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PRAGMATICS'GENERALIZED TO A SPECIAL EDUCATION CENTER

B

Presénted by: Susan F. Marks and-Mary'w. Casner

In recent years, it haq become apparent that research.in the area of
pragmatics is having a major impact upon our understanding of communication
development. Longitudinal data has estaBlished poor remediation .success

rate for children who demonstrate- language disorders.' ‘As reported by- King,-~
- (1982), children diagnosed as - linguis ically.disordered in - 1967-69 who, then -
received intervention still demonstrated communcative difficulties fifteen
years later. K V- o : : .

-
< \

since 1967 wever , interventidn strategies do not always follow suit and
~seem to lag behipnd current understanding of the theoretical constructs in
the field of communication disorders. The’ emphasis of this paper will be
- to discuss the implementation of pragmatic oriented communctation therapy
in a special education center.

Our understandé:g of the linguistgg systEm has become more sophisticated
H

Carl Sandburyg Elementary Learning Center’ is ‘a Level \'A special educational
program:in Montgomery County, M ryland.. It ' is a totally self \contained
special education school.  This{center is designed for multi- handicapped
elementary aged students who dempnstrate ‘a- cOmbination "of the following’ Y
handicapping conditions: " sever y learning disgbled, emotionally impaired,
'mildly mentally retardcd,'soeech/lanquage impaired, hearing impaired,,and . .3
. mildly cerabral paisﬁld. MOst of the students, 90%, :received communication-

" therapy. -The linguistic behavior demonstrated ‘by. the ‘children, ranged. from
mildly delayed students to those who demonstrated such- a. severe linguistic
deficit that it 1s considered their primary handicep. B ; B X

o P ) L ST

;:When Carl Sandburg Learning Center opened in 1977, speech and language'

-~ therapy was delivered in a traditional way. Students swere pulled from
- their classrooms -and-,seen 1nd1v1dua11y or in small groups.. Therapy /

' programs placed an emphas1s on structure and vocabularly development.

Eventually, however, speech- and language therapy was moved from! the/therapy

.room into €he classroom.- It was felt that. communication should ibe X .

"integrated into the students'- total school program. _Particular: emphas1s

-was - placed upon 1integrating communication therapy’ 1nto the reading/language

..arts curriculum .and -into .the students' behavioral programs..Most of_the" g._ﬁ
‘therapy was performed in groups ‘in the most natural enﬁironment pos: 11 ble, '
~*The child's' clasgroom was considered the best: therapy roomg -The pré gm .
.-orientation of the clinicians ewmphasized the teachino ‘of the communica 1o
process. It was felt that communication includes 'the speaker, .liste
“message and that .the student needs to understand how all these parts -
,aintegrate to)nake a successful connunication even,,t This orientation

i
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coincldes with micH of 'the research in metacognition in which it has. been -
found ‘that learning will not'takq place unless the learner, dnd .in, this ., -
‘case ‘the comnunicator, has ﬁhe‘&%owledge of how he or she goes .ahout
‘learning or communicating. ‘Studénts need to know how to use clues from the/ .
commuriication enviromment to evaluate and revise hypothesis about the .
.current state ahdfuture state of the communicative interaction.; Nogmal .
' Spe§kérS'do thig. ‘aut matically while language impaired students:.do not.
Ebseéential corcepts in thid pragmatic orientation are the features .of ..
‘dontext. Bates reports' that pragmatics really is the rule govérning the !
‘use of language in one text. ' Pruttihg (1982) differentiates: between four
fedtures ofjanteXt;gl?cognitivé*aqausddialrcontext-éknowledge‘of physical -
and social wqud;fZ)physical;gonte*t—-perceputal properties of peoplé .and™ .
objects, 3) linguistic coptextA-prior,dbcuring{ahdrpost verbal behavior, .
and 4)nonlinguistic context--nonverbal®and .paralinguistic behayiors. . ¢ 7
Children need to know.all these dimensions to be capable communicators. To %
complicate the issue even more, context: lacks boundaries; it 'ig alwyays | :
- changing. The abstractness of context makes it difficult for langudgé. .
_impaired,spudents'to'generalize‘what,ﬁley have learned:in therapy to actual '
“céwduhication-situationS‘théyfmeet~daily} ' N R P
It is essential that language disprdéréd‘bhildren be taught té '‘monitor how’
well they are communicating. In fact, language disordered children may ' .-}
have’a deficit in this metacognetivefawareness. - For instance,. they may. R
'h@ve;diffiéulty accessing and- using Eheir knpwledge'ofﬂthe ‘subject which ~.
. they are. talking about.; @ problem:may also exist in selecting and- ° o

dimplementing gpprop:iaté shrategiéslfor,effective_communiCatiod,; Fipally, ' .
‘the difficulty may befin,mqpitcringﬂthe comnunication event and then’ - ".: o e
,cgodsind the. proper, repair. strategy.. In many ways, our language impaired - <
children have.icome to. feel that they have no way to overcome_failureg in = <.
c mmUQibation;§ituations; Because  they. are mastery'oriented,‘wg‘asji

}"c;ihicianS'élso fail to. teach them’that they “have -control over their

N . N iy G50 L . N $ o . . . Coa- L P
.,swc%essesﬂand;fallureSg;n;communicat;on.,flt ;s;;mpergt%ve”to.teagh,v .
‘therqﬁdrég‘thé‘processtof coimmunication:. e ,j??' j Yo
: . L B3 . o I ' L k . Q i : L. .

_ iéauthqrs (Roth,&MSpekmany'19§4);pr098§e that by.teaching an%ogganlzation,
_ of|'discourse, students; become more involved with, and learn to compr'ehend

< the ‘cornicept 'of ecommunication.: For’ example, “and one must teach.... '
‘ K 'J. . .v-. .'. . N .‘; LY . K: X .... '_| s Lt e Lot . '_v"_r o, o [ f
' f,,Tturthak;ng N T " not ‘just.form . IR
| .topig-initiation. - .. . =° . not Jjust guestioning. . PUNCTEEA
1" topic:mainten&nece - - = ' not just’'cobmprehension ' ™ S
. *| terminafion strategies . = - “not__just: form - .
, .\ repair strategies:, . = » . = not just,dlfferent,strucfures
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'structuré. Two ‘students dnly showed dericits in the use of" language.
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Pragmatic 1iterature has broadened our view of.communication. We 10W that.t
capible conimunicators usually hawe strong gocldl skills: + Often itf8 one's "
gocial identity that is affected by having a speech/language and/ox hearing .
- disorder. CommunicatIon, therefore, is really a‘vehicle for inftiating, :
maintaining and términating relationships (Prutting,. 1982) .+ Thie more = -
global; process oriented, Bocio~linguistic approach brings new challenges
and responeibilities to the speech and language clinician. e

We would like to d scuqs and illustrate how we used a ggagmatic emphasis—dt
Carl. bandburg Learninq Center: . In the first instance,«we chose a group of
‘students who were .in their last year at the Learning Ceénter, The students "y
were 1l and. 12 years old.- Most of these students had'from four .to, five . ..
years>o§ 'spéech and language therapy.' The 'students -who participated in the =~
pragmatic, droup demonstrated a variéty .of communication disroders. One: .
girl demonstrated disarthiq spéech caused by oerebral palsy. tn addition,gw,
-ghe also monstrated word finding defi¢its. Two ciMldren had severe word =
finding nd " expresSive language oroblemsi ~ Three children demogstrated '
significant vocabuldrly deficits  and reduced: comprehension of inguistic

One'
student was so severely language imparred that it was considered hia #
primary handicap. : S _
The goal for the qroup wéﬂ to facilitate acquisition of effective ’ R
communication skills. bpelelC objectives inciuded-*increaSing lanquaae E
for spechic purposes such as junior~high school; 'increasing. the range\of g
‘interactions’ unde¥stood and used; increaSing the variety of the students'
interactions, iicreaSing the students' 'ability to perceive accurately the “&

.communrcative intentions< of their peers;. and, their own, communicative

efiectiveness. PmpbaSis was also placed upon te€aching the ctudents to ”“f -
_adjust their communication d@pemdency‘on ‘the | audience and to initiate .
:communication in & positive manner.i~‘ S . : R

R

'Within this junior high preparatorylgroup, students were placed in‘a girls K

group and :a boysﬁwgroup> students. met bi-weekly, girls .and boys"',- SN

-alternating weeks. In’' this pra@matics group, there. were. few ‘res trictions o

,placed upon the students in terms . of. the content of their conversation._ KE
All gtudents, hmwever;\needed to evaluate théir communication: participation |
‘at- the ‘end ‘of each sék sion. The CanlClanS tried to tap. into the. students'
'background information and knowledae as ‘much as possible,  and if ‘they did -

“not ‘have any experience in_ the Situation, we tried R of pr9Vid° it for them.‘ o
_For example, we planned a ViSit to a Junior high. scHbbl. Before ‘the. visit

HE
[\ S

_occured, predictions of what it would be like were. made and role’ playihg .]ﬁfﬁ
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wag done to practice the event., Other activitiés related to junior high
transition specifically were learning how to use a lock, pragticing meeting
new people, learning how to get around in a large place, asking for ang
following directions and relaying mgssages.. For many -of our students,
their elementary school career had been spent at Sandburg Learning Center
.'in a school of about 100 students, whereas all junior high school programs -
»were housed at-schools that had 800 to 1000 students. This  transition®, _+
- created a highly anxious situation for our students. ~— e

W

3

-

The other aspect-of this group was to provide the student with situations
- that would emphasize a variety of communication discourse. ' We provided the '
. Students with a number of projects to accomplish as a group, i.e., cookiny
‘.acitiiigizs, role playing activities and problem solving activities., In
i these tivities, students specifically practiced turn taking, topic =~

, Maintenance, initiation of communication, etc.

.
%

) \ s k R - o R .
‘In addition to this pragmatic group, othter therapy groups in thegchodl -
‘centered around this pragmatic orienthtion. . For:example, one grQup seen iny.
a classroom was directed at getting the students to initiate comguification. i
The clinician would do a variety of .actions to aid this initiatibd#g)Eor
x,exampie,_the clinician could bring in funusual materials and ask the+«/ - 3(
“students to use them but not give any directiions for their use. « ther
mtechnique was to change usually occuring practices to something .upirsual or
-‘out of the ordinary. Toys ware brought:into the classroom that were bro&g&r
+Of the clinician would not?speak uhtil & child would initiate some - : &
-utterance.” Roth and Spekman (1984), provide ‘excellent etamplesfof[w '
. situations into which chjildren can ‘be placed to demonstrhte a véfiéty-of.
ifteractions. Many therapeutic‘interventions ‘can he patterned'after -their.
- suggestions (see Table 1), ‘One activity that was quite successful was
:making an ice cream sundae. This unudal sundae came. about by poinfing Sut
to the children that the usual does not always QCCcuky, ,Firsb}vtheﬁplinician_
- shqowed the group a picture of -a sundae and elicifd the attributeg“of the
' sundae. The students usually came up with the following: An’icegbream ‘
sundae is’' cold and wetf Thesprinkles arejcolorful and .small. ‘The cherry . .
' isfround and red.. The whipped cream is whiite and fluffy: And‘-iﬁally,,;hg;g‘

\

- nuts are brown and crunchy. Then we detided.to prepare the sundae.- .
- Instead of the-:usual ingrediants, the ¢linican brought ingrediants that fits.'
.our description but-did not regemble 'a sundae. Our sundae, therefbre, . Vo
consisted of ice, topped with colgred‘éoqfetti,_nux shellé;:cotton balls v
and:a small red ball. gSituatiods like,these inérease expr ssifon and the . ..
students' use of various cQmmun i a;ion'func%%?bsfln'. ) S

[
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The;kpndq”of activities that can be déveloped 4o increase pragmatic gkills'
are waried. For the clinician, it calls upon an understanding of the )

phekapeutic ?ituations.f As communication specialists, we must teach
flexibility ‘of linguiastic use rather than reinfofce rigidity of ling
Btructure. we must expand how the child uses language'ad a tool toi .
‘1)build relationships with peopM in their social environment; 2) become
awdre of relationships in thein\academic environment, and '3) take their own
initiativé to profit from learning and‘social’interactions. -

. 4 ,’w . l\ ! ¢ . , .
M v . . » ) X . o / . .' A‘ « Y .. .
: K ® " ’ - . 0 o .t * A}
.o “\" 4 . . ) . . ) - 8 ) . . . . ’
- , e £ ' o
L . . . .
. i, . . . .

communication process that stimulates creative and more meaningful - 7 _
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INTERACTION .~ |, e FACILITATING FNVIRONMENTS ,
. JEL . \ 4
request for information . : aituations in which someone wants or
. needs information
request for actions ‘ ‘ '-Bituations in which someone needs
: " something to perform, repeat or
' cease .
- J N - A4 . !
response to requests . situations in which requests for

- - & Anformationlor actions are directed
: “to someone : .

* -

statements or ébmments . : situations in which someone is
. . stimylated to comment or. take a.

< position

I - g : ' :

attention seeking; . situatiqns in whi¢h someone wants

: : . : . or needs another's attention in

v ' ‘order to progress w1th 1nteractive
. activ1t1es

0y S A ) ' _ : .

protesting, rejecting, ' situations in which someone is
denying L likely to object o

gfeéting u ) IR o situations in which individuals meet
" ' - . . and are introduced ' '

other perfeormatives,: i.e., ' . situations in which'indaviduals
tease, warn, ,convey humor : ‘ ‘express surprises, alert someone, —

. . L . ‘tease, etc. . e
R ¥
t . '
’ - N
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” MRKING A SIX-FOOT LONG SUB SANDWICH ,

-

{

*

g s : \ ’
§oAL: To increase students' cooperative group communication skills
MATERIALS 3, fix{ngatfor a sub sandwich R

TECHNIQUES: modeiingv gpecific fdodback of communication ﬂkiliﬁf
requesting repetition - ' o

\
Students are providad with fixings for a 6-foot sub sandwich. "It is up to
them to put it togot\er and divide it for the group. This activity places
the students in a uié&gpiqn where. they have to request information . and
negotiate’their necds s opposed to group needs. The success of the group
activity really depends$ upon the effcctiveness of the communication. The
students then evaluate pheip communication effcctiveness and.strateglies for
. more effective communica?ion arc determined.® '

*'***,**“**/*'****************************

5
. N \ ) ’
VAN \\ ICE CREAM SUNDAE . . ! ‘

\

MATERIALS: picture of ice c}égm sundae ice e
: confetti - i nut shells
cotton ‘' ! ~dish

small rubber ball- \ '

TECHNIQUE: eliciting information*from,students,.questioning, modeling

\

\ A
The students are shown a picture of ‘an ice cream sundae. They are asked to
describe the attributes of the sundae. The clinican helps the students
come up with the attributes (cold sfwet; colorful & small; brown & 'crunchy;
soft & fluffy; and smald and réd). The.sundae is then made with the
materials of ice, confetti, nut shells, cotton and a ball. The clinician

‘then points out how what is usual is sometimes not what pccurs. We then

. come up with communication strategies that would prevent the :

misunderstanding. N ; . C / 
. N . '
Pragmatics Generalized to a Special Education Center
. ; '~ Susan Marks & Mary Casner
L O CEC Convention, April 1984 - -
U © Washington, D.Ci oy’ . <




1
’

Voo

Pragmatics Generallzed to a épaclal.éauéhtioﬁ Center , 7
Marks & Cagsner (1984) _ . . T
F © DIBLLOGRAPHY . . o R

t oo . f .
) ‘ R R
Yy T

1]

o

, w—
Baker, Linda (1982). An Evaluatlion .of the role oﬁ/metacoqntive deficiqn 1n
learing dinabilitlcﬂ, Toples in Lvnrning and Lenkning Dlnnbilittas,

27-35 , .

Bates, E (1976). Prugmatica and‘naéiclinguiatica in child language.
‘ In M. Morehead and A. Morehead (Ed.) La_guage Deticiencx;in
Children: Seledé¢ted read1nas. . ‘ -

Brown, A. and Polindésar, A. (1982), Inducing strategic learning From toxte
by means of informed, self control training, Topics in Learning and
Learning Digabilities, 1-17.

Chapman, R. (1981), Exploring Children's communicative intentions. In .
JF Miller (Ed ) _Assessing Langquage Production in Children: -
Experimental *Procediures, Baltimore: University park Press.

.Hagen, J, (1582), Metacoqnition, self knowledge and learning diaabllitieu:'
some thoughts én knowing and doing, Topics in Loarning and Learning
Disabilities, 19-26.

King, R. et.al., (1982), In retrospect: A fifteen ycar followup report of
specch/languaqge disordered children. Lanquaqe, Speech and Hearing
scrvices in Schools, 13, 24-32, -

Prutting, E. (1982), Pragmatics as social competence, Journal of Speech
and iHearing Disorders, 47, 123-133. -

Roth, F & Sppkman, N. (1984), Assessing pragmatic abilities Qf children:
Part 1 Organizational framework and assessment. parameters, Journal of
Speech and Hearing Disorders, 49, 2-11. -

"Roth, F. & Spékman, N. (1984), AssesSing pragmatic abilities of children:-
Part 2 Guidelines, considerations and sgecific evaluation procedures,

Journal of Speech apd Hearing Disorders, 49,12-17. -

v




