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McIlwain—Validity Matrix and Memo

Vocabulary, Syntax, Discourse, and Phonemic Awareness Design Map
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	Validity Threat
	Strategy
	Rationale
	Conclusion

	Construct/Theoretical Validity 

The quantitative measures will not explain various dimensions of change (i.e. added discourse flexibility) nor will they highlight process of interactions that may lead to changes.  Qualitative measures will not relay the amount of growth and degree of the relationships between variables.
	Connect constant comparative analysis within “the black box” to the pre/post measures and with teacher documents and field notes

	Using interviews, observations/transcribed interactions, and documentation of student progress within the black box and connecting this data to the pre, mid, and post quantitative data will guide us in generating a theory about how syntax, vocabulary, and phonemic awareness are related and how classrooms can allow for their continuous progress.
	Establish relationships and signs concerning the correlation btw variables and the growth among the variables due to the processes captured during the intervention.

	Internal Validity
Other situations may influence growth (i.e. letter knowledge).
	· A control group will be used. 

· Search for varying explanations of the influence.
	· The control group allows us to hold our intervention, which is specific to oral language and phonemic awareness, as a unique intervention
· Rich data within the black box will highlight possible influences not captured in variables. 
	As above

	Descriptive Validity

Manual observations may not generate enough data.
	Video taping and transcription will be used along with field notes.
	I am concerned that observing 1x/wk will not generate enough data, however videotaping will allow us to make the most of what we collect. It will also allow us to go back to previous stages as our theory generates.
	As above

	Interpretive Validity

Researcher bias and reactivity may influence the data collection and analysis.
	· The collaborative nature will include the use of member checks and intersubjectivity.
· Sharing findings with the control group after completion.
	· Meeting for regular member checks and discussions of our personal theories will allow us to work more collectively and will limit reactivity within the data inside the intervention.
· Informing control groups of potential eventual improvements could alleviate tendencies to change.
	· As above
· Reactivity/researcher bias in the intervention and the control group is to some degree a limitation

	Statistical Conclusion


	P values will reduce the possibility of results being due to chance. Effect sizes will be used to measure amount of change.
	Effect sizes will allow us to set up relationships and signs that associate the variables and processes connecting them.
	As in constructive validity

	Internal Generalizability

Researcher bias and reactivity may influence the data collection and analysis
	The collaborative nature will include the use of member checks and intersubjectivity
	Meeting for regular member checks and discussions of our personal theories will allow us to work more collectively and will limit reactivity within the data inside the intervention.
	Reactivity and researcher bias is to some degree a limitation.

	External Generalizability

The intervention will occur at only one cite.
	The strategy is in the framing of the conclusion.
	The study is limited in terms of external generalizability.
	 Inferences will lead to a case representation of processes and variables influenced students at risk in this particular context.


Validity Memo

Greene’s use of the traveler analogy throughout her book really didn’t appeal to me, however the first thought I had as I completed the validity matrix (which, of course, sent me back to the design map a couple of times) was, "Wow! What a trip!”  The trip has been eventful on a macro and a micro level. I tend to think in terms of the big picture which has been making framing specific studies kind of difficult, especially with my limited knowledge of and experience within the “enterprise” of research.  

My original design map and memo has divided into three separate, but related, research projects. (This is the macro aspect of my growth during the travels.) The particular design included above is one that is a direct revision of the last map and memo that received feedback from peers and Dr. Maxwell, which has helped me dive into the details of design and into a clearer picture of my motivations. The question about ethnic background has been moved to another study and replaced with a “richer” question about the influence of an intervention organized around culturally relevant storytelling, developmentally appropriate word play, and free response on the growth of syntactical complexity/flexibility, expressive vocabulary, and the development of phonemic awareness.  
Focusing on this question brought me back to a burning thought I first had back in 1997 when I was being trained as a Reading Recovery teacher.  I started thinking that we need language recovery for preschool, kindergarten, and first grade students (emerging readers and writers) that come to a school that operates using a different language, a different discourse, or at a higher linguistic level than what they actually control themselves.  My intent with this project is to try to design and implement such an intervention with a group of kindergarten teachers in one public school (diverse) setting.  The target population contains students at risk of struggling to learn to read.  The sample will be those children in our school that qualify for the state sponsored kindergarten intervention based on their DRA2 word analysis scores.  Although this frame is more focused than my last, it is still very complex.  Therefore the validity matrix really helped to think through the design and potential conclusions.


I think the construct validity is a huge issue in this project as a great deal of the construct  is qualitative and lies inside the black box. As a result the strategies used to deal with descriptive and interpretive validity also strengthen construct validity. I am confident that our observational, interview, and documentation data will accurately depict the processes at play and minimize biases and reactivity as long as we engage in regular, ongoing member checks and develop intersubjectivity as we work with our intervention groups. The success and depth of this collaborative effort will depend on the data, which leads to the need to consider potential interpretive and descriptive validity threats. 

Descriptive validity will be strengthened as each teacher will videotape one intervention session per week, which I will transcribe for further analysis. I will also develop field notes and member check these and the analyzed transcribed conversations with the teachers after they watch the videotape.  The transcriptions and field notes should create a rich form of data from which to interpret and connect with teacher documents and quantitative results.  

Interpretive validity and internal generalizability will need to be further considered as a threat.  I am thinking we will all need to publicly document our personal theories about how oral language (syntactic complexity/flexibility) and expressive vocabulary develop and how this interacts with the development of phonemic awareness as an additional way of dealing with biases and reactivity.  My thought is that children find it easier to develop phonemic awareness within the vocabulary they control. The more vocabulary they control, the easier the road to higher levels of phonemic awareness (rhyme, syllable segmentation, hearing and manipulating individual sounds in sequence).  Additionally, I think that the quickest way to increase expressive vocabulary is to develop both vocabulary and syntax.  The students need to be comfortable with the language structures in order to use the content words in given situations.  Repeated and varied storytelling, starting with stories and story types known by the students, will strengthen structures and vocabulary.  Free response with conversational feedback from peers and the teacher (using the I + 1 theory as a guiding principle) will also increase use of varied structures and vocabulary. Finally, word play within the context of these known structures and vocabulary will improve the development of phonemic awareness. I think that the control group will be less inclined to develop syntactic complexity/flexibility and expressive vocabulary and, therefore, will make less growth in phonemic awareness.  
Our focus on the development of syntactic complexity/flexibility and expressive vocabulary as we intervene to accelerate the development of phonemic awareness makes our intervention different than that of the control group. (Every school in Virginia designs an intervention for this targeted population in kindergarten.)  I will need to observe the control group once a week to ensure the distinction does exist.  The authenticity of the use of a control group and the searching for a variety of explanations as to how our qualitative data connects within its components (observations (field notes and transcriptions of conversations), transcribed interviews, documents) and connects to the quantitative measures will increase internal validity.
The validity of the inferences and connections made based on statistical analysis will be increased through the use of p values to ensure that the results are not due to chance variation for this specific sample.  The statistical conclusion validity will also be enhanced through the use of effect sizes (Pearson product correlations if they prove to exist on the Manova and/or gain scores on individual measures of narrative skills, expressive vocabulary, and overall score on phonemic awareness tasks).   
Although we may generate sound statistical conclusions, we are not attempting to generalize beyond our sample or to a representative population in other contexts.  The statistically sound results will connect with our other forms for data to, as advocated by Becker, establish relationships and signs concerning the correlation between syntax, vocabulary, and phonemic awareness variables and the growth among them due to the processes captured during the intervention.  The inferences made will build a case representation of how these processes and signs can be used to develop productive emergent reading interventions (via a focus on oral language proficiency, vocabulary, and phonemic awareness) that will pave the way to reading acquisition for these students.  Therefore, other schools with similar students may use our case as an exemplar on which to build their own program.
The process of creating a validity matrix was helpful in that it really showed me how connected validity is to the other components in the design map.  I made additions and changes to the conceptual framework, purposes, and questions as I worked through different validity threats.  I had the most difficult time framing construct validity and I am not completely sure I “operationalized” it well for this study.  I also learned more about how various aspects of validity are actually interrelated, although I found it very helpful to look at them separately. Most importantly, I am learning that validity refers to the way a researcher frames and uses inferences from a study.  The “enterprise” of research begins with the several passes through a design map and validity matrix.  I have a feeling I will take another spin or two before actually implementing this project.
Methods:


Pre/Post Quasi-experimental with two matched, diverse, suburban-urban public elementary school kindergarten and first grade classrooms. Pre collected in Sept. and post in June.


Sample: kindergarten students not reaching fall benchmarks and first grade students not reaching benchmarks the previous year.


Data Collection/Measures: NAP (Narrative Assessment Protocol); DRA2 Word Analysis tasks 1-11; CELF expressive vocab subtest; semi structured interviews with family members; intervention observations; intervention documentation of student performance, teacher interviews


Analysis: (Pre and Post) NAP, CELF expressive vocab, DRA 2, and treatment status (y or n) will be run through a MANOVA to determine associations pre and post treatment. (2) Family interviews will be transcribed and coded to determine storytelling and language patterns.  The 30 min  intervention shell (10 min storytelling, 10 min word play, 10 min free response) will be filled based on the family storytelling patterns,  English language level of the students, and DRA results (3) Intervention sessions will be transcribed, coded and cross checked with student performance documentation provided by teachers as interventions unfold. Intervention observations/documents will cross checked back with the pre treatment Mancova results periodically (end of wk 1, midpoint) to track possible changes or explain possible relationships. They will also be cross checked with the post Manova for the same purposes (going back to midpoint and the final week/2 weeks).


Strategy for Mixing Analysis: I am trying to use an interactive analysis strategy focused on data correlation and comparison as described above. I am not sure where it will take me.





Question:


How will an intervention housing relevant storytelling, developmentally appropriate word play, and free response influence the development of expressive vocabulary, syntactic maturity (complexity and flexibility) and phonemic awareness development?


Is there an association between expressive vocabulary, level of syntactic complexity and flexibility, and phonemic awareness?





Purpose:


Initiate a research program that  includes practical implications for classroom teachers in terms of culturally relevant, discourse oriented, and developmentally appropriate practices that facilitate language development and early reading development.


Include teachers in the scholarship of teaching and learning and collaborate with them in continued efforts towards continuous improvement for students, teachers, and schools.


This program, in time, will contribute to a more complete understanding of how oral language proficiency (syntax and vocabulary) is linked to reading acquisition and early development. 


.











Conceptual Framework:


Many students from diverse backgrounds (socio-economically, linguistically, and ethnically) experience a mismatch between their language and pragmatic patterns and those used in schools. Discourse, cultural, and developmental mismatches create barriers between the student and his/her language tools—tools he/she has been using to learn throughout the formative years.  These tools (vocabulary, syntax, and rules of discourse) are necessary to develop phonemic awareness.


If a match is created via discourse oriented, culturally relevant oral storytelling, storybook reading and/or developmentally appropriate conversations, then the student’s time and exposure to language will increase.   Allowing for this continuous progress “at the starting gate” will facilitate the development of  vocabulary and syntactic complexity/flexibility, which provides the foundation from which to develop phonemic awareness.


Recent linguistic theories see syntax and vocabulary as part of a unified system, therefore it could be more effective to develop syntax and vocabulary together through authentic conversation and experiences.  Krachen’s I+1 theory is a valuable tool that can be applied to native English speakers and ESOL students to maximize conversations directed at increasing vocabulary and syntactic complexity/flexibility.


Reading Recovery is based on understanding where the child is in order to bring him/her to the average of the class in terms of processing text in reading and writing. I have always felt the same is necessary for language because it is the foundational piece for phonological awareness and early reading development. We need “Language Recovery” in our public school Head Start and kindergarten classrooms. Language Recovery could use discourse oriented, culturally relevant, and developmentally appropriate conversations and story experiences just as Reading Recovery uses continuous text (real, authentic text).


Action/Participatory research and job embedded staff development can come together to study how best adapt literacy instruction for diverse populations.





Validity:Dealing Strat.: 


Statistical conclusion: p value and effect size of  gains made on vocab, NAP, and phonological awareness measures;


Internal Validity: Control group; establish relationships and signs concerning the correlation btw vocab, syntax, and phonological awareness and the intervention rather than immediate causes


Construct//Theoretical Validity: connecting analysis, searching for negative cases, treatment (?), check reliability of measures w/ sample (?)


Descriptive Validity (incompleteness of data): videotape to allow revisiting and thorough transcription; number of observations may be incomplete therefore a limitation


Interpretive Validity: researcher bias will be handled with member checks w/ participating teachers and/or other researchers; reactivity is a limitation


External generalizability: Case Representation of Generic Processes/Variables


Internal generalizability; communicate researcher lens to minimize reactivity
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