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Abstract 

 

Scaffolding for Success in Dynamic Assessment of Narratives with 

Spanish-English Bilingual Children With and Without Specific 

Language Impairment 

 

Lisa Marie Favazza, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2016 

 

Supervisor:  Elizabeth Peña 

 

Purpose: Dynamic assessment (DA) is a test-teach-retest procedure that has high 

identification accuracy in bilingual populations. This research study investigated the type 

and amount of clinician scaffolding required for student understanding during the “teach” 

portion, or mediated learning experience (MLE), of a narrative DA task in English for 

Spanish-English bilinguals with and without language impairment (LI).   

Method: Four age-, gender-, and language-ability matched Spanish-English 

bilingual students, two with normal language development (NL) and two with LI, were 

chosen as a subset from a dynamic assessment study by Peña, Gillam, & Bedore (2014). 

All of these students participated in two MLEs in which examiners taught them 10 narrative 

structures: place, time, character information, temporal order, causal relationships, 

initiating event (problem), internal response, attempt/action, consequence/solution, and 

reaction. The number and level of examiner questions for each target structure, as well as 
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the participants’ responses to those questions, were compared across the NL and LI 

matches.  

Results: Results demonstrated that there was no difference in the number of 

examiner questions needed for a correct response between the NL and LI participants. 

However, NL participants reached the highest level of understanding for every target 

structure, whereas neither of the LI participants reached the highest level of understanding 

on certain target structures, regardless of the number of scaffolds. There was a significant 

difference in the levels of scaffolding for Match 1, with the NL requiring lower levels of 

scaffolding than his LI counterpart. Given the level of scaffolding, children with NL were 

able to more accurately and completely respond to examiner questions. 

Discussion: Results provide partial support for the notion that higher levels of 

clinician scaffolding are needed for children with LI to learn new narrative language 

structures. An interaction between number and levels of scaffolding may indicate that 

observing the effect of both of those elements can help clinicians further differentiate 

between bilingual children with and without LI. 
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Chapter 1: Literature Review 

Speech-language pathologists (SLPs) are faced with an ever-growing number of 

children on their caseloads, often with an increasingly diverse population. According to the 

United States Census Bureau (2010), 20.7% of people aged 5 years and older are exposed 

to and use a language other than English in the home. Additionally, The Pew Research 

Center (2004) reported a 142% increase of people identifying themselves as 

Hispanic/Latino in the 2000 Census compared to the 1980 Census, with 24.7 million people 

speaking Spanish in the home. As allied-health care professionals, we cannot ignore these 

trends in the growing bilingual population, because they directly affect the way we need to 

approach our clinical practice. For these reasons, SLPs are faced with the challenge of 

finding time to assess these children with procedures that will, hopefully, accurately 

distinguish those with language impairments from those without language impairments. 

This process can become even more difficult for English Language Learners (ELLs), 

whose process of second language learning can sometimes show patterns similar to those 

seen in monolinguals with specific language impairment (SLI) (Paradis, Rice, Crago, & 

Marquis, 2008). Despite (or due to) these difficulties, it is crucially important that a correct 

diagnosis is made so that bilingual children receive appropriate services to meet their 

needs. 

1.1 – STRATEGIES FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS 

Strategies for English Language Learners (ELLs) 

McLaughlin (1992) outlined some myths and misconceptions about bilingualism to 

help teachers better understand how to support their ELLs. First, he debunks the myth that 

children learn second languages quickly and easily, especially when they are very young. 
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Although some studies find that children become more fluent in second language 

acquisition at younger ages, there is also research that refutes the “critical period” 

hypothesis that the ability to acquire language stops at a certain age or critical period 

(Hakuta, Bialystok, & Wiley, 2003). Therefore, instead of expecting that children will 

quickly acquire English, teachers and clinicians need to know what they are doing and why, 

be consciously engaged, and reflect on the learning process continually (van Lier, 1996). 

Another second language acquisition myth is that children have acquired a second language 

once they can speak it. Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) are less 

cognitively demanding than the Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) skills 

required for academic work in schools. A student who can speak English at a BICS level 

may still need intensive support to comprehend and express information at a CALP level 

(Herrell & Jordan, 2012). Finally, McLaughlin refutes the idea that all children learn a 

second language in the same way. He asserts that “teachers need to be aware of how the 

child’s experiences in the home culture affect values, patterns of language use, and 

interpersonal style. [. . .] Effective education of children from culturally and linguistically 

diverse backgrounds affirms the values of home culture and develops in children a positive 

emotional attitude toward their background” (p. 8-9). Understanding these patterns of 

second language acquisition can help clinicians make better judgments about their ELL 

students’ performance during assessment and intervention. 

McLaughlin provides teachers and clinicians with a framework for working with 

ELL students. Apart from the stages of language acquisition, what types of speech and 

language error patterns are normal and expected for ELLs? Grammatical morphemes, 

especially past [-ed], third person singular [-s], and BE verbs, tend to be most often omitted 

or used incorrectly by ELLs (Paradis, 2005; Paradis, 2008). This pattern can vary 
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depending on the student’s L1, but it is fairly consistent across languages. Appendix A 

describes more detailed patterns of Spanish-Influenced English.  

Strategies for Children with Specific Language Impairment (SLI) 

Research on children with specific language impairment (SLI) suggests that 

children with SLI use the same learning strategies and methods as typically developing 

(TD) children, but less effectively and less efficiently (Alt, Meyers, & Ancharski, 2012; 

Gray, 2003). Additionally, these authors explain how children with SLI need a much higher 

frequency of exposure to language forms to acquire them, ideally receiving a minimum of 

65 examples in a session, more than .82 recasts per minute, and 192 presentations per 25 

minutes (Alt, et al., 2012). Children with SLI typically need at least twice the exposure to 

words before comprehending them and at least twice as many opportunities to practice 

producing words before using them independently compared to TD peers (Gray, 2003, p. 

56). Additionally, research suggests that children with SLI have difficulty self-monitoring 

their performance and receiving feedback (Arbel & Donchin, 2014). Unlike ELLs, 

however, children with SLI may exhibit language acquisition difficulties as part of a larger, 

global sensory deficit (Taal, Rietman, Meulen, Schipper, & Dejonckere, 2013). 

ELLs with SLI 

 Although there is scarce information on strategies for bilingual children with SLI, 

much of the available research suggests a challenge for clinicians, because ELLs and 

children with SLI exhibit similar grammatical profiles and error patterns (Grimm & Schulz, 

2014; Leonard, 2013; Paradis, 2010). Namely, both groups tend to have difficulty acquiring 

and using English verbal inflections and tense markers. There is some evidence that 

suggests bilinguals with SLI exhibit a higher frequency of these errors compared to TD 

bilinguals (Grimm & Schulz, 2014). Grimm and Schulz mention two additional factors that 
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help differentiate bilingual children with SLI from TD bilingual children: late onset of 

multi-word stage and family history of SLI. Still, for teachers and clinicians to make initial 

judgments about whether or not a bilingual child is at risk for SLI, it would be helpful to 

have more concrete information to make an informed judgment. In a study designed to 

differentiate children with and without language impairment from Spanish-speaking 

backgrounds and different levels of English proficiency, Gutiérrez-Clellen, Simon-

Cereijido, & Wagner (2008) found no significant differences in patterns of language 

between monolinguals with SLI and bilinguals with SLI. These authors did not observe 

cross-linguistic influence from Spanish-English on any grammatical measures when 

comparing bilingual and ELL participants with SLI to monolinguals with SLI.  

Kohnert (2010) identified three key characteristics of typically developing 

bilinguals to help clinicians rule out language impairment in this population: “an uneven 

distribution of abilities in the child’s two languages, positive as well as cross-linguistic 

association with bilingual learners at either structural or conceptual/processing levels, and 

individual variation in response to similar social circumstances” (p. 16). Additionally, 

Jacobson & Schwartz (2005) found that TD bilingual children were better at producing 

regular verbs and exhibited more productive errors than bilingual children with SLI, who 

performed relatively better on irregular verbs and exhibited more nonproductive errors (p. 

313). These patterns may be difficult for teachers and clinicians to detect, but they are 

important clues in helping us make better informed decisions for our bilingual students. 

Given the limited evidence of language learning patterns among bilingual children/ELLs 

with SLI, the next question is: what should we do to assess and treat these children? 
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1.2 – DYNAMIC ASSESSMENT (DA) 

Many researchers have found that traditional standardized tests, whether 

administered in English or administered in another language to which the test was 

translated, do not adequately differentiate between bilinguals with and without SLI, often 

over- or under- identifying students (Yzquierdo, Blalock, & Torres-Velásquez, 2004). 

Given the weaknesses and limits of standardized testing, SLPs are using other assessment 

tools, including dynamic assessment. Dynamic assessment, a test-teach-retest procedure, 

is a promising alternative to standardized testing that has less cultural and linguistic bias, 

better diagnostic accuracy, and more potential for successful clinical application (Peña, 

Gillam, & Bedore, 2014).  

In contrast to standardized tests, dynamic assessment differs significantly in its 

procedures and outcomes. Specifically: 

First, examiners and children interact extensively during the assessment process.   

[. . .] Secondly, a focus of dynamic assessment is on the observation of learning 

processes and strategies during the teaching phase. [. . .] Finally, dynamic 

assessment measures more than the demonstration of a skill at one point in time. 

Pretest-to-posttest comparisons of performance and examination of emerging 

learning strategies during mediation sessions can reveal children’s latent capacities 

for change. (Peña et al., 2006, p. 2-3) 

This process promotes learning growth and development rather than simply classifying a 

child into certain categories based solely on a numerical score. Additionally, Bain and 

Olswang (1995) found that dynamic assessment had strong predictive and construct 

validity, adding psychometric value to the process. 

        Another crucial element to dynamic assessment is its relative lack of cultural and 

linguistic bias. The nature of the processes focus less on a numerical score and more on the 
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qualitative learning potential, skills, and thoughts. As Roseberry-McKibbin and O’Hanlon 

note: “It is important to identify a child’s learning potential, not just a child’s background 

knowledge, which can reflect lack of opportunities or different learning experiences” 

(2005, p. 183). In sum, dynamic assessment has been shown to be a less-biased, more 

accurate form of assessment for bilingual children (Saenz & Huer, 2003).  

 Despite the apparent effectiveness of dynamic assessment, there is little data on 

how these results of DA can be used to create intervention goals and plans. Once this 

assessment is used to determine students of low- and normal- language ability, clinicians 

need to be able to apply those findings for clinical intervention purposes. Modifiability 

factors seem to be strong indicators of language ability, but more work needs to be done to 

determine which of those factors, specifically, contributes to language learning success, 

and how that information can be used to determine successful interventions. 

1.3 – SCAFFOLDING  

According to McCormick and Donato (2000), “Scaffolding is the process by which 

experts assist novices to achieve a goal or solve a problem that the novice could not achieve 

or solve alone” (p. 185). Scaffolding is based on Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, 

which includes teaching within an individual’s zone of proximal development. This theory 

emphasizes learning within a highly contextualized, collaborative activity, with the more 

knowledgeable individual (e.g., teacher or clinician) guiding the novice to perform tasks 

that are currently too difficult or cognitively demanding (McCormick & Donato, 2000).  

van de Pol, Volman, Oort, and Beishuizen (2014) identified three main features of 

scaffolding: adaptively or contingency; fading support over time; and transfer of 

responsibility for a task or for learning to the student. Using these three features, the authors 

created a model of contingent teaching (MCT), shown in Figure 1. In Figure 1, solid boxes 
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are those contingent actions performed by the teacher/examiner, and the dotted boxes are 

the student responses on which the contingent responses are based. The strength of using a 

model such as MCT with bilingual children and children with SLI is that the process is 

continuous and fluid, just like the process of language acquisition. Additionally, the 

emphasis on student response aligns well to the dynamic assessment modifiability scale 

and learning strategies checklist that quantify student behaviors during the mediated 

learning experience of dynamic assessment (Gutierrez-Clellen & Pena, 2001). 

 

Figure 1:    Model of contingent teaching (van de Pol et al., 2014). 

However, van de Pol et al. note that MCT is not an easy process: “It is conceivable that 

exploring and checking students’ conceptual understanding and simultaneously 

considering how to use the gathered information in the support was just too much, causing 

cognitive overload. Future research should explore methods to reduce cognitive load for 

teachers” (p. 641). This paper seeks to help reduce this cognitive load on clinicians by 

examining patterns of scaffolding necessary for students’ success in narrative tasks for 

children with and without LI. 

1.4 – PURPOSE  

As discussed in previous sections, there is scarce research addressing specific 

patterns of scaffolding needed for bilingual children with and without LI to achieve 

learning goals. If this study can identify consistent patterns of clinician assistance needed 
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in dynamic assessment of a narrative task for bilingual children with and without LI, it will 

be useful information for SLPs, teachers, and other members of the special education team 

to use in assessment. Additionally, this information could be helpful in creating 

intervention goals for speech and language therapy for bilingual children with identified 

impairments. Specifically, the treatment goals can include a component of reducing the 

level of clinician or teacher support needed for the child to be successful in narrative and 

other language tasks. 

The purpose of the research study is to investigate the type and amount of clinician 

scaffolding used during Mediated Learning Experience (MLE) in English with four 

Spanish-English bilingual students, two with Normal Language development (NL) and two 

with LI. The research study will investigate how bilingual children with and without LI in 

the levels of scaffolding required when attempting to learn narrative story elements. 

Specifically, this study seeks to answer the following research question: 

 How do children with and without SLI differ in: 

A. The number of examiner scaffolds needed for each target structure 

B. The level of examiner scaffolding needed for each target structure 

C. The combined effect of number and levels of scaffolding on 

participant response 
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Chapter 2: Methodology 

2.1 – RESEARCH DESIGN 

The present study utilized a single-subject research design. Between-subject 

comparisons were made for the two matched pairs of participants with NL and LI. 

Specifically, the author compared the number and levels of scaffolds for each targeted 

structure (questions 1-10) during MLE 1 and MLE 2 between participants, as well as the 

combined effect of number and levels of scaffolding on participant response. 

2.2 – PARTICIPANTS 

The present study’s four bilingual participants are a subset of the group of children 

who participated in a dynamic assessment study by Peña, Gillam, and Bedore (2014). Peña 

et al. (2014), the authors sought to assess the identification accuracy of DA of narrative 

ability in English for ELLs. From the 54 children who were reported on their analysis, four 

children (two with language impairment and two without) were chosen who were 

previously matched. These children were matched according to the following criteria: 

 Age in months at time of initial testing (within 5 months) 

 Month of birth (within 4 months) 

 IQ (within 15 points) score on the Universal Nonverbal Intelligence Test 

(Bracken & McCallum, 1998)  

 Language experience  

(Peña et al., 2014, p. 2210) 

Out of the 18 possible matches, two matched pairs were chosen based on 

availability of audio files and written transcripts during the MLE portions of the dynamic 

assessment. The four participants were male kindergarten students ranging in age from 5;6 

to 5;8 at the time that the assessments were conducted.  
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It should be noted that at the time that the dynamic assessment took place, the 

participants were not yet diagnosed with SLI, so the examiners were unaware of which 

children had impairments and not. The children’s language impairment status was 

determined by longitudinal data that was collected after these dynamic assessments took 

place.  

2.3 – PROCEDURES 

Mediated Learning Experience Transcriptions 

The two participants with NL had transcripts on file from previous studies that were 

transcribed by undergraduate and graduate Communication Science and Disorders students 

in the Human Abilities in Bilingual Language Acquisition (HABLA) Lab at University of 

Texas-Austin (UT). For the two remaining participants, the present author listened to audio 

recordings of MLE 1 and MLE 2 for each and transcribed all of the children’s and 

examiners’ utterances using SALT transcription procedures (Miller & Iglesias, 2008).  

Examiner Questions 

Certified SLPs conducted two MLE sessions for each child. The sessions focused 

on story structure and story components designed to build on children's narrative 

production. Scripts were provided for the SLPs to follow and they were encouraged to 

modify the scripts based on children's responses. The modifications allowed SLPs to be 

responsive to children's specific difficulties in narration. Thus, the SLPs did not follow the 

script to the letter. For this reason, the examiner target structure list was compared to the 

actual transcripts to derive a set of target structures that was used consistently across 

examiners and across participants. This process yielded a set of target structure questions 

asked by all examiners in both MLE 1 and MLE 2 across participants (Table 1).  
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Table 1:     Narrative structures targeted in Mediated Learning Experiences. 

Coding System 

van de Pol et al. (2014) provide coding systems for scaffolding experiences, 

including Levels of Teacher Degree of Control and Levels of Student Understanding 

(Appendix B). The author of this paper adapted van de Pol et al.’s coding systems to make 

them more appropriate for the MLE procedures and protocols (Table 2). For example, in 

van de Pol et al.’s Levels of Teacher Degree of Control, the authors used 0 to represent 

situations in which the teacher was absent and no support was provided. In the present 

study, however, there was never a time during the MLE when the examiner was absent. 

Therefore, in the present study, a level of 0 represents the lowest level of support (i.e. 

broadest level of questioning) that examiners used across participants. Additionally, van 

de Pol et al.’s coding systems include non-numeric codes, such as SUNOC (Student 

Understanding Not On Content) and SUX (Student Understanding Cannot Be 

Question Targeted Structure Example 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

 

6 

 

7 

 

8 

 

9 

 

10 

Place (Setting) 

 

Time (Setting) 

 

Character Information 

 

Temporal Order 

 

Causal Relationships 

 

Initiating Event (Problem) 

 

Internal Response 

 

Attempt/Action 

 

Consequence/Solution 

 

Reaction 

Where do you think they are? 

 

What time do you think it is? 

 

What names should we give the dog and cat? 

 

At the beginning, first they were…then… 

 

Why did that happen? 

 

What is the problem? 

 

How does the character feel about that? 

 

What does the dog do? 

 

What happens to the problem? 

 

How did the characters feel when the problem got fixed? 
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Determined). Although those codes are useful qualitatively, those codes were adapted for 

the present study on a 0-4 scale to match the examiner’s levels of scaffolding. Additionally,  

 

Table 2:     Levels of scaffolding and levels of participant understanding. 

Code Levels of Scaffolding Levels of Participant Understanding 

0 

The teacher 

 Provides no new content 

 Elicits an elaborate response 

 Asks a broad and open question 

 Example: Why do these three 

concepts go together? 

The student’s response  

 Is not on the subject matter 

 Is on the subject matter but no 

understanding can be determined 

because, for example, no reasons 

are given and more answers are 

possible; the student does not finish 

his/her sentence; the student’s 

response is unintelligible; etc. 

1 

The teacher 

 Provides no new content 

 Elicits an elaborate response, 

mostly for an elaboration or 

explanation of something (“why” 

questions) 

 Asks a more detailed but still open 

question 

 Example: What do you think 

internal market means?  

The student 

 Demonstrates or claims poor or no 

understanding. For example, what a 

student says is evaluated wrong by 

the teacher, the student is unable to 

formulate an answer (but makes an 

attempt), the student requests an 

explanation, etc. 

2 

The teacher 

 Provides no new content 

 Elicits a short response (yes/no or 

choice).  

 Example: What came first, the 

European Union or the European 

Coal and Steel Community? 

The student 

 Demonstrates limited understanding 

by only directly repeating the 

examiner’s model. 

3 

The teacher 

 Provides new content 

 Elicits a response 

 Give a hint or suggestive question 

 Example: (When talking about the 

meaning of internal market): Think 

about trade. 

The student 

 Demonstrates or claims partial 

understanding. For example, when 

the student omits a crucial part of 

what is considered the correct 

answer by the teacher.  

4 

The teacher 

 Provides new content 

 Elicits no response 

 Gives an explanation or the answer 

to a question 

The student 

 Demonstrates or claims good 

understanding. 
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there were some instances during the MLEs when participants directly repeated the 

examiner. These direct repetitions were added to the present study’s coding scale, which 

was not used by van de Pol et al. Repeating a model demonstrates some understanding of 

the task (i.e., the participant needs to follow the examiner), but not quite enough 

understanding to deem partial credit, because it is not initiated by the participant. Refer to 

Table 2 for the full coding scale used by the present author.   

Transcript Analysis 

MLE transcripts were analyzed for two elements: 1) the examiner’s level of 

scaffolding for each question; 2) the participant’s response to each question. The 

established question set (Table 1) was used to guide analysis of each participant’s 

transcript. Each question was coded on the 0-4 scale based on the examiner’s level of 

scaffolding. Then, the participant’s response to that question was coded on the 0-4 scale 

based on the response. If the student did not demonstrate full understanding of the target 

structure, as determined by the examiner, then the examiner continued asking about that 

topic at various levels of scaffolding until the participant demonstrated understanding. 

Participant demonstration of good understanding was indicated by the examiner’s verbal 

responses, such as “yes”, “good job”, “that’s right” or other confirmation that the 

participant’s response is what they were looking for.  

Every target structure across both MLEs was coded with the level of examiner 

questioning and level of participant response for all four participants. For this author’s 

coding purposes, once the participant demonstrated good understanding, coding for that 

particular target structure ceased, with two exceptions. First, if the participant demonstrated 

good understanding (as indicated by the examiner’s responses listed above), but the 

examiner rephrased the question at a lower level of scaffolding, then that question was 
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coded. This was done when the lowest level of scaffolding was needed to yield a correct 

student response. Second, question number three related to character information required 

participants to give all characters in the story a name. In many instances, examiners would 

pose a question for only one character at a time (e.g. “What name should we give the 

dog?”). Therefore, participants may have demonstrated good understanding by naming one 

of the characters, but more questioning was needed by the examiner in order for the 

participant to name all the characters in the story. If a participant correctly named one of 

the characters but needed more questioning to name them all, then each of the participant’s 

responses received a maximum response of 3 (reflecting partial comprehension) until all 

of the characters were named.  

The following is an excerpt from an MLE transcript to demonstrate how the coding 

system was applied. Refer to Table 2 to compare this example to the author’s coding 

system. Per SALT conventions (Miller & Iglesias, 2008), E refers to the examiner and C 

refers to the child. Note that the number in brackets following each utterance is this author’s 

level of coding applied to the examiner questions and student responses. The italicized 

descriptions in brackets explain how that level of coding was determined. 

E Where are the dog and the cat? [1; E asks a relatively open question, but does not 

require an elaborate response.] 

C {points to the page} [1; C does not understand that an appropriate answer to 

that question requires a verbal response to a place in the story, not the physical 

location on the page of the book.] 

E Yep, they’re right there. 

E But look at this. What’s this? [2; E provides a higher level of scaffolding to elicit 

a short, one-word response from child. E gives the participant a more limited range 

of options, as well as a hint, by asking C to identify the body of water. However, E 
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does not yet introduce any new content or vocabulary to warrant a level 3 

scaffolding.] 

C Water. [3; C demonstrates partial understanding, because he does not 

understand that the concept of place in a story requires more specific terms for that 

water, such as an ocean, lake, river, etc.] 

E So do you think they’re at a river or a lake or a pond? [3; E increases the level of 

scaffolding with the introduction of new content words, specifically “river”, 

“lake”, and “pond”. C only needs to respond with one of those choices.] 

C A lake. [4; C demonstrates good understanding by concluding the characters are 

at a lake.] 

Combined Effect of Number and Levels of Scaffolding 

For each target structure, a summary score was assigned based on the interaction of 

number examiner questions for that target, level of scaffolding, and level of participant 

understanding (see Table 3). The levels of examiner scaffolding were broken up into 0-2 

and 3-4. From scaffolding levels 0-2, the examiner does not introduce any new content, 

and the responsibility is at least partially on the participant to come up with the answer. In 

levels 3-4, the majority of the responsibility for the task is placed on the examiner. The 

numbers of questions were broken up into 1-3 and 4+. To determine this cut point, the 

average number of examiner questions was found by adding up the total number of 

examiner questions across all participants (n = 226) and dividing by the total number of 

targeted structures across all participant (n = 80; 10 target structures per MLE per 

participant). This procedure yielded an average number of 2.825 examiner questions, 

which was rounded up to 3 as the cutoff.  
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Summary 

Score 

Level of Participant 

Understanding 

Level of Examiner 

Scaffolding 

Number of Scaffolded 

Questions 

12 4 (Good understanding) 0-2 1-3 

11 4 0-2 4+ 

10 4 3-4 1-3 

9 4 3-4 4+ 

8 3 (Partial understanding) 0-2 1-3 

7 3 0-2 4+ 

6 3 3-4 1-3 

5 3 3-4 4+ 

4 2 (Limited understanding) 0-2 1-3 

3 2 0-2 4+ 

2 2 3-4 1-3 

1 2 3-4 4+ 

0 0-1 (No understanding) 0-4 1+ 

Table 3:     Derived summary scores. 
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Chapter 3: Results 

3.1 – NUMBER OF EXAMINER SCAFFOLDS 

To answer research question A, the present author compared the number of 

scaffolded questions required to elicit good participant understanding between the matched 

participants with NL and LI (Table 4, Table 5). Note that numeric comparisons could not 

be made for target structures in which children with LI never demonstrated good 

understanding. Overall, for the structures that were able to be compared, children with NL 

required around the same numbers of examiner questions as children with LI. However, 

the children with NL always demonstrated good understanding of all target structures, 

whereas the children with LI did not. For some target structures, such as time for MLE 1  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4:     Number of scaffolded questions: Match 1 participants 

 MLE 1 MLE 2 

Target Structure  NL Child 1 LI Child 2 NL Child 1 LI Child 2 

Place (Setting) 4 3 4 * 

Time (Setting) 3 1 1 2 

Character Information 8 4 6 11 

Temporal Order 6 * 2 * 

Causal Relationships 1 * 4 * 

Initiating Event (Problem) 1 6 2 * 

Internal Response 3 1 1 2 

Attempt/Action 1 2 3 2 

Consequence/Solution 1 * 6 * 

Reaction 1 1 2 * 

Note. * denotes the child never demonstrated level 4 understanding of the target structure. 
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and character information for MLE 2 (Table 5), child 3 with NL required more examiner 

questions to respond correctly than the child with LI. This pattern seems to be the opposite 

of what might be expected. However, both children with NL always reached a correct 

response for all target structures, which is not true of the children with LI. This 

demonstrates an inconsistency in the ability of children with LI to apply examiner supports 

across target structures. Additionally, this pattern is supported by second language 

acquisition literature which claims that ELLs with NL often require more exposure to new 

content before demonstrating understanding (Herrell & Jordan, 2012).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5:     Number of scaffolded questions: Match 2 participants

 MLE 1 MLE 2 

Target Structure  NL Child 3 LI Child 4 NL Child 3 LI Child 4 

Place (Setting) 2 3 2 * 

Time (Setting) 5 1 1 1 

Character Information 5 2 9 6 

Temporal Order 8 * 3 * 

Causal Relationships 4 * 3 * 

Initiating Event (Problem) 4 1 2 * 

Internal Response 2 1 3 1 

Attempt/Action 1 1 4 1 

Consequence/Solution 1 1 2 * 

Reaction 1 1 1 1 

Note. * denotes the child never demonstrated level 4 understanding of the target structure. 
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3.2 – FINAL LEVEL OF EXAMINER SCAFFOLDS NEEDED FOR EACH TARGET STRUCTURE  

To answer research question B, the final levels of scaffolding provided by the 

examiner for each target structure were compared between the participants with NL and 

participants with LI (Appendix C and D). It is important to note that these levels of 

scaffolding are from the final question that the examiner asked regarding a target structure 

before moving on to the next target structure. In some cases, this final level of scaffolding 

did not yield good student understanding (level student 4 response). Overall, participants 

with NL required lower levels of scaffolding than participants with LI. This pattern was 

stronger and more consistent for Match 1 than Match 2. Neither participant with NL 

required the highest level (level 4) examiner scaffolding, whereas the participants with LI 

required level 4 scaffolding for at least 2 target structures. Additionally, in cases where 

participants with NL required higher levels of scaffolding (more support) than their 

counterparts with LI, there was typically only a 1-point level difference. On the other hand, 

when participants with NL required lower levels of scaffolding (less support) than their 

counterparts with LI, there was often a larger difference (2-3 points) between the 

scaffolding levels. The only exception was participant 3 with NL requiring a level 3 

scaffolding for the problem target structure in MLE 1 compared to his counterpart with LI 

requiring only a level 1 scaffold (Appendix D).   

Levels of Examiner Scaffolding and Levels of Participant Response 

For each participant’s specific levels of examiner scaffolding and levels of 

participant response for each target structure in MLE 1 and MLE 2, refer to Figures 2, 3, 

4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. 
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Figure 2:     NL participant 1 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 1 

 

Figure 3:     LI participant 2 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 1 
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 Figure 4:     NL participant 1 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 2 

 

Figure 5:     LI participant 2 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 2 
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Figure 6:     NL participant 3 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 1 

 

Figure 7:     LI participant 4 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 1 
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Figure 8:     NL participant 3 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 2 

 

Figure 9:     LI participant 4 levels of scaffolds and responses for MLE 2 
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3.3 – COMBINED EFFECT OF NUMBER AND LEVELS OF SCAFFOLDING NEEDED FOR 

EACH TARGET STRUCTURE (SUMMARY SCORES) 

 To answer research question C, the participants’ final responses to each of the target 

structures were coded according to the 12-point summary scores (see Table 3). These 

summary scores were then mapped out to each target structure for MLE 1 and MLE 2, and 

the scores were compared between the participants with NL and LI. Figures 10, 11, 12, and 

13 show these results. Overall, The NL participants received higher summary scores than 

the participants with LI. In Match 1, the child with LI only received a higher summary 

score than his counterpart with NL 1 time out of 20. Additionally, the summary scores 

differences between the matched participants was often large, ranging between 2 and 12 

points. In both Matches, the children with LI did not demonstrate understanding on some 

target structures, which resulted in summary scores of 0 for those structures. Also, the 

participants with LI performed more poorly in MLE 2 compared to MLE 1 (potentially due 

to increased complexity), which resulted in better discrimination between the groups.  

 

 

Figure 10:    Match 1 comparisons of summary scores for MLE 1. 
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Figure 11:    Match 1 comparisons of summary scores for MLE 2. 

 

Figure 12:    Match 2 comparisons of summary scores for MLE 1. 
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Figure 13:    Match 2 comparisons of summary scores for each target structure in MLE 2. 
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Chapter 4: Conclusions 

4.1 – DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to investigate patterns of examiner scaffolding and 

participant responses of normal-language and language-impaired bilingual children. The 

current author sought to compare the numbers and levels of scaffolding needed during 

mediated learning experiences of a narrative dynamic assessment task for children with 

and without language impairment.  

Results showed that there were not major differences between the numbers of 

examiner questions needed for participants with NL and LI. In some cases, the participants 

with NL required more questions in order to provide a correct response. However, in both 

comparison groups, there were question sets that were not able to be compared, because 

the participants with LI never reached complete understanding of the target structure. 

Although the participants with NL may have required more questions, they always 

eventually demonstrated good understanding of all target structures. This is notable for a 

few reasons. First, Peña et al., (2006) found that clinician judgments of modifiability 

(examiner effort and child responsivity) during MLEs were highly accurate in identifying 

children with and without language impairment. With those high levels of accuracy in 

mind, the clinician’s choice to provide the correct response to a student may indicate the 

clinician’s belief that the student was having difficulty on that structure and needed more 

scaffolding support. Second, in Peña et al. (2007) it was found that children from the 

dynamic assessment study with language impairment were judged to have lower levels of 

task orientation and metacognition. For task orientation, clinicians judged that participants 

with language impairment understood tasks in the MLEs around 25%-75% of the time, 

compared to those without language impairment who understood the task around 100% of 

the time.  Metacognition refers to the ability to monitor learning, and Peña et al. (2007) 
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found that clinicians judged children with language impairment to be unaware of most or 

any errors compared to children without language impairment. In the current study, it 

makes sense, then, that clinicians might move on to a new target structure if they believed 

that the children with LI were unaware of their errors, not oriented to the task, or both.  

In terms of the levels of scaffolding, Match 1 showed a large difference between 

the participants with NL and LI. Across both MLEs, the participant with NL needed lower 

levels of scaffolding half of the time, which shows that participant’s higher degree of 

responsibility and independence during the MLEs. There were not as strong of differences 

between the participants with NL and LI in Match 2. In this group, the matched participants 

most often required the same level of scaffolding.  

Finally, greater differences were observed using a summary scoring system that 

took into account the numbers of scaffolded questions, the levels of scaffolded questions, 

and the participant’s level of response. For Match 1, the participant with NL received 

higher scores on the majority of target structures (65%) across MLE 1 and MLE 2. These 

results show that there was an interaction of number and level of scaffolding on the 

students’ responses, with the participant with NL requiring fewer numbers and lower levels 

of scaffolding in order to generate a higher level of response when compared to his 

counterpart with LI. For the second match, the participant with NL received higher 

summary scores than the participant with LI (40% vs. 35%), which still shows that there 

was an interaction. However, there was not as great of a difference in Match 2 compared 

to Match 1.  

4.2 – LIMITATIONS 

The findings of this study should be taken with caution for a few reasons. First, this 

is a case study with only 4 participants, and case study findings may be difficult to 
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generalize to larger populations. Second, there were no reliability ratings on the current 

author’s coding of the transcripts. Reliability measures would help to increase the 

confidence in the author’s findings. Third, the current author was not blinded to the 

impairment status of the participants, which could potentially influence the rating of the 

participants’ responses. Blinding should be performed in the future when possible. 

Additionally, there was significant variability in the examiners’ style of teaching during 

the MLEs. Most did not follow the MLE script exactly, which made the coding process 

less clear-cut. This variability could have also influenced the participants’ levels of 

scaffolding, with some examiners automatically providing higher levels of scaffolding 

without giving the participant the opportunity to respond with a lower level of scaffolding.  

  4.3 – FUTURE RESEARCH 

Future research should focus on investigating patterns of scaffolding of typically 

developing and language-impaired bilingual children during dynamic assessment tasks. 

This understanding also has implications for intervention, as clinicians will have a better 

idea of the level of scaffolded supports and the number of repetitions that a child will need 

in therapy in order to demonstrate understanding of narrative elements within and across 

different stories. Analyzing scaffolding patterns in dynamic assessment tasks targeting 

different language areas (e.g. vocabulary, morphosyntax, phonology), would also help to 

determine if the patterns observed in this study are consistent or if the patterns vary by 

language skill. Finally, future studies should explore if a certain sequence of scaffolding 

(low-high vs. high-low) produces better understanding outcomes for bilingual children 

with and without language impairment. 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A: SPANISH-INFLUENCED ENGLISH (PAUL & NORBURY, 2012) 
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APPENDIX B: LEVELS OF TEACHER DEGREE OF CONTROL AND LEVELS OF STUDENT 

UNDERSTANDING (VAN DE POL ET AL., 2014) 
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APPENDIX C: MATCH 1 LEVELS OF SCAFFOLDING COMPARISONS 
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APPENDIX D: MATCH 2 LEVELS OF SCAFFOLDING COMPARISONS 
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