3% 0% 2.9% 0% 0.4% 3.5% 0% 0.19
CxS 0.1% 3.3% 11.0% 2.7% 0% 0% 19.7% 2.1% 0% 14}4% 0%
CxT 7.8% 3.1% 3.4% 1.1% 0% 4.4% 10.4% 0% 0% 448% 0%
SXxT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6.0% 0%
CxSxXT | 18.9% 14.5% 9.2% 17.4% 25.1% 18.6%  22.5% 14.8% 57.9% 24.7% 70
(+ error)

Note:C = Child, S = Session, and T = Sample Topic
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Both session and topic individually accounted for less than 5% of the variance in all
observed language measures. All children performed similarly on these escdaspite the
change in session or topic. The session x topic interaction did not produce much vaimability

any measure except for errors and omissions (6%).

The child x instrumentation interactions are again important because ofitpattion
the rank ordering of children and which facets have a greater influenaevarihbility in
measures. The child x session interaction demonstrated notable amounts ofwviariat/PM,
mazes, and errors and omissions. The variations ranged from 11% to 20%. Unlike the previous
analysis of the interaction of child x length, which did not have striking levels ofiearia
attributed to it, the child x topic interaction had notable amounts of variation imceraisures.
NTU, mazes, and errors and omissions had 10% - 45% variation due to the child x topic
interaction. For this analysis, topic demonstrated more impact on some rag¢hanrdid session

and created substantially larger amounts of variation in those measures.
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CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION

The goal of this study was to document the reliability of measures from kin@éergart
children’s conversational language samples to determine if cliniciangkably use them as a
diagnostic and progress monitoring tool. Because collecting and analyzingd@nsamples
from children can be time consuming, this study examined various facets that coudsh have
effect on the analyzed language measures. If shorter language samghdbratiable and the
length does not introduce substantial measurement error, then collection andptransur
language samples can become more feasible for practicing clini€@s was also examined
as a facet that may have impact on the reliability of language sampldégn§oage samples to
be used as a progress monitoring tool, many samples will need to be collecttmd¢haany
topics may be utilized across different sessions.

Two 10-minute language samples were collected from 20 kindergarten children who
were at-risk for speech and language impairments. A structureataiciprotocol was used to
collect the language samples in order to generate stable data. Two togiesackreither school
activities or home activities, and each 10-minute sample was split into a 3 and &-seigiontent.
The samples were then transcribed and analyzed using the SALT program. &hexagé
measures were generated for each sample. Pearson correlation cogefiveie calculated
comparing measures from session one to session two. The second analysis invhk@y @t
examine sources of measurement error. Child, session, length, and topic and thetranger
were the facets in the present study examined for their impact on measusenment
Changes in Measures from Session 1 to Session 2

Before initiating the reliability analyses, the descriptive dtetisvere reviewed and a

positive trend was identified in the measures from time 1 to time 2. A serid¢@¥As with



effect sizes were calculated and revealed that there were notabkseein several measures
from time 1 to time 2. For example, changes in NTU, NTW, NDW, pauses, and intetiigibil
from session 1 to session 2 accounted for 9 — 22% of the variance in the measures. In the G-
theory analyses, notable amounts of variance loaded onto the single sessin $avetral
measures. These analyses revealed that the children, as a group, derdgustitdevalues in
measures during the second session. This increase may have been due tayfavithidine
examiner and/or familiarity with the task. It is important to note that thesgses only
examined group differences and the changes do not affect the reliabihty measures. While
measures from the children, as a whole, increased from time 1 to time 2, thiétyelia
coefficients remained strong and there was minimal variance attributeel ¢bitd x
instrumentation facets interactions. Thus, the rank ordering of the childrameehthe same
across sessions. However, these changes in measures are important and ¢ave clini
implications.

Clinicians should recognize that these measures are sensitive to fgnidietors. When
comparing a single sample to a normative sample, which can be found in the Sahdséa
clinicians need to use the same procedures that were used to generate dht fiamative
sample. Therefore the clinician should collect the sample during an earactiae with the
child in order to compare it with the samples in the SALT database. Clinicians stieube
aware of a warm-up effect that may be seen across the sessions whegdaagujales are used
as a progress monitoring tool. However in typical clinical practiceld bhcomes more familiar
with the clinician and this warm-up may be seen from the first evaluatioomisésghe treatment
session. To further reduce the warm-up effect, a model of the activity or cdiorefsam the

examiner can help the child to feel more comfortable with a new conversatinarpdhe
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results of this study also motivate further research to a) develop a nasetnple with
multiple data points and b) further modify the elicitation protocol to facilitateergroup-level
consistency across sessions.
Test-retest Reliability

This study demonstrated that measures from ten minute structured conversationa
language samples were reliable from time one to time two. Even though the graumedrf
differently, the rank-ordering of the children was consistent from time omaedwo, which
can be observed through the strong correlations. Most of the measures geneyatednger
reliability coefficients. With the exception of mazes, intelligibiléyrors and omissions, and
dialect use, reliability coefficients were in the .86 - .96 range. By fasttbhagest correlation
was observed for turn length, which reflects the implementation of stringenfoukexaminer
input used in this study. It was noteworthy that the measures of productivity and
vocabulary/grammar were, as a group, some of the most reliable measureslathesafirm
that these measures of general language performance are rehabla structured elicitation
protocol is utilized. While previous studies have determined that language sampteliable
from time one to time two in relatively long conversational samples from yainoglsage
children (Cole, Mills, & Dale, 1989; Gavin & Giles, 1994), this study demonstratedbitei
for structured conversational language samples in school-aged childseqdl. @athese findings,
conversational language samples may be an effective tool in the assegemgess of children
with language impairment. They can determine a child’s baseline langbiigethrough
various language measures. Conversational language samples can also be usetktat doc

change in a child’s language throughout the therapy process.
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Some of the language measures, while still demonstrating significadtiligtj had
correlations that were not as strong. Dialect use had a correlation of +.61. Ve mecause
not all children were using dialectal features; 45% of the children used no ditdatiees in
their productions. Small changes in the use of dialect from time one to time twanaader
impact on the reliability of the measure whereas if all the children usedtdidatures those
small changes observed would not have had as significant of an impact on the measure.
Relatively weak correlations were also observed for intelligibility aerrors and omissions.
These weaker correlations could be a result of a ceiling effect. Most of ktheentwere very
intelligible and there were few errors and omissions throughout the sampldly, Emblren’s
use of mazes also generated weaker correlations, which was not surpesidigolim and Miller
(1992) identified that children’s use of mazes is not related to age and is moreassetilinical
descriptor.

G-theory analyses

The second analysis was completed to examine certain facets that cotdribete
inevitable measurement error in language sampling. The facets of lengtpanadre analyzed
separately and both included the facets of child and session along with theiortsriaetween
facets. In both analyses it was found that most of the variance in languageen&ass due to
the child followed by the interaction between the child, session, and length/tdpsowie
exceptions.

For the length G-theory analyses there were modest levels of vari@mocmia for by
the session alone. All measures except for NDW and MTL demonstrated modest eamoevar
due to length alone, indicating that most measures are not impacted by lengtbaohpihe The

session and length interaction also had little effect on variance except foedsere of errors
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and omissions. The child X session interaction produced little variance for alatgmgreasures
with the exception of WPM, MLU, pauses, and dialect use. Child x length interactions had
modest effects on variability for all but two of the eleven language mesa@dTL and
intelligibility). These data demonstrated that the more descriptiveideyggsample measures
(e.q., pauses, dialect use, turn length) are more susceptible to beingddbfeatstrumentation
facets, while measures of general productivity (e.g., NTW, MLU) tend to éfasenced by
differences in instrumentation. These data also demonstrated that sessigndadrampact on
variability of measures than length, providing compelling evidence that shorteersational
language samples generate samples as reliable as longer samplespliéssthat longer
samples are not always necessary and shorter samples can be used in therdgaeE®ss
without much risk to the reliability of measures.

In the second G-theory analysis, in which the facet of topic was analyzed, most of
variation was attributed to the child facet, which was consistent with the lemaiyses. Little
variation was accounted for by the session and topic individually for all meaSassson and
topic interaction accounted for a fair amount of variance only in the measure efardor
omissions. WPM, mazes, and errors and omissions accounted for a fair amouranaievari
attributed to the interaction between the child and session. For these thraeestaere was a
change for all children from session to session. The interaction of child angtogiced some
variance in the measures of NTU, mazes, and errors and omissions. Therefdradgmme
impact on the reliability of these measures and changed the rank orderinglofdienc

Overall length and topic do not have a substantial impact on the reliability of most
measures. The majority of variance in language measures was due titdthadlhe interaction

between three facets indicating that reliable language measuresaataibed from shorter
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language samples using different topics. However some measures did deta@ftir amount
of variability due to the interaction of child and length/topic. This signifidsaage in the rank
order of children and influence on reliability of measures from the instrunmnfatet.

Topic had a greater influence on variability in three measures. When topaharaged,
NTU, mazes, and errors and omissions were affected. Length had an influenceanik the r
ordering of children for two measures, MTL and intelligibility. DespitedHess exceptions, the
findings revealed that the child facet contributed to most of the variance in eseaSsVinile
there was some variance in measures noted because of instrumentation, theigat®and
reliability coefficients were still strong and the variations for thetrpag were considerably
less than those for the child and 3-way interaction. Consequently shorter languplgs sam
be utilized as well as different topics during the collection of samples.
Limitations

There were some limitations to this study. The primary limitation wasefeedgeneity
of the sample. While all children were involved in Tier 2 of the response to intervention
program, they exhibited varying language skills. These varying langkilge esulted in most
of the variability of language measures being accounted for by the child.

Future studies can examine different facets than those studied here. The fzmet of t
may be looked at further to determine whether other topics affect the er@astiierror more
significantly. Also the length of the same could be examined further to deteframeven
shorter sample, such as one minute, still produces adequate reliability. Ti@atedbe
reliability of shorter conversational language samples in populations otherhilttherc at-risk
for speech and/or language disorders these procedures can be replicatedidlscelraitation

procedures including narratives should be examined for reliability of languageires.
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Conclusion

This study demonstrated that conversational language samples as shee asribtes
can be utilized in clinical practice to assess and document progress inrchildiréanguage
disorders. The language measures calculated in the present studgwner&fbe reliable from
one session to the next in the school-aged population. A structured elicitation pratvesl al

clinicians to collect more reliable language samples.

Another question of this study concerned the feasibility of language samplestie t
constraints of practicing clinicians and the need to collect multiple languangpéesafrom the
same child. The results of the G-theory analysis demonstrated that nbraceable to reliably
use conversational language samples of shorter lengths. Length was not foundato have
significant influence on measurement error for most language measureswaslso not
found to have a significant influence on measurement error for the languageeseadicating
various topics can be used to collect samples without impacting the languagesseasur

Clinically these findings demonstrate that structured conversationplesaas short as
three minutes using the topics of school or home activities can be reliabbtedifieom school-
aged children. Standardized procedures should be used in order to obtain the most reliable

samples and assess the child’s true language abilities
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APPENDIX A: ASSENT AND CONSENT FORMS

Child Verbal Assent Script

We want to learn how children learn to talk and use English so I'm going to hawaékyou t
to me for a few minutes about things you like to do in school and things you like to do at home.
This will help us to hear the kinds of words you use and how many words you use. Some of your
classmates are going to help me out too and talk with me. We will go out in the haill @r int
quiet classroom and | will ask you some questions and you can tell me abouthgmly fsenily,
or what you do for fun. If you decide you don’t want to participate anymore, you cametdl
will be okay and you will not get in trouble and nobody will be mad at you. If you have any
guestions about the study you can ask me. Also if you think of any questions later, gall can
me or my supervisor. Would you like to help me out and talk with me for a few minutes?

Parental Consent Form

Dear Parent/Guardian,

I’'m presently working on my Masters of Communication and Science Dis@tEesst Carolina
University. As part of my degree requirements, | am planning an educagseatch project to
take place at your child’s school that will help me to learn more about childragisalge skills
by collecting a language sample and documenting their use of the Englishgengoea
fundamental goal of this research study is to determine better procestuagsdssing children’s
language abilities.

As patrt of this research project, your child will participate in the caolieatf a language sample
over two 10 minute sessions within one to two weeks that will allow me to record yluls chi
speech sample. As this study is for educational research purposes onlyylteefesach
recorded sampleill not affect your child’s grade. | am requesting permission from you to use
your child’s data (i.e. language sample) in my research study. Pleasstandé¢hat your
permission is entirely voluntary.

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at school a

(440)570-9188 or by emailing melatl0728@ecu.eduf you have any questions about the
rights of your child as a research participant, you may comtectUniversity and Medical
Center Institutional Review Boaat 252-744-2914.

Please detach and return the form below by Thank you for your interest in my educational
research study.

Lindsay DeBrock

Researcher/Investigator



As the parent or guardian of ,

(write your child’'s name)

LI I grant my permission for Lindsay DeBrock to use my child’s data in her
educational research project regarding language abilities. | voluntarilyconsent to
Lindsay DeBrock using any of the data gathered about my student in her study. |
fully understand that the data will not affect my child’s grade, will bekept
completely confidential,and will be used only for the purposes of her research
study.

[0 1do NOT grant my permission for Lindsay DeBrock to use my child’s data in
her educational research project regarding language abilities.

Signature of

Parent/Guardian: Date:
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University and Medical Center Institutional Review Board
East Carolina University ® Brody School of Medicine
600 Moye Boulevard e Old Health Sciences Library, Room 1L-09 e Greenville, NC 27834
Office 252-744-2914 o Fax 252-744-2284 » www.ecu.edu/irb
M Chair and Director of Biomedical IRB: L. Wiley Nifong, MD
CAROLINA Chair and Director of Behavioral and Social Science IRB: Susan L. McCammon, PhD
UNIVERSITY

TO:; Lindsay Brock, Graduate Student, c/o John Heilmann, PhD, CSDI, ECU—3310 LAHN Building

FROM: UMCIRB L¢3«

DATE: May 4, 2009
RE: Expedited Category Research Study
TITLE: “Stability of Conversational Language Samples from Children in Kindergarten: The Effects of Time,

Sample Length, and Topic™

UMCIRB #09-0399

This research study has undergone review and approval using expedited review on 4.29.09. This research study is
eligible for review under an expedited category because it is on collection of data from voice, video, digital, or image
recordings made for research purposes. It is also a research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including,
but not limited to, research on perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural beliefs or
practices, and social behavior) or research employing survey, interview, oral history, focus group, program evaluation,
human factors evaluation, or quality assurance methodologies. (NOTE: Some research in this category may be exempt
from the HHS regulations for the protection of human subjects. 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2) and (b)(3). This listing refers only
to research that is not exempt.)

The Chairperson (or designee) deemed this unfunded study no more than minimal risk requiring a continuing review
in 12 months. Changes to this approved research may not be initiated without UMCIRB review except when necessary
to eliminate an apparent immediate hazard to the participant. All unanticipated problems involving risks to participants
and others must be promptly reported to the UMCIRB. The investigator must submit a continuing review/closure
application to the UMCIRB prior to the date of study expiration. The investigator must adhere to all reporting
requirements for this study.

The above referenced research study has been given approval for the period of 4.29.09 to 4.28.10. The approval
includes the following items:

e Internal Processing Form

Parental permission (received 4.17.09)

Child Verbal Assent Script (received 4.17.09)

Letter of Support: Principal (dated 4.17.09)

Letter of Support: Superintendent of Pitt County Schools (dated 4.21.09)

The Chairperson (or designee) does not have a potential for conflict of interest on this study.

The UMCIRB applies 45 CFR 46, Subparts A-D, to all research reviewed by the UMCIRB regardless of the
funding source. 21 CFR 50 and 21 CFR 56 are applied to all research studies under the Food and Drug
Administration regulation. The UMCIRB follows applicable International Conference on Harmonisation Good
Clinical Practice guidelines.

IRB0O0000705 East Carolina U IRB #1 (Biomedical) IORGO000418 UMCIRB #09-0399
IRBO0003781 East Carolina U IRB #2 (Behavioral/SS) IORG0000418 Page 1 of 1
IRB00004973 East Carolina U IRB #4 (Behavioral/SS Summer) IORG0000418

Version 3-5-07
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APPENDIX B: ELICITATION PROTOCOL

Hi name of studentny name is Lindsay. We’'re going to talk for a little bit today about

activities you do at school and about activities you do outside of school. | will askigau a
guestions and then you can tell me about it. | want to remember what you saygsoniy to
tape record our conversation. Then | will listen to it later.

Questions for school activities

© XNk~ WODNPE
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What kinds of things do you like to do in class?

What do you do at recess?

Can you tell me about your favorite part of the school day?
What kinds of things do you do during center time?

What do you do in gym class?

What do you do in music class?

What are you making in art class?

What kinds of things do you not like to do in class?

Can you tell me about your class pet?

. Can you tell me about lunch time?

. What are you learning about? (in math, reading)
. What do you do when you get to school?

. Tell me about your friends at school.

. What books do you like to look at/read?

. Tell me about your teacher.

. Tell me about your school.

Questions for out-of school activities

© XNk~ PE
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What can you tell me about your family?

What do you like to do when you’re not in school?

What toys do you like to play with at home?

What do you like to do on the weekend?

Do you like to play any sports or games?

What do you like to do outside?

What do you do like to do with your brothers and/or sisters?
Tell me about where you live.

What does your family do for dinner?

. Tell me about your pets.

. What do you do on vacations?

. What do you do when you visit your grandparents?
. What do you do like to do in the summer?

. What do you not like to do at home?

. Who do you like to play with outside of school?
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Prompts

1. Can you tell me more about that?
2. That’s interesting, tell me more.
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