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You tell me, I forget

You teach me, I remember

You...
Benjamin Franklin
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Children’skills
Parent’s behavior

Language used with
children

At risk context

Educational
contexts

Parental behavior
less appropriate

Language used
with children is

poor

Risk for language
delays

Ø Low adaptation to 
interactions 

Ø Directive style

ØLess exposure to 
vocabulary

Ø Low input

Ø Less vocabulary

Ø Less syntax structures

Ø Less sunstainability in 
interactions

Hart & Risley, 1995; Hoff, 2006

Ø Language weakness à low initiatives and low
sustainability of interactions à low feedback loops

Roberts et Kaisers, 2011

Langage used with
children

Language
development

support

Positive effect of Early childhood educational context, for language
development, specifically for at risk children

Burchinal et al., 2010; Simard et al., 2013

Ø Low exposure to complex
vocabulary and syntax

Ø Access to books

Ø Implications in conversation, 
structured and non structured

interactions
National Joint Committee on 

Learning Disabilities; 2007

Educative 
success

Socio-
professional

success
Duncan et al., 2007 Shonkoff, 2012

Sylvestre et al. (2012)

Oral Language = Support to 
literacty development

à The second most
important factor to predict

school readiness

Quality of interactions in early childhood
education contexts
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Multilingual 
environement

Lebanese + L2 
and/ or L3 

environement

Modern Standard 
Arabic + L2 and/ or 

L3 at school

ü Length and context of exposure to languages
influence L2 richness and development

ü Varied use and linguistic richness among
regions and environments

Kouba Hreich and Messarra 2020.

Multicultural

The linguistic context



+ The Lebanese context for early 
childhood education

Daycares/ nurseries 
(0- 3 Yrs)

Private and public Preschools 
(3- 5 Yrs)

(Kouba Hreich et al. 2020)

n Lack of preservice training for ECPs.

n An official curriculum for nurseries
targeting basic needs (safety, hygiene)
where language development is not a
priority.

n A preschool curriculum targeting language
proficiency in all school languages but
without providing appropriate tools and
training for teachers.
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Lebanese context for 

SLP

ü SLP profession officially recognized in april

2019 , however implemented in Lebanon 20

years ago.

ü Around 500 SLPs in Lebanon. However

390/500 are registered

ü 42/200 are school-based SLPs and 14/200

have also a practice in nurseries.

ü Practices are organized according to the

medical model of intervention.

ü Scarcity of preventive interventions.

ü SLPs and Pre-KTs acknowledge their role in

supporting language development.

ü However, confusions around professional

roles.

ü Lack of appropriate professional

development programs targeting language

development for both SLPs and ECPs.
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Early childhood professionals
Professional development



+Professional development efficacy: what 
modalities?
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Contenu	:		
La	première	 journée	de	 la	 formation	 familiarise	 les	professionnels	aux	attitudes	qui	 soutiennent	et	
stimulent	 le	 développement	 langagier	 des	 jeunes	 enfants.	 Pour	 cela,	 plusieurs	 thématiques	 seront	
abordées	à	travers	des	contenus	théoriques,	des	vidéos	et	des	mises	en	pratique	:	le	développement	
du	 langage	 chez	 le	 jeune	 enfant,	 le	 multilinguisme,	 les	 multiples	 facettes	 de	 l’interaction	 adulte-
enfant,	les	attitudes	qui	permettent	de	soutenir	le	développement	du	langage,	la	mise	en	place	d'un	
projet	de	stimulation	du	langage	dans	un	milieu	d'accueil.	
	
La	 seconde	 journée	 de	 formation	 est	 proposée	 à	 un	 mois	 d’intervalle	 afin	 de	 discuter	 avec	 les	
participants	 des	 facilitants	 et	 des	 difficultés	 rencontrées	 lors	 de	 la	mise	 en	 place	 des	 attitudes	 de	
soutien	 au	 langage	 avec	 les	 enfants	 accueillis.	 Les	 participants	 sont	 invités	 à	 venir,	 lors	 de	 cette	
seconde	journée	de	formation,	avec	une	vidéo*	sur	laquelle	le	participant	est	en	interaction	avec	un	
jeune	 enfant.	 En	 toute	 bienveillance	 et	 dans	 le	 respect	 des	 enfants	 et	 des	 professionnels,	 des	
discussions	 autour	 de	 ces	 expériences	 filmées	 permettront	 à	 chaque	 participant	 de	 recevoir	 un	
accompagnement	du	formateur	et	d’ajuster	plus	efficacement	ses	attitudes	professionnelles.		

 
 
* La méta-analyse de Markusson-Brown et ses collaborateurs (2017) confirme les effets positifs des dispositifs 
incluant de l’accompagnement individualisé dans les groupes (coaching). Ils rapportent des effets sur la qualité 
structurelle du milieu (p. ex. la quantité de livres disponibles dans le local), sur la qualité des interactions dans 
le groupe, de même que sur plusieurs habiletés langagières chez les enfants.  
Dans la même idée, Fukkink et Tavecchio (2010) montrent l’intérêt d’un accompagnement par vidéo afin 
d’améliorer la qualité des interactions entre les jeunes enfants et les adultes enseignants/soignants.  
Le Tableau ci-contre illustre l’impact de 
différents dispositifs d’accompagnement sur les 
compétences des participants (ici des 
enseignants), à savoir augmenter des 
connaissances, démontrer de nouvelles 
habiletés en milieu d’entrainement, démontrer 
de nouvelles habiletés dans le milieu de classe. 
Notre seconde journée du module de formation 
(avec l’exploitation de vidéos des participants) 
permettrait de proposer un accompagnement 
de type « Practice & Feedback in Training ». 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nous sommes conscients des contraintes logistiques d’une demande de vidéo pour les participants, mais 
proposer un module de formation sans ce dispositif perdrait de son efficacité (et donc de son intérêt) et 
impliquerait de ne pas tenir compte des connaissances scientifiques actuelles sur la question.  
 
Fukkink, R., & Tavecchio, L. (2010). Effects of video interaction guidance on early childhood teachers. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(8), 1652-1659. 
Markussen-Brown, J., Juhl, C. B., Piasta, S. B., Justice, L. M., Bleses, D., & Højen, A. (2017). The effects of 
language- and literacy-focused professional development on early educators and children: A best-evidence 
meta-analysis. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 38, 97-115. 

— 1 —

Core Implementation Components: Integrated and Compensatory

NIRN
the national

Implementation
Research network

Additional Evidence for Integrated  
and Compensatory Components

The importance of the implementation driv-
ers was illustrated by a meta-analysis of research on 
training and coaching carried out by Joyce & Showers 
(2002).  They summarized several years of systematic 
research on training teachers in the public schools.  As 
shown in Table 1, training that only consisted of theo-
ry and discussion produced a modest gain in knowl-
edge and the ability of teachers to demonstrate the 
new skills in the protected training environment but 
there was no transfer to the classroom.  More substan-
tial gains were made when demonstration, practice, 
and feedback were added to theory and discussion in a 
training workshop, but still with little use of the new 
skills in the classroom.  When on-the-job coaching 
was added large gains were seen in knowledge, ability 
to demonstrate the skills, and use of the new skills in 
the classroom with students.  Joyce & Showers (2002) 
also note that training and coaching can only be done 
with the full support and participation of school 
administrators (facilitative administration) and works 
best with teachers who are willing and able to be fully 
involved (selection).

Since the beginnings of the field, the integrated 
and compensatory nature of implementation variables 
have “discouraged detailed study of the process of 
policy implementation.  The problems of implemen-
tation are overwhelmingly complex and scholars have 
frequently been deterred by methodological consider-
ations. ... a comprehensive analysis of implementation 
requires that attention be given to multiple actions 
over an extended period of time” (Van Meter & Van 
Horn, 1975, p. 450 - 451).  Implementation needs 

to be treated as a process with interactive parts that 
are integrated and compensatory.  The transactional 
nature of implementation is similar to the conception 
of “complex adaptive systems” that are more flexible 
and organic and less bureaucratic and rule bound 
than “complex mechanical systems” (Plsek, 2001).  
Complex mechanical systems (e.g. a jet aircraft, a 
computer network, nuclear power plant) rarely exhibit 
emergent behavior, and surprises (e.g., crashes) are de-
signed out of the systems.  These mechanical systems 
are useful when there is a high degree of certainty 
(certain actions reliably produce certain outcomes) 
and a high degree of agreement on processes that lead 
to desirable outcomes (little disagreement among 
those taking the actions).  “When the human parts do 
not act as expected or hoped for, we say that people 
are being “unreasonable” or “resistant to change,” their 
behavior is “wrong” or “inappropriate.”  The system 
designer’s reaction typically is to specify behavior in 
even more detail via laws, regulations, structures, 
rules, guidelines, and so on.  The unstated goal seems 
to be to make the human parts act more mechani-
cal.” (p. 311).  On the other hand, complex adaptive 
systems have parts that respond to inputs in many 
different and often unpredictable ways (Plsek, 2001).  
Emergent behavior, surprises, and creativity are 
expected.  The transactional nature of implementation 
leads purveyors to expect problems and to understand 
that the outputs in one system are inputs into another 
system in a complex process that occurs over time. 
Thus, research on implementation needs to reflect the 
complexity of the effort with simultaneous multilevel 

measures of implementation efforts and 
outcomes.  Such research likely will have 
to be done across multiple implementa-
tion sites across program models and 
will require considerable advance plan-
ning and collaboration.

References
For references included in this 

document, please see “Implementation 
Research: A Synthesis of the Literature” 
monograph located on the NIRN web 
site at http://nirn.fmhi.usf.edu

Table 1. A summary of a meta-analysis of the effects of training  and coaching on 
teachers’ implementation  (Joyce & Showers, 2002).

OUTCOMES

(% of Participants who Demonstrate Knowledge, 
Demonstrate new Skills  in a Training Setting, and Use 

new Skills in the Classroom)

TRAINING Components Knowledge Skill 
Demonstration

Use in the 
Classroom

Theory and Discussion 10% 5% 0%

Demonstration in Training 30% 20% 0%

Practice & Feedback in Training 60% 60% 5%

 Coaching in Clinical Setting 95% 95% 95%

§ Efficient coaching: Dosage + active learning in situ
§ Process: individualization + engagement

Elek & Page, 2019

Joyce & Showers, 2002



+Professional development of ECPs

Formes lexicalisées

Daycares
Preschools

Families

Détection de régularités

Cognitive and perceptive abiities

Languagge
development scheme

Coaching

Positive effects of professional development 
conducted by SLPs on ECPs performance 
AND children’s language abilities.

El Chouaifaty et al., 2012; Markussen-Brown, 2017; Rezonnicoo et al 2020



+A Tailored Coaching Program

IN SITU

Implementation Intervention

Speech and Language Pathologist

Early Childhood Professionals

Children



+How was it designed?

Inspiré de Lieberman-Betz, 2014

Children’s
language

ECP Intervention

Implémentation 
by SLT
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Adapted from Lieberman-Betz, 2015



+

Implementation process: the 
coaching modalities

Coaching modalities

Implementation
by SLP



+ Implementation 
A combination of coaching modalities
Markussen-Brown et al. 2017; Biel et al. 2020

•ECP practice, the 
SLP scaffolds• Practice 

Reflexive 
analysis

•SLT Models, ECP 
Observes
•Video retroaction

• Engagement, 
sharing,, 
examples

Sharing 
informati

on

Modeling 
+ auto-
modeling

Prompting
/guidingFeedback

Coaching modalities



+ Implémentation
2 – Time for practice change
Elek & Page, 2019; Biel et al. 2020

• Engagement, 
explication, 
exemples 

Modeling 
+ auto-
modeling

Prompting
/guidingFeedback

Coaching modalities



+ Implementation process: daycares and 
preschools

Inspiré de Lieberman-Betz, 2014

Children’s
language

ECP Intervention

Implémentation 
by SLT
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Adapted from Lieberman-Betz, 2015



+ In daycares



+ Targeted strategiesImplementation: daycares 
Targeted Strategies
Levickis et al. 2014

Targeted strategies Description
Examples

Child Educator
Labelling
(LAB)

Educator (Ed) names, descibes, objects, 
actions, which are the object of the child’s
attention.

The child
lengthens the 
doll.

« The doll is
sleeping. »

Paralel talk
You (YOU)

Ed. addresses the child yousing ’you’ to 
describe what it does, sees, hears, feels.

The child cuts
the cake.

« You cut the 
cake. »

Questions (Q) Ed. asks questions about the current action : 
who? What? Where? What’s this? What is
that?

The child holds a 
dog in his hand

« What is
that ? »

Repetition
(REP)

Ed. repeats the last verbal production of the 
child

« A cookie » « A cookie »

Extension
(EXT)

Ed. extends the child’s production (at least 
one word more/repetition of what he
produced.

« a dog » « Yes, a white
dog!"
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Target (strategie) 1 Target 2 to 5

IDEM

Week 1 Week 2

Day 1 Day 2 Day 1 Day 2

Sharing info

Modeling + Auto-

modeling

Prompting/guiding

Retroaction 

Sharing info

Modeling + Auto-

modeling

Prompting/guiding

Retroaction 

Implementation
• Length : 12 weeks 

TARGET
• Intensity :  30mn/day

• Frequency : 2 /week

• Length : 2 hours

TEACHING FUNCTIONS
• Intensity : 10 minutes

• Frequency : 2 fois / cible

Total = Each function used 20 

minutes per targeted strategie

Support dosage Implementation: daycares 
Dosage
Inspired by parental support (Roberts et Kaiser, 2011; Kong et Carta, 2013)
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Target (strategie) 1 Targets 2 to 6

IDEM

Week 1 Week 2

Day 1 Day 2 Day 1 Day 2

Sharing info
Modeling + Auto-

modeling

Prompting/guiding
Retroaction 

Sharing info
Modeling + Auto-

modeling

Prompting/guiding
Retroaction 

Support dosageImplementation: daycares 
To test efficacy

3 
ba

se
-li

ne
m

ea
su

re
s

3 
po

st
 b

as
e-

lin
e

m
ae

su
re

s

+ Measurements taken during implementation
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n Minimum threshold for using a strategy to observe an effect

on children’s language in parental studies

2 minimum uses of the target per minute of intervention 
Down et al., 2015

DosageIntervention: daycares
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Educators
Targeted
STRATEGIE

BL1 BL2 BL3 M1 M2
Mean

BL
Mean
M1M2

Tau-U p-value

E3

YOU 0.6 0.92 0.35 9.25 9.71 0.62 9.48 1 0.04
LAB 1.9 2.42 2.82 12 9.14 2.38 10.57 1 0.01
Q° 1.4 1.25 1.12 4.85 6.57 1.26 5.71 1 0.04
REP 0.2 0.58 0.24 3.71 4.00 0.34 3.86 1 0.04
EXT 0 0 0 Lockdown

E4

Q° 2.07 2.29 0.71 8.84 8.41 1.69 8.63 1 0.08
YOU 0.83 0.14 0 8.04 8.68 0.32 8.36 1 0.04
LAB 1.24 0.57 0 5.18 8.55 0.60 6.87 1 0.04
REP 0.83 0.43 0 4.53 5.23 0.42 4.88 1 0.04
EXT O.14 0 0 Lockdown

The implementation increases the frequency of use of the 
strategies worked out with the educators. Illustration : 

Targeted strategiesIntervention: daycares



+
The implementation had a specific effect on targeted strategies. Non targeted strategies (NTS), 
comments (C), closed questions (CQ), choices question (ChQ) and parallel talk « I » (I),  did not increase. 

Non targeted
strategiesIntervention: daycares

Educator NTS BL1 BL2 BL3 M1
NTS

M2
NTS

M3
NTS

M4
NTS

M5
NTS

M6
NTS

M7
NTS

M8
NTS

Mean
BL

Mean
M Tau-U p-value

E3

C 3.8 3 3.06 0.75 1.25 2.85 0.85 2.42 4.14 1.85 1.71 3.29 1.98 -0.7 0.08

CQ 1.4 0.58 1.12 0.87 1.12 2.14 1.42 1.14 0.28 2 0.57 1.03 1.19 -0.3 0.6

ChQ 0 0.08 0.06 0 0 0 0 0.14 0 0 0 0.05 0.02 -0.5 0.2

I 1 0.33 0.41 0.62 0.12 0.85 0.42 1.71 0.85 0.42 0.14 0.58 0.64 0.12 0.75

E4

C 4.82 3.29 3.71 2.24 2.56 0 1.42 2.28 2.42 1.98 0.71 3.94 1.70 -0.95 0.01

CQ 2.07 1.14 1.14 0 1.34 0.14 0.57 0.61 1.28 0.42 0.28 1.45 0.58 -0.66 0.29

CQ 0.28 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.09 0.00 -0.66 0.29

I 2.07 1.86 0.57 0.28 0.95 0.71 0.43 1.37 0.57 0.14 0.14 1.50 0.57 -1 0.11



+ In preschools

Through shared book reading activity
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Implementation through a shared book reading activity

Targeted Strategies Description Examples

Define a word (DEF)

Teacher select a word and provides
definition or synonym

T: She is a ladybug. A ladybug is a
small beetle red or yellow with
black spots.”

Repeating the word 
(REP)

Teacher repeats a targeted word from the
book to insist.

T: Aldo is a crocodile.
A crocodile.

Chiming (CHI) Teacher asks children to repeat in union a
word

T: Let’s say: “Crocodile”.

Prompts completion (PC)
Teacher asks the children to fill in a
repeated word in a sentence.

T: Janice went up the …..
Ch: [hill]

Literal questions (LQ)
Teacher asks questions to elicit a
predetermined word in the story

T: Where is she hiding?
Ch: in the [closet].

Inferential questions (IQ)

Prompted the child to use preselected
words that were not explicitly present in
the text

T: How do you think he is feeling?
Ch: [upset].

Relating (REL)

The teacher relates a targeted word to the
child’s experience or real world

T: It’ Teddy Bear’s [cake].
Ines, what did you put on your
birthday [cake]?

Targeted
strategies



Implementation: preschools
Dosage

Target strategy 
Week  1 (modelling) Week 2 (scaffolding)

Sharing 
information 20 min Sharing 

information 15 min

Modelling 25 min Scaffolding 25 min

Debriefing + 
feedback 15 min

Debriefing + 
feedback 20 min

Protocol: 12 weeks

Target
• intensity :  25 min / week (+/-)
• frequency : once per week
• Duration : 2 week 

Total = 1 hour / strategy

Teaching functions
• intensity : 35 minutes
• Frequency : once per week

Total = 1 hour per strategy

Regular measures: one per strategy
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+

n A cut-off score of nine utterances was used to
determine whether a strategy is effectively
employed by the participant.

Min. 9 utterances per reading session

DosageIntervention: preschools



+
Implementation: preschools

Baselines Implementation

Pre-KTs TS BL1 BL2 BL3 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 MBL MI NAP p

P1
LQ 1 7 8 37* 34* 15 25 5.33 27.75 1 0.03

DEF 0 0 2 2 4 6* 13* 0.67 6.25 0.95 0.05

P2

IQ 4 4 5 37* 9 6 3 1 4.33 11.2 0.6 0.65

DEF 1 1 0 2 8* 12* 3 14 0.67 7.80 1 0.02

REL 1 1 1 3 4 8 9* 4 1.00 5.60 1 0.02

PC 7 7 3 4 9 2 6 40* 5.67 12.2 0.53 0.88

The implementation process led to a sudden rise of targeted strategies
immediately after its specific teaching cycle.

Post measures were not performed due to COVID19 situation



+ Implementation
Baselines Implementation

Pre-KTs NTS BL1 BL2 BL3 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 MBL MI NAP p

P1

IQ 0 1 0 1 6 3 7 0.33 4.25 0.95 0.05

REL 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 1 0.75 0.5 1

CP 0 0 3 2 3 0 4 1 2.25 0.61 0.66

REP 0 1 1 5 12 2 4 0.67 5.75 1 0.03

CHI 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.33 0 0.33 0.47

P2

LQ 25 25 46 32 13 7 25 9 32 17.2 0.2 0.17

REP 4 4 4 25 2 3 1 12 4 8.6 0.4 0.65

CHI 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0.6 0.7 0.37

The use of non targeted strategies post implementation



+ Implementation: preschools 
5 - Engagement et sentiment de compétence

n Engagement (Staudt, 2007)

o Nominal groups/ needs

o Preparatory session for 
sharing information about 
language development

o Individual meetings

§ Self-efficacy(Munez et al., 2017)

o Guiding/prompting
o feedback 

• Reinforcements
• Precision
• Linking to children’s 

abilities

• Responsiveness
• Motivation
• Adherence
• Implication

Engagement

Self-efficacy



+Conclusion

n Precision of dosage(Elek and 
Page, 2019; Biel et al., 2020)

n Design In situ (Neuman and 
Cunnuingham, 2009, Trivette et al., 
2009)

n Engagement (Dunst et Trivette, 
2009; Munez et al., 2017)

n Individualization and 
reflexive practice(Joyce and 
Showers, 1982, Pianta et al, 2012)

§ Towards more individualization

§ Towards an individualized dosage 
according to ECPs characteristics



+Changing practices: 
what challenges?
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For ECPs
n Redefining professional roles

n Redefining  practices through 

preservice preparation and 

trainings

n Becoming a conversation partner
Bleach, 2014

For SLPs



You 
engage…

… I am
involved

… I am 
engaged

I learn

Practically

reflexively

EFFICIENTLY

You tell me, I forget.
You teach me, I remember.
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