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ABSTRACT 

This micro-ethnographic case study explores backgrounds, experiences, and 

recommendations of Speech Language Pathologist (SLP) advocates for Native Alaskan 

dialect speakers. Background information includes the researcher's experience, socio-

historical perspectives on Alaska's education/language policies, information on Alaskan 

Englishes, implementation of the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association's 

Position on Social Dialects, and cultures of speech/language therapy and special 

education. 

SLP advocates were identified by themselves or others as knowledgeable, 

experienced, and concemed with appropriate speech/language services to Native Alaskan 

conmiunities. Six SLPs participated in in-depth interviews, which explored their 

backgrounds, experiences, and insights. Interview tapes were transcribed and sorted by 

emergent themes to identify patterns, and analyzed by critical theory, within a socio-

historical framework. The resulting data examined what shapes SLPs to become 

advocates for dialect speakers, what systems oppose and support this advocacy, and the 

advocates' recommendations. 

I found the following implications: 

1) Activities and systems that support advocacy for dialect speakers in schools are 

not supported by the dominant cultures of schools and society; 

2) SLPs who have withstood subordinate power relations may be more likely to 

become advocates and question dominant culture institutions; 
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3) SLPs with a background of subordinate power relations, who have experienced 

positive systemic change, are better at advocating for both themselves and others; 

4) Work experience in rural Alaska increases the likelihood that SLPs will advocate 

for speakers of Native dialects; 

5) More Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs are needed to provide advocacy 

for Native Alaskan dialect speakers and their communities; 

6) A critical need exists for degree programs in education and speech/language 

pathology that provide access and support for rural Native Alaskan communities; 

7) To increase the number of Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs, programs 

for these populations should increase recruitment and provide comprehensive 

financial, academic, social-emotional, and cultural support; 

8) Training programs designed for Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs 

should address Native community issues, and include Native staff, Native experts, 

and internships with Native professionals. 

9) Certain diaracteristics and backgrounds may predispose SLPs to become 

advocates for dialect speakers. 
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CHAPTER ONE: BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

I was put in speech therapy in kindergarten. I was very, very shy. I wouldn't 
open my mouth for the first six months in school. I remember being with the 
speech therapist. She was holding a card with a picture on it and asking me what 
it was. I was looking at it and thinking, "Is that a Bayliner?" And she said, "Boat, 
boat. Say boat (Anonymous, former Native Alaskan special education student, 
Wright, 1997a)." 

This child was lucky; she was exited from speech therapy when teachers realized 

that hers was a case of "won't-talk" versus "can't-talk." A younger brother was not so 

lucky. He spent his entire school career in highly restrictive special education 

programming as communication disordered (CD). A speech language pathologist with 

training and experience in cultural and dialectal language differences could have served 

as an advocate for both of these students and prevented thek entries into special 

education. 

This dissertation is a study of the backgrounds, experiences, and insights of 

speech/language pathologists (hereafter referred to as SLPs) who advocate for Native 

Alaskan speakers of non-standard English. This chapter includes the problem studied, 

the study's significance, a brief overview of the methodology, special definitions, and the 

background to the study. 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this microethnographic case study is to describe and analyze the 

experiences, ideologies and practices of SLPs who advocate for Native Alaskan students 

who speak non-standard dialects of English. Alaska was chosen as a focus for several 

reasons: there is a lack of previous studies on this subject in Alaska; my experience 
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working in Alaska has demonstrated a need for such a study; varieties of Native Alaskan 

English dialects are present which do not measure well against standard English language 

tests; and an Office of Civil Rights (OCR) investigation in Alaska this past decade found 

that language and cultural differences were not being taken into consideration when 

evaluating and placing Native students in special education. 

There are, however, SLPs who do give ample consideration to language and 

cultural differences and who serve as advocates for their Native Alaskan students. This 

study seeks to answer what makes these SLPs different. How are they different? What 

can we leam from them? How do these SLPs "break the mold" and transcend training 

programs' lack of meaningful instruction regarding linguistic and cultural differences? 

How do these SLPs transcend the deficit approach of special education, leam about 

difference vs. disorder, and develop meaningfiil testing procedures and instruments? Can 

they do all of this and still achieve job satisfaction and job maintenance? What is the 

impact of the SLPs' advocacy on their lives? 

In order to explore the issue of SLPs as advocates, this study included five 

research problems. 

1) The American Speech/Hearing Association's Position on Social Dialects, 

although two decades old, has seen little implementation that assists the 

competency of school-based SLPs to serve dialect speakers. 

2) Competition exists between special education and bilingual education for both 

state and federal funds, which does not promote interaction between these two 

areas of education. 



3) Few SLPs in Alaska appear to actually advocate for Native students, in the 

sense of seeing beyond test scores or identifying strengths and skills within Native 

communities. 

4) There exists a very low number of Native Alaskan SLPs. The need for people 

with their expertise and linguistic and cultural capital is critical to the 

development of appropriate services for Native Alaskan communities. 

5) Native Alaskans are disproportionately enrolled in special education 

throughout the state, particularly within urban areas. 

Three questions were posed to address these research problems: 

1) What background experiences, attitudes, and orientations toward language 

learning lead an SLP to be an advocate for Native Alziskan students and 

communities? 

2) Are there systemic supports for SLPs who advocate for Native Alaskan 

students? 

3) How can the SLPs experiences and insights be used to help training programs 

and schools improve the quality of service for Native Alaskan and Native 

American communities? 

The above research problems and questions are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 

Three, Methodology. 
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Significance of Study 

Several articles targeted for speech/language pathologists have appeared this past 

decade on language and dialect differences found in Native American populations, yet no 

studies are available on speech/language pathologists who actually try to apply thiis 

knowledge. Nor are there any published studies on SLPs who are trying to follow the 

American Speech and Hearing Association's Position on Social Dialects (ASHA, 1983) 

when working with a Native American population. To my knowledge, this study is the 

first on this topic conducted in Alaska, and possibly the first nationally as well. It is 

hoped that this study will: 

1) Contribute to the development of more appropriate service for this culturally 

and linguistically diverse population; 

2) Contribute to the development of theory and practice, which is advocacy-

oriented rather than deficit-based; 

3) Impact professional training programs; 

4) Contribute to the ability of communities and school boards to hire SLPs who 

will advocate for Native Alaskan students; 

5) Positively impact the promotion and job retention of Native Alaskan and 

Native American SLPs; and 

6) Contribute to the support of advocates within the fields of speech/language 

therapy and education. 



Overview of Methodology 

This qualitative, microethnographic case study makes primary use of interviews 

for data collection in the style of Seidman (1998). Interviews were conducted by phone 

within the state of Alaska, using a telephone tape recording device. Critical theory was 

used to analyze themes, following the transcription of the interview tapes. The 

methodology for this study is discussed m greater detail in the third chapter. 

Definition of Terms 

The term "advocate" is used to indicate one who will question standardized tests 

and testing procedures, examine Native language/dialect/discourse as rule-governed 

linguistic systems (not "sub-standard"), compare and contrast Native 

language/dialect/discourse with that used in the schools, examine Native communities 

from a position of strength, and be willing to disagree with a school's Child Intervention 

TeamorCrr.i 

Standard English is itself a suspect term, as it implies that only one correct 

English really exists. As Adger (1997) aptly describes: 

... (what is called) Standard English is not the same everywhere. Even within the 
United States, standard English in the Northeast is different in some respects from 
standard English in the Southwest... Not only is standard English not standard in 
the sense of being invariant from place to place, situation to situation, and oral 
medium to written medium, it is also not standard in the sense of representing an 
ideal against which to judge other dialects (1997, p. 3). 

The use of the term "standard English" ignores the fact that whatever is standard for the 

schools is, in fact just another dialect, albeit one with a higher status in education. For 

'' The CIT or Child Intervention Team is a multidisciplinary team that reviews all Special Education 
referrals and assessments. The names or initials of these teams change periodically but their tasks do not. 
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the purposes of this case study, however, and the very real measurement of "standard 

English" used against Native Alaskan dialects of English, I will employ Adger's (1997) 

description of standard English: 

What makes standard English standard is a matter of social attitudes and the 
political power of those who speak the "standard" dialect. People believe that 
standard English equals "good grammar" and this belief is knitted into our 
institutions. Because standard English speakers control education, commerce, 
government, and other powerful institutions, the standard dialect is firmly 
associated with public life (1997, p. 2). 

In the field of education, initials are often used for special education terms such as 

CD for communication disordered, LD for learning disabled, MR for mentally retarded, 

DD for developmentally delayed, LI for low incidence, and EBD for emotional 

behavioral disordered. In this study, CD, LD, and MR will be used extensively. Other 

initials frequently used within the field of special education include DfiP (Individual 

Education Plan), which is a written plan required for all students placed in special 

education, and the IDEA (individuals with disabilities education act). 

The term "over-representation" is used to describe a statistical measure, whereby 

a population is identified with certain traits or qualities at an excessive rate. 

My Background 

Three areas are explored in order to provide a background for this study: 1) my 

own experience as an SLP in Alaska; 2) socio-historical context for present Alaskan 



linguistic issues; and 3) information on Native Alaskan English dialects.^ The second 

and third background areas are discussed in Chapter Two. 

My own experience as an SLP who advocates for Native Alaskan students and 

communities influenced me to conduct this study. I wanted to know if others had 

experienced similar situations and had similar concerns. Ultimately, I hoped to find like-

minded people in my profession who could function as a group to offer support, direction 

and training for more appropriate assessment and service to Native Alaskan communities. 

I moved to Alaska to work as an SLP in 1983, my destination the remote town of 

Bethel, located on the Lower Kuskokwim Delta (Figure LI). Even taking in mind that 

this was my first professional job, I was embarrassingly ill-prepared to work with the 

predominately Yupik population of Bethel and its surrounding 26 villages. My only 

experience with bilingual language issues came fi-om a school internship in Chicago, 

which I abandoned after two observations. The non-Greek SLP with whom I was to 

intern would disparage the mental abilities of the Greek children on her caseload and 

lament that they attended Greek school in the evening, which was "messing up their 

English language skills." I was aware enough to know that I didn't want an internship 

with her, but completely untrained and unskilled in alternative 

assessment procedures. I also did not have any training in intercultural communication. 

2 The position of the American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA) on dialect, the climate and 
practice of speech/language pathology, and the institution of special education will be explored in the 
literature review. 
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Figure 1.1, Map of Alaska with borough boundaries (from U.S. Census Bureau, 
http://quickfacts.census.gov) 

cultural anthropology, or comparative linguistics. All I had was my gut reaction, which 

told me that something was wrong. 

Bethel and the Lower Kuskokwim School District (LKSD) did a fair job of 

introducing intercultural communication in their orientation training for new staff. 

Several days of training cannot do more than scrape the surface of such concepts, but I 

was ripe to learn. In particular, I felt the impact of a statement by a Russian Orthodox 

priest, Father Michael Oleksa, who said that our real job in the district was to train Native 

Alaskan people to replace us. I embraced that concept and have never forgotten it. 

In Bethel, special education had a shaky interaction with the district's 

bilingual department. The bilingual program was suspicious of special education and 

protective of the Yupik and Cupik populations, many of whom were dominant in their 

http://quickfacts.census.gov
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Native languages. The two departments were also in competition for funds. 

Nevertheless, after three years of working at LKSD, the two departments were beginning 

to design evaluations together and grow more interactive. 

The three years I worked in Bethel were eventful and educational in other ways as 

well. The first year, our school psychiatrist was convicted of sexual abuse of some of the 

district's EBD (emotional/behavioral disordered) students.3 During my second year at 

LKSD, one of the school psychologists took the option of a quiet resignation after the 

discovery that he had committed some very serious forgery on administrative paperwork. 

My respect for the professional credentials awarded by the dominant society was 

definitely slipping. My respect for the field of special education was undergoing a 

similar transition. 

After three years in Bethel, I spent a year with an Alaskan educational consulting 

firm (SERRC), where I provided "service" to 13 predominately Native rural school 

districts, ranging from the Arctic's Northslope district to Southeast Alaska's Kake City 

Schools. In one rural district, my only directive from the special education director was 

to enroll as many students as possible because the district needed money. In my 13 

school districts, I would often see students only once a year, spending a day or two in 

3 Several students had reported abuse but were ignored because of their labels. After one student killed 
herself, the police listened in on a phone call while a student asked if the school psychiatrist would show 
her boyfriend the nude pictures he had taken of her. He agreed to show the pictures, the police joined to 
see the pictures, and the school psychiatrist was subsequently charged with and convicted of child sexual 
abuse. 



their village engaged in testing and writing lEPs, with minimal (if any) time allowed for 

training staff to conduct therapy. That year, I found three students in Southeast Alaska 

with undiagnosed sub-mucal cleft palates. They had been enrolled in speech therapy for 

years with conditions that required surgical intervention.'^ For this type of service, the 

districts were being well funded through state and federal special education fimds. The 

students weren't benefiting and I was worn out from constant travel and stress. 

Appropriate speech/language services were not being delivered to rural Native 

communities. I was frustrated and angry and felt ineffectual. After schools closed for the 

summer, I spent a month of my vacation in Kansas at a specialty clinic for post-palatal 

surgery, chaperoning a 12-year-old girl from a Southeast Alaskan village. This felt like 

effective service.^ 

After that one exhausting year with the consulting firm, I took my first job in 

urban Alaska in 1987, with the Juneau School District. During my first week on the job, 

I asked the special education director about assessment procedures for the Native students 

and was told "that's not an issue here." I was told that Juneau's Native population was 

all English speaking and that the heritage languages were dead. The director stated that 

as far as culture and language, the Native population was thoroughly assimilated and that 

no special procedures were required. The Native people in Juneau did sound quite 

^ The Alaska cleft palate team that year joked about renaming their Southeast clinic for me. 
^ I am still in contact with this girl and her family. Despite personal reservations about gendered 
stereotypes, I was thrilled when she later had the ability to become a cheerleader for her rural high school. 



different from what I had experienced in much of rural Alaska, so I accepted his 

explanations.^ 

However, during that first year in Juneau, I went through my days knowing at an 

intuitive level that something was very, very wrong. I would participate in lEP meetings 

and three-year re-evaluations for Native students enrolled as CD (communication 

disordered) and placed in LD (learning disabled) or MR (mentally retarded) programs. 

After the meetings, I would flee to the staff bathroom and cry. The looks on the parents' 

faces and the tension in those rooms haunted me. I began taking note of problem areas. 

Some were glaring: the Vietnamese and Thai girls who were in a classroom for the 

mentally retarded as CD, yet working at grade level in middle school math; the Native 

boy I tried all year to refer to gifted/talented art, without success. When I called his 

mother, prior to doing the referral paperwork, there was a very, very long pause, even by 

Native Alaskan standards. Then she said, "No one has ever called from a school before 

to say something good about one of my children." Her son was in middle school. 

I was new to the district, I was providing direct therapy for the first time in years, 

I had taken a huge pay cut and was struggling financially, and I was untenured; the first 

two years passed in a blur. Near the end of year two, I asked for a meeting with the 

director of special education to discuss the most distressing pattern I was seeing in the 

district: Native Alaskan students enrolled as CD and placed in MR programs."' To enroll 

^ I was amazed the following spring to hear so much of "dead" languages at Celebration '88, a biatmual 
gathering of the Tlingit, Haida and Tsimshian people. 
^ In 1990, Native students were 67% of the students placed in MR programs as CD, although they 
comprised only 18% of the district's total student population. 
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these children as CD required only two speech tests, one of which could be an 

observation. To enroll them as LD or MR required significantly more documentation, 

including ability/achievement discrepancies for LD and very low IQ scores and low 

fimctional behavioral inventories for MR. Yet on two speech/language tests they were 

being placed in the same highly restrictive programming. The special education director 

acted initially surprised and then said we should look into it but that I needed to 

understand that change takes time, and that after all, "you are talking people's jobs here if 

we reduce numbers in these programs." There was no mention or apparent awareness 

that we were talking about those "numbers'" educations and lives. 

The following year, after a district-level meeting to discuss the CD/MR issues, the 

special education director agreed to a pilot norming of the TOLD (Test of Language 

Development) and SPELT (a grammatical test of expressive language), two tests often 

used to qualify students for CD services. We agreed at this meeting that if the Spoken 

Language Quotient score (SLQ) on the TOLD showed a 10 point (significant) difference 

from the test's existing norms, we would pursue local norms. The pilot study showed a 

13.5 pomt SLQ difference on the TOLD. The SPELT was also shown to be hopelessly 

biased against the Native population; most of the students' scores would have qualified 

them as CD. The SLPs decided as a group to abolish the SPELTs use with Native 

students and to renorm the TOLD. 

At this point the district stepped in. The special education director called a 

meeting of all the SLPs and directed us to cease any effort toward local norming. He 

stated that we would jeopardize funding for existing programs, which the district could 
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not support happening, and that local norming simply was not going to occur. Two 

changes did occur: The first change was that all the districts' lEPs from then on 

contained a blanket statement that the students were not enrolled in special education due 

to cultural or linguistic differences. The second change was that our SLP meetings times 

were reduced by half the time previously allowed, because the district stated that our time 

would be better spent at our individual sites. 

During this same period, I was in conflict with our local teachers union over their 

official opposition to affirmative action, even though the benefit of hiring Native staff for 

Native students and families was acknowledged. The district had very low rates of 

Native hire, and I found our union's stance intolerable.^ I withdrew from the union that 

year and used my union fees to start the Native Alaskan Speech/Language Scholarship 

Fund within our state's SLP organization, AKSHA (Alaska Speech and Hearing 

Association). 

Other efforts were engaged in as well. I was active in AKSHA's board, served on 

the district's Native Student Action Team with Sealaska Native Corporation, served on a 

task force with the Department of Education on Native issues in special education, 

presented at the state bilingual/bicultural conference on topics ranging from assessment 

issues to anti-bias curriculum, and joined Alaska Native Sisterhood Camp 70 as a support 

member. But I kept finding that the special education director had been right about at 

least one thing: Change is certainly slow. 

® When I tried to work within the union I was told that I was being "too emotional" about the issue, 
because the real issue was job security, not Native hire. 



During these years, I also became quite involved in the life of a former student. 

She was a young teen, actively suicidal, who had entered special education in the third 

grade, following removal from her home. When I met her, she was back with her family 

and placed as CD in an MR program. Her home was full of the worse dysfunctions that 

can confront children. She was basically a street kid; poorly fed, poorly clothed, 

unsupervised, sexually exploited, and often locked out of her home with no place to sleep 

or bathe while her parents were on drinking binges. 

Concerned about the impact of her history on her special education placement, I 

attended one of her re-evaluations as an advocate, giving notice that I would be there. 

When I arrived, I found that three of the district's school psychologists, as well as the 

special education director, were also attending the meeting. Although this girl wanted to 

work as a janitor following graduation, they said she didn't have that ability. I persisted 

in my advocacy, as did others, including the excellent foster parents with whom she was 

eventually placed. Now in her late 20s, she has led Native tour groups on high-priced 

excursion boats for many summers and works in regional transportation during the 

winter. 

My years interacting with this girl brought to the forefront another area of 

concern: children who have been badly hurt by life experiences, who then end up in 

special education programs. If students are Native and have had severely painful life 

experiences, their placement in special education appears almost guaranteed. How are 

their real needs being addressed within such programming? 



There was also my personal ongoing struggle regarding the validity of 

standardized testing. The final blow came when I was testing a Native Alaskan 

kindergartner who was the oldest of five children, using the required Test of Language 

Development. He was not doing well on the test, and then we came to the subtest of 

grammatic closure, hi this section, the following sentence was posed: "If Joe had one 

gumdrop and Susie had a handful, she had ." The target answer was "more" but 

the student I was testing answered that Susie had "to share." According to the test, that 

was the wrong answer, but according to this student's life experience, it was definitely 

the right answer. I stopped the assessment right there and took him back to class before 

ripping up the answer sheet and vowing to find a better way. 

Finding a better way took me to the departments of Language, Reading and 

Culture and Anthropology at the University of Arizona. I had been in contact with Dr. 

William Leap, author of numerous articles on "Indian English," (Leap, 1973,1977,1978, 

1982,1988,1993; Leap & Boyer 1993). He suggested I contact Dr. Teresa McCarty. 

Once I spoke with her, I signed on to attend the American Indian Language Development 

Institute (AILDI) summer session, and then enrolled full-time in the LRC master's 

program. Here I was finally able to immerse myself in studies of bilingual/bicultural 

education, intercultural communication, linguistic anthropology and alternative 

assessment. I discovered new areas as well, such as studies of language policy, which 

provided essential backgroimd to my understanding of the standard/non-standard 

language debate. 



After completing my master's degree at the University of Arizona, and continuing 

on to finish my comprehensive exam for the Ph.D., I returned to Juneau to start a family, 

conduct research, and return to work as an SLP. My "better ways" of assessing were not 

well received, even though the district was in the midst of a long overdue investigation by 

the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) regarding Native enrollment in special education. Fresh 

from the ideals of the university, I was weary of dissembling. When I had to do a number 

of three-year re-evaluations for high school and middle school students, I was instructed 

to just do a file review, which involves reviewing the student's special educational 

history of assessments, reports, and eligibility determinations. My file reviews were not 

applauded at the district office. I was freshly appalled at the nximber and histories of the 

Native students placed in MR programming under the CD label. For example, there was 

a young man, part Native, who had entered special education as CD in kindergarten. He 

came from a home where Tagalog and sign language were the dominant languages and 

his initial evaluation even stated this! But Standard English language tests were used for 

his entry, with no hint of modification. By eleventh grade, it was too late to exit him 

from his highly restrictive special education placement. Having spent years m rooms 

where most of the White students were in diapers, he didn't possess many academic 

skills. Another Native student, a very angry yoxmg man, had the courage to say to me, 

"You people have put me in rooms with retarded kids for years and I'm not retarded!" 

Yet another student, with whom I talked at length, exited himself fi:om the MR program 

in tenth grade, and completed high school without difficulty in classrooms for LD 

students. His was clearly a case of non-implementation of the least restrictive 



environment (LRE) required in special education law. Considering the lack of formal 

academic instruction he had received during his previous years in self-contained 

classrooms, I found his success remarkable. When I interviewed him a few years later, 

he told me that he had thought he was fine about the interview until the day came.^ A 

friend called that morning and when he was telling her about the upcoming interview, a 

lump formed in his throat and he couldn't speak: There he was, choked by the pain of his 

years in MR classrooms as CD, silenced by an SLP's misdiagnosis. 

I would like to say that the results of the OCR investigation in Juneau made a 

profound difference in the district's special education services. OCR did find against the 

district. They stated that linguistic and cultural differences were not being considered by 

the Juneau School District when entering Native students into special education. This put 

the district in jeopardy of losing federal funds, something to which they finally did pay 

attention. But the attitudes continued; these are harder to legislate. I spent two years on 

the district's OCR subcommittee for cultural and linguistic differences and found staff 

attitudes harder to deal with than the bias in testing. The Continuum on Southeast Alaska 

Dialect (Wright, 1997b) was developed in response to the assessment subcommittee's 

recommendation that we use an English as a Second Language (ESL) tool as a screen for 

our non-ESL Native students. As a group, the assessment subcommittee had a hard time 

understanding that English as a second language differed from Standard English as a 

second dialect. When they asked (somewhat defensively) if I could adapt their ESL 

® This young man's interview is part of an on-going project which began as a Juneau History Grant, titled 
Stories of Schooling: Native Experience in the Juneau Douglas Schools. 
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measure into something more appropriate, I tried, and created a Southeast Alaska Dialect 

Continuum. The usefulness of this continuum was limited however because it was based 

on the adaptation of an already flawed instrument. 

The district decided to renorm the TOLD after all, and put a school psychologist 

in charge of the project. The school psychologist said that it was a shame the SLPs had 

"dropped the ball" on renorming years ago, but that he would do it right. None of the 

district's SLPs were involved in the project. When the school psychologist later 

presented his findings at a state special education conference, he began the presentation 

by saying, "If all of us in this room ran a race against the San Diego track team, and they 

won, would you say that the stop watch was biased?" 

By this time my professional reputation was under attack. I was imtenured and 

quite vocal - an unsafe combination. The district was trying to put me under a "Plan for 

Improvement" but couldn't because they hadn't followed their own evaluation 

procedures. But it still wasn't worth the stress and lack of progress; I resigned prior to 

the start of school in fall, 1997. I did contract with Alaska's Department of Education as 

a special education complaint investigator for a number of years afterward, but not in 

issues regarding the Juneau schools. 

When it came time to enroll my daughter in school, I found it very difficult to 

walk back through those Juneau School District doors. "I wonder if this is similar to how 

some of the Native families feel," I thought. It was several years before I could 

contemplate starting this study of SLP advocates. But the thoughts kept returning: Are 

there other SLPs out there who advocate for Native Alaskan students? How have they 
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coped? What are their techniques? Could we, as a group, develop ways to better serve 

Alaska's Native populations? Could we, as a group, develop support for those of us who 

advocate? 

This is the background I bring to the study. I bring to it biases based on my 

experiences and observations. I bring to it a passion and understanding which someone 

without my background wouldn't have. When I went back to graduate school, it wasn't 

to enter a new profession; it was to leam to become a better SLP. I wanted the skills to 

work appropriately with Native Alaskan dialect speakers and Native communities. After 

all, I became an SLP to help people, not to hurt them. 

I have divided the write up of this study into the following chapters: 

In Chapter Two, the socio-historical context for present Alaskan linguistic issues 

will be explored. This includes details of western contact, early educational policies, and 

information on Alaska's English dialects. It is informed by vignettes of educational 

experience from Native Alaskan community members. 

Chapter Three provides a literature review that includes: attitudes toward dialects; 

the influence of the American Speech and Hearing Association; the training, practice and 

ideology of speech/language pathology; special education and dialects; and the 

theoretical framework. 

In Chapter Four, the methodology used in this study is described, which includes 

discussion of the research approach and perspective, participant profiles, data collection 

and analysis, and the conceptual framework. 



32 

Chapter Five is the first chapter of analysis. It describes characteristics that the 

SLPs have in common which appear to have shaped their development as advocates. 

Chapter Six explores systemic opposition the advocates have faced and Chapter Seven 

details the support they have encountered in their quest for equitable treatment of Native 

students. Chapter Eight is the final chapter of analysis. It is devoted to an exploration of 

the SLP advocates recommendations to improve SLP training programs, Native student 

recruitment, and school services. 

Chapter Nine concludes the study. This chapter relates the implications of the 

study, contributions, new theoretical insights, and implications for future research 
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CHAPTER TWO: SOCIO-HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF PRESENT ALASKAN 
LINGUISTIC ISSUES 

It is my premise that socio-historical contexts of ethnic and class stratification, 

language contact, and educational and linguistic policy, have been instrumental in the 

development of language variety in Alaska. Three factors in Alaska's history are 

recognized as having a significant impact on language change: 1) Western European 

contact and missionaries; 2) U.S. educational policy and 3) political and economic 

frameworks. Excerpts from a Juneau history grant titled "Native Experience in the 

Juneau Douglas Schools," which I completed in 1997, will be used to illustrate some of 

this socio-historical background. 

Western European Contact and Missionaries 

There is a story that when the first Russian ship approached Southeast Alaskan 
shores, the Tlingit people thought it was Raven returning to them with white 
wings, as legend promised. But then they saw it was just a big canoe (Goldbelt 
Corporation, 1996). 

When Russian contact first occurred in western and southeastern Alaska in 1745, 

the Russians carried out a brutal 20-30 years of rape, murder, pillage, enslavement and 

economic exploitation. This horrific portion of Russian-Alaskan history has been the 

focus of U.S. historians (Dauenhauer and Oleksa, 1982; Oleksa 1987). Superior 

weaponry took its toll on the Native populations in these early interactions, even though 

attempts were made at resistance. An important attempt at resistance by the Tlingit 

people was the Battle of Sitka in 1802, when Tlingits took over Fort Sitka and drove the 

Russians off for some time (Institute of Social and Economic Research, 2004). The 

effects of new illnesses, however, were far worse then any Russian weaponry. 
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Throughout the next two centuries, the spread of new contagious diseases such as 

tuberculosis, influenza, smallpox, and measles decimated whole villages, leading to what 

has been called the "generations of orphans (Napoleon, 1991, p.lO)." 

Exploitation of Native Alaskans shifted dramatically when the Russian Orthodox 

missionaries arrived in the late 1700s. Citizenship laws were established, although 

baptism was required for citizenship, and protection became available from violence and 

exploitation. Little could ever be done, however, to remedy the massive number of 

deaths caused by the new diseases (Oleksa, 1983). 

The worldview of the Russian Orthodox missionaries was quite different from 

that of European missionaries. They believed that each person was bom with the stamp 

of divinity so that Christ was already present within the person and their culture (Oleksa, 

1987). The goal, therefore, was simply to add the practice of Christianity to the person's 

present spiritual practice.It was, in terms of religion, an additive approach. Language 

studies conducted by the priests, some of whom were Native Alaskans, resulted in 

orthographies being developed. Scripture was then translated, with careful attempts at 

cultural relevance (Oleksa, 1987). 

When Russian bilingual schools were founded in Alaska in the early 1800s, their 

educational goals reflected a respect for the languages and cultures of the Native peoples. 

Orthography systems were developed in the Cyrillic alphabet for Tlingit, Central Yupik, 

It should be noted that this benign attitude certainly does not reflect the Russian Orthodox Church's 
historical treatment of people who would not add Christianity to their religion, such as Russia's Jewish 
population. 



Unagen Aleut, and Sugpiaq Yupik (Oleksa, 1987). Native students (male and female) 

attending schools in Southeast Alaska learned oral and written Russian as well as oral and 

written Tlingit. In addition, the high school curriculum (a seminary for males only) 

included Latin, navigation, medicine, and trigonometry, as well as a requirement of 

several years study of Alaska Native languages (Dauenhauer et al., 1982). 

The academic success of Native Alaskans of this period has often been ignored. 

Historians assumed the Natives were Russian because 1) the individuals were part-

Russian and used their father's last name, or 2) because Russian surnames were often 

adopted at baptism. During this time period. Native Alaskans were attending naval 

academies in Russia (something which has yet to happen in the U.S.) and were also 

becoming linguists, cartographers, teachers, and physicians (Dauenhauer et al., 1982). 

This was occurring at the same time as the Apache wars in the U.S. territories. 

Upon the sale of Alaska to the United States in 1865, Native people in Alaska 

encoimtered vastly different policies towards their heritage and their rights. The Treaty 

of Cessions, Article 3, states: 

The inhabitants of the ceded territory... with the exception of uncivilized native 
tribes, shall be admitted to the enjoyment of all the rights, advantages, and 
immunities of citizens of the United States, and shall be maintained and protected 
in the free enjoyment of theu: liberty, property, and religion. The uncivilized 
tribes will be subject to such laws and regulations as the United States may, from 
time to time, adopt in regard to aboriginal tribes of that country (Lautaret, 1989, p. 
3).ii 

'' All of Alaska's Native tribes were considered uncivilized. 



U.S. Educational Policy 

The Alaskan U.S. territorial educational system, established under Sheldon 

Jackson 15 years after the sale, supported an educational strategy which worked towards 

the assimilation of Native Alaskans into mainstream culture even though, at that time. 

Native people did not have U.S. citizenship. Whereas fluency and literacy in the Alaska 

Native languages had been encouraged in the Russian bilingual schools, the use of 

indigenous languages was strictly forbidden in the American schools in Alaska. To 

Sheldon Jackson, achieving his assimilation goals required the elimination of Alaskan 

Native languages and cultures. Jackson and his contemporaries were quite forthright in 

their view that Native languages had no place within the schools in either verbal or 

written form; thus an "English-only" educational system was established (Dauenhauer et 

al., 1982).i2 

Obviously, Jackson's worldview differed from that of the Russian Orthodox 

missionaries. He was of the philosophy that Christ and Christianity must replace the 

traditional cultures and lifestyles because there was something inherently wrong with the 

traditional cultures, religions, and peoples. Sheldon Jackson and his contemporaries 

regarded Native Alaskans as incompetent and dependent, but trainable if they learned 

English (Oleksa, 1983). The heritage languages of Alaskan Native people were seen as 

inadequate in all regards by the new regime, not just within the schools. These languages 

were viewed by Jackson and his contemporaries as stunted and dwarfed, fit only for 

barbarians, intellectually incompetent, incapable of expressing Christian thought, full of 
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peculiar and distressing gutturals, and not worthy of perpetuation (Dauenhauer, 1976, p. 

12). 

It is interesting to note that besides the inherent value of their own traditional 

cultures, spiritual practices and lifestyles, many Native Alaskans of that time period were 

literate Christians. But because it was the "wrong" church (Russian Orthodox) and the 

"wrong" alphabet (Cyrillic), this fact was apparently dismissed (Dauenhauer, 1976). 

Jackson's goals included some admirable aims. He wished to avoid the 

reservation systems of the United States, protect Native Alaskans from exploitation, and 

ban or control the sale of alcohol. He also dreamed of establishing reindeer herding as a 

new economy for Native Alaskans. The major goal, however, was to convert and educate 

the Native Alaskan people. Jackson pursued these goals when he established boarding 

schools and required that Native families sign papers giving their children over to his 

schools for five years in order to "Christianize" them. He also had each Native child 

dog-tagged by the military in order to enforce school attendance. The parents could then 

be jailed if their children did not attend school (Dauenhauer, 1980). 

When the foimders of the organization (ANB) met in 1912, their main purposes 
were education and citizenship; we weren't citizens in those days... They wanted 
to be citizens. It wasn't necessarily to vote, although that did come a few years 
later, and they really did want to vote. But non-citizens, and we were non-
citizens, could not own property. We had a house, we had a lot, and it was ours 
because we put it up with our own labor, but we couldn't own it. We were not 
citizens of the United States. Only citizens could own property (J. Hope in 
Wright, 1996, p. 19). 

'2 It is important to point out that "English-only" is not a new educational concept in Alaska or in other 
educational systems established for Native Americans by the United States government. 



Because Native Alaskans lost their Russian citizenship rights at the time of the 

sale of Alaska, and as they did not gain citizenship rights in the United States until 1924, 

there was no legal recourse available to them. The aggressive policies of the Jackson era 

threatened their traditional way of life, their religions, their languages, their lands, their 

property, and their families. 

Some armed resistance occurred during this era, especially by the Tlingit people 

in southeast Alaska. However, due to the superior weaponry of the U.S. military, this 

resistance was suppressed, hi the late 1800s, the U.S. Navy used cannon fire on the 

village of Hoonah. The U.S. Navy also burned down the village of Angoon, destroying 

all the homes, tribal houses, and winter food supplies because the village demanded 

restitution in blankets for a leader who had been killed (Sealaska Heritage Foundation 

Calendar, 1990). 

Additional policies influenced the political climate for Native Alaskans and 

impacted other human rights. In 1884, the Organic Act was passed which permitted U.S. 

citizens to stake claims for gold mines. Since Alaska Natives no longer had citizenship, 

they were not allowed to stake claims. Other provisions of this act stated that Native 

people were not to be disturbed in their use of the land, but this provision was not 

strongly enforced. However, the wording did provide legal standing for future Native 

land claims:"... the Indians or other persons in said district shall not be disturbed in the 

possession of any lands actually in their use or occupation or now claimed by them but 

The people from the villages of Angoon and Hoonah are still seeking an official apology and restitution 
from the U.S. government for these actions. 



the terms under which said persons may acquire title to such lands is reserved for future 

legislation by Congress (Lauteret, 1989, p. 39)." Section 13 of the Organic Act stated 

that education was to be provided to all school age children within the territory, "without 

reference to race, until such time as permanent provision shall be made of the same... 

Lauteret, 1989, p. 40)." But in 1905, the Nelson Act was passed which supported 

segregated schooling, although "civilized" Natives of "mixed blood" could attend White 

schools. Separate schools for "Indian and Eskimo" children remained under the 

jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior (Lauteret, 1989). 

The Second Territorial Legislature passed the Indian Citizenship Act in 1915 (see 

Appendix A). Under this Act, a Native man could obtain citizenship if he could prove 

through oral/written English examination that he was leading a "civilized" life (not 

defined), had by oath "abandoned all tribal customs and relationships" and could obtain 

an endorsement from five white men that he was qualified for citizenship (Lauteret, 1989, 

p. 88-89)14. 

By 1917, they really wanted to be part of the political system. And I'll always 
remember reading some of the old (Alaska Native Brotherhood) minutes from -1 
think it was 1920. They said, 'We have to quit sending resolutions to 
Washington. We have to send one of our own men back there. You can't put a 
man in a wastebasket, okay?' (laughter) And then they elected William Paul to 
go back to Washington (J. Hope in Wright, 1996, p. 20). 

Being 1915, the citizenship of women was not even considered under the Indian Citizenship Act. 
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In an attempt to coimter politics and policies such as the Indian Citizenship Act, 

the Alaska Native Brotherhood (ANB) was founded in Southeast Alaska in 1912, 

followed by the establishment of ttie Alaska Native Sisterhood (ANS) in 1915 (Hope, 

1975). Created as political structures to advocate for and protect Native rights, they also 

served to promote Christian religious fellowship and temperance. The ANB/ANS has 

worked through the years on a broad range of issues ranging from citizenship rights, 

voting drives, school integration, anti-discrimination laws, extending worker's 

compensation to Natives, including Natives in Aid to Dependent Children, bringing 

hospitals to Natives in Alaska, admitting Natives to Pioneer Homes, Native teacher hire, 

and the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (Sealaska Heritage Foundation Calendar, 

1990). Efforts were made that the fellowship be professional and highly respectable. 

Robert's Rules of Order were adopted for meeting formats and are still a normal part of 

the meetings' discourse structure. 

When it's inherent in you, it's going to come out some way. For instance, in the 
clan and caste system, there's an order of procedure, and those of us that grew up 
in Southeast were familiar with that order, and when you abuse that order there 
are some consequences. So when it came to meetings and Robert's Rules of 
Order, it wasn't difficult for our people to understand and grasp that. It was just 
natural to do this, and whenever you find a Southeastemer somewhere, Oklahoma 
or wherever he might be, he's a little frustrated that there's no order to things (J. 
Hope, in Wright, 1996, p. 16). 

An extremely difficult decision was made in 1917 by the ANB grand camp; to use 

and teach only the English language and to allow only English to be spoken at their 

meetings The decision was reached because leaders felt they were losing the two 

'5 ANB/ANS Grand Camp is the governing body of all local camps. 
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things essential for their people's survival: their land and the salmon. The U.S. 

government was engaged at that time in land negotiations and leases. Tlingit people were 

losing their land because they were not able to read or understand the contracts which 

they were signing. They needed citizenship and the power to vote. Unfortunately, 

people were led to believe that ceasing to speak the Tlingit language was essential to 

developing capabilities in English (R. Williams, Sealaska Heritage Institute personal 

communication, 1993). The total ban on Tlingit language use at ANB meetings was 

rescinded several years later because many of the elders could not participate in meetings 

and people felt they were being cut off from their elders' wisdom (J. Hope, in Wright, 

1996). In the 1980s, an ANB/ANS resolution was passed formally encouraging Tlingit 

to be spoken in ANB/ANS meetings (R. Williams, Sealaska Heritage Institute, personal 

communication, 1993). 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) established local elementary schools in 

Alaskan villages in the 1930s. Although English-only policies continued, young children 

were often at least with their families (Berg, 1989). Areas of instruction often focused on 

basic western European life skills and vocational skills: 

I went to the Government School, we called it the Government School, in 
Douglas. It's still standing up, I see. .. .1 was in first grade in 1938,1939? When 
we studied we had like spelling, geography, but then we mainly had home skills, 
home ec for the girls and shop for the boys in the basement (Confidential 
Interview, Wright, 1996, p. 2). 

This focus on trade skills and home making was typical of residential schools and day 

schools for Native Americans of that time period (Ray, 1959; Reyner, 1992b; Reyner & 
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Eder, 1989). An emphasis on western European standards of hygiene also permeated the 

curriculum and staff conduct: 

There was a boy they made take a bath. He came to school and he wasn't 
clean.... The teacher told him to go home and change his clothes. He wouldn't do 
it, so the teacher give him a bath right behind her desk. The kids were all in the 
class, sitting at their desks. They had to give him a bath right in front of the class. 
That was in second grade. There was another time too. There was a girl and they 
had her clean up too. Right in front of the class (Anonymous Interview, in 
Wright, 1996, p. 2-3). 

The village BIA schools generally stopped at fourth grade. Some local public 

schools accepted Native students but only at the sixth grade level 

At first the only education they could get was through the Department of 
Education, and that was segregated schooling and that went up to like fourth 
grade. And if they wanted to pursue education beyond that, they had to go to the 
public school system, and they wouldn't accept Natives unless tfiey were at the 
sixth grade level. So we had a system where it got us up to fourth grade, and then 
we had another system that said, 'Sure, you can come in, but only at the sixth 
grade (J. Hope in Wright 1996, p. 15.)' 

So Native students who wished to further their education, had to leave home to attend a 

regional high school or a boarding school. 

There was no Wrangell Institute in those days. They had to go to Cushman in 
Tacoma, that's where my dad went, and Chemawa in Oregon, or they could go to 
Stewart in Nevada, or Carlson I think in California, or Haskell in Kansas, or 
Carlisle in Pennsylvania. There wasn't anything in the state for them (J. Hope in 
Wright, 1996, p. 15). 

Memories of desperately unhappy children being transported to boarding school are still 

fresh for this woman: 

When I was about eight or ten, we'd go out to the airport every May and every 
September with a bunch of comic books, because all the kids were going though 
to go to Wrangell and to Mt. Edgecombe. And these were young ones going to 
Wrangell... like first grade up to eighth grade. And there were some sad sights, 
because the kids - mainly Eskimo and Athabaskan kids from up north - the little 
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kids would get separated from their high school siblings and they would be 
crying... these little kids would be crying because they'd be having to say 
goodbye, and they wouldn't see them for nine months. Because they don't send 
them home at Christmas; it was too expensive. And can you imagine a whole 
village emptying out? I can't (Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 159). 

For Native communities, to whom family often means everydiing, losing their children 

must have brought indescribable grief: 

Can you imagine little kids going off to, like Chemawa? My mother's older 
brothers and sisters went off, and she never knew she had older brothers and 
sisters until her dad died when she was ten, and her sister was just graduating 
from Chemawa, and her (the sister's) younger siblings, they didn't want to stay 
there without Jane, so they all came back home... I guess Natives don't talk 
about the things that hurt... and they wouldn't talk about the kids being gone 
(Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 157). 

Students who stayed to complete high school were unable to return home for years at a 

time, even during the summer. Eventually regional high schools (in-state boarding 

schools) were built in Alaska, but they and the boarding schools in the lower 48 all had 

very poor graduation rates (Berg, 1989). Families reported looking forward with great 

anticipation to their children's return, sometimes with tragic results: 

Grandpa, for schooling, he went out of state. Was it to Haskell, let me think. 
Hmm, no, it was that one in Oregon or Washington, Chemawa. He was gone a 
long time. It was so sad. When he came home, his father went hunting. He went 
to get a deer in celebration of his son's homecoming and died; a hunting accident 
(Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 6). 

When Ron Williams went to a Southeast Alaskan residential school, he stated that 

he was desperately homesick and wrote letter after letter asking to come home. He 

finally stopped after his mother sent him the following seven word note: "Others have 
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done it: you can too (R. Williams, Sealaska Heritage Institute, personal communication 

1991)." 

Other Native students, whose parents had a choice of sending their children to a 

village day school or a church school, would sometimes chose the church school because 

it had an academic, rather than vocational, focus. Of the options available to Native 

students, it was sometimes considered a better option: 

Being Catholic was part of it, and I guess the Government School was considered 
as your second-second class. Instead of just second class, like regular people: 
regular Indians were second class Indians, okay. But the ones that went to 
Government School were second-second class (F. Stevens, in Wright, 1996, p. 
53). 

Being Catholic could get a student into St. Ann's Catholic School in Juneau, and gave 

students somewhat better treatment in an era of harsh disciplinary procedures: 

If you were Catholic, then you could go there. If you were Catholic and your 
parents were Catholic, they would be good to you. Now there were some students 
who didn't have any backing from parents (the parents weren't Catholic) and they 
were kind of treated real harsh. .. .A lot of that would put a real taxing on your 
likes for education. The beginnings of it, I'd say, due to the fact that there were a 
lot of rulers used (F. Stevens, in Wright, 1996, p. 55). 

The church school's curriculum, materials and teachers may have accepted students the 

public schools wouldn't admit, but this did not automatically make them supportive of or 

sensitive to Native community and culture: 

One of the readers that we had in school, actually had this fellow, a young boy, 
put red ink on himself to be an Indian. And then in this story, he wanted to take 
off that ink and it was hard to remove. It wouldn't come off. The world's going 
to end, because he couldn't take off that red ink! So like it was death to be to be 
an Indian, when we are all basically the same (F. Stevens, in Wright, 1996, p. 56). 
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Although required to attend school, the social status of Native students was often 

accompanied by a feeling of becoming invisible, xmseen: 

In reality, being second class to begin with because you don't have the identity, 
you're more or less condoned, because you had to go to school. But when you 
were there, a lot of your education, then and today, was when you were able to 
have some kind of recognition from the teacher. And when you didn't have that, 
you just slowly sink back into - into the cracks in the floor (F. Stevens, in Wright, 
1996, p. 55). 

This student foimd it hard to find material to relate to, even within the library: 

It wasn't even stressed to value reading, see, in school. To me reading was, well, 
like the books we had? Probably you'd have to go through the whole library to 
find something that anyone would read... There was one with an Indian... That 
was one of my only memories about St. Aim's books, and I checked it out of the 
library (F. Stevens, in Wright 1996, p. 55). 

For this student, going to school was just going through the motions of attendance. 

Although this man started exploring western literacy in his 20s, it was many more 

years before he began exploring his own cultural literacy: 

My parents talked fluently but they didn't want us to learn Tlingit, which was 
really a bad thing for us, because ihe pride that we were supposed to have wasn't 
there, and that more or less made us a hidden Indian, at home and at school. We 
weren't really proud, weren't able to leam anything, even to the point where they 
wouldn't let us have any Indian food, which is the best, I'd consider. They didn't 
want us to have any Indian food because they wanted us to be less and less Indian 
as we were growing up (F. Stevens, in Wright 1996, p. 52). 

Even though he attended a day school, he felt separated firom his parents and culture: 

We had no language, no Indian food, and that caused a lack of communication 
between parents and children... We actually ate in separate places, we didn't 
actually make conversation with an adult, and so we were kind of like alone, an 
island, apart. In nature, you see how all these things survive together. In our 
culture, we were separated, we were not together (F. Stevens, in Wright, 1996, p. 
52). 
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Once anti-discrimination laws were passed in Alaska in 1945, some students from 

Native villages in Southeast Alaska chose to attend Juneau High School, because their 

families thought they would receive a better education. However, Juneau High did not 

provide any kind of assistance or support for these students to attend: 

There were no boarding facilities and I stayed with Salvation Army, but I was 
very yoimg. You know, I skipped third grade and I was just barely 13. I was 
4' 11" and I weighed 95 pounds as a freshman in high school... There were only 
two other students in the whole freshman class that were my size, and they were 
both girls... At our 30'*' year reunion, one of those girls was back... She's still 
4' 11" and as near as I can tell about 95 pounds, and I looked at her and I thought, 
"Good heavens, it must have been tough for my parents to send me away! (B. 
Martin, Jr., in Wright, 1996, p. 121)." 

His current health problems may be a result of burying his emotions during those difficult 

high school years: 

I remember being just desperately, desperately lonesome, homesick. But it wasn't 
- everyone else in town had gone away, you know, and you never heard them 
complaining, although they were. I know later that they were. Certain kinds of 
emotions got just locked up somewhere... I'm sure it is the main cause of the 
ulcers that I have to take medication for today because of this locking up of 
emotions... personal stuff, family stuff: it just gets locked up (B. Martin, Jr., in 
Wright, 1996, p. 121). 

Even after Alaska's anti-discrimination legislation passed in 1945, segregated 

schools remained the norm until Brown vs. the Topeka, Kansas Board of Education in 

1954; 

My oldest brother and oldest sister went to Wrangell. They were older than me 
and they had to go to Wrangell for high school. They couldn't go (weren't 
allowed to go) to J-High. My next older brother, he went to J-High, but he didn't 
finish. It was hard witii the other kids, the White kids. They didn't want Indians 
there (Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 4). 

A few at a time. Native students began to graduate from the formerly segregated high 

schools: 
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My younger brother, he graduated. He was in the first class of Natives to 
graduate from Juneau High School. There were four Native people that graduate 
that year. Just us three in the audience and the rest was full of Whites. They 
weren't friendly, but I just stood up and said, 'Hooray!' for my brother... We 
were proud of him. He led the way (Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 
4). 

However, the brother who graduated from Juneau High found attendance there difficult 

too. A White friend, supportive of his attendance, stood by him and helped reduce his 

feelings of isolation: 

They didn't like hidians and they beat him up one time. Stuart Whitehead, he was 
Dr. Whitehead's son. He was White, but he kept my brother in school. That time 
they beat him up, Smart was beside my brother, fighting with him (Anonymous 
hiterview, in Wright, 1996, p. 4). 

Resistance to desegregation remained strong, even to the point that the 

superintendent of the Juneau schools resigned in the 1960s when the schools were 

ordered to integrate (Berg, 1989). Even in the late 60s, overtly abusive behavior is 

reported to have occurred to Native students in the Juneau Douglas schools: 

This teacher at Mt. Jumbo (Douglas): she was a real witch. Once a week, she 
would call all the Native students to the front of the room and ask if we had clean 
underwear on. That was in the late 60s... Then she would take the Native boys 
to the basement when they were in trouble. This was in sixth grade, but they 
always came back in tears, and they would never talk about it. I asked one of 
them before this interview. I said, "What happened when she took you boys 
down there?" He said, "I don't remember." I said, "Of course you do," and he 
said, "I can't talk about it (Anonymous Interview, Wright, 1997a)." 

Perhaps not as overtly abusive, but just as discriminatory, was the percentage of Native 

students who were held back for various grades in the Juneau Douglas schools: 

What I often find a bit humorous when reflecting upon my school experience, is 
that I graduated from Yale University, maintained a 4.0 GPA while earning my 
elementary ed certificate, achieved just under a 4.0 for graduate work in Library 
Science (an MA degree), yet I was a kindergarten drop-out and I flunked the first 
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grade... To my best recollection, all the Native students in our class flunked 
(Petershoare, in Wright 1996, p. 129). 

Native students were routinely assumed to not have an academic future. This story is of 

another man who flunked first grade in a village school: 

I heard all these horror stories, too, about kids my age that were encouraged to 
quit school, like one, he's an attorney now. He was encouraged to quit school and 
join the army. They said. 'You're just not going to make it. Why don't you quit 
and join,' and so he did. But then, he knew he was smart, somewhere in there, 
and later he went on and went to college. Did well. Went to law school 
(Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 157). 

Segregation changed slowly, and was present in many settings: 

You can't have your own food because our parents, they think it offended people 
because of the smell. Well, in them days, we didn't have washer and dryer. And 
another thing then in those days too - church and in the movie houses? When I 
grow up, Indians sat on so side and Whites on so side (gesturing to different sides 
of the room). I saw that in church, even (F. Stevens in Wrigjit, 1996, p. 59). 

Even for the Native students who were allowed to play on the school sports teams, a rare 

occurrence in urban Alaskan sites, painful memories may accompany their memories of 

inclusion: 

I loved my coach. Coach, to this day, is still a pretty good guy in my eyes, but I 
vividly remember what he said. When it came to the nicknames, my nickname 
was 'Tonto/ and he said, 'The only thing I can say about Tonto, who has been a 
great basketball player for us, is thank God for the Indians.' And it was corrmionly 
accepted and I didn't take great offence to it at the time. I just thought, 'That's a 
different way to describe how I worked for him (S. Soboleff, in Wright, 1996, p. 
74). 

This man continued on with his own education and earned an MA, to become a teacher 

and later an administrator in an urban school district. However, he feels that many issues 

facing Native Alaskan students have not really changed: 
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They've not done what they really - what the research and the literature tells them 
to do, but they're working on it. But in 30 years, the song has not changed. The 
song is always the same, that this is a western educational system... The problem 
is still the same. We still have young people who are disenfranchised, and they 
don't feel very good about coming to the schools (S. Soboleff, in Wright, 1996, p. 
76). 

He feels that Native children are still being punished today for behaviors that are cultural: 

What we are about is not to stand out as we're learning. What we're about is to 
try to get along and work with others and to help the ones who need help. Except 
western culture doesn't recognize that as being a plus: they recognize it as 
cheating. Now it's being called cooperative learning, lo and behold, some 50 
years later, it's beginning to be mvoked but they're still treating the students the 
same as - as Rick - and his Mom's hands with the scars across the fingers (for 
speaking Tlingit), for their cultural behavior that is going on in the classroom (S. 
Soboleff, in Wright, 1996, p. 86). 

His observation is that Native culture and community still has a subordinate status in the 

eyes of urban Alaskan school districts. The community is neither viewed as a resource 

nor embraced for what it offers Native people. Community events continue to not be 

recognized as having educational value: 

And one of the big facets that the school district in particular has continually 
overlooked, have been rich valuable resources that they've had at their disposal 
here in this district... Whether it's a nationally recognized elder, who can speak 
intimately about the culture itself... or to include (culture) as an intimate part of 
the curriculum in the school district... not just a small minor program that 
operates one week. It has to be an intimate involvement in the school system, so 
that you can empower the students, rather than make them feel disenfranchised, or 
derelict, or that it's not okay to express yourself or your feelings about what are 
the particular significances of death and 40-day parties, and ceremonies, and 
payoffs. If you're gone for these things, it's marked against you, because you're 
absent from school (S. Soboleff, in Wright, 1996, p. 75). 

Even at present, non-Native staff who frequently interact with Native community 

members at personal and professional levels may still harbor some surprising ideas of 
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who Native people are and what they have done, based on ethnic and cultural 

stereotyping: 

I was working with this one high school staff member. He was actually a very 
good staff member in the high school. He really worked hard to try and keep my 
daughter in school. I had been working with him for a couple of years and he 
knew I was on this Affirmative Action committee... They were having a college 
fair at the high school. I was in there (his office) and I said, when I was leaving, 
'Well, I'm going to go into that fair because my college is represented and I want 
to talk to the recruiter (Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 153).' 

This public school staff member was visibly startled that she had attended higher 

education: 

And he - he acted surprised first that I went to college and then I said, 'Well, 
yeah, I went to (prestigious college). I have a Bachelor's Degree in Psychology,' 
and he looked surprised, and I said, 'I have a graduate degree, too,' and his mouth 
dropped open. And I felt really offended that he would act so surprised that a 
Native parent would have a degree. It just makes me wonder what some of the 
other parents must go through (Anonymous Interview, in Wright, 1996, p. 153). 

The presence of Native staff, however important, was not always seen as the only answer 

by Native community members. Judy Franklet, Juneau's first Native school 

administrator, stated that who is and isn't a Native advocate is not always that simple: 

Affirmative action is a good tool. It allows minorities, more Native teachers, 
opportunities to be hired within a system that has had a history of alienation to the 
Tlingit people... (however) the Native teachers need to understand the history and 
the cultural feelings that exist among Native people. There is no assurance just 
because you're Native, you're going to fight for Native issues. There are non-
Natives... who can help us very effectively. It takes a person with sensitivity and 
caring for people regardless of the color of their skin. For example, there are 
some Natives in the Native corporations who don't necessarily understand the 
needs of the Native people. There are some Natives in the Native Corporations 
who are very materialistic and do not really understand the culture (1996, p. 32-
33). 

In her experience, supportive non-Natives could often reach a broader audience, due to a) 

having stronger skills in interactions with dominant culture institutions and b) being 
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valued the advocacy of both Native and non-Native staff. 

In 1976, Native Alaskans won an important legal victory with the Settlement of 

Tobeluk v. Lind, which is now officially designated Tobeluk v. Raynolds (see Appendix 

B).i6 The end result of this legal battle was that Alaska was required to build local high 

schools in 110 rural villages so that students could remain in their home community for 

their high school educations. The rural student graduation rate has risen dramatically 

since these high schools were built (Berg, 1989). However, recent state legislation 

requiring high school exit exams, if unchanged, will have a disastrous effect on rural 

graduation rates, as the testing assumes and requires strong Standard English skills.'^ 

Another far-reaching legal battle settled in the 1970s was the Alaska Native 

Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Initiated decades earlier by organizations such as 

Alaska Native Brotherhood, the settlement was precipitated by Federal oil development 

policies for the North Slope of Alaska and on other lands of Native peoples. This Act, 

passed in 1971, extinguished aboriginal land title within Alaska. Twelve regional 

corporations were established which received 44 million acres of land and $962.5 million 

dollars for the Native people of Alaska (Anders, 1985). Hotly debated, and with many 

problems in its construction, ANCSA nevertheless did give Native communities political 

clout and finances which they had not previously had under U.S. rule. Some of the 

This lawsuit is also popularly known as "the Molly Hootch case" for the first plaintiff listed on the suit 
filed by Alaska Legal Services in 1972. 

Local control of schools and having local high schools will likely continue to benefit the quality of 
future education for Alaska Native children. At this time, however, even with the increase in graduation 
rates, many Alaska Native children continue to do poorly on standardized assessment and achievement 
tests. 
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Native corporations have done very well, some not well at all. ANSCA gave a new status 

to being Native Alaskan, and communities with prosperous corporations began to have 

more political savvy and power. 

The 1970s also gave rise to a new way of sorting students: special education. 

Passed in 1975, Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act, 

was intended to secure parents' rights to education for handicapped children, but it also 

promoted the testing industry and the use of standardized tests, few of which were 

normed on Native Alaskan students. An Office of Civil Rights (OCR) investigation in 

Alaska in the 1990s finally verified that evaluations were not taking into account the 

Native students' linguistic and cultural background. The newest law, P.L.105-17, the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments, passed in 1997, continues to 

promote the standardized testing industry. 

In the 1980s, a goal of many Native Alaskan communities was local control of the 

schools. As a result, there are now several Native controlled school districts in Alaska. 

This trend towards local control of the schools will probably continue. Even with local 

control of the schools, the extent to which Native Alaskan languages can be retained or 

revitalized is unknown. In some Alaskan schools, children were still being punished 

physically and emotionally for speaking their Native language into the 1970s. People 

speak of being hit with rulers, having to stand in comers, having their mouths washed out 

with soap, and being forced to wear derogatory signs for "speaking Native." Due to 

generations of punishment, Sheldon Jackson's goal of eradicatmg Native languages is 

dangerously close to achievement. Families, who did not wish their children and 
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grandchildren to suffer what they had, did not pass on the languages. Children were 

taught in the schools to be ashamed of then: Native languages and so abandoned the 

languages. Many families also believe now that learning the Native language will hinder 

their child's success in English and thus their success in school and in life. 

She showed him her hands, and there were scars on her hands, and she said, 'Son, 
I don't want you to go through this pain that I went through when I was learning, 
when I was talking language in my tongue. They would whack us across the 
hands and that is why I don't require you to learn this language.' He said. Til 
leam the language when it's time, but at the moment it's not. It's not going to be 
because you (other people) want me to leam the language, it's going to be 
because I feel compelled (S. Soboleff, in Wright, 1996, p. 84). 

In 1998, the English Only movement came to the Alaska legislature. An initiative 

to make English "the only language to be used by all public agencies in all government 

functions and actions," was put to popular vote m 1998 and received the support of 69% 

of the state's voting populace many of whom felt that the use of English was endangered 

and required special protection (Hudson, 1999, p. 1). However, as Crawford notes, 

"Objective evidence, however, indicates quite the reverse. It is not English, but minority 

languages that are threatened in this country (1996a, p. 1)." Two lawsuits were filed 

before the law went into effect, claiming violations of constitutional rights. In 2002, an 

Alaskan Superior Court judge found that the law violated guarantees of free speech and, 

fiuthermore, that the law served "no compelling public interest (The Associated Press, 

2002)." The over-turning of this law was celebrated in many Native communities. In 

addition, the attempt to enforce an English Only agenda on Alaska's Native citizens may 

have had a silver lining: interest in heritage language maintenance and revitalization has 

built substantially in the years since this attempt. Of course, other factors have also 
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revitalization do not have uniform acceptance among Native Alaskan people. 

Recently, educational experts, as well as advocates within Native communities, 

have been contradicting the last century of educational and language policy. This 

appears, in some cases, to have added to the community's distrust and pain by opening 

old wounds. In this era of often incompetent bilingual education and of the under-funded 

Native American Languages Act, families and communities sometimes react with anger 

to the notion of language restoration, For generations Native Americans have been told 

that their languages were hurting their children and should not be spoken. They were 

punished in horrible ways for speaking their languages. Now Native Alaskans are being 

told that the languages are important, should be spoken, and will help their children's 

sense of cultural identity. Is it any wonder that language restoration and bilingual 

education programs are being met with suspicion and are so hotly debated within 

communities? Despite conflicting reactions, work on language revitalization has been 

seen throughout Native communities in the state in the past ten years including school 

immersion programs, summer workshops, and language/culture camps (Dementi-Leopard 

& Gilmore, 1999). 

Interest and support for language restoration is definitely growing. In southeast 

Alaska, a man in his early 20s, Hans Chester, is considered the youngest fluent speaker of 

The Native American Language Act, N.A.L.A., passed in 1990 and reauthorized by funding in 1992, is 
intended to "preserve, protect and promote the rights and freedoms of Native Americans to use, practice 
and develop Native American languages." N.A.L.A. also removed restrictions on the use of Native 
American languages, including their use within public schools. 
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Tlingit. He studied for nine years to reach his current level of proficiency. Although the 

majority of other fluent Tlingit speakers are in their 60s or older, a new generation of 

speakers is starting (Tagaban, 2004). The Internet has become a surprising ally of the 

language/culture restoration movement. Remote communities and a lack of roads in 

southeast Alaska have isolated many interested participants over the years. Consider, 

however, the content of the 22 messages received in just one week in March 2004, from a 

Tlingit Language/Culture email group: 

-Three emails dealt with canoe commands in Tlingit for local canoe teams; 
-One poem was sent on art and mindfulness when making clan regalia; 
-Three emails discussed how to state the gender of animals in Tlingit: 
-Two discussed the naming of a boat; 
-One continued an on-going discussion of Our Precious Children, by highlighting 
theatre and storytelling by students in a school; 
-One requested a translation of ancestral names and asked permission to use other 
peoples' language materials; 
-One stated that Tlingit is a word language and thus has no copyright; 
-Two discussed changes to Tlingit orthography; 
-One inquired about Tlingit names for non-Alaskan fruits and vegetables; 
-Seven discussed the proper way to dispose of a damaged totem pole (it appears to 
be cremation, with a ceremony to release the spirit); 
-Three discussed an upcoming Carvers convention; 
-Two provided language instruction materials to share; and 
-I concluded an on-going discussion of the meaning of Haa Shagoon (it appears to 
roughly translate to "People of the Tides"). 

Just reading the emails from this group each week has raised my own hopes regarding 

language restoration. However daunting the task may be, this group of committed people 

in Southeast Alaska is in active dialogue to promote cultural and language restoration. 

They also meet the insider qualifications mentioned by Crawford (1996a) as essential for 

language shift. 
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To summarize my discussion so far, I have suggested that historically, factors 

which have contributed to educational difficulties and language change in Alaska include 

the initial violent Russian contact, the spread of new diseases, Sheldon Jackson's 

worldview and English-only educational policies, the lack of legal due process rights and 

citizenship for half a century, the twin goals of linguicide and cultural genocide, the 

political economy of Alaska's natural resource use, and the limitations placed on 

maintaining a traditional lifestyle. I have also presented information on the mixed views 

toward language restoration, as well as steps being taken toward the goal of language 

restoration in southeast Alaska. 

Language Variation and Native Alaskan English Dialects 

Some educational issues in Alaska are fairly unique, such as the enormous 

geography covered in most rural school districts; other issues are not. In several rural 

areas the heritage language is still widely spoken, but in most parts of Alaska the English 

language is dominant. However, the English which is spoken still retains features of the 

heritage language and also some flavor of other Alaskan languages as well, due to the 

linguistic "melting pot" of boarding school experience and increased mobility. There are 

a number of Native Alaskan indigenous groups who encountered each other in the 

boarding school era. Often these peoples are roughly divided into two groups: "Indian" 

(Tlingit, Haida, Tsimshian, Aleut, Athabascan, Eyak) and "Eskimo" (Inupiak, Yupik, 

Cupik). 

Recognition of non-standard dialectal language variations as legitimate language 

systems has grown tremendously in the last 30 years. However, there continues to be a 
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languages as rule-governed linguistic systems. Fishman illustrated this point well when 

he commented that "...varieties without battleships are "dialects" and varieties with 

battleships are "languages"... (Fishman, 1977, p. 317). The public and the educational 

community need to be educated to the fact that every variety of English is a dialect, 

including so-called "standard." 

By definition, a dialect differs from the standard language, and may show 

influence from a present or ancestral language and culture. A dialectal language variety, 

however, does not show concrete evidence of a former pidgin or Creole state, although it 

may reflect simplification and reduction. Dialects may or may not have catastrophic 

socio/historical factors in their past which resulted in domination, disempowerment, and 

disenfranchisement. Muysken (1984) states that the linguistic features of a pidgin in a 

new variety may actually represent the presence of language contact. The latter features 

can be very difficult to distinguish from each other. Therefore, he believes that social-

historical factors are often what truly distinguish language variation from pidgins and 

Creoles. The dominant society's attitudes towards language variation are quite often 

negative and it is important that variationist paradigms examine issues of social power. 

Although there may be universal ways of simplifying a language, due at least in part to 

European colonial language interaction, researchers in linguistics and dialect studies need 

to remember the importance of examining the whole situation in order to distinguish 

linguistic features from political/socio/historical features , and further to know how each 

may influence the other. 
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Origins of Alaskan Englishes 

. As has been previously noted, there is some controversy within the field of 

language variation between those who study dialects and those who study pidgins and 

Creoles. Jourdan (1991) states that there is sometimes a blurring of categories when 

issues of language variation are explored. Due to an inconsistent use of linguistic 

terminology, this blurring extends from pidgins and Creoles to include the literature of 

dialectal language variation. 

To illustrate the conflict between dialectologists and those who study pidgins and 

Creoles, I present an overview of research regarding Native American English dialects. 

One of the foremost researchers in this area, William Leap, estimates that there are over 

200 varieties of Indian English existing in the U.S. today (1978). All Indian Englishes 

are varieties of Standard English (SE), but some are closer to their heritage language and 

farther away from SE; thus different varieties occupy different positions on the 

continuum. This diversity may be due to several factors: Some variations may be 

maintained as a political stance; some are spoken in communities where the heritage 

language has more presence; some communities which have experienced a more subtle 

racism may exhibit less linguistic differentiation; and, of course, varieties do usually 

move eventually towards the standard acrolect/acrolang.*^ 

According to Leap's work in the southwestern United States, however, much 

American Indian English has a "pan-Indian" flavor, regardless of the substrate language 

or heritage language of the tribe: 
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That there is Indian language input into Indian English surface structures cannot 
be disputed, but the presence of more generally occurring nonstandard English 
surface structures as well requires that the input be placed in a broader 
perspective. Thanks to the creolization model put forward by Bickerton and 
Associates (1973), a way to bring clarity to the situation has been found. The 
model (discussed in Bickerton, 1973) views the existing verbal resources of the 
community, particularly whatever experience with a native language based pidgin 
which the community may have had, as the community basolect; against this, 
other community internal varieties are constructed, to bridge the gap between 
basolect and acrolect or standard language. As a part of this process, features 
which carmot be associated with the basolect or the acrolect begin to appear in the 
middle range (the mesolect) on the basolect -acrolect continuimi. There seems to 
be an interesting amount of uniformity among mesolects of various post-Creole 
communities. If the post-Creole model can be applied to Indian English speech 
communities as well, (leaving aside, for the present, a precise statement as to the 
makeup of the basolect) then the similarities between any single Indian English 
code and any other nonstandard English variety may be traceable to such a 
process as mesolectal emergence (Leap, 1977, p. 11-12). 

Some researchers, who are more traditional in their use of pidgin/creole 

terminology, do not recognize American Indian Englishes as being in the process of 

decreolization. These researchers believe that, in order to be decreolized, one must 

necessarily first demonstrate the presence of a true Creole and a true pidgin, which would 

require a precise statement regarding the basolect. It is possible that researchers of 

American Indian Englishes (and other nonstandard dialects) believe that variational 

English gains status and validity if it is recognized as either having a pidgin past or being 

on a Creole continuum. Deficit views of diversity have certainly been a part of the 

dominant society's attitudes towards language variation and, with wanting to change 

terminology, dialectologists may be trying to change the standing of non-standard 

dialects with new terms. 

Acrolects/acrolangs are considered closest to the standard language, basolects furthest. 
Mesolects/mesolangs contain features of both. 
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Similar to most Native American communities in the lower 48, the local varieties 

of English in Alaska are largely undocumented. These Englishes appear to be 

linguistically influenced by heritage languages and include differences in language form 

and structure, such as prosodic features, semantic and syntactic structures, discourse 

patterns, narrative forms and cultural communication styles. 

While there are no recognized linguistic pidgins in Alaska, there are linguistic 

features which resemble pidginization/creolization present in the reduction and 

simplification of the local Englishes of Native American communities. In addition, a 

number of features from heritage languages influencing the syntax, phonology, 

morphology, and semantics are present in the dialects; with some varieties, such as Yupik 

English, this is more noticeable than in other varieties, such as the dialect(s) spoken in 

Southeast Alaska. An additional factor to consider when examining heritage features are 

factors which influence metapragmatics and linguistic ideology, as these, too, are often 

represented in the dialects through the use of direction/indirection of language use, 

question/response, prosodic features, interactional behavior and nonverbal 

communication. 

Language and education policies strongly impacted the language of the home 

(Reyner, 1992a). Parents who were able to keep their children at home during their 

formal schooling were instructed to only speak to their children in English, a policy that 

continues today in some parts of Alaska. Parents, therefore, were trying to communicate 

with their children in a language in which many were not fully competent, thus modeling 
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a reduced and simplified version of English that differed greatly from the standard 

variety. 

An additional influence on language variation, which has not been well addressed 

in the literature, is that of boarding schools. When researchers describe a "pan-Indian" 

quality to American hidian Englishes, the phenomenon may be partially due to the 

linguistic impact of these governmental schools. Rules that forbade the speaking of 

heritage languages in boarding schools were severely enforced. Within Indian boarding 

schools such as Haskell Institute in Kansas, to which many Native Alaskans were sent, it 

was standard practice to place four or more students to a dormitory room, all of whom 

were from different language backgrounds. The purpose of placing roommates in these 

configurations was to encourage the use of English as a common l^guage and help 

enforce the English-only policy, even though most of the students were not fluent English 

speakers. (Some students, of course, didn't speak English at all.) Speech models among 

the teaching staff may not have always been standard English as well, since training 

requirements for staff at boarding schools and BIA schools were not very high. It is my 

premise, however, that those roommate configurations heavily influenced the 

development of variational English among the students. After experiencing the micro-

colonization of the boarding schools, these students returned to their home communities 

with not only the nonstandard English features one might expect from the influence of 

their heritage or first language background, but also features from other students' 

nonstandard Englishes as well. This quite possibly resulted in a situation of linguistic 

koines; a combination of a variety of dialectal, nonstandard features. 
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Studies of Alaskan Englishes 

Available writings on Native Alaskan Englishes were reviewed, including: 

Bamhardt (1981); Dauenhauer and Oleksa (1982; Jacobson (1984); Kaplan (1984); 

Morrow (1990); Scollon & Scollon (1981); Sillman, Diehl, Aurilio, Wilkinson, & 

Hammargren (1995); Taff (1978,1984); Thompson (1984,1987); Vandergriff (1984); 

and Vaudrin (1981). A limited number of writings on Alaskan Englishes are available, 

and, as most are sponsored by the Alaska Department of Education, they tend to be 

pedagogical rather than methodological. Comparing and contrasting the readings, it is 

interesting to note the number of characteristics that the varieties actually share, even 

though some of the basolect languages are quite different. However, it is important to 

keep in mind that many of the broad features mentioned in the writings could be conmion 

to many other forms of variational English which have also experienced reduction and 

simplification. 

In Table 2.1, Features of Alaskan English (Wright, 1993), five varieties of Village 

English are charted to show which features exist for what language group. From the 

ancestral language base, one would expect some similarities between Inupiaq, Yupik, and 

possibly Aleut (Pripilov Islands). One would also expect that Athabascan and Tlingit 

might share some features, as they too come from related language groups. The features 

discussed in this table are extremely broad (such as "omits articles," "verb tense markers 

changed"), outside of a few specific words or phrases, like "I jokes." Features for Yupik-

and Inupiaq- influenced English are quite similar, with only three possible differences. 

Aleut-influenced English, however, differs markedly from its Eskimo language cousins. 
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with six possible differences. Features for Athabascan- and Tlingit-influenced English do 

actually look quite similar on this chart. Referring to the complete chart, there appear, 

overall, to be a lot of shared features, even with the influence of different heritage 

languages. Only three of the features do not occur in at least four of the languages: use of 

"let" as a causative, difficulty with gender pronouns, and use of "even" as a conditional 

(see Table 2.1, Features of Alaskan English). 
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Table 2.1 
Features of Alaskan English 

Inupiaq- Yupik- Athabascan Pribilof/ Tlingit-infl. 
Features Affected: infI.Enelish inflEnslish infl. English Aleut-Enel English 

Heritage phonology Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Omission of articles Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Prepositions Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Verb tense changes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Always/never verb 
tense 

Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Plural mass count 
nouns 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Let for make 
(causative) 

Yes Yes No No No 

Gender distinctions Yes Yes Yes No No 

Question formation 
noninversion Yes Yes ? Yes. Yes 

Literal answers to 
negquestions 

? Yes ? ? No 

Nouns as verbs Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

"Even" as conditional No Yes No Yes Yes (occas.) 

Changes in word 
meaning 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Nonverbal commun. Yes Yes Yes Yes ? 

Leave taking 
different 

? Yes Yes No Yes 

Indirection Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

I jokes 
poor 
bum 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
? 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

I never. Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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The many broad similarities may indicate that there are similar patterns in Village 

English throughout the state, although, previously mentioned, varieties differ in just how 

close they are to the standard "acrolang" form of English and how influenced they are by 

a heritage language. In the literature, it was mentioned that some dialect features are 

apparently borrowed from other Alaskan Englishes, or represent colloquial forms of 

English that have become a part of the dialect when brought into the community by other 

nonstandard speakers. 

In the 1980s, the Alaska Department of Education (DOE) published several books 

for educators, which described differences in English that Native students might 

demonstrate.20 Additional research, though scanty, has been completed by other 

educators and/or linguists on Alaskan Englishes. Information from some of the booklets 

and studies follows. 

Inupiaq English. Five pages of the DOE booklet, Inupiaq and the Schools, 

address Village English. This is found in a section titled, "Inupiaq Sounds and Grammar 

and Their Influence On English". Eight common features of Inupiaq-influenced English 

are given: 

1) Omission of third person singular final /s/ sound marker. (She walk/She 
walks.) 

2) Interchangeable use of gender pronouns. (Mary lost his own books.) 

3) Questions are formed by changing intonation patterns, rather than changing 
word order in a sentence. ("You want ice-cream?"/ "Do you want some ice
cream?") 

It is now called the Department of Education and Early Development (DOEED). 
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4) Use of prepositions and prepositional phrases differs from standard English, 
particularly for directives and locality. ("She went boat.") 

5) The auxiliary verb "let" is used instead of "make" to show cause or obligation. 
("I let my kids go to bed without dessert.") 

6) Plurals may be used for collectives or for mass count nouns. (Chop woods. 
Carry waters.) 

7) Words and phrases which show quantity may be altered. (Kaplan's examples: 
"Any many" and "any much" can be used instead of "any number of " and "any 
amount of.) 

8) Verb tense may be modified by using "always" to show the present tense; 
"already" to show past tense (Kaplan, 1984:23-26). 

Pribolof English. A study by Taff, Some Features of Pribolof English and the 

School Environment (1978), provided a short analysis of Pribolof English: the only one 

attempted to date. The article focuses on the following features of Pribolof English: 

phonology, morphology, syntax, and vocabulary. A short discussion of socio/historical 

influences on language use in the Pribolof Islands is also provided. Features of the 

heritage language such as Aleut phonology, are compared with standard English. 

The following characteristics of Pribolof English were noted: 

1) Articles may be used differently, depending on the linguistic context. Articles 
are sometimes not used before adjectives, certain place names, or nouns followed 
by prepositional phrases. 

2) "The" in some contexts may be replaced with "demonstratives" or 
"determiners" like this, that, and those. ("That woman "/"the woman.") Aleut 
syntax evidently allows for far more of these words. (Intentional indirection 
might also be a factor unexplored by Taff in the nonspecific use of "that one", 
"those kind.") 

3) Use of the word "thing" for general reference. (This may also relate to above 
comment on indirection). 
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4) Pluralizing mass count or non-count nouns. Because Aleut has a dual form, 
these forms often remain unmarked and unpluralized. 

5) The word "they" can replace "you" and "we" and "s/he". (It may be used as a 
part of politeness phenomenon: "Why didn't they do something?" versus, "Why 
didn't you do something?") 

6) "Me and Jim," "Me and Susan." Perhaps more than colloquial, as Aleut 
determines the order of pronouns differently than Standard English. 

7) "Got" or "gots" used as full verbs to show possession. ("I gots lotta books.") 

8) Use of verb tense differs from standard English. (Brang/bring, seen or 
sawn/saw; applying regular rules to past tense irregulars.) 

9) Use of "feel like" as the infinitive. ("They were so happy and really feel like to 
laugh.") 

10) Use of "over" as a full verb. ("The dance overed last night.") 

In spite of its brevity for a project of this ambition (51 pages), Taff presents a solid initial 

view of Pribolof English. At the time of this writing, no other systematic studies such as 

Taff s of Native Alaskan Englishes were available. 

Southeast Alaskan English. 

This elderly lady walked by and she smelled the boiling potatoes with the seal 
grease and the smoked salmon that was there and she stuck her nose in the door 
and she looked up and said, 'Smells sure good'. Which is a beautiful example of 
how not to say it in English, but to say it in pure Tlingit in English. And that 
example is a real life example of how these children process this English 
information, and how they would appear to have a learning disability or a 
language disability when in reality, they don't. They may have to speak English, 
but their thoughts and behavior patterns come right out of the culture (S. Soboleff, 
in Wright, 1996, p. 83). 

To date, no formal research has occurred on variational Englishes in southeast 

Alaskan Tlingit, Haida, or Tsimshian communities. I designed a cultural/dialectal 
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communication continuum for southeast Alaska in the late 1990s, but it is not based on a 

formal study. 

Richard and Nora Dauenhauer of the Sealaska Heritage Foundation have 

expressed support of such a study. Through their own knowledge of the Tlingit language, 

they have suggested several features that may well have carried over to the "Village 

English" of Southeast Alaska. Tlingit is a distant relative of the Athabascan language 

groups, and its closest relative appears to be the now extinct Eyak (Dauenhauer, 1976, 

p. 17). 21 Typically, the information flow of Tlingit is described as "backwards" in 

comparison with English. For example, "I saw the man," in English, would be expressed 

as, "The man I saw," in Tlingit (Dauenhauer and Dauenhauer, 1987). The Dauenhauers 

believe that this might influence not only the syntax of how sentences are structured in 

Tlingit-influenced English, but also where the important information within a sentence is 

located.22 

Additional dialectal features, which the Dauenhauers expected, include the use of 

words like "but" and "however" to change the subject; rather than as marks of 

differentiation. Evidently, there are words which are commonly used this way in Tlingit. 

Phonetically, they expected to see "in" for "ing" and regional variation in the use of sh/s, 

ch/sh, d/th. Final voiced consonant deletion was also considered likely, as well as 

difficulty distinguishing voiced/voiceless markers in final positions of words (i.e., past 

Many scholars consider Tlingit to be in the Athabascan language family, but Sealaska's linguists 
consider it only a distant relative. 

Listening and placing important information in a different part of a sentence than standard English could 
have quite an impact on both receptive and expressive language. 
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tense markers like sent/send). Verb tense in Tlingit is marked through a prefix system so 

suffix based tense markers were thought likely to be altered. Nasal resonance of speech 

was thought to be shifting towards more standard English resonance although 

nasalization was thought to still be evident in the generation over the age of 40. Richard 

Dauenhauer believes that stress accents within Tlingit may have been replaced by pitch 

accents although overall the tonal patterns of speech would still have less variation than 

those used in standard English (Dauenhauer et al, 1987). Features of Tlingit language 

and culture which Dauenhauer most expects to be present in English dialects were 

interpersonal communication styles and language ideology, particularly demonstrated by 

directionality (how to talk about important or potentially conflictive subjects: very 

carefully!). Indirection is highly valued with traditional Tlingit discourse, because words 

are considered powerful (Dauenhauer et al, 1987). 

It is interesting to note that, just as there are few Russian loan words in Tlingit, 

there are also very few Tlingit loan words in English. The Tlingit loan word situation 

may illustrate cultural xenophobia J. Lyre (personal communication, 1988) suggests. 

Tlingit has perhaps less than 15 Russian loan words; Aleut and Yupik have over 200.23 

One Tlingit word which is heard fairly commonly is eeshaan, which translates to 

something like "poor," as in "poor thing." Gunalcheesh (thank you) is occasionally 

heard, but usually within a Tlingit context only. For the most part, the languages are kept 

very separate: in order to hear Tlingit spoken, one must go to community celebrations. 

23 It is interesting that these two scholars refer to Tlingits as xenophobic, when one considers the cultural 
and linguistic xenophobia of the dominant culture. 
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Sometimes English words are used which carry more cultural meaning than a 

straight translation would imply. For example, boys who are getting in trouble or are 

poorly motivated in school may sometimes say, "I need an uncle." It is not simply a 

parent's brother being requested, but the role of discipline, pedagogy and motivation 

which uncles traditionally provided in the early teenage years. 

The penalty for the use of Village English is greater within the increasingly 

socially stratified urban centers where, in addition, more standard models are available. 

It is therefore common to hear Village English which is closer to the acrolang end of the 

continuum within towns or urban centers. Within villages, the opposite is true. A leader 

of the Tlingit community, Ron Williams, discussed this situation with me, and told of the 

following experience. On a flight from Hoonah, a village in Southeast Alaska, he rode 

with an elderly couple and their elementary school-aged grandchild of whom they had 

custody. Mr. Williams stated that, "...the grandson sounded just like his grandparents 

who ARE Tlingit speakers. He doesn't speak Tlingit, but his English sounded like their 

English, the same sounds, the same words, the same ways of talking (R. Williams, 

Sealaska Heritage Institute, personal communication, 1990)." 

Results from the pilot norming project in Juneau, discussed in Chapter One, 

revealed several possible characteristics of Southwest Alaskan English varieties. 

Because of the decontextualization of testing situations, not to mention foreign 

procedures and urmatural linguistic expectations, it is critical to mention that the 

following is not being presented as conclusive data. It should also be mentioned that this 

testing data measures the dialect(s) against standard English, and does not assess them as 
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full, mle-govemed linguistic systems. In other words, while revealing good data on the 

inappropriateness of these tests for Native Alaskan children, for the most part these tests 

simply assessed what the children did not do in standard English, i.e., what they 

"missed". Analyzing the "wrong" responses however, did provide some dialect 

information. 

1) The asking (and answering) of questions may differ significantly from 
Standard English forms. Research in other Native American communities' use of 
English has revealed this as an issue elsewhere too, as well as being a common 
issue in many second language situations. Many questions that are formed 
without inversion of the subject and verb are thus indicated mainly by inflection 
and the presence of a "wh" word. ("Where the shoe is at?"; "What it sounds 
like?"; "Why do you doesn't want to help?"; "Why you aren't helping?"; "You 
know her name is?" "What it is?") (See Leap, 1977; Manual-Dupont, 
1987,1990; and Philips, 1976 for further information on questions/answers within 
Native American dialectal English communities). 

2) Prepositional phrases, while retaining the same meaning, are worded 
differently. This aspect would likely have a high impact on language concept 
testing, which assesses spatial, qualitative, and directional language concepts in 
standard English. ("She went by her bike" (for "on her bike"); "It's in back the 
chair" (for "behind the chair"); "It's by the side of the chair" (for "beside the 
chair"). Thus, even though the child understood the concept, the response would 
be scored as incorrect. 

3) Phonological differences do exist, particularly for children who are more 
recently from villages or who live widi or near older relatives. There is frequently 
a sh/s, ch/sh, and d/th substitution. ("I go home and catch shamin (salmon)"; 
"Today it is shunchining (sunshining)."; "Who is dat girl?") 
4) "Been" is commonly used in place of "was" or "were". ("They been bad." 
"The car been crashed.") 

5) Omission of articles is sometimes noted. ("I want to go catch fishes"; "They are 
playing with toy"; "We go by ferry".) 

6) Double negatives are used. ("Nobody doesn't want to be your friend"; "You 
don't say nothin' back.") 

7) "What" is used in place of "that". ("They eat stuff what you feed them."; "The 
one what you go in.") 
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8) Regular rules are often applied to irregular structures (mouses, fishes, throwed, 
drawed, rided). 

9) Some English vocabulary is used to commimicate different meanings, such as 
"sleeps" to mean nights; "poor" to mean sad, lonely or tragic; "another" to mean 
more. ("You come home in two sleeps"; "Poor, you flunked"; "You don't have 
another clothes.") 

10) "Hisself' is very commonly substituted for "himself. (This may result from 
generalizing "her" to "herself. "He is play with hisself; "He sees hisself.") 

11) "I jokes" or "I lie" are used quite commonly in humor among Tlingit children. 

12) Noims may be used as verbs. ("We go ferry"; "It's sunshining"; "I need to go 
bathroom.") 

Alaskan English Dialects and Special Education 

The district got in trouble for sending Native people into special ed because they 
thought they had a communication disability. It came to light that Native students 
are over-identified in special education, and it whammed me in the face. When 
I'm teaching out at the University right now in Multicultural classroom, I'm 
finding it takes the students, they're usually all teachers, time to get accustomed 
to the pace at which I speak and the length of process time I afford them... Some 
of them struggle with it... And again, it strikes you between the eyes that the 
difference in speed at which communication takes place has not been really 
recognized nor adopted or adapted by the majority culture schools (S. Soboleff, in 
Wright, 1996, p. 100). 

In reviewing the pilot study tests, perhaps the saddest commentary was seen in the 

inflexibility of the test instrument design to allow anything but preordained answers. Too 

often, formal standardized tests results mainly reveal the student's skill at taking tests and 

predicting decontextualized answers, especially in speech/language and IQ testing. The 

following examples only skim the surface of "wrong" responses: 

Logical answers, which would have to be scored as incorrect: 
What does he say because his eyes are covered? 

Incorrect answer: "I'm playing a game." 



73 

Incorrect answer: "I wanna see." 
(Target: "I can't see.") 

Nobody is with the boy. Who is he playing with? 
Incorrect Answer: "Nobody." 
(Target: "himself) 

What are the girls doing? 
Incorrect answer: "Combing their hair." 
(Target: "They are combing their hair," a complete sentence.) 

Testing such as that shown above is particularly problematic when standard 

language forms are being assessed on nonstandard language communities. Instead of 

stating that decontextualized, standard English is being assessed, the tests, when 

combined, are presented as assessing a global picture of a person's communication skills. 

It also misses much of what is critical in communication: a subtle difference in the use of 

dependant/independent clauses indicates that sometimes the real message in Tlingit is in 

what a person is not saying. 

Speakers of Alaskan varieties of English tend to do poorly on psycho-educational 

tests and speech/language tests that have been normed on Standard English speakers. 

The tests themselves are often based on Standard English skills so that speakers of 

dialect, who may know the concept being tested, will have answers scored incorrect 

because of semantic or grammatical variation. For example, on a widely used test, the 

Test of Language Development (TOLD), a subtest on auditory memory scores utterances 

incorrect if the Standard English structures are changed. The student's auditory memory 

skills may actually be intact but appear poor because of dialectal language use. 

In addition, life and experiences in Alaska can be very different from life in 

White, middle-class America where these standardized tests are designed. Many Alaskan 



villages do not have sidewalks; they have boardwalks. Sidewalks fare poorly in bogs or 

permafrost. Some villages only have fences around cemeteries and one doesn't speak 

about them. When a Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test asks students to identify 

"sidewalk" or "fence," students from Alaskan villages are apt to miss the answers. If 

students in Detroit were asked to identify features of an Alaskan subsistence lifestyle, 

something familiar to many Native Alaskan children, the Detroit students would also be 

challenged. 

As two Tlingits are coming down the street together and they're coming towards 
each other, one Tlingit doesn't ask the other person, 'How are you doing?', 
because he sees how the other person is doing already. It's not like asking a 
perfimctory question of the obvious (S. Soboleff, in Wright, 1996, p. 80). 

Not only are the tests often inappropriate, it is my observation that the testing 

procedures themselves often discriminate against Native Alaskan students. For example, 

in Alaska Native cultures it is often more appropriate to use language indirectly, making 

the direct use of language in testing both imfamiliar and uncomfortable. Not 

understanding the subtlety of indirect answers, the examiner may assume the student 

doesn't know something which s/he does. As an examiner becomes more direct, a 

student may become increasingly indirect. Issues such as this abound: being singled out 

from the group in one-to-one testing; variation in pause times; being asked questions the 

student knows the examiner knows the answer to; comfort level with non-Native people. 

Yet examiners are often hesitant to change or adapt their testing procedures or 

instruments because they fear it will make the testing invalid. What needs to be realized 

is that the testing never has been valid. 
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Particularly within urban communities, Native Alaskan students are over-

represented in special education. For example, an Office of Civil Rights investigation in 

1995 found that Native students in the Juneau Schools, who were 18% of the school 

population, were 36% of those enrolled in special education (OCR meeting notes, 1996). 

The investigation also found that special education evaluations had not taken cultural and 

linguistic factors into consideration. A disproportionate number of Native students were 

placed in the most restrictive special education environment in Juneau, low-incidence 

programming, under the communication disordered label. A study in the early 1990s 

showed that 67% of the students placed in low incidence as communication disordered 

were Native (Wright, 1992). Native and non-Native students in this type of program 

looked very different: the non-Native students tended to have genetic disorders such as 

Down's Syndrome or a history of severe medical complication or trauma; the Native 

students, classiHed as communication disordered, did not. 

Support for Alaskan Englishes 

Having support for bidialectal education and formal dialect study can sometimes 

be a very sensitive community issue. It is therefore important to discuss language 

policies and educational politics. As with bilingual education, it is considered quite 

important to educate the public that studying dialectal varieties does not threaten standard 

English, especially since it is such a divisive issue. The sensitivity of this issue was seen 

in Alaska over the bitter fight to include an additional LAU category, which is unique to 
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the state.-^'* The Alaska LAU E is a category for students who speak "Village English": 

monolingual English-speaking students whose use of English is influenced by a heritage 

language. 

Even with this category in place, it has been quite difficult to secure any funding 

or service for these students, as even at the state level support for speakers of variational 

English is scant. In a memo "slipped" to me from someone at the Alaska DOE, an 

National Institute of Education (NIE) funded research project on the impact of variational 

Indian English on school success to be done by well-respected experts in the field, was 

turned down in the early 1980s, not only because it was a political "hot potato", but 

because it was considered to be of "dubious value" and "divorced from the real needs of 

education." 

What would the impact of such a study have been? Certainly, the Alaskan 

educational corrmiunity would have been provided with more information on how to tell 

a language dialect from a language disorder. 

Summary 

In this chapter, I have discussed socio-historical factors of Alaskan English 

dialects, and described the limited information available on Native Alaskan Englishes. 

Social and historic factors in Alaska which influenced Native educational difficulties and 

language change include the initial violent Russian contact, the presence of missionaries. 

2'' In 1974, Lau v. Nichols established that school districts must open instructional programs to students 
speaking languages other than English. LAU categories assess levels of language dominance on a 
continuum: Alaska's LAU A indicates fluency in a language other than English, with little or no skills in 
English; Alaska's LAU F indicates fluency in English with litde or no skills in another language. 



the spread of new diseases, Sheldon Jackson's goal of eradicating Native language and 

culture, English-only educational policies, resource competition, and the lack of legal due 

process rights and citizenship for half a century. First person experience from a 

southeast community was used to illustrate some of the socio-historical background of 

education for Alaska's Native peoples. 

The available studies of Alaskan Englishes show some common features across 

different language groups, possibly from the variety of English developed in boarding 

schools, and possibly due to similarities between related language groups. However, the 

main influences on Native Alaskan English dialects appear to be the heritage languages 

and communication and narrative styles. To date, there has been little support in Alaska 

for formal studies of Village English, or Native Alaskan Englishes. 

In the next chapter, education's response to nonstandard dialects will be explored. 

Literature will be reviewed which addresses the dominant society's view of language 

varieties, the position of the American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA) on 

dialects, the climate of training programs and practice for speech/language pathology, 

and the system of special education. 



78 

CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW, ATTITUDES TOWARDS LANGUAGE 
VARL\TION 

The literature review for this study focuses on attitudes towards language 

variation; the training, practice and ideology of speech/language pathology; and the 

system of special education. 

Ethnocentric Research 

In 1969, Dr. Ken Goodman presented a satirical paper, "Language Difference and 

the Ethnocentric Researcher," which remains quite applicable to contemporary research 

issues. In the paper he "recommended" six general categories for ethnocentric 

speculations causal to language difference: 

1. Cultural deprivation... 
2. Experiential deprivation... 
3. Lack of verbal interaction... 
4. Nutritional deprivation... 
5. The poverty-culture bit... 
6. Note well: Do not cite genetic inferiority except as a minor cause of difference 
(Goodman, 1969, p. 2). 

Goodman follows this list by stating that the ethnocentric researcher can take one of two 

positions on his/her findings: 

1) They (those with language differences) are verbally destitute... or 
2) They are linguistically underdeveloped. The second is really the preferred 
choice because it emphasizes the childlike characteristics of the disadvantaged 
group even as adults (Goodman, 1969, p. 2). 

Goodman calls this a "foolproof model of research" with the small problem of being 

totally erroneous, because 1) language cannot be evaluated on a single (White, middle-

class) norm, and 2) language differences and language deficiencies/disorders are not the 

same thing (Goodman, 1969, p. 2). 
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Goodman proceeds to confront researchers for the ethnocentrism of their past and 

current practices. He says that researchers want to treat differences in language as 

problematic because many researchers are "intellectual snobs" who believe themselves to 

be superior and use research to "prove" it. He states: 

We build our stereotypes out of differences between ourselves and others that are 
significant at the .01 level. ... We wrap ourselves in an impervious shield of 
statistics and feel no guilt about prejudice and rationalize our rejection of those 
unlike us since a) we really are better (as measured by tests we construct) and b) 
we're willing to help others become more like us ~ in fact we feel quite justified 
in forcing them to do so... This elitist and at times racist view permeates our 
research. We seek to explain the non-existent deficiencies that are produced by 
the elitist framework that spawned the original research by applying our own 
elitist values to the explanations. Blacks are treated as sick Whites and all are 
seen as imperfect versions of ourselves... (Goodman, 1969, p. 4). 

In this four-page paper, Goodman succinctly describes the deficit-based research 

that has influenced, and continues to influence, understanding of language variation. One 

might ask what implications his paper has for those who do not view dialect as a 

deficiency? As members of the research community, we must be very careful in 

approaching issues of variation, lest we become influenced by the "different is wrong" 

mentality. We need to remain cognizant of the many deficit models of research around 

us and be ever willing to step back and examine the findings of our own work, as well as 

that of our colleagues. 

It is helpful to understand why attitudes develop, such as the ethnocentrism in 

language research that Goodman points out, or the bias within many SLPs' attitudes 

towards dialect and dialect speakers, as will be discussed later. A look at the content of 

our education and training programs, as well as the culture of dominant U.S. society, can 



illuminate the complexity of these issues. While seeing the "big picture" may not make 

research on dialects any easier, it may help us interact more effectively within the many 

areas of power and voice surrounding language dialects. 

The Concept of Linguistic Economy 

Bourdieu (1977) developed a sociological critique of the field of linguistics 

because he felt that linguistics was emphasizing the intellectual imderstanding of 

language for communication rather than exploring an understanding of the action of 

language as a medium of power and exchange. Bourdieu (1991) focused on the ability to 

use language appropriately ("doing the right thing at the right time"), because true 

competence is more than the ability to encode/decode messages or produce an endless 

variety of grammatically correct sentences. Bourdieu viewed language as an instrument 

of power and challenged the terminology and concepts of "communicative competence," 

exchanging them for more politicized concepts. Instead of grammar, one should study 

acceptability; instead of relations of communication, one should study relations of value 

and symbolic power; and rather than studying linguistic competence, one should study 

symbolic capital (Bourdieu, 1991). 

Marketplace and Habitus in Linguistic Economy 

By theorizing speech as a form of capital, Bourdieu developed the concept of 

linguistic economy, which studies the mtrinsic/extrinsic value of legitimate and non-

legitimate languages. There are two main elements in his theory: first is his concept of 

the linguistic marketplace, second is the concept of habitus or embodiment (Bourdieu, 

1977). The linguistic market place is where people use their linguistic capital, which. 



according to prestige or market value, can also translate into material capital, such as 

jobs, opportimities, goods, etc. Certain language production concepts are important to 

understanding the linguistic market. These include the language market, which is 

indicated by the degree of acceptability of a certain language or form of a language; the 

habitus, which is demonstrated by the degree of tension or relaxation displayed when 

using the language; and the expressive intent of the speaker (Bourdieu, 1991). It would 

make sense that most people would want the "linguistic capital" that would buy them the 

most "goods" on the market. However, Bourdieu says that much of language is an 

embodied and subconscious process, where what we do repetitiously becomes "natural." 

Embodied language (the habitus) is hard to change and while it can bring relaxation in 

one's own language community, a great deal of tension and self-censorship can be raised 

elsewhere, especially if trying to speak in a higher status market and adopt that market's 

markers of distinction. 

Ideology and Linguistic Economy 

Bourdieu's insistence that ideology be addressed as a part of the communicative 

process comes from the sociological perspective. Ideology can be defined as an 

interpretive perspective influenced by knowledge of dominant/subordinate relationships, 

which are shaped by power relationships relating to class, ethnicity, gender, and social 

group categories. 

Ideology can vary greatly m the explicitness of its expression. It may involve 

resistance of the subordinated through the use of coimter ideologies, since struggle and 

conflict are almost always associated with ideology. As discussed by Philips (1992) and 



82 

Woolard (1985,1992), there are two approaches relating behavior to ideology: 1) In 

classical Marxism, the two can be treated as separate or 2) In contemporary thought, they 

can be seen as merged. Bourdieu (1991), Foucault (1977), and others note that ideology 

is embedded in speech. Ideology is enacted through language use, so that the behavior 

reflects the ideology. Thus, there is a concealment of the vested interest of the dominant 

and an imposition of the dominant's view on the subordinated conmiunity. Having one 

dominant language which the others are measured against downgrades the market value 

of the skills and speakers of the other, nondominant, variational languages. In Bourdieu's 

discussion of the impact of linguistic economy on "different language" or multilingual 

issues, he states that the linguistic field will reflect the power relations at play between 

the two groups, so that there will be a dominant and a dominated language. One of these 

will, of course, be considered the "legitimate language"; the other a poorly valued 

second. 

Legitimacy of Speakers and Linguistic Economy 

Bourdieu (1991) states that certain societal institutions both set the value and 

reproduce the linguistic marketplace, particularly schools. Schools reinforce dominant 

and subordinate linguistic relations by treating some languages and speakers as legitimate 

and other languages and speakers as not legitimate. The indexicality of the speaker as 

legitimate or non-legitimate is apparent through the speaker's language use. Bourdieu 

states that speech reflects social standing through its prosodic features even more than 

through grammar. Thus a person who carries these indices of higher status, even with a 

"relaxed" use of language, can still be identified as high status. Habitual (embodied) ease 
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with distinctive markers of high status language is in fact an indicator of such status. 

These speakers do not usually exhibit tension around using such embodied markers and 

also do not exhibit the over-correction or hypercorrection characteristic of non-legitimate 

speakers who are trying to produce speech of a higher status or value in order to access a 

particular linguistic market. As Bourdieu says, "...at the basis of self-censorship is the 

sense of the acceptable... (1991, p. 655)." He further states that a sense of acceptability is 

not found just within the setting, but is a part of the history and culture of the interaction 

between the habitus and the setting. He declares: 

The structure of the linguistic production relation depends on the symbolic power 
relation between the two speakers, i.e. on the size of their respective capitals of 
authority...thus competence is also the capacity to command a listener...a speaker 
speaks not only to be understood but also to be believed, obeyed, respected, 
distinguished. Hence the full definition of competence as the right to speech, i.e. 
to the legitimate language, which is also the language of authority (Bourdieu, 
1991, p. 648). 

While it may be taken for granted that "communication" (speaking, listening, and 

being listened to) is accessible to all, Bourdieu shows that such is not the case. Some 

language is more "important," some language is more worthy to hear, some language is 

to be obeyed. Bourdieu describes legitimate discourse as having the following 

characteristics: it is spoken by the "legitimate speaker;" it is used in a "legitimate 

situation"/market; it is directed towards "legitimate receivers;" and it uses the correct (or 

legitimate) soxmds and grammar except when deliberate transgressions are employed 

(1991, p. 650). Thus within Bourdieu's concept of linguistic economy, we see a blueprint 

underlying dominant society's opposition to and oppression of non-dominant languages, 

dialects, and their speakers. 



84 

A very important point in Bourdieu's concept of linguistic economy is that while 

dominant language usage is recognized as legitimate by the dominant speaker, it is also 

recognized as legitimate by the subordinated speaker, even if the subordinated speaker 

uses a variety of the dominant language. Therefore, a linguistic sense of inferiority can 

set in. However, Halliday's (1976) research on anti-languages demonstrates that through 

many centuries, language difference has sometimes been cultivated as a form of 

resistance. Besides being used as a way to mark who is inside and outside of specific 

groups, anti-language and other variations have been used to exclude the dominant 

groups' participation. 

Within the concept of linguistic market, it is important to keep in mind that there 

is not just one; Bourdieu's approach only really recognizes the dominant market, whereas 

m reality the market is fractured, splintered and multiply hierarchical. As Woolard 

(1992) points out, we cannot talk about single hegemonies or single markets: they are 

multiple. For example, in Alaska's Native communities, status and access can be 

determined by knowing the local dialect, or at least some features of it; Native 

community members who speak only in standard may meet ridicule or suspicion. 

Retuming college graduates, whose success is highly celebrated, may also hear hurtful 

insinuations that they are no longer "really" Native. Although these students' status is 

elevated in non-Native settings by their education and standard English language use, 

their status as legitimate members of the Native community may decline due to values in 

the local linguistic economy. Adger (1997) notes that adopting standard English does not 

guarantee upward mobility and may carry liabilities. "Taking on the linguistic trappings 
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of another group, particularly a group that has been perceived as oppressive, can present a 

real social identity dilemma (1997, p. 4)." 

In public education, there is also debate over the merits of social dialects and 

standard English. Dominant society as a whole is not supportive of social dialects, 

particularly within the educational system. A classic example of this has occurred with 

the American Speech and Hearing Association's status policy toward dialects, which lack 

implementation or enforceable corpus planning. 

Dialects and Education 

In the early 1980s, the American Speech and Hearing Association (ASHA) stated 

in a position paper that... "social dialects are not disorders of language (ASHA, 1983b, p. 

23)." Even though teachers and SLPs are becoming aware that social dialects cannot be 

called language disorders, dialects still raise great controversy. Within the past 4 

decades, a more supportive view towards dialects has emerged, roughly forming two 

separate camps within education and society: those who see dialect as a deficit and those 

who see dialect as a difference (Christian 1987). 

Historically, dialectal English variation has not been well-accepted within public 

schools. Debates conceming the use of English varieties in the classroom have raged for 

years (Christian, 1987,1994,1997; Conklin and Lourie, 1983; Fishman, 1977,1982; 

Fordham, 1998; Goodman, 1965; Goodman and Buck, 1982; Hazen, 2001; Sato, 1989; 

Smitherman, 1985; Wolfram, 1990; Wolfram, Adger, and Christian 1999; Wolfram, 

Potter, Yanofsky, & Shuy, 1979). For many years, both the general public and the 

educational community has operated under the premise that nonstandard speech was due 
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to underlying deficits in cognition and language (Christian 1987,1994,1997; Conklin 

and Laurie, 1983; Fishman, 1977,1982; Hazen, 2001; Labov 1970). Dialects have been 

ignored in most teacher preparation and speech/language therapy courses, mentioned 

only as something unacceptable for the classroom. Public and educational awareness of 

dialects as legitimate language varieties has been increasing since the Ann Arbor decision 

in 1979 regarding language rights of Black English vernacular speakers, but attitudes 

continue to change slowly (Christian, 1987,1997). ̂ 5 

Status and Dialects 

Adger (1997), Christian (1987,1994,1997), Conklin and Lourie (1983); Fordham 

(1998), Hymes (1973), Lippi-Green (1997), Luchtenberg (1989), Sato (1989), and 

Wolfram et al (1999) all remark on the low status attributed to students who do not speak 

dominant standard languages, while Sato further discusses the public schools' attitudes 

towards dialects from a sociological framework as part of the non-acceptance of pidgins 

and Creoles within dominant society. Conklin and Lourie (1983) state that teaching staff 

and standard English speakers stigmatize nonstandard English more than they do the 

speech of people who speak other languages. Goodman, in a 1994 Language Research 

class stated that "I don't like your vowels" has often meant "I don't like your values." All 

of these people agree that non-acceptance of dialectal varieties of English within the 

classroom has been, and often still is, the status quo. Indeed, in the debates on Ebonics in 

the late 1990s, the media's presentation of AMcan American Vernacular English 

^ The Ann Arbor School District was ordered to provide instruction to Black English speakers so the 
students had equal access to educational programming. 



portrayed the view that it shouldn't even be used in students' homes, much less in schools 

(Adger, 1997). 

Upon hearing a vernacular dialect, standard speakers and teachers have often 

made judgments about that person's motivation, IQ, and even morality (Christian, 1987, 

1997); thus vernacular dialectal differences were viewed as barriers to both education and 

a "successful" life. As nonstandard dialects were considered inferior and substandard, 

and referred to by terms such as "broken English" or "slang", or "bad grammar", 

maintenance of the dialect was not an educational concern (Adger, 1997). In fact, 

dialectal speakers have often been ridiculed, penalized, and pimished within the public 

schools for their manner of talking. Conklin and Lourie (1983) state that the acceptance 

of dialectal variation within English has encountered more resistance than bilingual 

education. 

Dialects in Classrooms 

Methods of addressing dialectal variation in the classroom have actually often 

corresponded to what is often called "bilingual" education in the U.S.: transitional 

programming (Christian 1994,1997; Fordham, 1998; Wolfram, 1990; Wolfram, Adger, 

and Christian 1999). The goal for vernacular English speakers has usually been to 

transition students from the vernacular to standard English usage (Wolfram 1990). 

Federally funded compensatory education projects and programs were developed for the 

specific purpose of remediating children's "social, educational, and cultural inequalities" 

by giving them a rich language environment (Mitchell, 1982 as quoted by Beier, Battiste, 

Yang, and Wright, 1991). The terms "culturally disadvantaged" and "culturally 
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deprived" were used in reference to dialectal speakers as causal to their perceived 

"inadequate language skills" development. 

The educational community does not often use the phrases "culturally deprived" 

or "culturally disadvantaged" today, however, this sentiment is still present in the 

discussion of the "at risk student" and in the labeling of monolingual English dialect 

speakers as limited English proficient (LEP). It is also present within the explicit 

language of federal policies, such as the Bilingual Education Act. 

Goodman (1969) discusses Bernstein's research on restricted codes in lower class 

England as being used to feed the fuel of linguistic underdevelopment theorists (even 

though the research was not intended to show linguistic hierarchy). He states; 

... the contrast is not useful at all unless one is willing to grant that all speakers of 
any language have both restricted and expanded codes depending on their 
interests and experiences. Here I use my expanded code but I am constrained to a 
restricted code when I try to explain to a mechanic what's wrong with my car 
(Goodman, 1969, p. 3)." 

Goodman states that metaphoric language, phonology, grammar, vocabulary, and idioms 

vary among all dialects and that "one must deal with linguistic reality in interpreting 

performance on language tasks. It should be obvious that one must judge each speech 

form by its own norms (1969, p. 3)." 

The Influence of the American Speech and Hearing Association 

An SLP's ability to act as an advocate is influenced by a variety of factors. Of all 

of these factors, the training, practice, and ideology of the profession (and its reflection of 

socio-historical factors) may most negatively influence advocacy for Native Alaskan 

English dialect speakers and dialect speakers from other communities. 
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ASHA's Position on Social Dialects 

The American Speech/Language Hearing Association (ASHA) published a 

position on social dialects in the early 1980s, in response to the Ann Arbor court decision 

(V. Deal, personal communication, 1991), where Black English Vernacular was 

recognized as a legitimate system of discourse. The following statement from the 

position paper sums up ASHA's stand on social dialects: 

It is the position of the American Speech and Hearing Association that no 
dialectal variation of English is a disorder or pathological form of speech or 
language. Each social dialect is adequate as a functional and effective variety of 
English. Each serves a communication function as well as a social solidarity 
function. It maintains the communication network and the social construct of 
speakers who use it. Furthermore, each is a symbolic representation of the 
historical, social and cultural background of the speakers (ASHA 1983, p. 23). 

In 1983, "The Position on Social Dialects" was printed in the ASHA Journal 

accompanied by "Implications of the Position on Social Dialects" and a guest editorial titled 

"Improving Language Assessment in Minority Children." In the Implications paper, ASHA 

recommends that SLPs possess: 

1) knowledge of the particular dialect as a rule-govemed linguistic system. 
2) knowledge of nondiscriminatory testing procedures. 
3) knowledge of the phonological and granraiatical features of the dialect. 
4) knowledge of contrastive analysis procedures. 
5) knowledge of the effects of attitudes towards dialects. 
6) thorough understanding and appreciation for the community and culture of the 

nonstandard speaker (ASHA, 1983b, p. 25). 

Implementation of the Position on Social Dialects 

The editorial "Improving Language Assessment of Minority Children" (ASHA, 

1983) was intended to assist in the implementation of the social dialects policy. The 
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following suggestions were made as alternatives to traditional, inappropriate testing 

procedures: 

1) Standardize existing tests on non-mainstream speakers. 
2) Include a small percentage of minorities in the standardization sample when 
norming tests. 
3) Modify or revise existing tests in ways that will make them appropriate for 
non-mainstream speakers. 
4) Utilize a language sample when assessing the language of non- mainstream 
speakers. 
5) Utilize criterion referenced measures when assessing the language of non-
mainstream speakers. 
6) Refrain from using all standardized tests that have not been corrected for test 
bias when assessing the language of non-mainstream speakers. 
7) Develop a new test which can provide a more appropriate assessment of the 
language of non-mainstream English speakers 
(ASHA 1983, Editorial). 

According to Vicki Deal, ASHA Minority Concerns Director, provisions have 

been made for the training in language ethnography and differential diagnosis, which 

were recommended in the Implementation Paper of 1983. She said that the trainings 

which occurred in 1984-1987 encouraged SLPs to conduct their own "mini-ethnographic 

research" to determine the language use normal for a given community (V. Deal, 

personal communication, 1991). "It doesn't have to be scientific," the SLPs were told (V. 

Deal, personal communication, 1991). To do this research, therapists were encouraged to 

simply listen to the language of the community and note what was normal for the 

speakers of the conmiunity, for example while waiting in line at the grocery store (V. 

Deal, personal communication, 1991). 

It is highly unlikely that this would provide "knowledge of the dialect as a rule-

govemed linguistic system," a thorough "knowledge of the phonological and 

grammatical features of the dialect," and a "thorough understanding and appreciation for 
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the community and culture of the nonstandard speaker (ASHA, 1983b, p. 25)." These are 

just three areas of competence recommended in the Implications Paper for SLPs who 

serve social dialect or minority language populations. 

The Implications for the Position on Social Dialects paper also said that..."If 

courses on social dialects or sociolinguistics are not offered by the training programs in 

your local area, it is incumbent upon communication disorders professionals to seek such 

training through continuing education activities and independent study (ASHA, 1983b, p. 

25)." Listening to people talk while waiting in line in the grocery store is unlikely to 

provide either this training or the recommended skills. It is interesting to note that a 

profession based on the medical model (Carrier, 1983) should suggest that ethnographic 

study doesn't have to be scientific, when its evaluation and eligibility procedures are all 

based on scientific processes and research theories. A final question I would raise, since 

our profession is predominantly white middle-class and female, is how many SLPs shop 

or even interact in the commimities of their social dialect-speaking students? There is 

often a wide separation between the professional/educational community and the non

standard English speaking community (Beier et al, 1991). 

From 1984 to 1987, training sessions were conducted nationally for SLPs by the 

ASHA Office of Minority Concerns. The trainings were supposed to focus on 

introducing SLPs to the new policies and provide information on how to implement them. 

However, the trainings mostly addressed commimication disorders of minority 

populations that were considered to have been under-identified or under-served in the 

past, for example, language deficits which accompany sickle cell anemia. Literature was 
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American language variation, some did not even address language variation and most 

were extremely deficit-based. 

Articles, such as Westby (1990) and Patterson (1994) tried to show SLPs how to 

use ethnography and sociolinguistics in their work. But promising as this is, becoming 

competent in areas such as ethnographic research and sociolinguistics requires much 

more than reading an occasional article. Does ASHA think that a sociolinguist could 

become an SLP by reading an occasional article? 

ASHA's Professional Training Standards 

New standards for clinical competence were adopted by ASHA in 1988 and were 

effective in 1993. Another set of new standards will be in effect as of January, 2005. 

The 1993 standards will be discussed first. 

The two-page document on 1993's new standards included standards for degrees, 

academic coursework, and certificates of clinical competence in speech/language 

pathology and audiology. It also addressed standards for supervised clinical observation 

and clinical practicum, clinical fellowship, and standards for national examinations in 

speech/language pathology and audiology (ASHA 1988). 

Throughout the development of 1993's clinical competency standards, great 

controversy raged regarding the social dialect position. Minority groups wanted specific 

training to be mandated for social dialect and minority language populations. The 

universities maintained that there were already far too many requirements in 

speech/language training programs (V. Deal, personal communication, 1991), and the 
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training was required in the new standards, the following sentence (under academic 

coursework standards) is the only reference contained within the 1993 standards: 

The coursework should address, where appropriate, issues pertaining to normal 
and abnormal human development and behavior across the life span and to 
culturally diverse populations" (ASHA, 1988, p. 1). 

This statement is not written in language that is easily enforceable, particularly as 

the sentence contains the words "where appropriate". "Appropriateness" would have to 

be legally established as well as just what specifically the coursework should address. 

There is great disparity between the language and specificity contained in ASHA's social 

dialects position statement and implementation papers, and the language of the 1993 

standards for clinical competence; this is a pattern in covert language policy (Tollefson, 

1988). 

According to Vicki Deal (personal communication, 1991), The Policy on Social 

Dialects could be used professionally to enforce appropriate services for dialectal 

speakers, even though training and skill requirements were not addressed in the 1993 

clinical standards. This would be accomplished by filing a complaint against an 

individual SLPs with ASHA's Ethical Practices Board. The individual on whom the 

complaint was being filed would have to be an ASHA member in order for the Ethical 

Practices Board to review the complaint. Provided the individual in question was an 

ASHA member, the Ethical Practices Board would then review the complaint, and if 

found guilty of misconduct, could in extreme cases go so far as to revoke the individual's 

Certificate of Clinical Competence and ASHA membership. Having served as Ethic's 



Chair for the Alaska Speech/Language Hearing Association (1989-1991), I am aware of 

how complicated a process it is to file an ethical complaint. There is also reluctance on 

the part of many professionals to file complaints against their colleagues, even when 

incompetence or misconduct is evident. 

The clinical standards of 1993 did little to enforce ASHA's position on social 

dialects. In the year 2000, ASHA's Standards Council, which developed and monitored 

standards for clinical certification, was retired. A Council for Clinical Certification 

(CFCC) was established in 2001 to assume the development and monitoring of standards. 

New proposed standards were adopted, to be implemented in 2005 (ASHA, 2004, p. 1). 

In order to qualify for ASHA certification in 2005, students must provide 

verification of a graduate degree. Training requirements include: pre-requisites in 

biology, physical science, math, and social behavioral sciences; seventy-five semester 

credit hours addressing knowledge and skills in speech/language pathology; 400 clock 

hours of supervised clinical experience; a passing score on the National Praxis Exam in 

Speech Language Pathology, and an SLP Clinical Fellowship involving 36 weeks of full-

time clinical practice (ASHA, 2004). 

The 2005 standards contain significantly more language regarding competency to 

work with populations that are culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD). This indicates 

a continued commitment to providing appropriate service to CLD populations. 

The 2005 standards "combine process and outcome measures of academic and 

clinical knowledge and skills (ASHA, 2004, p. 2)." However, there are no longer any 

requirements regarding specific courses to be studied, nor is there a breakdown of 
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practicum hours in specific areas; these decisions are to be made by the individual 

university programs "in sufficient breadth and depth to achieve the specified knowledge 

outcomes (p. 5)." Suggestions have been provided to the university programs on how to 

increase the multilingual and multicultural content of their courses, but how this is done 

is up to each school. Historically, speech-language training programs have not done well 

at providing this type of content. It is not clear how meeting this requirement will be 

implemented and enforced. 

Standard 111-B states: 

The applicant must demonstrate knowledge of basic human communication and 
swallowing processes, including their biological, neurological, acoustic, 
psychological, developmental, and linguistic and cultural bases (ASHA, 2004, p. 
6.) 

The linguistic and cultural bases are probably meant to apply to basic human 

conmiunication, and not swallowing processes. It is possible that the language regarding 

linguistic and cultural bases was added on to the original language of this standard, due to 

lobbying from the CUD special interest division. 

Standard 111-C states that: 

The applicant must demonstrate knowledge of the nature of speech/language, 
hearing, and communication disorders and differences and swallowing disorders, 
including the etiologies, characteristics, anatomical/physiological, acoustic, 
psychological, developmental, and linguistic and cultural correlates (ASHA, 
2004, p. 6-7, italics added). 

Explanation of Standard 111-C, states that knowledge should include "an affective balance 

between traditional parameters of communication (articulation/phonology, voice, fluency, 

language and hearing) and emerging areas of practice (e.g. swallowing, upper 
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aerodigestive functions) (p. 7)." Unfortunately, expertise working with culturally 

linguistically diverse populations is not listed as an emerging area of practice. 

Standard 111-D, Implementation, states that 

The applicant must demonstrate the ability to integrate information about 
prevention, assessment, and intervention over the range of differences and 
disorders specified in Standard 111-C above. Program documentation may include 
transcript credit and information obtained by the applicant through clinical 
experience, independent studies, and research projects (ASHA, 2004, p. 7-8). 

It should be noted that Implementation for Standard 111-D includes the commendable 

language "over the range of differences and disorders (p. 8)," Because these standards do 

not go into effect until January 2005, it is not yet clear how applicants for certification 

will demonstrate this knowledge. 

Standard 111-G requires applicants for certification to show knowledge of 

contemporary professional issues. 

Issues typically include professional practice, academic program accreditation 
standards, ASHA practice policies and guidelines, and reimbursement procedures 
(ASHA, 2004, p. 12). 

Some of these "contemporary professional issues" are very broad (professional practice, 

ASHA practice policy and guidelines) and some are quite specific (reimbursement 

procedures). Considering that over-representation of non-dominant culture children in 

special education is a National issue, it is again unfortunate that competent work with 

CLD populations is not specifically identified by ASHA as a contemporary professional 

issue. 

Standard IV-B requires established skills in oral and written communication, "or 

other forms of communication (ASHA, 2004, p. 9)." The phrase "other forms of 
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English: 

... the applicant must demonstrate speech and language skills in English, which, at 
a minimum, are consistent with ASHA's most current position statement on 
students and professionals who speak English with accents and nonstandard 
dialects (p. 9). 

An ASHA position statement published in 1997 is titled, "Students and Professionals 

Who Speak English with Accents and Non-Standard Dialects: Issues and 

Recommendations." This position paper states that if such speakers have an appropriate 

knowledge base of normal and disordered communication, diagnostic and case 

management skills, and can model phonological and grammatical features presented by 

clients for remediation, they can provide effective professional services, and should not 

be discriminated against in education and training or in their professional work. 

Although this is an important step toward linguistic inclusion, a key gate-keeping phrase 

may be that of modeling phonological and grammatical features; this sounds suspiciously 

like being "a good speech model", a position which has excluded many speakers with 

non-standard dialects or accents from entering the field in the past. 

Standard IV-F includes the statement that supervised practicum hours "must 

include experience with client/patient populations across the life span and from 

culturally/linguistically diverse backgrounds (ASHA, 2004, p. 11)." It further requires 

practicum experience with "... disorders, differences and disabilities (p. 11)." Under 

Standard IV-G, Section 1, Evaluation, SLPs are required to show the ability to "adapt 

evaluation procedures (ASHA, 2004, p. 12)." Section 2, Intervention, calls for SLPs to 

modify their work to meet the needs of clients. Section 3, Interaction and Personal 
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Qualities, calls for SLPs to demonstrate communication skills relevant to the needs, 

values, and backgrounds of their clients. 

The language of ASHA's 2005 certification standards is very promising, but so 

was their Position on Social Dialects in 1983. There is a qualitative difference, however, 

between ASHA's standards and resources in 1993, and standards and resources of 2005. 

ASHA has taken a number of actions recently that clearly support appropriate service to 

CLD populations. For example, funding has been allocated for grants for projects on 

Multicultural Activities (ASHA, 2004) and tips are now available on-line regarding how 

to work effectively with interpreters (ASHA 2004). 

In 2001-2003, ASHA adopted a focused initiative regarding culturally/ 

linguistically diverse populations. This initiative sought to increase racial/ethnic minority 

members; and increase resources for ASHA members to improve their cultural 

competency. The content of ASHA's web pages in 2003 and 2004 also reflects 

continued attention to issues of language variation, however, the pervasive approach 

continues to be deficit-based. For example, under "Communication Development and 

Disorders in Multicultural Populations," four pages of readings and related materials are 

recommended (asha.org, 2003). Most address disorders in CLD populations and some of 

the readings, by title alone, strongly demonstrate a need for continued growth. For 

example, one of the recommended readings in this list is ASHA's 1991 publication titled, 

"Guidelines for speech-language pathologists serving persons with language, socio-

communicative, and or cognitive-communicative impairments." ASHA's own Position 



on Social Dialects (1983) should have prevented the use of terms such as "socio-

communicative impairment" within their own publications. 

ASHA continues to maintain a Multicultural Issues Board. A technical report 

published by this board in 2002, American English Dialects, called for a number of 

required competencies. These competencies are quite similar to those in ASHA's 1983 

publication, Implementing the Position on Social Dialects. 

1) Recognizing all American Englishes as rule-governed linguistic systems, 
2) Understanding the rules and linguistic features of American English dialect(s) 

represented by their clientele, 
3) Being familiar with nondiscriminatory testing and dynamic assessment 

procedures, such as the following: 
-Identifying potential sources of test bias, 
-Administering and scoring standardized tests in alternative manners, 
-Using observation and nontraditional interview and language sampling 
techniques, and 
-Analyzing test results in light of existing information regarding dialect 
use (ASHA, 2002,111-2). 

This technical report also states that SLPs should "provide individuals with sufficient 

information on the historical background, origin, features, and social implications of both 

the first and the target dialect to facilitate an informed decision... by parents and 

guardians (p. 2)." Unfortunately, no mention is made of how or where the SLPs should 

obtain the in-depth sociolinguistic and psychometric training which these competencies 

require. The technical report concludes with the statement that SLP's should have "a 

thorough understanding of social attitudes towards dialect use... [and that] competencies 

are also necessary in the provision of services to speakers from all American English 

dialect communities who do not present with a disorder but who wish to improve their 

overall use of SAE (p. 2)." From this technical report, and other similar ASHA policies. 
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one can see that SLPs are still in the business of teaching standard English to social 

dialect speakers. 

In 2003, ASHA published a document titled "Knowledge and Skills Needed by 

Speech Language Pathologists and Audiologists to provide Culturally and Linguistically 

Appropriate Services." This document, which applies across the life span, is available to 

ASHA members only, and not currently accessible to the general public. What is 

accessible is Crowley's 2003 article, "Disorder? Difference? Gap? Guidelines for 

Assessing the Communication Skills of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Children 

and Adolescents," which specifically targets the population that school-based SLPs serve. 

She cites ASHA's above document, and elaborates on recommendations for this age 

group. 

Crowley (2003) expresses the opinion that "the most critical factor" in providing 

competent service and accurate assessments to CLD populations is the "knowledge base" 

of the SLP. She then acknowledges that "not all universities" prepare their graduates to 

provide appropriate service to such populations. Essential competencies mentioned by 

Crowley include: 

...imderstanding and skills to make the differential diagnosis between a 
communication disorder, a communication difference, and differences related to 

. home-school gap issues (Crowley, 2003, p. 1). 

Having these skills is an important part of modem day competency for an SLP. As 

Crowley states: 

In most states, as long as a person has a state license in speech-language 
pathology, s/he is qualified to perform speech-language evaluations of culturally 
and linguistically diverse individuals. On a personal and professional level. 
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however, the SLP must determine whether s/he has the skills to do the evaluation 
competently. ASHA's code of ethics expressly requires that SLP's provide 
"competent service"... Moreover, professional misconduct under state licensure 
law is often defined as providing "incompetent service" (p. 1). 

Crowley acknowledges that although one needs to compare an individual with cultural 

linguistic differences with their speech community to determine if a disorder exists, 

standardized SLP assessment tools are not representative of CLD speech communities. 

She further explains that if one examines speech language tests for construct validity, 

content validity, normative sample, and reliability for CLD populations, "none meet 

acceptable standards (p. 2)." As Crowley succinctly states, "The use of scores derived 

from such tests causes inaccurate identification of students with communication 

disorders," which can cause serious social and emotional harm (p. 2). 

Her opinion is reinforced by a document on ASHA's Multicultural Issues website 

called The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education: 

... (this paper) states the major obligations of professionals who develop or use 
educational tests. It clarifies that all test users must determine if the test content 
and norms are appropriate for the intended test taker (cited in ASHA, 2{K)4). 

To appropriately assess CLD individuals, Crowley advises SLPs to approach data 

collection as both "anthropologists and detectives (Crowley, 2003, p.3)." She 

recommends the following: comprehensive data collection regarding the student's 

language and dialect exposures and their proficiencies in these; data about the student's 

communication skills in different languages, different settings and for different needs; 

parent and staff reports and interviews; tasks to assess specific areas of communication; 

and knowledge of the student's ability to learn (p. 3). To analyze this information. 
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Crowley recommends that the SLP compare the data they have gathered with any 

available information on the student's speech community. SLPs should use their own 

knowledge base and "perhaps" that of someone who knows the student's cultural 

linguistic background, if said individual has had "proper training (p. 4)." Finally, 

Crowley advises the consideration of sociolinguistic factors, prior educational 

experiences, and linguistics in order to determine if there is a difference or disorder. 

For the most part, Crowley makes sound recommendations for a type of 

assessment that would yield far more accurate and useful information on CLD students.. 

However, she expresses some hesitancy at teaming with a member of the student's 

cultural and linguistic commimity. In addition, she does not address where SLPs will 

obtain skills in anthropology and sociolinguistics or where SLPs will find the time to 

conduct such evaluations for the public schools increasing CLD populations. The latter 

issue shouldn't matter, but it does. SLPs are being asked to go from the fast, inaccurate 

"hard data" of standardized tests, to a much more accurate type of assessment that 

requires skills and time most do not have. Could a middle ground be found, perhaps 

through working cooperatively with Bilingual Education staff or local experts? It would 

be more encouraging to see a direct recommendation for SLPs to work with local 

language and culture experts from the student's speech community. 

ASHA continues to have a special interest division for CLD issues: #14 

Communication Disorders and Sciences in Culturally Linguistically Diverse Populations 

(ASHA, 2004). This division's mission is to: 
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... provide leadership and advocacy for best practices relating to speech-language 
pathology and audiology services to members of CLD populations, and research, 
networking, and mentoring opportunities to its members (p. 2). 

The goals of Division 14 are: 

1. To promote continuing education and foster the exchange of information in the 
area of communication disorders and sciences of CLD populations; 
2. To promote research in the areas of normal communication and communication 
sciences and disorders in CLD populations; 
3. To promote the development and application of best practices for speech-
language pathologists and audiologists who serve CLD populations, 
4. To serve as an advocate for CLD populations regarding prevention, 
identification, treatment and education in the area of conmiunication disorders 
and sciences; 
5. To provide speech-language pathologists and audiologists with support, 
networking, and mentoring opportunities in scientific and clinical endeavors 
relating to culturally and linguistically diverse populations; 
6. To increase participation of professionals representative of and those interested 
in CLD populations; 
7. To facilitate communication with other special interest divisions and encourage 
the study of CLD groups as it relates to specific divisions; 
8. To serve as a resource for the Association on issues relating to cultural and 
linguistic diversity; and 
9. To facilitate the exchange of information between the Multicultural Issues 
Board and professionals who are working with, interested in, or representative of 
CLD populations (p. 2). 

Though broad, these goals are worthy, and it is hoped that Division 14 can implement 

and achieve them. Certainly the attainment of these goals would improve service to CLD 

populations and provide support to SLPs who wish to serve as advocates. 

In summary, ASHA's recent efforts demonstrate that they are trying to find ways 

to appropriately serve nonstandard dialect speakers. The problem comes when one 

compares their goals with the actual course of implementation. The development of 

appropriate evaluation techniques and tools for school-based SLPs has yet to be achieved. 

Even though Crowley's (2003) approach would yield excellent data, it is far too time 
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consuming for most school-based SLPs, given their schedules and client caseloads. 

Adequate training to work with CUD populations is still not standard, and for SLPs 

already practicing in the field, feasible direction and support are even harder to obtain. 

Training to improve CLD competency skills remains in the hands of the university 

training programs that historically have not addressed this issue well. Although interest 

in appropriately addressing dialects continues within ASHA, and resources have shown 

significant growth, actual implementation has often continued to uphold a deficit model 

of identifying disorders, albeit new ones previously imderserved for CLD populations. 

Implementation and policy also continues to justify the teaching of standard English in a 

clinical setting. 

The status language contained in ASHA's position papers, recommendations for 

CLD evaluations, 2005 standards, and CLD special mterest division goals is admirable. 

ASHA is indeed attempting to improve services to CLD populations. What remains to be 

seen is how the new positions, policies, standards, and goals will be implemented and 

enforced. It has been over 20 years since ASHA's first position paper on social dialects. 

CLD students continue to be over-represented as communication disordered in special 

education, and SLPs are still asking for clear direction and training on how to 

competently work with students from these populations. 

The Training, Practice and Ideology of Speech/Language Pathology 

Broadly speaking, the practice of speech language pathology is divided between 

those SLPs who provide service in the public schools and SLPs who provide services that 

are medically-based. School-based SLPs primarily serve students for articulation/ 
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phonology, language delays and disorders, auditory processing disorders, fluency 

(stuttering), hearing loss, alternative communication, and occasionally voice disorders. 

More often than not, school-based SLPs are providing service in regular classrooms, as 

well as in individual therapy, and trying to make their therapy consistent with curricular 

goals. Average caseloads vary widely. School-based SLPs in urban Alaskan sites are 

usually providing service to 40-60 students, along with performing evaluations, 

screenings, and lEPs. 

Medically-based SLPs often work with clients of all ages for treatment of 

traumatic head injuries, strokes and other neurological impairments, cleft palates, 

tracheotomies, dysarthria, apraxia, swallowing disorders, and other communication 

disorders associated with a range of diseases, genetic syndromes, or injuries. They also 

may work with individuals with hearing loss and with fluency disorders. 

There is overlap, of course, between the services provided by school-based and 

medically-based SLPs, and some clinicians routinely provide service in both settings. 

SLP training programs historically have not differentiated between these two areas of 

practice, although they differ greatly. The focus of training programs in the past has 

almost invariably been on medically-based service. The status of medically-based 

service is higher within the profession, which may account for the paucity of school-

based training. However, regardless of the setting that SLPs choose for their work, an 

issue that will impact their training and professional development is that of language 

diversity. 
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The professional climate of Speech/Language Pathology has had a direct impact 

on the profession's ideology and practice. Historically, the climate of the professional 

training, where speech/language differences could result in expulsion from training 

programs, did not attune SLPs to an acceptance of linguistic diversity.^® 

Being a Good Speech Model 

By way of illustration, I will provide information from my own undergraduate 

training program. In my training program for Speech/Language Therapy, standard 

English grammar, vocabulary, and phonology were not only used for the normative 

measure of clients, they were also a strong determining factor in our own successful 

completion of the training program. I was astounded, during my senior year in 1979-80, 

when two of my classmates were asked to leave the training program because of language 

differences. 

Paula, an African American woman in her early twenties, had always wanted to 

become a speech therapist, which stemmed from a book she had read in her childhood. 

She was asked to leave the program because of 1) being a "poor speech model" due to her 

dialectal differences in English and 2) her image, which was "not of the right professional 

quality." Paula had a dramatic flair in the style of her clothing; we assumed that this was 

what was perceived to be "unprofessional." 

The other friend, Tuola, had spent her childhood in Greece, but had then moved to 

the U.S. with her family. She spoke standard English, and wanted to work with the large 

Attempts have begun within ASHA to address issues of language and dialect difference for students 
enrolled in clinical training programs. These are still in the position paper stage. 
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population of Greek school children in Chicago. She would have been ideally suited to 

work with this population, as well as others. She could have been both an asset to the 

Greek community and provided excellent research information, given her linguistic and 

cultural capital. However, Tuola was also asked to leave the training program because 

her "thick accent" was considered to make her unsuitable for work as an SLP. Both of 

these people did leave the program; both also dropped out of college. The last time I 

talked with Tuola, she had decided to return to Greece. 

A third person in the program, Vanessa, was quite politically savvy and a very 

assertive straight "A" student. Also of African-American heritage, her English usage was 

characteristic of some features of Black English Vernacular. I do not know if Vanessa 

was asked to leave the program, but do know that during our senior year, she was 

required to become a client in our campus clinic in order to correct her "substandard 

English pronunciation". She was not allowed to work with clients during this time 

period. 

Attitudes Toward Dialects Study 

In the early 1990s, I engaged in an Attitudes Towards Dialects study regarding the 

influence of our training programs on our development as SLPs, i.e., whether the climate 

of our training had indeed impacted our professional climate, and thus our present 

practice and attitudes toward dialects. All of the urban Alaskan SLPs in the Attitudes 

Towards Dialect study recalled that being a "good speech model" was an important 

aspect of their training program. Some recalled colleagues who were asked to leave the 

training programs because of language differences. In this study (above), we first 
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discussed attitudes towards the non-standard English used in an urban Alaskan 

community, and second discussed the resources available personally and professionally 

to deal appropriately with dialect issues. Thirdly, I had noticed while working in Juneau 

that there was a difference in the way school staff did or did not identify someone by 

their ethnicity, and so wished to explore issues of ethnic marking as it related to dialectal 

differences. Due to the above interests and influences, I analj^ed their interviews in five 

ways: by the fluency and context of marked and unmarked terms; the use of ethnic labels; 

the rates of positive/negative comments about Alaska Native students; the values of non

standard and standard English (through comparison of the number of words used); and 

finally through their reported participation in Alaska Native community events. 

The findings from the Attitudes Toward Dialect study surprised me. A definite 

correlation existed between the use of ethnic marking, the expression of negative 

statements towards Native Alaskan students, and non-support of the local dialect. A 

possible correlation existed between the above three areas and disinterest in further 

training on local dialectal language variation. An unexpected finding in the data was that 

none of the urban Alaskan SLP's made any positive statements about Native Alaskan 

students. This indicated to me that the urban SLP's were more used to discussing Native 

Alaskan students' weaknesses than their strengths. The final finding of this study was 

that although three of the four urban SLP's expressed support of the local nonstandard 

dialect of English, this support was not reflected in the ratio of words used to discuss 

standard and nonstandard Englishes. It was also considered significant that the urban 

SLP's were all confused by a question on the value of standard and non-standard English. 
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Three of the four urban SLP's needed the question repeated several times, even though all 

the interview questions had been reviewed and discussed prior to taping. From diis 

study, I found that: 

1) The urban Alaskan SLPs were aware that knowledge of dialects was important 
to their work and were truly concerned with issues of appropriate training; 

2) Even with their desire for knowledge of dialects and their desire to be non-
judgmental regarding non-standard dialects, these urban Alaskan SLPs showed 
strong bias against non-standard language. 

Their viewpoint had certamly been influenced by general societal attitudes, the climate of 

their speech/language training programs, and the policies and politics of the field of 

education. 

Climate ofSLP Practice 

In a climate where students and families are blamed for school failure, there is not 

much encouragement for SLPs to develop skills as advocates. Time for reflection, which 

might promote recognition of issues of cultural and linguistic bias, and the desire to 

advocate for students, is noticeably lacking. The high case loads and shifting roles under 

which most SLPs work, as therapy has moved out of seclusion and into the classroom, 

has left them with little time to incorporate new procedures which are not demanded by 

their positions. 

Special Education and Dialects 

An educational topic debated with increasing frequency in the past several 

decades is that of over-identification of students from non-dominant cultures in special 

education, especially those who are language minorities (Carrier, 1983,1986; Cummins, 

1984,1989,1999,2001; Garcia and Ortiz, 1988; Garcia, Perez, and Ortiz, 2000; Ogbu, 
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1986,1987,1992,1998; Taylor, 1996,1997; Walker, 2003; Wilkinson and Ortiz, 1986; 

Wright, Hirlinger and England, 1998). Part of the controversy has centered around the 

argument from special education that though students from non-dominant cultures and 

ethnic groups may be over-represented in special education, these students are being 

appropriately placed as they require special education services to fimction in school. 

School districts tend to point to the students and to the community as the ones who are 

failing, rather than the schools. Family dysfunction, substance abuse, medical problems 

(such as middle ear infections), and "cultural problems" are seen as the cause of the over-

representation of non-dominant culture students in special education. The contrasting 

argument has been that these students are identified as under-functioning within the 

schools in reaction to, and because of, overt and covert biases within our society and 

schools, and within the processes and procedures of special education. In Controversial 

Issues Confronting Special Education (Stamback and Stainback, 1996), disparities are 

noted not only in the race of students entered into special education, but in the 

restrictiveness of the program they are entered into: "...the disparities are magnified as 

minority special education students are over-represented in more restrictive settings 

producing - in effect - double segregation." 

For language minority students, a referral to special education is quite likely to 

result in placement. Language plays an important role in the process of making a student 

eligible for special education services; it is also a prime source of bias within test 

instruments. IQ tests, which are verbally based, such as the WISC-R and the Stanford 

Binet, have been legally proven to be culturally biased towards members of non-
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dominant cultures (Taylor, 1994a; 1996,1997). In fact, some states and individual 

school districts have banned the use of intelligence tests (Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and 

Thurlow, 2000). Regardless of this fact, much of the testing within special education, 

particularly psychological and speech/language assessments, continues to emphasize 

verbal skills normed on dominant culture experience and "standard English" language 

skills. Therefore, students from non-dominant cultures who speak a language or dialect 

different than the school are at high-risk of being identified as needing special education, 

particularly as Conununication Disordered, 

Arguments that language minority students are incorrectly entered into special 

education come from a variety of disciplines. Researchers from the disciplines of 

educational research, anthropology, bilingual education, sociology, linguistics, regular 

education, and even from special education, have expressed concern over the processes 

and procedures of special education. (Carrier, 1983,1986; Cummins 1984,1989,1996, 

1999,2001; Dauenhauer 1989; Deblinski, 1989; Garcia and Ortiz, 1988; Garcia, Perez, 

and Ortiz 2000; Mehan, 1974,1986; Ogbu, 1992,1998; Ogbu and Matute-Bianchi, 1986; 

Sarason, 1982,1990; Smith, 1986: Taylor, 1991,1996,1997; Vaughn-Cooke, 1983; 

Wright, Hirlinger and England, 1998; Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and Thurlow, 2000.) The 

literature reflects these concerns in four main areas: the paradigm on which special 

education is built; the elements of social reproduction involved in special education; the 

process of identification in special education; and the effectiveness of special education. 

The next sections address each of these areas. 
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Systems of Special Education 

Some researchers in educational theory question the entire paradigm on which 

special education is based (Carrier, 1983; Cummins, 1984,1989,1996,1999,2001; 

Garcia and Ortiz, 1988; Mehan, 1984; Miller, 1990; Sarason, 1990; Smith, 1986; 

Stainback and Stainback, 1996; Taylor, 1991,1996,1997). The greatest criticism of the 

paradigm is that it is based on a deficit model. Briefly stated, the model is designed 

around the premise that a deficiency or abnormality exists in the child that interferes with 

learning. The model is oriented to an emphasis on what the child cannot do. 

Taylor (1991,1996), Miller (1990), and Stainback and Stainback (1996) point out 

that special education is based on a deficit model in its design and orientation. Beginning 

with the earliest screenings in kindergarten, and progressing through grade level 

achievement tests, to referrals/evaluations/placement and program design in special 

education, the emphasis is on skills that the child may be lacking. Although some 

psychological evaluations now include information on learning style (which could be 

perceived as a positive, non-deficit step) it is often applied in a culturally stereotypic 

manner. 

According to Taylor's case study in Learning Denied (1991), the deficit model of 

special education, which emphasizes a child's weaknesses, can be used to construct the 

myth that a learning disability exists. She also discussed the fact that the deficit model 

could be very damaging to a child's self-esteem and self-confidence because it focuses so 

strongly on the child's perceived weaknesses instead of their strengths. 
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Cummins (1984,1989,1996) describes how special education staff are still 

trained to test and test until they can identify a problem within the child. It is incredible 

how much testing some children actually have to endure before a special education 

placement occurs (Taylor, 1991, p. 101-108.). If both psychological testing and language 

testing occur, a minimum of four to five hours of basic testing usually results. In 

addition, the four to five hour basic testing time block does not include all the tests which 

led up to the actual referral to special education. Testing usually includes an IQ test (i.e., 

Stanford-Binet, WISC-R, etc.); a skills tests (often the Woodcock-Johnson); a test of 

auditory and visual processing; a language development test; an auditory skills test; 

vocabulary testing; and a test or screen for articulation skills. If no problem is located, 

the evaluation team will often recommend further testing in order to locate "the 

problem," substantiate the referral, and enter the student into special education. 

Part of the reason that special education takes a deficit approach to students and 

their learning is because it is based on the medical model (Carrier, 1983; Stainback and 

Stainback, 1996). According to Smith (1986, p. 50), "Medical metaphors are frequently 

employed to support the fiction that school failure is a kind of sickness.,.medical terms 

like diagnosis, remediation, and treatment add to the impression that a physical 

abnormality must be involved." When discussing the "myth" of learning disabilities. 

Smith wrote that if there is not physical causal evidence to explain why a student has 

educational difficulties, the child will be labeled M.B.D. (minimal brain dysfimction). To 

quote: 

The minimal brain diagnosis says in effect, 'We have decided that there must be 
something wrong with this child's brain even though we don't know what the 
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disorder is.' We just assume that any child who fails to take advantage of the 
instruction provided at school must be short of something in the head (1986, p. 
51). 

Stainback and Stainback also state that this..."paradigm places the problem on the 

students... when they experience problems with learning or adapting in general education 

classrooms (1996, p. 33)." Carrier (1983) explains that when the medical model is used, 

the theory strongly implies that conformity is health, and failure to conform is illness (p. 

950). 

Carrier (1983) further explains that the use of the medical model is used to justify 

special education as a profession, thus bringing status to its practitioners. As well as 

status, a medical model implies validity, but validity is another area of ongoing concern. 

Studies by Salvia and Ysseldyke (1998) show that many widely used assessments for 

special education are based on inadequate norms, with problems either in the normative 

construction or description. They are therefore not technically adequate, even to 

measure what they purport to measure. 

Elements of Social Reproduction in Special Education 

With the adoption of P.L. 94-142, which guaranteed the right to a free public 

education for handicapped children, the definition of "normal" became a shrinking 

category within public schools. Although the new Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) is supportive of inclusive programming, funding and the 

availability of services combine to increase the number of referrals to special education. 

As Carrier (1986) wrote, after the Brown vs. Board of Education ruling, schools had to 

develop new ways of sorting people. Ability grouping and special education classrooms 



were useful devices developed by schools for this purpose. Stainback and Stainback 

(1996) discuss the categories and labels of special education as continuing to be powerful 

tools of social regulation, characterized by who is referred and assigned or not assigned 

to special education. Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and Thurlow (2000) underscore that when 

one is discussing a concern with disproportionate representation of minority students in 

special education, one is also discussing both the quality of education these students 

receive and the associated stigmas. 

Prager, Longshore, and Seeman, (1996) describe what they term second 

generation discrimination as the over-representation of students from minority groups in 

special education in the generations following the end of formal school segregation by 

race continues to be an issue in our country. This view is reflected in findings that 

schools in the United States are becoming increasingly re-segregated (Howley-Rowe, 

2003). An example of special education as a tool for segregation is Eitle's study on 

resegregation through tracking (2000), cited in Mickelson (2002). Eitle states that there 

are "higher levels of racially identifiable tracking of blacks into special education in 

districts under a court-ordered desegregation plan than in districts not under such orders 

(Mickelson, 2002, p. 18)." 

In "Two Cultures" Sarason talks of special education being the "dumping ground" 

of the school (1982, p. 236). Having had separate professional training for regular and 

special education, regular classroom teachers are not trained to be with "those children" 

and there is frequently an attitude that teachers shouldn't be expected to deal with them 

(p. 237). Within teacher training programs, great separation continues to exist between 
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regular education and special education departments. Sometimes the two departments are 

located on separate floors, sometimes in completely different buildings. 

Within the schools, economic support of special education is manifested by 

concerns over job security for special education teachers and aides, school psychologists, 

occupational/physical therapists, SLPs, and administration. Economic support of the 

status quo is also shown by placing students where they will get the most funding, 

regardless of the cost to the student. Local educational associations strongly support job 

security, making educational reform which impacts teacher funding very difficult. In 

addition, as Sarason (1982) said, those who oppose educational reform are not evil, 

poorly educated people. They are, however, often unaware (or wish to remain unaware) 

of how their actions are supporting social reproduction. 

Carrier also wrote of misrecognition (when consequences of power relations are 

misperceived) and masking (when the existence of these relationships is ignored as a 

consequence of the misperception). Misrecognition and masking operate within 

educational systems to legitimize the social reproduction encouraged by special education 

(Carrier, 1983). According to Carrier (1986), education is the prime agent of the 

reproduction of society and social inequality. It "helps maintain the legitimacy of 

education and through it the legitimacy of the social order which portrays itself...(as) an 

asocial-structural, unbiased system (Carrier, 1983, p. 949)." 

If education is indeed one of an interrelated set of social, economic and political 

forces of social reproduction, it is clear that over-representation of students from non-

dominant cultural and ethnic groups in special education are indicative of this problem. 



Sociological theory shows this phenomenon occurring through identifying that the 

students are failing, rather than the schools or society (Carrier, 1983,1986; Sarason, 

1982; Stainback and Stainback, 1996; Taylor, 1991,1996,1997). Carrier says that in the 

societal context this means "...the poor are poor not because the economy is mismanaged 

but because the poor have something wrong with them (1983, p. 968)." Howley-Rowe's 

words, 20 years later, demonstrate that these sentiments still exist: 

Our individualistic ideology - that success comes from the individual pulling 
himself or herself up by the bootstraps - reinforces the notion that the social and 
economic disadvantages some people face are the result of their own failings. 
This "blaming the victim" viewpoint fails to account for historical and social 
processes that continue to hamper the full growth and participation of all groups 
in the American endeavor (2003, p. 3). 

According to Ogbu's (1986) sociological and historical framework, populations 

who have experienced colonization or military conquest tend to function poorly in the 

dominant culture's schools and society. He uses this premise to explain the difference in 

achievement between immigrant minority and nonimmigrant "caste-like" minority 

students. Ogbu writes that schooling is equated with assimilation (or a one-way 

acculturation) into the dominant culture. This is often both consciously and 

unconsciously resisted, so that nonimmigrant minority students do not adopt behaviors 

which enhance dominant culture school success. 

Smith (1986) and Mehan (1984) assert that both the use of language and the 

contexts of the dominant culture school are unfamiliar to non-dominant culture students. 

According to Smith (1986. p. 43), "low achievers may have limitations in their prior 

knowledge or experience rather than defective learning abilities. ...The students do not 

understand what is going on." What is implicit for dominant culture teachers and the 
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school bureaucracy may well need to be made explicit, and vice versa. Mehan (1984) 

expresses the opinion that the language of the classroom is a cultural code and that tacit 

knowledge is assumed for language, contexts and expected behavior within the school 

environment. He refers to knowledge in these areas as "cultural capital" since students 

are rewarded for possession of this knowledge. 

To elaborate, Mehan feels that the styles of language interaction in schools are 

content specific, drawing from other research studies such as Philips' (1983), and that this 

directly impacts language use within schools and within testing situations. In "Language 

and Schooling" Mehan writes; 

Studies of children's language in different contexts have led to a different 
interpretation of the language of lower class and ethnic minority children. 
...Cross-context comparisons of language use have thus contributed to a 'context 
specific' view of cognitive skills and abilities. This context specific view 
proposes that intelligence displays and language use are dependent on 
context...they are specific abilities that vary from one type of situation to another. 
Therefore any evaluation of a student that uses information from any single 
situation, e.g. an educational test, will not have a valid measure of the student. 
The implication of this line of research for social stratification is clear: It shifts 
the source of school failure away from the characteristics of the failing child and 
toward more general societal processes. ...The problems that lower class and 
ethnic children face in school must be viewed as a consequence of institutional 
arrangements which ensnare children, by not being sensitive to the fact that 
children display skills differently in different situations (1987, p. 122-123). 

Special Education Identification 

When a student is identified as requiring special education services, the process 

starts well before an IE? is signed. Some of the factors associated with special education 

eligibility have already been discussed. This section will focus on three stages involved 

with the identification process: pre-referral strategies; the use of intelligence quotient 
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(IQ) testing and standardized testing to determine functioning and levels of performance; 

and the lEP meeting. 

Ortiz and Garcia (1988) discuss the need for a formal pre-referral intervention 

process within regular education similar to Tucker (1981), where pre-referral procedures 

are clearly set, accepted, and followed. They feel that pre-referral strategies are needed 

in order to differentiate between three types of students with classroom learning 

problems: 1) those with individual differences or learning styles, such as students often 

described as L.E.P.; 2) those with academic difficulties not attributed to handicapping 

conditions, such as students with excessive absences; and 3) students with major 

handicapping conditions. Within special education referrals and evaluations, these three 

types of students are often not differentiated. 

Cummins (1984,1989,1996) states that minority students are disempowered in 

the public school systems and that the difficulties they experience in schools are often 

pedagogically induced; i.e. the school's problems are identified as problems within the 

student. Cummins adds that special education staff need to advocate for their students 

instead of identifying school problems as existing within the student. To advocate for 

minority students, he says that special education staff need to challenge dominant cultural 

values and biases rather than reflect them. The tests and testing procedures used in 

special education reflect institutional racism and are used to legitimize the disabling of 

minority students. Therefore, Cummins states that it is critical to change the assessment 

process in special education, not only because the processes and procedures are 
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inherently biased, but because of the strong tendency for testing to continue until a 

problem is identified. 

Mehan's (1984) discussion of context specific language abilities (as discussed 

above under social reproduction) is critical to the assessment process. As a result, many 

children are quite uncomfortable during the assessment process, which is evidenced in 

their responses. Taylor (1991,1996) pointed out that the teams rarely ask the students 

how they felt about the assessment. Nor do they discuss with the students the processes 

of assessment and placement so that students can know what to expect and how to 

interact with the procedures. A form of miscue analysis can also be present in testing 

situations that reflects the rhythm of tester and testee. If a student answers a question in a 

different tempo than the tester expects it, the answer is often not heard clearly. When the 

tester asks the student to repeat the answer, the student changes the answer, assuming the 

answer was wrong. Because of different culturally determined prosodic features of 

language, this can be a frequent occurrence between people of different cultures or 

dialects. 

Taylor (1991) described how, during the special education assessment and 

labeling process, the school denied the existence of Patrick's learning abilities, and 

essentially the existence of Patrick himself (p. xii). In staffings, he became a non-entity 

and the numbers on test scores became the focus. This is a classic case of reifying 

numbers, which in the dominant culture is often viewed as being objective. 

An additional concern expressed by Taylor (1994a, 1996) is that special education 

identification does not take into account children who have been hurt by life experiences. 
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She states that a number of these children are ending up in special education classrooms 

where they are neither appropriately placed nor receiving the help they really need to deal 

with emotional and physical traumas from their past or present life. In Taylor's Education 

and Advocacy (1996) the processes and standard procedures of special education are still 

viewed as more important than the individual student's needs. Teachers who advocate for 

students with special needs, especially those who want to have students served solely in 

the classroom, rarely have the support of their administration or colleagues. 

Mehan's (1984) research on lEP meetings showed that when identifying students 

for special education services, the real range of alternatives was not presented to parents 

due to fiscal and persormel considerations of the school district. The school's suggestions 

tended to be presented as a unified front without authentic discussion or debate. Sarason 

(1982) also commented that the budget is often of a higher priority for school staff than 

the individual student's needs when program placements are made. Both Taylor (1991, 

1996) and Mehan (1984) wrote that the focus of the meetings is dominated by 

standardized test results, generally given by people who had not spent time either 

teaching or working with the student. 

Technically, the schools claim that parents can use their due process rights if 

concerns or disagreements arise. Due process procedures are more comfortable and 

culturally accessible to different socioeconomic groups. Even for people who are 

comfortable with litigation, it is very difficult to go up against a school district in the 

courts of law, as is illustrated in Taylor's (1991) book Learning Denied. 
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In order to redirect the focus of assessment and placement to more correctly 

reflect the needs of the students, both Miller (The Smart Profile, 1990) and Taylor 

(Biographic Literary Profiles Project, 1994a, 1994b, 1994c, 1994d) are involved with the 

development of alternative assessment procedures. Both of these approaches focus on 

the student's strengths. Both empower the parents and classroom teacher to share 

knowledge of the child's skills in a variety of settings. 

Effectiveness of Special Education 

In a study by Wilkinson and Ortiz (1986), special education placement was not 

only not helping minority students; it was actually hindering diem. In their study, re-

testing of Hispanic students who were classified as learning disabled three years before, 

showed that the students had actually lost ground. Their verbal and performance IQ 

scores were lower than at initial entry into special education and their achievement scores 

were essentially unchanged. Ysseldyke, Algozzine, and Thurlow (2000) also point out 

that few studies demonstrate the effectiveness of special education. 

Taylor (1991) found that the incessant testing and questioning of Patrick's abilities 

caught up with him and that he stopped performing in school. Fortunately, Patrick had 

other contexts where he could demonstrate his skills and continue both his literacy 

development and the development of his confidence and self-esteem. As Taylor (1991) so 

richly illustrates, there is no documentation which shows that special education is 

effective. 

The disabling affects of special education were exemplified at an inservice 

training in Juneau in 1991. It was reported that special education placement increases a 
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student's chance of dropping out of school by 30%, regardless of the student's need of 

services. 

Theoretical Framework 

Theoretical grounding for this study is derived from a combination of critical 

pedagogy, theories of linguistic economy (Bourdieu, 1977,1982/1991), Ruiz's work on 

language as problem/right/and resource (1988,1995; Silentman, 1995), Ogbu et al's work 

on involimtary minorities (1986,1987,1992,1998), Cummins' work on special education 

identification and minority empowerment (1984,1989,1999,2001), Philips' work on 

invisible culture (1976,1983,1993), the funds of knowledge project (Mole 1990, 

Gonzalez 1995), and McCarty's work on linguistically and culturally appropriate self-

determined education for Native American communities (1989,1992,1993,2002). 

Critical theory (Apple, 1982,2001; Giroux 1981,1986; Foucault, 1970) provides 

the framework for a critical and evaluative examination of cultural conflict and power 

relations at work in the interaction between dominant non-Native institutions of school 

and the politically subordinate Native community. In addition, this framework is useful 

in examining conflict and power relations between the SLP advocates and hierarchies 

such as ASHA, school districts, and the institution of special education. Using Giroux's 

points of 1) resistance (to oppression) 2) structural inequality, 3) power relations/status 

and 4) conflict (cultural), a framework is provided for data analysis. Foucault (1978) 

maintains the importance of investigating the "will to truth," m part so that unquestioned 

fundamental beliefs and "knowledge" can be examined. The representation of such 

"knowledge" within discourse (both vocabulary and structure) is "...linked to the exercise 
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of power; how the forms of discourse are constituted by and ensure the reproduction of 

the social system, through forms of selection, exclusion and domination (Foucault, 1970, 

p. 48). The ability to question such areas as the validity and legitimacy of standardized 

language and standardized testing, the climate of SLP training, the institution of special 

education, and the judgements of dominant culture requires a "will to truth" and an 

examination of what is presented by dominant culture as established "knowledge". 

Bourdieu's theory of linguistic economy (1977,1982/91), already explored in this 

chapter, examines language as a medium of power and exchange. His work is very 

important to this study because it addresses the politics involved in the hierarchy of 

language variation. Although other writings on Linguistic Economy certainly exist, such 

as Coulmas (1992), I considered Bourdieu's original work on this theory to have the most 

relevance to this study. Within the background to this study and the literature review, 

numerous examples exist which relate to linguistic economy: the language and education 

policies which demeaned and worked to destroy Native Alaskan languages; the variety of 

language and cultural beliefs which give students the "right" answers on standardized 

tests; the consequences of not having standard language/culture answers on standardized 

tests; the difference between ASHA's policies and practice; the confusion of SLPs when 

examining dialects for validity and worth. 

Ogbu et al's (1986) socio-historical work on involuntary minority school 

performance further expands principles of critical theory. He has identified Native 

Americans as an involimtary minority because of their history of colonization. Ogbu 

links resistance to assimilation as a key factor hindering school success. His approach 
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provides a framework for understanding the differing success experienced by immigrant 

and non-immigrant minorities. The examination of sociohistorical factors in the 

colonization and education of Native Alaskans (see Chapter One) clearly demonstrates 

that Native Alaskans are an involuntary minority. School success for Native students is a 

matter of on-going concern in Alaska, particularly in urban centers where a resistance to 

assimilation is often compounded by culturally inappropriate staffing, curriculum and 

methodology. This study will demonstrate that these latter issues can also impact rural 

schools. 

Cummins' (1989) theory for increasing minority student school success lists four 

principles: cultural and linguistic incorporation; community participation; interactionist 

and experiential pedagogy; and advocacy oriented assessment. This framework provides 

strong theoretical support, as well as a framework for recommendations in the final 

analysis. The sociohistorical background and attitudes toward non-standard dialect beg 

for the principle of cultural and linguistic incorporation. The need for education and 

language policies and procedures that are supportive of Native community demonstrates 

the necessity of community participation, as does the call for training and retaining 

certified Native Alaskan staff, and making schools a comfortable place for Native family 

participation. Identifying strengths within Native communities and learning from these 

communities is a strong component of interactionist and experiential pedagogy which 

would improve the school experience of Native Alaskan students, but it has been more 

the exception than the rule in Alaska's history of western education. Cummin's last 

principle, advocacy oriented assessment, is an essential part of this study. The 
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examination of the deficit-based structure of special education (Chapter Two), with its 

medical model approach of identifying problems within the student, standard English 

foundations, and testing until a problem is found, demonstrates the need for advocacy 

within the assessment process. 

Philips (1993) states that Native American student failure is often actually due to 

cultural insensitivity and intercultural communication difficulties between students, 

communities, and non-Native American staff. Her work on the influence of secondary 

cultural influences (invisible culture) is critical to this examination of SLPs attempts to 

advocate for Native students, supporting the need for recruitment and training of Native 

Alaskan SLPs, and thus providing appropriate service to Native Alaskan students. In 

addition, her theory of invisible culture accounts for the reliance the SLP advocates in 

this study place on input from and collaboration with Native staff. 

The Funds of Knowledge Project (Gonzalez, 1995; Moll, 1990,1992) examines 

the strengths and skills which cultural minority children have in their 

homes/communities. Through community based research, this work influences school 

personnel to view students from a position of strengths instead of disadvantage. The 

result has been significant improvement in academic success for these students. It was 

important to consider this body of work due to implications for changing dominant 

culture schools' views toward Native Alaskans. As shown in both the background to the 

study and the literature review (Chapters One and Two), the educational view of Native 

Alaskan conmiunities and languages has a long and painfully negative history. The act of 
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identifying strengths in Native children, Native community, and Native staff members 

challenges dominant culture's deficit viewpoint. 

McCarty's work (1989,1992,1993,2002) focuses on developing the resources 

students and communities bring with them in order to provide appropriate 

curriculum/instruction to support Native American language and literacy development, as 

well as a sense of identity and control within the school setting. Support that ownership 

of local schools return to Alaska's Native communities and that appropriate curriculum, 

instruction and assessment be developed and implemented are critical elements of 

educational advocacy for Native students. 

Reviewing this theoretical/conceptual framework raises questions that educational 

staff interested in advocacy might want to ask, such as: What's right with these children? 

What's right with these communities? What can be learned here? How can I demonstrate 

my appreciation of who they are and where they come from? How can we create schools 

which welcome and support Native community at more than surface levels? Can 

linguistic and cultural diversity be embraced (not just acknowledged or tolerated) by 

educational institutions and staff? How can power relations be shifted to provide more 

support for advocacy? 

Summary 

Deficit attitudes towards dialects and language variation have been explored in 

this chapter. First a review was made of linguistic economy, which included information 

on habitus and linguistic marketplaces. This was followed by a through examination of 

the American Speech and Hearing Association's Position on Social Dialects and 
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subsequent attempts at implementation and enforcement. Next, the climate of 

speech/language pathology and systems underlying special education were examined to 

present additional context for this study. These two areas combine to make advocacy for 

dialect speakers difficult due to an emphasis on standard English skills and a student-

deficit approach to school failure. The areas reviewed in this chapter, along with 

information provided in Chapter Two on social-historical aspects of education, language 

policy in Alaska, and information on Alaskan English dialects, are intended to present the 

context for this study. The literature that forms the basis of the theoretical and conceptual 

framework for this study was also reviewed. 
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CHAPTER FOUR; METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the methods used in carrying out this case study, including 

a description of the theoretical/conceptual framework. The research perspective, study's 

participants, instruments, data collection, and analysis are also discussed. 

A primary goal of ethnographic research is to understand the complexity of 

human action and interaction in a given sociohistorical context. The sociocultural 

background provides context that makes quantitative data meanmgful and relevant. 

Ethnography brings in socio-cultural data to give "facts" meaning and relevance. For 

example, consider the findings of the 1995 Office of Civil Rights (OCR) investigation in 

Juneau. This investigation found that Native students were being over-represented in 

special education, without adequate consideration of their language and cultural 

differences. To give greater meaning and relevance to this finding, please recall the story 

of the young Native Alaskan man who found he couldn't speak around the painful lump 

in his throat, prior to an interview regarding his years in special education. 

Three important features of ethnographic research include ethnography as a 

process, ethnography as a product, and ethnography as a vehicle of change (Eisner, E. & 

Peshkin, A., 1990; T. McCarty, personal communication, 1992). The process of 

ethnography should be one of inquiry and human social relations; the product should 

describe how human social action works in a given context. Thus, within an ethnographic 

smdy, inductive inquiry should be used which links problem-posing with problem-

solving. However, becoming a vehicle for change and transformation is only possible 

with genuine collaboration. We can't advocate for change unless change is wanted by 
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that community, which requires that a political process be imbedded in the social reality 

of what we are studying. 

- A nested research design can assist in viewing the larger picture of the context of 

a study, its social reality, and the mfluences surrounding it. A nested research design of 

this study would show: 

SLP Advocates for AK 
Native Dialect 

Speakers in Public 

Schools. 

Operating from a context of personal, 
societal, and 

training backgrounds. 

Functioning within rural and urban Alaskan schools. 

Set within rural and urban 
Alaska communities. 

Surrounded by wider societal context, including social/ 
historical/political/economic aspects 

of social reproduction. 
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Figure 4.1, A nested design showing the complexity of issues faced by Alaskan SLP 
advocates. 

Research Problems 

This project's design addresses five research problems: 

1) The American Speech and Hearing Association's position on social dialects, 

although two decades old, has seen little implementation that assists the 

competency of school-based SLPs to serve dialect speakers. The National 

organization has struggled with how to effectively implement and enforce their 

Position on Social Dialects. This two-decade struggle has presented SLPs with a 

conflicted stance on dialectal language issues and appropriate services for 

linguistically/culturally diverse (LCD) populations. Recent developments at 

ASHA, such as the language in the 2005 standards, are encouraging; however, 

problems with implementation and enforcement persist. 

2) Competition exists between special education and bilingual education for 

funds, which does not promote interaction between these two areas of education. 

In addition, there is frequently suspicion between the staff of these two 

departments regarding what the other does. The ability of these two departments 

to collaborate is critical in helping Native Alaskans who are experiencing 

problems with schooling. 

3) Few SLPs in Alaska appear to actually advocate for Native students, in the 

sense of seeing beyond test scores or identifying strengths and skills within the 
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Native communities. As previously discussed, the training and culture of SLPs 

employs the medical model of finding what is "wrong" with the students. Despite 

efforts at reform, evaluation procedures continue to be culturally insensitive and 

focused on Western European knowledge/pedagogy. In addition, it appears hard 

for many SLPs to see that a Special Education placement may hinder rather than 

help a student, even if the student has been misdiagnosed. 

4) There exists a very low number of Native Alaskan SLPs. although the need for 

people with their expertise and linguistic/cultural capital is critical. Originally I 

had hoped to do a study focused on the experiences of Native Alaskan SLPs, but 

too few exist for even a micro study. 

5) Native Alaskans are disproportionatelv enrolled in Special Education 

throughout the state. An over-enrollment of Native Alaskan students in Special 

Education exists in urban settings, particularly in the areas of learning disabilities 

(LD) and commimication disorders (CD). For example, in Juneau, Alaska's 

capital city. Native students comprise 18% of the district's population; however, 

they were found to be 34% of the LD/CD population in the 1995 Office of Civil 

Rights (OCR) investigation (OCR meeting notes, 1995-1997). The district failed 

an OCR investigation in 1995 regarding the enrollment of Native Alaskan 

students in special education. Specifically, OCR cited that the district was not 
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showing that cultural and linguistic differences had been taken into consideration 

when identifying Native students for Special Education. 

Research Questions 

The research questions used to address these problems are: 

1") "What background experiences, attitudes, and orientations toward language 

learning lead an SLP to be an advocate for Native Alaskan students and 

communities? 

Are there common background features which shape SLPs who advocate for Native 

students? 

Are these inherent features or teachable features? 

What has influenced these SLPs to look for strengths and skills in Native Alaskan 

communities? 

What has influenced these SLPs to examine the local dialectal features that influence 

standardized test scores? How do they go about this? 

What are these SLPs thoughts regarding local dialectal variation and the identification or 

retention of Native Alaskan students in special education? 

Have certain aspects of their training programs influenced the development of advocacy? 

I') Are there systemic supports for SLPs who advocate for Native Alaskan 

students? 

What have been these SLPs experiences, given their philosophical and theoretical shift, 

a) within their professional communities and work settings. 



134 

b) within Native Alaskan communities. 

Is there a difference between rural and urban job sites for Alaskan SLPs who support 

linguistic/cultural diversity? 

What factors provide support for advocacy for Native Alaskan students? 

3) How can the SLPs experiences and insights be used to help training programs 

and schools improve the quality of service for Native Alaskan and Native 

American communities? 

How can the profession and individual schools or districts promote and support SLPs 

who advocate for dialectally diverse students? 

How can the profession and Alaskan schools promote and support Native Alaskan/Native 

American SLPs? 

Choosing to Pursue a Case Study 

When this project was first contemplated, I thought that I would be able to access 

many more Alaskan SLPs considered by themselves or others as advocates for Native 

Alaskan dialect speakers. Due to the small number of participants I ended up identifying, 

it became clear that I was looking at a much more focused portion of the Alaskan SLP 

population. When several committee members suggested that I consider doing the 

project as a case study, I turned to the work of Sharan B. Merriam: Case Study Research 

in Education: A Qualitative Approach (1991) and the revised and expanded Qualitative 

Research and Case Study Applications in Education (1998). Merriam states,".. .the 

single most defining characteristic of case study research lies in delimiting the object of 
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study,... a single entity, a unit around which there are boundaries (Merriam, 1998, p. 

27)." She suggests that to ascertain boundaries, one check if there are a finite number of 

potential participants. I certainly had a finite number of participants, with only six SLP 

Advocates identified. 

Merriam further states that there is not an inherent methodology used in case 

study research, although her personal focus on qualitative methods allows for "insight, 

discovery, and interpretation rather than hypothesis testing (Merriam, 1998, p. 29)." This 

also was applicable to my study, as I desired to learn from the participants and seek 

patterns within the data, rather than test a specific theory. 

Features Merriam notes as characteristics of case study research include being 

"particularistic" (having a specific focus), "descriptive" (illustrating a situation in depth, 

using prose and imagery rather than numbers), and "heuristic" (enlightening or 

explaining a situation or phenomenon) (Merriam, 1998, p. 29). Again, these 

characteristics were appropriate for my study. 

Case study research is distinctive in several ways. Merriam states: "case study 

knowledge is more concrete... more contextual... more developed by reader 

interpretation... (and) based more on reference populations determined by the reader 

(Merriam, 1998, p. 33)." In other words, the reader is more involved in the interpretation 

of the data than in other types of research studies. 

Finally, Merriam discusses types of case studies: historical, psychological, 

sociological and descriptive. This case study is primarily descriptive, I have sought to 

allow the participants' words to speak for themselves, recognizing that I am the one who 
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selects, records, edits, and ultimately constructs and writes this account (see McCarty, 

2002, p. 17). Participants' words, as data, have been heavily analyzed, using qualitative 

methods appropriate to case study research, and drawing on the conceptual tools of the 

theoretical framework outlined in Chapter Three. 

Overall Research Perspective 

A micro-ethnographic, qualitative case study approach has been chosen for this 

study. The use of a qualitative approach was essential to my research design. I wished to 

study words rather than numbers, avoid the bias inherent in claims of "objectivity," and 

have my findings evolve from the data. Although the interviews did not occur in natural 

settings, my years of participant/observation as an SLP in Alaska were rooted in the day-

to-day work of an Alaskan SLP. 

The purpose of this case study was to move beyond numbers; it is inquiry-based, 

using the participants' words to explore their imderstandings, experiences, and insights. 

The goal was to leam about these individuals' philosophies, practices and pivotal 

experiences, rooted in verbatim accounts, and to uncover their shared experience. This is 

language-based research, composed largely of one-on-one in-depth interviews. It is 

micro-ethnographic, focusing on six subjects from a small target population. Although 

primarily a descriptive case study, I have integrated critical theory to examine the macro-

sociohistorical aspects of both Native Alaskan educational experiences and the culture 

and training programs of SLPs. In addition, years of participant/observation experience 

and field notes from working "in the system," as well as with Alaska Native 

communities, provide information and context. 
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Subjectivity 

I described my own background as an SLP advocate (Chapter One) in order to 

acknowledge that my perspective, borne of direct experience, has shaped my approach to 

this project and my interaction with both the participants and data. Because I have been a 

participant, I do not make claims of objective observation. Would someone without my 

background see different themes within the data? It is certainly possible. Would a non-

SLP researcher ask the same questions or have a similar interaction with the participants? 

Probably not. I believe that individual perspective and experience influence all 

researchers, whether objectivity is claimed or not. Validity is at least partially grounded 

in the ability to acknowledge how one's own perspective and experience may affect the 

assumptions and questions brought to the research. 

Validity and Reliability 

Wolcott (in Eisner and Peshkin, 1990) discusses the seeking of understanding, 

rather than validity, to establish criteria appropriate to qualitative research. Indeed, 

validity in any type of study may have more to do with the ethics and clarity of the 

researcher than with attempts to establish what the quantitative research community often 

thinks of as valid. I have attempted in this study to seek understanding as well as present 

findings that are valid indicators of my data. This study is rooted in verbatim accounts of 

the SLP advocates. However, multiple data sources are used to provide triangulation, 

including my own prior research on SLPs and dialects, interviews with Native Alaskan 

community members on their school experiences, and interviews with Native students 

regarding special education placement as CD. 
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Multiple data sets are also used to enhance the accuracy of the findings. This 

includes participant/observation notes from my work in the SLP field, and my review and 

compilation of studies on Native Alaskan dialects of English. The use of triangulation, or 

multiple methods approach, was used to enhance the validity and reliability of this study 

and to obtain a more in-depth understanding of the issues. Thick description and detailed 

participant narratives are used to illustrate both the in-depth experience of the SLPs, and 

to explain the context of advocating for Native students within the educational system. 

Transferability 

This study provides transferable insights and implications for other SLP 

professionals and settings within and outside of Alaska. The SLPs participants represent 

a diverse cross-section of Alaskan school commimity sites having worked in northern 

Alaska, interior Alaska, western Alaska, southwest Alaska, and southeast Alaska. They 

all have had both rural and urban experience. The purpose of this study is not to 

replicate, but to: 

1) inform and enhance the understanding of SLP advocacy for Native Alaskan dialect 

speakers, and 

2) add this to existing bodies of knowledge on advocacy, dialects, and special education. 

The context of SLPs working with Native American (and other) dialect speakers 

iQ assessment, placement, and therapy is not unlike that of schools and clinics across the 

nation and in other countries as well. Many of the issues discussed in this study may well 

resonate for other SLPs and Native American communities. Appropriate work with 
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dialect speakers is a concern expressed by the National Association (ASHA); this study's 

findings will provide useful information at that level as well. 

The insights gained from this study have a solid foundation in existing theory, as 

explored in the literature review in Chapter Three. In addition, topics from the 

participants' interviews can be applied to a broader theoretical structure to examine 

overarching themes found within dominant society and the institutions of public schools. 

The Context for the Smdy 

This study was conducted within the state of Alaska, using interviews completed 

in the years 2000 and 2001. Due to geographical distance and the cost of travel within 

the state, the interviews were conducted by telephone, using phone recording equipment. 

Informed consent was obtained from all participants, following the University of Arizona 

guidelines. 

Participants and How Selected 

As a member of the Alaskan SUP community for many years, initial access to a 

pool of SLPs was not a difficulty. The biggest challenge in participant selection was 

locating people identified by others or themselves as advocates for Native students. 

Nine school districts were contacted within the state (four urban, five rural). A 

number of Alaska's rural districts do not have SLPs on staff, so I often spoke with 

bilingual program staff, as well as special education staff, when trying to identify 

potential participants for the study. It was not infrequent to call an SLP enthusiastically 

recommended by a special education coordinator, only to find that this was actually the 



140 

therapist with the most Native Alaskan students on his or her caseload. The most 

common types of disqualifying comments were: 

1) "The Native families here are really dysftmctional, so I have lots of those kids on my 

caseload." 

2) "I'm an advocate for all students, not just Native students." Although it can be 

appreciated that all students warrant advocacy, the special education process in Alaska is 

particularly difficult for Native children. Providing effective advocacy for Native 

Alaskan students is next to impossible if the inherent cultural and linguistic biases of 

Western education and standardized testing are not recognized. 

A survey was considered to identify advocates, but what ultimately yielded the 

best results was simply talking with individual therapists and asking for 

recommendations. Through this approach, six SLPs were found who could be identified 

as advocates for Native students. All of these SLPs had experience with both rural and 

urban Alaskan sites. All identified themselves as advocates. As previously stated, the 

term advocate is used here to indicate one who will question standardized tests and 

testing procedures, examine Native language/dialect/discourse as rule-governed linguistic 

systems (not sub-standard), compare and contrast these with the language and discourse 

used in the schools, examine Native community from a position of strength, and be 

willing to disagree with the school's Child Intervention Teams (CIT). There is some 

variation of these attributes among those selected. 
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Study Participants 

Six SLPs were identified and interviewed for this study. All of them are female 

(speech therapy is a female dominant profession) and all have completed their master's 

degrees in speech/language therapy. They do vary, however, in cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds (see Table 4.1). 

Table 4.1 
Ethnic Background and Linguistic Profiles of the SLP Advocates 

STANDARD 
DIALECT ENGLISH MULTI

SLPs ETHNICITY SPEAKER SPEAKER LINGUAL 
SLP A Native American Yes Yes No 
SLPB Asian American Yes Yes Hawaiian Pidgin 

and 

SLPC Euro American No Yes 
English 
No 

SLPD Asian American No Yes Malaysian, 
Chinese, and 

SLPE Euro American No Yes 
English 
No 

SLPF Native Alaskan. Yes Yes No 

A brief synopsis of each of the participants follows. 

SLP A 

I went to an all-Native school and we had Native teachers and that's unusual, I 
think, because a lot of - even out in the west, the teachers are not Native. I went 
to college at what, at one time, was an Indian Normal School... My undergraduate 
degree was in biology... While I was teaching, I went back and got my Masters 
and I taught mostly chemistry. By the time I stopped teaching, I was teaching just 
chemistry and physics. But I noticed that a lot of the students that came throu^ 
were really good in the area of math but they had poor reading skills. They just 
had poor language skills overall, but they were very bright students. And that's 
what caught my interest. 
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SLP A is of Native American heritage and is from the rural deep South. She grew up 

speaking a non-standard dialect of English. Her parents had little formal education but 

valued it highly for their children. The whole family worked very hard on a small 

tobacco farm just to survive. She attended segregated schools, although in the late 1960s 

some integrated options became available. After years of working as a science teacher in 

her childhood schools, she returned to college to attend a Native American 

speech/language program and received an M. A. in this field. The focus of her SLP 

training program was on serving Native commimities. She has worked in Alaska since 

graduation, in both rural and urban sites. 

SLPB 

I was a student of the culture. The question about influential dialect, it was 
whatever conununity I lived [in] I learned from, and about everything. When you 
are first on [northern rural area], you sit down and you're told, 'You are new to 
this community, and these are some ways we communicate, we raise our 
eyebrows to say yes, we do not talk as much. We are not as verbal.' It was scary 
and intimidating at first. 'Just because we do things differently, if you think we 
are dumb, then you better move somewhere else to teach; we don't want you 
here.' The feelings are the same among this [southeast] conununity, but we don't 
get that training. They don't like white people. They have some deep hurt. They 
have major cultural differences. The list of the cultural differences, and 
everything was given to me [in rural area]. The things they liked to hear, and the 
things they didn't like to hear. It was really good... 

SLP B grew up in Hawaii and has a multi-ethnic, predominantly Asian, background. Her 

first language was Hawaiian Pidgin. She did not start learning Standard English until 

middle school, when a teacher emphasized the importance of having both styles of 

speech. She won scholarships in the mainland and also worked full-time through her 

undergraduate and M.A. degree programs in speech/language therapy. She was placed 
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under a Plan for Improvement for advocacy activities, and at last contact had chosen to 

take time off from her work as an SLP. She has worked in Alaska in both rural and urban 

sites. 

SLPC 

I believe, philosophically, that telling stories is an essential part of our 
humanness. Everyone has stories: it's an important part of who we are. I thought 
narratives would be a teachable thing, because I only saw kids once a month, so I 
thought narratives were an easy thing to give teachers to teach. The libraries are 
great. They have fantastic collections, so I had nothing to worry about with stuff 
like that. I thought it would be an easy intervention. It dawned on me though, 
after a while, that I was approaching it all wrong. Our stories are very different 
than theirs. They [dominant culture stories] usually have three big events, and I 
was trying to squish these kids into that kind of mold, and wondering why we 
were making no progress. And then I remembered: these kids' heritage was 
completely different. 

SLP C grew up in the Midwest and is of Scandinavian heritage. A pivotal part of her 

training program was being taught by a speech/language professor who is also a linguist. 

This heightened her awareness of nonstandard dialects and influenced her to examine 

such differences in her work as an SLP. She has pursued research on narrative structure 

in Native Alaskan communities. She has worked in both rural and urban sites in Alaska. 

SLPD 

I went to school in Malaysia, and it was very English oriented. They instructed 
English, and about the time when I had left school they were going to change all 
that, and right now my nephew goes to that school, and the instruction has 
changed. From one generation to the next they've changed from English to 
Malaysian. British people didn't necessarily teach us, so our accent is very 
different. Then, in Malaysia we have three different groups of people, and each 
background has their own accent. So we are really tolerant of accents. That is 
why I guess I really don't feel like speaking one way is the only way to teach, and 



144 

if children can't speak this way then they are going to experience negative 
consequences. 

SLP D is of Malaysian heritage. She grew up in Malaysia and is multi-lingual. She was 

in high school when independence from Great Britain was achieved and, as she put it, 

"the text books started to be rewritten." She attended college in the United States on 

scholarship and is now a dual citizen. Her master's project was in the area of bilingual 

multicultural language assessment. She has worked in both rural and urban sites in 

Alaska. 

SLPE 

What is so different about my philosophy? I mean I truly want them to be 
successful. I see that they can do it, but I guess I am beginning to think I am the 
one who is insane, because I see it and no one else seems to care. 

SLP E grew up in the Midwest and is of Scandinavian heritage. Her mother completed a 

college degree while working full-time and raising her children. Education was highly 

valued in the family. Her father spoke non-standard English, and she feels this has made 

her more accepting of dialect differences. This SLP's first degree was in education. 

After several years of teaching, she returned for an MA degree in speech/language 

therapy. She has a sister who is also an SLP. She has worked in Alaska in both rural and 

urban sites. 

SLPF 

Looking back, it was good that I was in the dark about all the challenges I had to face, 

because I would never have gone through it if I had known. If I had known it would be 

this way, I just never, never would have... I would have been very comfortable staying 
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where I was being a secretary. I told my husband one time, 'I wish sometimes I had just 

lived up to expectations. I would be a secretary and my daughter would be in every spec 

ed [special education] class that would come along.' I said, 'I wish sometimes I had 

never done what I did. Then I would be more acceptable to my people and maybe I'd 

have a little bit of a niche somewhere.' But the fact that I went out and I got degrees, a 

Master's no less, in something as obscure as speech therapy, has set me apart from my 

people and they mistrust me. They're proud of me but they're not sure who I am. 

SLP F is of Native Alaskan heritage and is from Southeast Alaska. She grew up speaking 

a non-standard dialect of English. She was severely ill as a child and feels that this taught 

her to be a "fighter." She was raised in both rural and urban sites in the state and was 

referred, but not entered, into special education while in the public schools. Education 

was highly valued in her family. She attended a training program which recruited Native 

Americans/Alaska Natives, but the focus of the program was not on serving these 

populations. She was placed under a Plan for Improvement for advocacy activities, and 

has chosen to take time off from her work as an SLP. She has worked in both rural and 

urban sites in Alaska. 

Special Needs of this Study 

Three special needs were identified for this research project: 

1) conducting interviews by telephone, 

2) providing confidentiality, and 

3) communication with dissertation committee members 

Conducting interviews by telephone 

Interviewing by telephone is considered an intrusive data collection technique 

(http://www.newcastle.edu.au/research/human/docs/hrec41.html date accessed: 7/27/03). 

Just the words "phone interview" may bring to mind telemarketers, telephone surveys, or 
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radio talk-shows, rather than in-depth research. Although face-to-face interviewing can 

also be considered intrusive, participants in phone interviews may experience a false 

sense of anonymity and say more than they would in person. 

In researching policy for telephone interviews as a data technique, I found 

documents on the Intemet from the University of Newcastle in Australia (Goodhew, 

2000; http://www.newcastle.edu.au/research/human/docs/hrec41.html'). the International 

Association of Business Commimicators (http://www.iabc.com/fdtnweb/rDrimer.html'). 

and the University of Calgary (http://www.fp.ucalgarv.ca/telehealth/Canarie'). The most 

applicable documents for this study came from ethics committees. One stated that 

written informed consent was not required, but that a consent script must be read and 

explicitly agreed to and provided an example of a consent script 

(http://www.fp.ucalgarv.ca/telehealth/Canarie date accessed: 10/27/03). 

The International Association of Business (lABC) recommended the following 

"Rules of Thumb:" 

Keep it short, simple and to the point. 
Write [speak?] clearly in the language of the target population. 
Keep a logical order for asking questions. 
Save sensitive items for the end. 
Avoid leading or loaded questions or combining multiple questions into one. 
(http://www.iabc.com/fdtnweb/rprimer.html date accessed: 7/27/03). 

The University of Newcastle devoted two pages of their website to a Human 

Research Ethics Committee policy document on telephone interviewing 

(http://www.newcastle.edu.au/research/human/docs/hrec41 .html date accessed: 7/27/03). 

This document was the most salient to this research process and provided written 

guidelines, some of which could have improved the interviews I conducted for this study. 

http://www.newcastle.edu.au/research/human/docs/hrec41.html'
http://www.iabc.com/fdtnweb/rDrimer.html'
http://www.fp.ucalgarv.ca/telehealth/Canarie'
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For example, it did not occur to me that a plan for counseling services or peer support 

might be needed for emotional stress following an interview. Yet, due to the sensitive 

issues of these interviews, several of the participants did find them stressful. 

Although labeled as "an intrusive data collection devise" the act conducting and 

recording an interview telephonically can appear much less intrusive than conducting 

interviews in person (http://www.newcastle.edu.au/research/human/docs/hrec41 .html 

date accessed: 7/27/03).. On the telephone, people often seem less aware of the taping. 

However, attention is called back to the tape recorder each time a tape has to be turned 

over or changed. An additional issue is that telephone interviews can be more difficult to 

transcribe, depending on the quality of the connection. For some of the rural sites in this 

study, satellite-induced time delay adds an element of awkwardness to the interviews. 

The satellites delay can result in either very long pauses or speaking over each other 

unintentionally. 

There are factors to consider when conducting interviews by telephone. A sense 

of anonymity can develop when conversing on the telephone wherein people express 

thoughts that might not be expressed face-to-face. Certainly it was easier for me to ask 

difficult questions in a telephone conversation. Telephone interviews can make it easier 

to discuss sensitive matters, however it also raises the issue of protecting those being 

interviewed who may have said more than they intended. 

What is lost by this manner of interviewing, among other things, are the cues 

provided by body language, as well as the physical recognition and interaction which can 

help develop an ongoing working relationship. 
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Providing confidentiality 

Anonymity may be somewhat compromised in this study because of Alaska's 

very small general population. In many ways, this geographically large state can be like 

a small town. Confidentiality, however, is assured. 

Communication with committee members 

Because I reside in Alaska, my interaction with my committee chair has consisted 

of telephone calls, e-mails. Federal Express, and the U.S. mail. Commimication with my 

other committee members has been limited to writing, and has occurred by e-mail, 

facsimile reports, or U.S. mail. 

Methods and Instalments Used to Collect Data 

Equipment 

The following equipment was needed for this research project: 

telephone taping capability; a quality tape recorder for interviews and transcription; 

computer for word processing; FAX capability; e-mail address and modem for interaction 

with the University of Arizona and participants. It would have been very helpful to have a 

software program for transcription, but this was not available in the desired quality for 

Macintosh. 

A telephone recording control was used to tape the interviews. This device 

coimects the telephone with a tape recorder so that the incoming and out-going 

conversation can be recorded. The tape recorder that was used is a Panasonic that uses 

standard cassettes and has adjustable tape speed to aid transcription. The VAS (Voice 

Activated System) was not used while taping these interviews as conversation can 
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sometimes be lost when the machine is starting and stopping. Also I believe that 

conversational pause times can be significant. 

A micro-cassette transcribing machine was initially used when transcribing the 

interview tapes, followed by using the Panasonic model I had used for recording. A 

computerized voice transcription program was considered, but these programs are not yet 

of the quality to yield accurate results. 

Interviews 

This ethnographic research project made primary use of interviews, conducted by 

myself in the role of participant/observer. In this research process, it was considered 

imperative to conduct the interviews by telephone due to the inmiense distance between 

most of Alaska's cities. Although one participant is located within my community, most 

are himdreds or thousands of miles away. As the cost of airfare within Alaska is 

prohibitive, it was necessary to interview by telephone. To help standardize the interview 

process, even the one local participant who resides locally was interviewed by telephone. 

Interviews consisted of two or three individual sessions with the key informants. 

Seidman's (1998) three-part interview format was used as a framework for structuring the 

interviews. These areas include: 

1) a focused life history from the key informants, which provided context for their 

experiences and insights; 

2) details of their experiences, which provided stories from events in their lives; and 

3) reflection on the meaning of their experiences, which provided insights which have 

developed as a result of their lives and experiences. 
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An explanation of the three areas of focus, along with possible topics or questions 

for each area, was sent to each person granting an interview. Speech/Language therapy is 

a profession that emphasizes detail and accuracy; thus, there is often an insistence on 

feeling prepared and professional. My experience in past interviews with SLPs suggested 

that, as a group, they are more willing to participate if they feel some "preparedness" for 

the interviews. The list of possible topics or questions that I sent to the SLPs is shown in 

Table 4.2. 

During the interviews, although I addressed many of the topics or questions 

provided, I mainly tried to address the areas of context, experience and insight. My plan 

was to provide some focus for semi-structured interviews, with room left for discussion 

and the flow of natural conversation. The goal was to have authentic language 

interactions, which followed the participant's chain of thought. If I needed direction 

during an interview, I consulted the questions I had developed. I also reviewed the 

questions myself (silently) before ending an interview to see if any important areas had 

been left out. 

Two or occasionally three interview sessions were conducted with each 

participant, depending on the amount of information that was shared. Only one session 

was held per day, in order to provide reflection time. To accommodate participants' 

schedules, interview sessions were spaced several days to several weeks apart. 

As mentioned earlier, an explanation of the three areas of focus and possible 

topics were sent to each person granting an interview. These were accompanied by a 

brief explanation of the project, the informed consent form, and a SASE to return the 
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informed consent. All interview sessions were taped, copied, and transcribed, prior to 

data analysis. 

Table 4.2 
Interview Questions 

SLP INTERVIEWS 

These sample questions may - or may not - be used. I just wanted to give you an idea of 
the kind of questions I inight ask. 

PART 1 - CONTEXT: 
What is your own language/culture background? 

Please describe some of your own significant K-12 educational experiences. 

Why did you decide to study the field of speech/language therapy? 

Please talk about any significant experiences in your training program. 

How did your training program address dialectal or cultural differences among the student 
clinicians? 

What has influenced you to examine Native Alaskan dialect, language and cultural 
differences? 

How would you define advocacy? 

What life experiences have influenced you to be an advocate? 

Has where you have lived or worked had an impact on your becoming an advocate? 

What strengths and skills are you aware of in Native Alaskan communities? 

Do you interact with the Native community outside of school hours? 

PART 2 - EXPERIENCE: 
Where do you work? (Or where have you worked?) 

What percentage of Native students/families live in your community? 

How much of your caseload is Native Alaskan? 

Please discuss several significant experiences where you have been an advocate for Native 
Alaskan students or families. 
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What have your experiences as an advocate been: 
a) within your professional communities and in work settings. (Do our SLP colleagues 
support our efforts? Teaching staff? School psychs? Spec Ed administrators?) 
b) within Native Alaskan communities. 

Do you ever disagree with colleagues in child study team meetings? What happens? 

Is there a difference between rural and urban job sites for Alaskan SLPs who support 
linguistic/cultural diversity? 

How have you gone about examining Native Alaskan dialect or bilingual 
language/discourse/communication features? 

How do you assess Native Alaskan students? 

Were you trained to test until you identify a disorder? 

Do you have experience with specific test instruments which you feel are fair or unfair to 
Native Alaskan students? 

Do you know of a time when a CD sped placement was inappropriate or didn't benefit a 
Native student? If yes, what happened? 

Part 3-MEANING 
How satisfied are you with your job as an SLP? Are you doing what you thought you would 
be doing? Is the work meaningful and rewarding to you? 

Do you feel satisfied with your ability to distinguish a language difference from a disorder? 
Please explain your answer. 

If additional training would be helpful, what would you like it to address? 

What recommendations would you make to improve training programs for new SLPs? 

Please discuss your views on the need for advocacy for Native Alaskan students and families 
within the schools. 

What recommendations would you make to improve educational services for Native Alaskan 
communities? (rural/urban/both) 

Research suggests that it would benefit students to have more Native Alaskan professionals 
in the schools. Given this, how can the profession, the State, AKSHA, and individual 
Alaskan schools promote and support Native Alaskan SLPs? 

How can the profession, state, AKSHA and individual schools support SLPs who advocate 
for Native Alaskan students? 
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Data Analysis 

Transcription 

Tape recordings of the interviews were duplicated and the copies were used for 

the transcription process, in order to preserve the originals. Tapes were transcribed first 

by an outside source. I had decided to save money by going through a young woman 

who was recommended by the local high school's business department. In the long run, 

this was not a wise choice. The young woman I employed had more experience in 

captioning for the hearing impaired than in actual transcribing. Because of her 

background, her tendency was to write summaries of what she heard, rather than writing 

it out word-for-word. Although it helped to have even this done, I wanted to have the 

data in a purer form. Thus, I needed to heavily edit and correct the transcriptions prior to 

analysis. 

Coding 

Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) state that identifying and sorting data into 

categories is an on-going process that may change as research progresses. Data 

organized into initial categories may be reorganized as theory develops and new 

categories emerge. Methods of coding data also vary. In this study, physical sorting of 

the data was employed, with multiple copies of each segment sorted into applicable 

categories, so that when analysis of these categories was made, all the relevant data could 

be accessed easily. My analysis required use of the constant comparative method, where 

data were compared with other data from within the same category. Analysis of the data 

by category provided a validity check through triangulation from different data sources 
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(in this case, the six SLPs interviews), and was usefiil in both searching for negative 

cases and ascertaining if responses were typical (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983). 

The transcripts in this study were read to generate possible themes for coding. 

Descriptive codes were used first, then patterns were identified within the data, within 

specific themes. Possible themes were tested by coding responses of each participant's 

interviews. Transcripts were then re-read before deciding on final themes. The data were 

sorted thematically, compared among the SLPs, examined critically, and then coded 

using the final thematic categories. Some of the themes related to individual 

characteristics and some had a more over-arching quality. 

Broad themes and subgroups 

Themes and subgroups identified in the initial readings of the interview transcripts 

included the following: 

World View: 

-supportive of language and culture diversity 

-multicultural or multi-lingual themselves 

- ability to code-switch 

-personal experience with discrimination or subordinate power 

positions 

Attitudes Toward Diversity: 

-students of the culture 

-supportive of cultural/linguistic diversity 

-pursued education on the culture 



-supportive of language renewal 

-friends with people who are diverse in background/ethnicity 

-multicultural themselves 

Personal Characteristics: 

-sharing of self 

-contact with community 

-desire to keep learning 

-embrace diversity 

-ethics 

-hard working 

Training: 

-treatment of dialects and language variety 

-how treated personally 

-multicultural representation 

-influence of Mentors 

Practice and Work Experience: 

-hard workers 

-issues of classroom based needs 

-issues of work with older students 

-flexibility in approach and service 

-grading 

-work in literacy 

How Advocate: 

-definition of an advocate 

-people willing to speak up 



-better at defending others than themselves? 

-what willing to lose 

Evaluations: 

-input from other staff 

-input from bilingual program /or Native staff 

-Parents input 

-test instruments 

-test procedures 

-parent interviews/interaction 

-stereotypes 

-peer reference 

Rural vs. Urban: 

-Native staff consistent element, rural 

-lack of Native staff urban 

-staff turnover, rural (certified, non-Native) 

-sp ed placement 

-orientation/training needs higher in urban 

Staff Relations: 

-school admin 

-coworkers 

-staff turnover 

-advocacy/communication 

-pay scale for non-certified staff 

Negative Results of Advocacy: 

-alienation of advocates/isolation 
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-reprimands/Plans of Improvement from districts 

-silencing/intimidation 

-question own ethics/ability/judgment 

-lack of response to advocacy oriented info or projects 

-lack of union support 

Interaction with Native Community: 

-don't hide out 

-show who you are 

-go to as experts 

-welcome 

-appropriate/inappropriate interaction 

W / w f  i s  N e e d e d  P r o f e s s i o n a l l y :  

-school based training 

-changes in profession 

-need for support for Advocates 

-better in servicing for urban sites 

-degree and certificate programs for Native staff 

-mentors 

Although this process certainly generated a number of themes and topics within 

them, it provided far more data than I could realistically examine in this project. 

Overwhelmed with the amount of raw data, I returned to the research questions to narrow 

the focus of my data selection. This helped me to examine the data critically for 

overarching patterns that specifically addressed the basic research questions: 

-What shapes an SLP to advocate for Native Alaskan dialect speakers? 



-What systemic supports are available to SLP advocates? What hinders their efforts? 

-What can we learn from the SLP advocates? 

The themes and patterns I then chose for analysis directly related to the goals and focus 

of the study. Depending on the nature of the findings, both narrative text and tables are 

used to display the results of this study's analysis. 

I chose to use tables frequently, in order to move the data into a visual form that 

would be easier for the reader. Tables for different sections are followed by thick 

illustration through quotes, which portray aspects of the data represented by the tables. 

Generation of theory 

Glaser and Strauss (as discussed m Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983) developed 

the term "grounded theory" to describe theory that grows out of the data, not vice-versa. 

An important feature of ethnography is that the generation of new theory comes from 

new data, rather than reliance on our prior knowledge. Although this study has certainly 

been approached with a foreshadowing of the issues faced by SLP advocates, grounded 

theory is the focal point of data analysis, since the goal was to leam from these SLPs. 

Because all data, even with the use of grounded theory, is viewed and embedded in one's 

own background, I have tried to be very straight-forward with the personal history that I 

bring to this study (see Chapter One). Thus, analysis should chart how one's own thinking 

is changing during the study, and record assumptions, preconceptions, and background 

socialization. 

In this study, I have used observer-identified theories in order to build a 

theoretical framework to make sense of my findings. An important growth in my own 
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theoretical framework has been to build in allowance for the iimer dynamics of culture 

and society in order to avoid a framework that is either too broad or too simple. My 

initial framework was somewhat two-dimensional and may still bear traits of that 

viewpoint. It is a challenge to make the complex simple, without losing threads of what 

weaves the cloth whole. Complexity can also serve as a smokescreen to obscure issues of 

power relations and social reproduction and to impede the development of solutions. I 

have found it a delicate balance to develop theory that explores the broader issues of 

social reproduction while, at the same time, honoring the intricate complexity of the lives 

of dialect speakers, those who advocate for them in the schools, and the arenas in which 

both operate. 

According to Miles and Huberman (1994) a conceptual framework explains what 

is being studied, including key factors and relationships between these factors. A sound 

conceptual framework can both focus and delineate a study. Unfortunately, the first 

framework that I developed for this study appeared to confuse my readers. Since one of 

my purposes in developing the framework was to clarify the research process for my 

readers, the purpose was clearly not being served. What I was trying to express in this 

framework was an examination of the inter-relatedness of factors influencing SLP 

advocacy for Native dialect speakers (next page). Both positive and negative influences 

were included in this diagram. 
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Table 4.3 
First Conceptual Framework: Influences on SLPs to 

Develop or Not Develop Advocacy Skills 

Professional Influences; 
-structures of SPED 
-SLP climate and culture 

Support from Colleagues & 
Administration; 
-Networking opportunities 
-Professional Development 
-Influence of finances 

What SLPs May Bring; 
-Life Experience A k 
-Training Programs 
-Work Experiences 
-Knowledge of Dialects 
as Linguistic Systems 
-Appreciation/Respect for 
Other Cultures and Languages 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF 
SLPs AS ADVOCATES 
FOR NATIVE ALASKAN 
DIALECT SPEAKERS 

A 

V 

A 

V 

Students & 
^ Communities; 

Local control 
-Representation 
-Advocacy skills 
-Funds of knowledge 
-Invisible culture 
-Culturally appr. 
materials/instruction 

Socio/Historical Factors; 
-Linguistic Economy 
-Cultural Imperialism 
- Ogbu's factors 
-Language policies 
-Education policies 

Technical Support; 
-Use of local experts 
-Appropriate tools/techniques 
-Local cultural inservice 
-Mandated State diversity trainings 

The above framework was confusing to my readers. It included positive and negative 

influences to the development of advocacy, mixed together. Even though I understood it, 

my purpose of providing clarity was not being met. 

A different framework was needed to focus the project and provide greater clarity 

for readers. Therefore, a second framework was developed to more clearly examine 

factors that influence and promote the development of advocacy (below). 
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Table 4.4 
Second Conceptual Framework: Exploring SLP Advocacy 

Background Influences 

SLP 
ADVOCACY 

Recommendations for 
Training Programs 

Content 
Support 

Personal/familial 
Linguistic 
Education and training 
Work experience 

Factors That Support Advocacy 
In schools 
In society 

Insights for Practice 
Techniques 
Support 
Support for advocates 

Factors That Hinder Advocacy 
In schools 
In society 

Use of this much simpler framework helped focus the purpose of this study for 

readers and provided greater clarity to guide the analysis. 

This chapter has examined the conceptual frameworks of this study, and the 

methodology used to complete it. Aspects of case study research which pertain to this 

study were reviewed. Following a discussion of the study's validity, reliability and 

transferability, the SLP Advocates were introduced. Data collection was described, as 

well as the process of coding and analysis, data presentation and generation of theory. 

The following chapters will describe the findings of this case study of Alaskan 

SLPs who advocate for Native Alaskan dialect speakers and their commimities. 

Summary 
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE MAKING OF AN ADVOCATE 

The data in this chapter explore the six SLPs' development as advocates, through the 

analysis of Research Question 1: 

What background experiences, attitudes, and orientations toward language learning 
lead an SLP to be an advocate for Native Alaskan students and communities? 

The data are organized into four broad themes: Being "the other;" language diversity; 

students of culture; and training programs. This analysis provides a context for the SLPs' 

development as advocates. 

What Leads an SLP to be an Advocate? 

Part One: Being "The Other" 

One of the more striking features of the advocates was their common experience 

of having been in a subordinate power position. Through a broad spectrum of 

experience, all of the SLPs related life experiences in which their ethnicity, language, 

religion, cultiure, education and/or their value as persons were marginalized. Although 

general questions were asked in the interviews regarding the SLPs' background, none 

was asked if she had ever been in a subordinate power position. However, in every 

interview, background experiences of being in such a position were discussed (see Table 

5.1). 

Although all of the SLPs in this study were female, it is interesting that none of 

them mentioned gender equity issues. As mentioned earlier, speech language therapy is a 

"pink collared" profession. The few males involved are often in positions of power, such 

as research, department chairs, and professorships. 
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Table 5.1 
Unequal Power Relations 

Experiences of Unequal Power Relations 

SLP A Native American, attended segregated schools in deep South, raised in poverty. 
SLP B Asian/Hawaiian, Pidgin English speaker in Standard English schools. 
SLP C White, middle class, but attended graduate school as non-Mormon in Utah. 

Also had HS mentor critical of her advanced degree. 
SLP D Asian, grew up in English colony. Educated in English. 
SLP E White, lower middle class, but raised by highly critical, perfectionist parent. 
SLP F Native Alaskan, Village English speaker, somewhat ostracized for pursuing 

higher education. 

All of the advocates have had life experiences in which they have been the 

outsider or marginalized, ranging from perfectionist parents (SLP E) to the Jim Crow 

laws of the deep South (SLP A). They have to some extent also surmoimted the 

challenges presented those experiences. 

SLP A saw the Civil Rights Movement change her childhood schools and laws. 

Although local schools were integrated the year after she finished high school, she 

embraced this change and returned to teach in the school system she had attended. She 

has two graduate degrees and has left behind the severe poverty and manual labor of her 

childhood. SLP B learned to be bi-dialectal for academic success. She can turn 

Hawaiian Pidgin English "on and off' (code switch) depending on the setting. She 

successfully completed her M.A. degree, although few people of color attended her 

graduate program. SLP C had the perseverance to finish her M. A. program despite being 

non-Morman in Utah, which she felt affected her acceptance both as an individual and as 

a student. Upon completing her degree, she chose to leave the state. SLP D's experience 

with Malaysian Independence taught her empowerment. She saw her home language 
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become the National language. For the generation that followed her, she saw textbooks 

rewritten from a Malaysian perspective. SLP E learned to reach out to children who were 

struggling instead of expecting perfection from them. She learned to recognize her 

students' strengths and build on them. She is also learning to identify and embrace her 

own strengths. SLP F overcame her early silencing in the schools. She became the first 

Native Alaskan to earn a Master's degree in the field of speech/language therapy. 

The two SLPs who, in their formative years, experienced systemic change within 

the structure of their societies, demonstrated an ability to advocate for themselves which 

was not present in the other interviews. SLP A, who saw the Civil Rights Movement 

change the Jim Crow laws under which she grew up, was able to confront school district 

procedure when her caseload was not reflecting her workload: 

When I came to [town], although the kid was a CD kid, they didn't list him as 
being a part of your caseload. You've got this multidisabilty kid over here that 
you're spending beaucoup time on, much more than you are on this artic kid, and 
you are telling me you're listing I've got 15 kids on my caseload when I know 
that I've got 52? Something's wrong with this picture. "Well, I was thinking you 
only had to do paperwork for the 15." The paperwork that's generated on these 
other ones is far more than I'll ever generate on an artic kid. And the Time!! 
That's the way it is in [town]. They're re-examining it. As soon as diey realized, 
"Yeah, I guess you're right," and I'm like, "You're dam tootin' I'm right!" (SLP 
A). 

SLP D, while working on her voice quality in her training program, suspected the issue 

might really be her accent: 

She didn't put me on probation or anything, but she felt very strongly. She told 
me that if I had to be a speech therapist that I had to be a good model with my 
voice. I had a stronger accent then because I had just come to the States, and she 
didn't say anything about that; it would have been discrimination. 
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Although all of the SLPs showed a range of abilities to advocate for others, they did not 

all demonstrate that same skill toward themselves. 

To different degrees, the SLPs all experienced subordinate power/status positions, 

a situation faced daily by Native children and communities within dominant culture 

schools. It is possible that, due to their experiences, these SLPs have learned to question 

dominant power systems. As a group, they also appeared more willing than many SLPs 

to examine the "authority" of test scores and non-Native views of Native communities. 

They recognized and were willing to question these and other dominant hegemonic 

structures. 

Part Two: Linguistic Diversity 

The second common background element of the SLPs was personal experience 

with linguistic diversity. Themes explored within the background element of the SLPs 

linguistic diversity included language influence, retention of dialects and other languages, 

and insights for students who speak non-standard English. 

Language influence. Of the six SLPs interviewed, two were bilingual, two were 

bi-dialectal, and two were monolingual with language difference in their parents' 

generation. Interestingly, this followed a pattern in ethnicity, as well: the two SLPs with 

Native American/Alaska Native heritage spoke dialects of English; the two SLPs with 

Asian heritage were bilingual; and the two Caucasian SLPs from the Midwest had parents 

with language diversity (see Table 5.2). 
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Table 5.2 
Language Influence for SLP Advocates 

SLP 
A 
SLP 
B 
SLP 
C 
SLP 
D 
SLP 
E 
SLP 
F 

Language: Other Languages: How Learned: 
English Dialect Standard English School 

Ethnicity: 
Native 

Hawaiian Standard English School 
Pidgin 
Standard Norwegian influence Parent 
English 
Malaysian British English, School 

American 
Asian 
American 
Midwest 
Caucasian 
Asian 

Chinese American 
Midwest 
Caucasian 
Native 

Standard Non-stand. Influence Parent 
English 
English Dialect Standard English Self-

taught/School American 

As a group, the SLPs showed a high degree of acceptance for linguistic diversity. 

This was discussed directly within the interviews, as the following statements illustrate. 

For SLP E, people within her family and work environment helped her develop this 

acceptance: 

Is it a difference that really makes a difference; that has always been my guiding 
philosophy. My father has some goofy grammar, but he held a job for 42 years, 
and it didn't keep him from having a fuelling life. I could care less about lisps, or 
fine picking R's.. .1 guess I am a lot more accepting than many people of those 
differences. Out in the bush, I worked with someone who had been an Olympic 
wrestler, he was a billionaire, and he sounded just like Elmer Fudd. 

SLP D cited the variety of languages, accents and dialects within her home country as 

shaping her acceptance: 

British people didn't necessarily teach us, so our accent is very different. Even 
though we are speaking English, it sounds different. Then, in Malaysia we have 
three different groups of people, and each background has their own accent. So 
we are really tolerant of accents. TTiey are very tolerant of English as well, as long 
as everyone imderstands what is being said. Sometimes I Hnd I can tigure out 
what people are saying quicker, when they are unclear [because of my 
background]. That is why I guess I really don't feel like speaking one way is the 
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only way to teach, and that if children can't speak this way then they are going to 
experience negative consequences. 

She further stated that the climate of her training program in graduate school supported 

this acceptance of language diversity: 

When I came to Seattle, I went to Washington University. I had a scholarship 
under the Multilingual Bicultural Department. The Head of the Department was 
great, and did a lot of research. He worked closely with Ida Cole [from ASHA's 
Office of Minority Concerns], I had a really good working relationship with my 
advisor, and he spoke Black Vernacular with me. I got along with everyone in the 
department so fast. In my student days I was learning a tolerance for dialect 
differences. It was a good part of my training. 

Two of the SLPs discussed their personal experience with learning Standard 

English. For SIP B, reading and language comprehension were strongly impacted 

In terms of growing up, our [primary] teachers spoke in Pidgin English, and 
information was presented that way, and we learned that way. When it came to 
reading, it was very difficult for people to learn to read. It was difficult to make 
progress. If things weren't translated to Pidgin English, I didn't get it... [My 7*** 
grade] teacher told us that what we have to learn in society to succeed was how to 
turn it on and off... It was like Pidgin is okay, but when it comes to competing in 
this world, we need to know how to use it [standard]. When I got to college, and 
saw those who went to the same high school as me, I really understood what she 
meant. 

For SLP F, the experience came after illness gave her the opportunity to reflect on the 

difference between "book English" and her own way of talking. 

I just remember not saying much: I was very, very quiet. Just because anytime I 
tried to offer anything, people would make ftm of me, so I stopped. You know 
my voice is lower than most. I must have sounded quite a bit like a village person 
then, with a village dialect. And it wasn't until I was about nine and had a bout 
with rheumatic fever and discovered reading as a means of entertainment that my 
language skills began to change. When I began reading and really getting into it, 
I remember having a thought one day like, "Oh, this is what we're supposed to 
sound like. More like this. That's why the teacher doesn't like me to talk." An 
eye-opening experience and I thought, "Okay, I'll start doing that." And I began 
to try on my own. On my own, I began to teach myself how to write and how to 
talk like that, standard English. 
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Retention of dialects and other languages. The two SLPs who grew up speaking 

languages other than English have both retained their first languages. The SLP from 

Hawaii continues to have access to Pidgin :"Yeah, I can still turn it on. It's even easier 

when I'm with other people from Hawaii." SLP D stated: 

I speak Chinese, Malaysian, and English. One of them I don't speak very well 
though. It would come right back I think, if I were in the country. 

Both of the SLPs who had an English dialect as their first language continued to 

be bidialectal. SLP A, from the South, who had Lumbee as an ancestral language, stated 

that her use of dialect had more to do with how relaxed she was with a person than with 

remembering the dialect; 

When I get really comfortable with someone, I'll pretty much stay in mine [my 
dialect]. Even if I'm with like my friend [name], I'll say anything to her in my 
dialect, but people that I don't know and I don't feel comfortable with, then I'll 
talk slower and I'll think about what I'm going to say. I'll circumlocute to pick up 
new words... 

SLP F also discussed relaxation in connection with dialect, but in a slightly different way: 

After all these years of training, get me in with my Aimties for just two minutes 
and I will start behaving just like a traditional Native woman. It is amazing. I 
will start placing my voice back further in my throat, and I will definitely pick up 
on their cues and kinda get rid of the direct eye contact behaviors and start 
behaving more like them. Ah man, it feels so comfortable, like, "Ahh, yeah, I can 
be me. I don't have to be the educator: I can just be me." 

However, SLP F regretfully added that she has lost some of the metalinguistic features of 

her dialect; 

[But now] I get uncomfortable with long silences. Or just with silence, period. 
And I thought, "When did that begin to happen?" Because as a child I can 
remember just being at my Grandma's house, being a very young child, before 
four years old and before leaving to go to the outside world, just sitting in my 
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Grandma's house. There was no TV, that didn't come in for awhile, and then the 
radio would sign off, and then there was just us, drinking tea and being together. 
And if you wanted to talk, you could, and if you didn't want to talk that was okay 
too. I mean, it was okay. It was a level of acceptance that I don't really seem to 
feel amongst the non-Native group. It was like, "Here you are and you could be 
what you wanted." Silence was okay. Talking was okay. You know, whatever I 
wanted to give them at the time was okay. And now I'm not that way at all. 
Silence is not okay. I've often thought that maybe I should write a book and title 
it that for speech Aerapists, "Silence Is Not Okay." 

Insights for students who speak non-standard English. Using insight from their 

own experiences, the two Native American SLPs in this study reflected on how dialect 

and cultural conmiunication styles can impact Native Alaskan students' success within 

schools. SUP A discussed the difficulty of translating between the language of her own 

background/experience and the Standard English and dominant culture experience used 

in educational settings: 

Talking almost becomes a cognitive task instead of an automatic task. And I 
think that's what kids that have a different dialect, and you know you talked about 
kids with sweat popping out on their face? Well, you're making something like 
even the Peabody [Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test] where most kids would 
glance and point, glance and point, it's just almost automatic. You are making 
tilings that would be automatic in most situations, cognitive, and you're draining 
the kids. 

She also described how unfamiliar terms and contexts can interfere with classroom 

communication: 

Things that tend to be automatic for me most times... just asking a question! You 
think about, "Well now, how should I phrase this," and "Is there a way I should 
say this?" And by the time you've done all that, you've decided you're not going 
to even ask the question. Even, the teacher will use a phrase and you've got to 
think, "Now what exactly did that phrase mean?" When I was at the University of 
Arizona, the head of the department at the speech program was always giving 
these examples, but in my frame of reference, I didn't have a clue what these 
examples mean. It was like, "This is going to make it so clear for you," and I'd 
think, "Yup, it's clear as mud because here I am trying to figure out now what in 
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the world does that mean." And everyone else was like shaking their heads, 
"Yeah, yeah, that makes it really clear," and it's clear as mud to me. 

Fortunately, in this SLPs program, mediation was available: 

Then we'd go back to our AIP program and ask the supervisors, "Well, what was 
he talking about when he said such and such is like some sort of piece of 
equipment on a car?" And they'd say, "Oh, you didn't understand that?" "No, I 
never even heard the word before." And then once she would explain it in words 
I vinderstood, it was like, "Oh yeah." 

Keep in mind that this SLP had years of teaching and several college degrees: 

And here is a person who taught school for years and I speak English, but I am 
from the South. The phrasing was different. So I can relate with those kids who 
really have to think before they speak. 

SLP F discussed the impact of communication style and dialect on her daughter's 

school success and career plans: 

So now what we have is a whole generation of disenchanted Native students and 
this is moving on to my daughter's generation. And because she was so different 
from me and doesn't have the basic scrappiness that I have, when she began to 
come up against it, she just chose the easy route, just one of barely keeping above 
failing. She's a very able child. But basically it's the same thing: cultural 
conununication differences. She doesn't have the scrappiness that I do, where 
you think about it and think about it and finally you say something right on and 
the teacher can't ignore you. She didn't have that inside of her internally, I did. 
She just didn't have a very successful school career, so when she got out she was 
really happy. And she's not considering college and I wish she would because 
she is so able. 

SLP F elaborated on these cultural conmiunication patterns present in English-speaking 

Native children; pattems that are so hard for people outside the culture to recognize: 

... I would try to make the point to them, always educating people that even 
though we grew up speaking Standard English, that some of us are so much more 
culturally ingrained then others. "When you deal with this child, think of dealing 
with an Elder amongst the Tlingit people, because basically I see someone who 
behaves more like an Elder than someone like me." And no one could ever pick 
up on that. 
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It is worth noting that SLP A and SLP F address both their own challenges with 

the dialect of language used in dominant culture schools and their compassion for Native 

students facing similar challenges today; 

She wasn't programmed to be like I am. To be able to say, "Well, this is one 
culture I'm dealing with, and this is another culture I'm dealing with, and this one 
is more dominant, so I'm going to choose to speak and behave like that so I can 
be considered a serious professional, but then I can go back to being me." She 
couldn't do that code-switch like I did, so she had a really hard time (SLP F). 

SLP A and SLP F know, as others do not, the first hand experience of linguistic/cultural 

discontinuity for Native students and the extra effort required for dominant school 

success. 

Part Three: Students of Culture 

The data in Part Three: Students of Culture, will be examined within the 

following themes: learning from the Native community, interaction with the Native 

community; and identifying strengths of Native communities. 

Learning from the Native community. Overall, the SIPs demonstrated an 

appreciation for diversity in people, lands, cultures, and languages. During one 

interview, an SLP referred to herself as "a student of the culture." This phrase goes 

beyond being a visitor or a tourist; it also transcends the notion of being a bearer of 

Western wisdom to non-Western cultures. The connotations are of a person who learns 

from other, non-dominant, cultures. This attitude is noteworthy for people with graduate 

degrees from dominant culture institutions, working within dominant culture schools. 

SLP F, who is Native Alaskan, spoke of why having school staff interested in and 

appreciative of her culture was so important to her; 
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It's all been about me adapting. And basically that's what we ask the Native 
students to do. And when we say "adapt" we mean The Borg.27 To assimilate. 
And that's the message that every Native student gets, whether they come from a 
very assimilated background or a less assimilated background. 

This attempt to change who she is as a person has been expoienced as a public school 

student, in her training program, and as a staff member. As Ron Williams from Sealaska 

Corporation once put it, "They keep trying to take the Native out of us Natives." How 

refreshing it must be for Native Alaskan community members to interact with people in 

education who demonstrate appreciation of who they are. To be met by non-Native 

people who actually want to learn about their traditional and contemporary culture can be 

seen as a welcome change. 

The SLP advocates brought up several ways in which they have leamed or 

approached learning from Native communities in Table 5.3. This table. Learning from 

Native Conmiunities, is divided into parts: 

1) Recognizing one's own limitations, 

2) Being willing to be a student, 

3) Gaining knowledge of local language, culture, and discourse patterns, and 

4) Incorporating such knowledge into educational practice. 

The first teaching experience for SLP B was in a school district where Native 

community had extensive local control. Inservice training for new teachers in this district 

was not too subtle: 

2'' This is a term from a television series called Star Trek: Next Generation. It refers to a being that is part 
organic and part machine, called the Borg. The Borg are very hard to defeat. When the Borg contact a 
ship, they always state, "You will be assimilated. Resistance is futile." 
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When you are first on the [rural district], you sit down and you're told, "You are 
new to this community, and these are some ways we communicate. We raise our 
eyebrows to say 'Yes,' and we do not talk as much. We are not as verbal." It was 
scary and intimidating at first. "Just because we do things differently, if you think 
we are dumb, then you better move somewhere else to teach: we don't want you 
here." ... It was really good. 

She was receptive to the cross-cultural training that the district provided, and went on to 

study the Inupiat language while she worked there: 

Table 5.3 
Learning from Native Communities 

Acknowledging One's -Say, "I don't know," if you don't. Guessing is not highly 
Own Limitations valued. 

-Say, "I don't understand", rather than, "This doesn't make 
sense" 
-Ask for input 
-Ask for ideas 
-Try to recognize when you are not getting the message 

Be Willing to -Ask polite questions 
Be a Student -Listen 

-Be patient 
-Try to act on input 
-Let adults know you want to learn so you can work better 
with their children 
-Let children know you want to leam from them 

Pursue Knowledge of -Study patterns of the heritage language in local dialect 
Native Language, -Take classes in narrative structure, discourse, cultural 
Culture and Discourse communication patterns, etc. 

-Try to leam the peoples' history as they see it 
-Interact with local Native community 
-Study the language until you can think in it 

Incorporate Native -Start with the familiar and build connections 
Language/Culture -Use to better reach students 
Into Educational -Help students and parents feel more comfortable 
Practice -Use to show respect 

-Leam to WAIT, give people reflection time 
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They have a celebration where all the villages across the [rural district] are 
brought in for a major celebration and the villages would exchange gifts in 
[town]. All the different villages would dance, and the entke [rural district] 
would shut down except for [town], and all the villages would fly in, and they 
would celebrate. The whole thing was always translated; every statement was 
translated. "We are really glad to see all the people, and thank you for coming." 
They would talk in English, then. You would start thinking in [Native language]. 

Some of the learning for other SLPs was on a more subtle level, involving the use 

of indirection in narrative structures: 

It was so cute the people who would take me in. There was an elderly lady I 
visited, and I had been wandering around without enough winter gear. I wasn't 
wearing a hat, or something, I felt kind of cold. And we were having tea, and I 
was going to buy some gloves or something, and she's telling all these dark 
stories. And they are all about people moving from winter camp to summer 
camp, and someone is always dying in these stories, and people falling through 
ice, and I'm not getting it. So finally I'm wondering what I'm supposed to be 
learning and it was that she had seen me wandering around without enough 
clothing on. That happened a few too many times (SLP C). 

This SLP's reflection helped her acknowledge that she was missing something. She 

wondered what she was supposed to be learning, instead of assuming the problem was 

from the other person. This awareness of being a part of communication gone awry was 

reflected by another SLP: 

It's like when you first arrive in a village and there is always this question that 
they ask you but it seems backwards... It's more like a statement than a question. 
It's something like, "Where you are coming." What they are really asking is, 
"Where did you come from?" But they'll ask you, "Where you are coming," and 
you said, "Oh, I just got here." And they'll say, "Yeah, but where you are 
coming." In my mind, it was like, "I'm sure they don't know what I'm asking 
either, because the way they were asking things I knew they had to be as confused 
as I was (SLP A)." 
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Besides interpersonal communication, other linguistic structures were initially 

confusing to some SLPs, but then explored. One example was the narrative structure in 

storytelling: 

I thought narratives would be a teachable thing, because I only saw kids once a 
month, so I thought narratives were an easy thing to give teachers to teach... It 
dawned on me though, after a while that I was approaching it all wrong. Our 
stories are very different than theirs. They usually have three big events, and I 
was trying to squish these kids into that kind of mold, and wondering why we 
were making no progress. And then I remembered these kids' heritage was 
completely different. And so I looked at some Athabascan stories... I was familiar 
with a few children's stories, and a lot of them are long and dark, and I know they 
aren't all that way, but sometimes I can't step out of my viewpoint (SLP C). 

Recognizing her own limitations, this SLP went to a Native staff member for help: 

So I asked this aide if she would participate in helping... I would use a Native 
story. Their stories are very physical. We are so linear; there's a beginning, 
middle and end and there's always a point [there]. And their stories just aren't like 
that. And they mix some of their language in, and I was like, "Well, what does 
that mean?" And it was always the important point. 

But the ability to own up when one can't understand and wanting to learn, was definitely 

not universal among the non-Native school staff with whom the SLPs worked: 

It's like, "You guys, we're not dealing with people who don't communicate. 
They conmiunicate just fine. You peoplejust don't understand them." Ah man, 
when I said that to [name], who's now the principal? Wow!" (SLP F). 

Interaction with Native communities. In the Alaskan bush, locals sometimes refer 

jokingly to "the Great White Flight," which describes when teaching staff arrive in the 

fall and leave in the spring. Some housing in Bush Alaska is even attached to the school 

building. Considering that the certified school staff is living within Native commimities, 

there can be a surprisingly small amount of interaction. As a group, there was awareness 

among the SLPs that this separation of communities needed to be bridged. Some 
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suggestions were given, as well, for interaction (see Table 5.4). Table 5.4 describes 

different types of involvement discussed by the Native community in the following areas: 

attendance of local events; participation in local events; attendance of regional or state 

events; appropriate interaction; and interpersonal interaction. 

There was a continuum of awareness and interaction among the SLP advocates: 

some were raised in Native communities, some came from "Outside''^® but had lived in a 

Native Alaskan conmiunity for years; others flew briefly in and out from Urban centers 

for consultation. 

28 An Alaskan term referring to the contiguous lower 48 states. 



177 

Table 5.4 
Types of Involvement with Native Community 

Attendance of 
Local Events 

Participation in 
Local Activities 

-Attend dances 
-Attend cultural performances 
-Attend church functions 
-Attend school performances 
-Attend fimerals 
-Pick berries 
-Catch fish 
-Dry or put up fish 
-Play basketball 
-Go snow-mobiling 
-Cook or clean-up or decorate for events 
-Be a volunteer at local events 

Relationship 
Building, Outside 
of School Arena 

Appropriate 
Interaction 

-Show a sense of humor 
-Stay for a number of years 
-Have tea/coffee together 
-Go visit, just socially 
-Go for walks with people 
-Take steams (AK saunas) 
-Go to fish camp in summer, if invited 
-Make extracurricular events community friendly by serving 
food, giving door prizes, inviting the whole family 

-Don't take over 
-Learn to listen, learn to wait 
-Learn some of the local stories 
-Love their children 
-Stand up for their children 
-Look at Native people as individuals with many roles (avoid 
stereotyping interests, achievements, etc) 
-Know that communities are more then their issues 
-Learn about traditional values and teaching strategies 
-Know your own heritage 

Importance of -Don't hide out! Be visible in the commimity 
Personal -Let people see you: your strengths and weaknesses 
Interaction -Your personal interaction may well determine your professional 

achievements and acceptance 
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This one village has had a really consistent staff, and it covers such a diverse 
region. Planes for those communities come in around northern mountain ranges, 
and then the village is on the Iditarod run. It covers a lot of area. It was a lot of 
fim working there and seeing how different communities were, and being able to 
recognize family names, traits, and values. Noticing where people are from... 
This public health nurse I worked with knew a lot of the kids, and she would point 
things out to me about families. It was fun to have someone who knew about that 
kind of history, and those observations (SLP C). 

Value was expressed in getting to know people: 

There's this one gal who is in NEA and upon hearing her voice, I had to ask her if 
she knew someone else I happened to know because I knew someone with that 
kind of voice, and she was related to her. It was so neat. Sometimes people will 
just have the same voice. It was kind of interesting doing that job long enough to 
learn about their families and communities (SLP C). 

However, some of the non-Native work commimities in rural sites banded 

together and saw little of what the community had to offer: 

Especially the FAA people. They had their own little building out there for 
recreation, and they didn't come in and socialize with the Natives. This friend of 
mine, we used to joke about that. Her husband worked for FAA and they lived 
out there. [We would] laugh and talk about the women out there who'd complain 
about nothing to do here and they were going to town [Anchorage] about every 
two weeks or something. There's so much they could be doing! She did like 
snowshoeing, and all sorts of physical stuff outside. She loved it but these guys 
hated it but they never really tried to get to know the people. We picked berries 
and my husband would go with this guy that he knew to fish camp and go fishing. 
I'd do a steam every once in awhile with my landlady. Yeah, we did quite a bit 
with the people there (SLP A). 

Getting out to do things with people from the local Native community was recognized as 

important by other SLPs too: 

You know, as long as you're not just hiding out, they don't care. As long as 
you're making an effort to participate in the community. I was just doing that, 
and not trying to make them fit the mold of western communities (SLP C). 
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An interesting portion of the data on interaction dealt with sharing personal 

information. The separation of work life and home life, which is so common in dominant 

culture, was not as valued: 

We had to go through so much. They wanted to know all about my family and 
my place with my family. Before they would interact with me, they had to know 
those things about me. And I was learning all of this stuff. It took a few kids 
before I learned that this was really important before we could have quality 
interaction. I didn't get good interaction imtil two or three years into teaching... 
but I stuck around and they came around after a while (SLP C). 

SLP C came to recognize the importance of personal interaction with the Native 

community, but this was not the case for all the advocates. For SLP D, it was frustrating 

to have questions asked about her personal life when what she wanted to address was 

education. As a consultant, she felt that she didn't have time to build that kind of 

relationship: 

I felt maybe part of it was the culture. They were very reserved, and wouldn't 
speak unless they got to know you, and even then, the questions they asked were 
more related to your social and family life, things like "Are you married?" Those 
are the kinds of questions you get asked. Most of them have nothing to do with 
what they're learning. 

Could this be simply a difference in worldview? My experience in Native 

conmiunities suggests that the context of who a person is within her/his family and 

community is extremely important; whereas, in the dominant culture, there is more 

importance attached to the concept of "self-made" women or men. However, SLP D is 

from an Asian country, so I cannot be sure a relationship exists. 

SLP F addressed this issue of letting people know who she was from the opposite 

position, as it occurred within special education meetings: 
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More often than not when I worked in [urban district], I was dealing with Native 
parents. And no one could understand how I could code switch with them. It 
seemed like an ineffective way to deal with Native parents, I think. The 
expectation from administration in education, the educational world, was that I 
would go in and dictate to these parents. You know, exactly what we do with 
parent: this and this and this and this. To take the time to listen to the Native 
parents, you know, to just sit there and be with them, seemed like a waste of time 
to the administration I was dealing with. "Well, what are you doing next?" 
"Hang on, I will get to it. I will make sure that it gets done." Spending time to let 
these Native parents figure out who I was, just was not something that anyone in 
the educational setting was comfortable with. 

The issue of allowing adequate time and not being in a rush comes up, over and over, as 

a factor for positive interaction with Native Alaskan communities. 

Constructive view of Native communities. The SLPs comments showed that they 

saw strengths in Native Alaskan communities which are not as present in non-Native 

communities (see Table 5.5, above). This table illustrates how the SLPs' interviews 

reflected positive views toward Native staff and Native commimities. Even while issues 

of socio-economic status, multi-generational grief, and substance abuse were 

acknowledged, these SLPs discussed many positives aspects of Native communities. 

During the interviews, SLP A directly addressed some of the strengths that she 

saw: 

[I saw] a sense of family and a sense of community in your traditional villages, 
where the white Western culture hasn't come in and caused problems within the 
village structure. You really do have a strong sense of family and a strong sense 
of community. That's the one thing for me that stood out when I was in [town]. 
A lot of the villages are just really open and accepting. There are exceptions to 
that but that's what I looked at as a strength in the villages that I visited. 

She also commented on a personal quality she observed: 

They'd tell you things and I'd think, "In the Western culture there is no way a 
person would tell you that kind of thing," and they were just so open. I would go 
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to church and I would listen to people do a testimony and they would say things 
and I'm thinking, "I don't think in a church at home, people would be so open, 
so...," it was just amazing and the ministers would always have to say, "These are 
things that people are saying in good faith that you aren't going to go out and 
share." There was an innocence. 

For SLP C, there was a realization that the Native staff provided the only really consistent 

staffing in schools. She also observed that the students were progressing better with 

Native staff than with non-Native staff: 

For the most part all of the elementary teachers were Athabascan teachers from that 
community. I didn't know it was so imique until you go to other districts and find out 
that's fairly unusual. It was pretty neat. There were nice differences in the classrooms 
with a Native teacher versus someone who wasn't from the community. 

SLP C went on to describe some of these differences: 

Usually subtle, but sometimes not so subtle. It was definitely a more nonverbal 
imderstanding between the kids and teachers, it was a very quiet difference that 
you could tell. They're all really good. [Also] the teachers had the time to teach 
both languages throughout the day. If it was a western teacher, it couldn't have 
been that way. It wasn't physical set up, it wasn't like that. It was more the 
interaction with the kids, a lot of cooperative activities, and in general it was very 
comfortable communication between the teacher and student. The kids weren't 
scared and homesick being away from home. It was okay for the kindergartners 
because they were at school with someone they knew from the community. 

In addition, this SLP saw a difference in requests for special education services: 

The teachers were also really good about referrals and concerns. They weren't 
inappropriate. There weren't over-referrals from someone... 29 

29 This same view is expressed within this study's information on appropriate assessment: consulting with 
Native staff members can weed out inappropriate special education referrals. 
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Table 5.5 
Students of Culture 

Constructive View of Native Community 

Strengths Identified Within 
Strengths Identified in Native Staff Native Community 

SLP -hiterpreters of language and interpreters -Strong sense of family and belonging 
A of culture -Tight knit, supportive communities 

-Critical part of assessment team -Innocence and openness in Yupik 
-Pay should equal their performance communities 
-Acknowledge their training and -Humor 
background 

SLP -Their input is very important for the -Sense of identity 
B assessment -process. -Cultural connection 

-Teachers of community's worldview 

SLP -Continuity of rural programs depends -Acceptance of disabled people exists 
C on working well with Native staff. within these communities 

-Give access to cultural knowledge and -Recognize talents/skills in areas 
work at community level outside of academics 
-Make appropriate Sp Ed referrals -Unique culture 
-hnportant for assessment process. 

SLP -Their input should be sought as part of -Unique and interesting cultures 
D the assessment process. 

-Has worked with some excellent aides 

SLP -Provide valuable insights into -Unique perspectives and approaches 
£ appropriate teaching strategies to problem solving 

-Important for assessment process. -Don't value guessing 
-Resilient 

SLP -hnportant as Role Models for both -Comfortable with silence and just 
F students and staff spending quiet time with people 

-Invaluable resource for dominant -Want to know who someone is as a 
culture educators who want to learn person 
-link between school culture and home -Weigh words carefully 
culture -More patient about time, not as 

rushed 
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Some SLPs explored the world of students outside of school, and thus saw a 

different side of them: 

The kids would take me around on walks in the woods. There was one boy who I 
hadn't seen too much outside of the school, and I was walking one day, and he 
saw me and was walking with me, and I found that he was such a strong part of 
his community. It was good for me to see how strong he was outside of the 
classroom. He will stay in his community forever, but he's got a great work ethic, 
and he'll be fine (SLP C). 

In addition, this SLP saw an acceptance for disabled people that non-dominant culture is 

now trying to foster in special educations "new" inclusion programs: 

There was a boy in another community who was the most severely impacted by 
alcohol. He's a good example of "don't drink when you're pregnant". His 
classmates were very accepting of him of course... He had an aide who worked 
with him one-on-one. His peers started taking more academic classes, and he had 
to do completely different activities. Because his aide was someone in the 
community, he was out doing things out in the community. He caught rabbits, 
and then he would cook them. They taught him to sew something, and it was 
great. He is still a part of his community, and very involved with dancing and 
Native singing. I just saw his picture in the paper recently. He was in town for a 
funeral. I see him travel to Fairbanks to perform in the Native festival. It was 
neat to see him come to town and perform with other people from his community. 
His social skills aren't in the way of where he fits in. They accept him as what he 
is, and let him do what he can do, and don't worry about what he can't do. 

As demonstrated in Table 5.5, the SLP Advocates saw many positive qualities in 

Native communities, in local staff and within the community itself. Their sustained 

interaction with Native community appears to have been very important to the 

development of these views; the two SLPs who spent the most time in rural Native 

communities, SLP A and SLP C, also had the most positive qualities to report. 

Obviously, time spent in a community is not a sole factor, but time may assist those who 

are receptive to learn from other cultural groups. 
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Part Four: Training Programs 

This final section of what shapes an SLP advocate explores the influence of 

training programs. Along with an exploration of the recruitment of Native Alaskan and 

Native American SLPs, documentation is provided on how programs addressed linguistic 

and cultural differences. A discussion of influential experiences in training programs 

concludes this section. 

Recruiting Native SLPs. The two Native SLPs in this case study entered the field 

for different reasons. Speech/language therapy was unanticipated as the first major for 

SLPF: 

College was kinda disastrous. So I decided to wait and then of course I got 
pregnant. I had to support my daughter. So my parents and I talked about it and 
decided that I would go from being on welfare to going to college. In college I 
heard about this thing called Speech Therapy. There was a scholarship program 
at Washington University to train Native Americans in speech therapy. At that 
point I was ready. I had taken liberal arts classes so I could transfer, so 
everything was set up and I literally stepped right into speech therapy training 
from the community college. 

This SLP, who grew up seeing relatives work in fish canneries and pulp mills, joked 

about her initial attraction to the field: 

Well, my motivation from the beginning was because I wanted to be able to wear 
a nice outfit in the morning and come home and still look nice, and not be smelly 
or dirty. 

However, she followed up this joke with much more serious comments: 

And I was so motivated to do it, because I wanted to be able to speak with 
authority about the differences so that the profession could start clueing other 
people into this. To see that there are very quiet Native children who are very, 
very bright. In a way, I wanted to be valued for my mind. 
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For SLP A, studying speech/language therapy involved a return to college and a career 

change: 

My undergraduate degree was in biology... And while I was teaching, I went back and 

got my Master's and I taught mostly chemistry. By the time I stopped teaching, I was 

teaching just chemistry and physics. I didn't teach any biology. But I noticed that a lot 

of the students that came through were really good in the area of math but they had poor 

reading skills. They just had poor language skills overall but they were very bright 

students. And that's what caught my interest. 

I was at an AISIS [American Indian Science and Engineering Society] convention 
in Minnesota and there was a person there recruiting for students to enter the AFT, 
which is the American Indian Training program for Speech/Language 
Pathologists and Audiologists at University of Arizona. So they were there 
recruiting and they asked me if I would take these brochures back and share them 
with my high school seniors and I said, "Sure", and looking over the brochures I 
thought, "Ooh, this looks like something I would like to do." So I sent in an 
application and was accepted to the program... So we moved out to Arizona and I 
went to school in that AIT program for three years. 

Certainly recruiting for Native American training programs should be pursued, 

since both the Native SLPs in this study entered the field this way. Judging by the result 

of the interviews in this study however, the philosophy and offerings of these programs 

should be closely scrutinized before recommendations are made. 

Training on culturalAinguistic differences. Discussions of training programs in 

the interviews mainly focused on the SLPs' preparation to work with culturally and 

linguistically diverse populations. There was tremendous variation in this type of 

training between different programs, ranging from almost nothing: 



186 

I can't think of any extras, it was pretty straight forward. Iowa is still so White 
that they didn't even go into that kind of thing. Not even with Blacks (SLP E). 

To broad coverage in Tucson's AIP program: 

In terms of multicultural characteristics, I think our program probably did as good 
as any school in the Nation (SLP A). 

One of the SLPs experienced awareness as an integral part of her graduate program due 

to the dialect used by a staff member: 

I had a really good working relationship with my advisor, and he spoke Black Vernacular 
with me. I got along with everyone in the department so fast. In my student days I was 
learning a tolerance for dialect differences. It was a good part of my training (SLP D 1:2). 

SLP A and SLP F both went to training programs that actively recruited Native 

American/Native Alaskan participants. However, they experienced vastly different 

training and levels of support within these programs, as shown in Table 5.6. 

SLP A's description of her program soimded like a blueprint for excellence for 

training SLPs in language/culture differences: 

We had some multicultural seminars when we were in school. We had a lady that 
taught in the Linguistics Department, Ofelia Zepeda. She would come over and 
talk with us a lot. We had a multicultural seminar as part of our program each 
year that we were required to attend, but also within the regular [non-AIP] 
department there were seminars. We were also required to do at least one rotation 
at either the Yaqui or Tohono O'odham reservation so that we got that experience 
with the Native students. At the multicultural seminars, we talked about whether 
it's a disorder or a difference and different dialects. Our program was a program 
with Native American students and we talked a lot amongst ourselves about the 
differences we saw within the cultures (SLP A). 

Her program actively explored concepts of language difference versus language disorder: 

We were also required to do some research. If we were presenting a paper on say, 
Navajo acquisition of language, if there was any current research out there we 
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looked at it. The differences say between a Navajo and the way they speak 
English and other persons who speak English. They speak a dialect of English 
that is real different, so how do you decide whether that's just difference or 
disorder? The lady would come in from the Linguistics Department and tell us 
about the Navajo or the Hopi language and say, "This is the way they put words 
together and when you see this kind of thing occurring in English, it's just part of 
a remnant from the structure of their language. That's a difference; that's not a 
disorder." .. .We did a lot of reading of Jim Curmnins work... We did a lot of 
reading on difference versus disorder. And what's the gal out from New Mexico? 
Lily Fillmore (SLP A). 
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Table S.6 
Experience in Two Native American SLP Training Programs 

SLP A.
AM IND PROGRAM 
UNIV OF AZ, TUCSON 

SLPF; 
AM IND PROGRAM 
UNIV OF WA, PULLMAN 

Financial 
Support 

Staffing 

Internships 

Training on 
Dialect 
Differences 
And Differential 
Diagnosis for 
Native 
Populations 

Teaching Staff 
Trained in 
Lang/Culture 
Differences 

Peer Group 
Support 

Tuition and stipend provided 

Non-Native Staff with 
support from Native Staff in 
Linguistics 
Buih-in academic support program 
(T.A.S) 

Routine internships in Native 
communities, with Native staff 

Extensive training in Native dialect 
differences from linguists 
Specific training for serving Native 
populations 
Extensive training in assessment for 
Native communities 

Yes - Students in this strand were not 
stigmatized for their own 
language/culture/discourse styles 

Yes. AIP students were in a different 
training strand. They met together as 
a group and had classes, seminars and 
discussion groups. 

Tuition and stipend provided 

Non-Native Staff 

Needed to request internship in 
Native community with Native staff 

No training in Native dialect 
differences 
No specific training for serving 
Native populations 
No specific training in assessment 
for Native populations 

No - SLP F had to go through 
training for eye contact and verbal 
assertiveness to pass clinical 
training component 

No. Only 2 Native students at 
graduate level. Same strand for 
Native/non-Native students. 

However, the training SLP A experiences was mostly provided to the American Indian 

Program students and not the "regular" (non-Native) student body; 

But now we didn't have any classes dedicated, like a course at [a certain time] 
though. They would mention it. It was just something tagged on... They [the 
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non-Native students] took the ones that were offered by the University and 
sometimes the TA's would take the ones that were offered within the AIP 
program but usually the student body as a whole did not take those. But usually 
there were one or two TA's there; one from the Audiology Department, one from 
the Speech and Language Department that worked with our program (SLP A). 

Although SLP F was also in a program for Native Americans, she did not 

experience the same degree of fellowship or support for herself or others in the program: 

There were 12 participants in varying levels. I was in the graduate level, and I 
was the only Native American graduate student. Well, there was one [other], but 
she was blonde-haired and blue-eyed, and she counted herself as a Native 
American. She had a few hurdles herself. My second year there, another student 
made it into the graduate program. She was a neat lady but she ended up quitting 
and going back to her reservation. It was kind of sad, she just quit mid-year, her 
second year in grad school. I don't know what happened. She crashed and 
burned... The year I graduated the other [blond] Native girl and myself were the 
only two who graduated. I was the only one who looked like me. 

The SLP who attended the AIP program did not see any discrimination based on 

dialect or culture for program participants in Tucson: 

I would say that probably the Navajos had the dialect that stood out. And even 
myself widi my Southern accent. That's what stood out was the accent. I've got 
a vocabulary that's real different, so I would use phrases that would stand out 
sometimes and throw people off. No one ever told me I needed to go through 
[therapy], and they didn't to the Navajo students either (SLP A). 

But SLP F experienced difficulty in clinic that was directly attributable to culture and 

language differences. A sympathetic advisor was instrumental in helping her make it 

through by changing eye contact behaviors and training her to "take over" therapy 

sessions: 

It took a semester of just practicing with my advisor before I could feel 
comfortable doing that. I cried. It was painful. I finally told my advisor, "I'm 
just going to cry because not only is this profession asking me to change the way I 
behave naturally, because I did grow up so very painfully shy, but they are also 
coming up against cultural behaviors." I said, "Do you realize that in my tribe, for 



190 

a woman to come in and behave like that, you're asking them to behave like a 
man? And I'm not a man, so we're also dealing with culturally engrained 
behavior." And they were just staring at me! And my advisor said, "There's 
something here. Think about your Master's project. There's a lot of information 
here that could be tapped into." "Master's project!" I said, "I'll be happy just to 
get my Bachelor's!" 

SUP F had to be coached and coach herself though these changes: 

And so it took a semester of just training me before I finally felt comfortable 
enough to do it on my own.., So it took awhile to become who I am now. Now 
you can't shut me up [laughter]. That girl who went away to college doesn't exist 
anymore. It took a lot of just sitting back and studying on my part. I would go 
back to my home after a long hard day of crying and Aink, "This is really painful 
to you and it will be really painful but just keep practicing until it gets to be 
second nature and you'll develop your own style that's your very own." And I 
kept reassuring myself, "You're not turning into a man. Even though the tribe 
rejects what you do," because I knew they would at that point, "They will come to 
you when they need help with educational issues," that's what I told myself... 
When I did graduate, I felt very competent, but it took a lot of hard work on my 
part. 

Unfortimately in the same training program, this SLP had to deal with overt 

prejudice in her first school internship, which was with non-Native staff in a non-Native 

community. This was a pivotal experience in her development as an advocate: 

The first school internship I had, well, I didn't have a mentor in [city]. It was in 
one of the schools, and the clinician I was working with and myself were just a 
bad match. I was afraid of her, and she was disgusted with me all the time. Now 
I realize I'm not like that anymore, and I stand up for myself, and I'm more vocal. 
I stand up for students as well. ...It is just so clear in my mind, that this is why I 
became a more vocal advocate, and for students in particular. I was at this school 
having lunch one day, and I was taking a break and wondering what to do next, or 
how to repair this, or make this better. And a group of teachers came walking in, 
and they told me they were gettiag a family in from the Spokane Reservation next 
week, and there were four kids. "What special ed program should we refer them 
to first? How about the school psychologist?" And then they decided the speech 
pathologist. And I was sitting there, and they were just talking like that, and if I 
were the advocate then that I am now, I would have told them that was unethical 
and uncalled for and that they should all change the way they think by educating 
themselves. I was floored. 
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At this same intern site, she also dealt with inappropriate personal comments: 

Later on, in the same lunchroom, this man comes walking in and starts talking to 
[my supervising] clinician. They just exchanged some chit chat, and I was 
minding my own business, and I was thinking of things I had to do. And this man 
said to this clinician, "And who is this?" and the clinician said, "This is the 
student intern," and then he said, "Oh, does she speak English?" I told them that I 
didn't know what was so fimny, but I told them my name, and what I was, and 
that I did speak English. It was awful, but I did survive. 

In the AIP program in Tucson, internships were sought which were positive, 

appropriate learning experiences for the clinicians in training. The WSU program 

provided financial assistance, and was open to considering other support. As a program 

however, they did not appear to consider how factors of language, culture or bias might 

impact their Native American/Alaska Native students. SLP F would probably have had a 

very different training experience had she attended the AIP program. 

There were problems within two other SLP training programs which were 

mentioned by the advocates. Two of the non-Native SLPs also reported having 

difficulties that they had to surmount in order to graduate: 

I had one of my professors tell me that my voice was not appropriate, and that it 
was weak. She said that I needed to work on my voice, and she didn't put me on 
probation or anything, but she felt very strongly (SLP D). 

The other SLP reported experiencing difficulty within her program that was not related to 

culture or language: 

We had a choice of thesis, and that's what I wanted to do. My advisor had some 
kind of problem with me, was not supportive of me, it was awfiil. It was 
frustrating. So I didn't do the thesis (SLP E). 

Although all of these six SLP advocates did graduate, 50% had obstacles to surmount. 

One wonders how many potential advocates have not surmounted such obstacles? 
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Influence of mentors. Several of the SLPs experienced positive mentoring 

relationships in their training which significantly impacted both their graduate programs 

and their work as professionals. SLP C had mentoring relationships with several staff 

from her University. One was from participation in a research project: 

When I worked in Utah, this lady I knew was finishing up her degree. Narratives 
were her thing, and she was doing her dissertation on that, and she needed kids, 
and I had some that she needed in terms of age. She did Mercer-Mayer 
Curriculum with them, and the kids listened to a story. The kids had to retell the 
story, and she wasn't in the room. I believe they did it without using pictures. 
She was working on that, and finishing that up while I was in grad school, and I 
had classes with her, and I would participate in in-services with her. 

The other mentoring relationship for SLP C was with a professor: 

I called her [Sonia Manuel Dupont] when I took the job up here and she sent me a 
box full of stuff... She is incredible. She was wonderful. I loved every class that I 
had with her... one of them was a multicultural class. All of her classes were 
really good... You just didn't go to class imprepared though. It was just too 
scary. 

SLP F also experienced a wonderful mentoring relationship, when she asked her 

advisor for an observation of "someone who looks like me" (Field notes, SLP F, Spring 

2001): 

I was talking with my advisor one day and said that I really needed just to see 
someone who was Native American and doing what I planned on doing, I think is 
how I put it. I needed to just get a one or two day observation of this Native 
American professional; it would just speak volumes to me. I said, "Up to now I've 
had wonderful training and I have enjoyed every bit of it, but there is one flaw," 
and she said, "What's that?" and I said, "I don't have anyone who looks like me 
who I can model myself after." There was a Native American club, and that was 
nice, but no teachers. 

The advisor went beyond arranging an observation; she arranged an internship that was a 

turning point in this SLPs training program: 
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She [the advisor] not only did that, she arranged an internship for me with a 
Native American professional in Montana... She was powerful. She and her 
sisters, I was just in awe of their power. I had an eight week internship with her 
on the Flathead Lake Indian Reservation in Montana. That, I have to say it was 
one of the most powerful internships I've had because after that I said, "I can do 
this. I know I can do this. This is what I was meant to do and I can do this." 
Whereas up to that point I was getting glimpses of it, but before I never really 
thought I could... After that, I went back for one more year. Even though I didn't 
get to see another Native American professional, I went back and finished up, 
because I knew I could do what she was doiag. 

Mentors for these SLPs provided role models, leadership, and support in both 

their academic and professional development. Unfortunately, mentoring is not normally 

part of an Alaskan SLPs professional development. Perhaps this is an area of staff 

development and support that could be considered by the Alaska Speech and Hearing 

Association. 

Summary 

In this chapter, a variety of background factors have been explored which 

influenced the six SLPs' development as advocates. These factors included their 

personal experiences of disadvantage in power relations; their experiences with linguistic 

diversity; their appreciation of and ability to learn from other cultures; and finally the 

influence of their training programs. 

A background of linguistic diversity was demonstrated to some extent by all six 

SLPs. Their personal experiences with language diversity, as well as their reflection on 

such issues, have developed their acceptance of Native Alaskan language variety. This 

background and acceptance appear to be important factors in their role as advocates for 

Native Alaskan students. There was recognition of multiple linguistic marketplaces 

(Bourdieu, 1977,1991), as well as the concept of the linguistic economy (Bourdieu, 
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1977,1991) which requires a certain variety of language for dominant culture school 

success. There was also discussion of the loss that occurs when language and 

commimication style are altered for success in the dominant society. 

The SLPs varied in their embrace of other cultures, although all had significant 

multicultural experiences. Their views varied from being willing "students of culture" in 

Native community sites, to being forced by assimilation to study and adapt to the 

dominant culture. However, all the SLP advocates did express positive views of Native 

communities and of having Native staff in the schools. For the majority of the advocates, 

training programs appeared to be highly influential, particularly in the provision of role 

models and mentors. 

The next chapter will explore the SLPs' experiences with systems that oppose 

advocacy. 
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CHAPTER SIX: SYSTEMIC OPPOSITIONS TO ADVOCACY 

This chapter will explore the experience of SLPs who advocate for Native 

Alaskan dialect speakers, through Research Question 2; 

Are there systemic supports for SLPs who advocate for Native Alaskan students? 

How does advocacy affect their work experience? 

This research question will be addressed in this chapter through a review of 

systemic oppositions to advocacy, with examples of the SLP advocates work experiences. 

Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy 

Many structures of education and society do not support advocacy. For SLPs in 

Alaska who wish to advocate for Native Alaskan dialect speakers, the systems opposing 

advocacy are numerous. Five interconnected areas of systemic opposition are outlined in 

Tables 6.1-6.5 and described in greater detail in the sections that follow. The tables and 

discussion explore oppositions to mentioned in the SLP interviews in the following areas: 

dominant culture worldviews within education; the culture of special education; rural 

sites; urban sites; and the economics of public schools. 

Dominant Culture Worldviews in Education Systems 

Table 6.1 illustrates three areas of dominant culture worldview present in the 

educational system. The three themes considered in this table are: 1) the acceptance of 

language variety; 2) the hiring, retention, and training of Native staff; and 3) non-Native 

interaction with Native students and Native community. 
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Table 6.1 
Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy: 

Dominant Culture Worldviews 

Language Variety: 

Hiring, Retention, and 
Training of Native 
Staff: 

Non-Native 
Interaction with 
Native Students and 
Community 

•Societal opposition to non-standard dialects 
•Education reflects societal opposition to dialects 

•Hiring Process is covertly [and sometimes overtly) opposed 
to Native hire 
*A lack of meaningful, degree-track training exists for rural 
Native Sp Ed staff 
•Native staff have reduced access to degree programs 
•Native staff may not be treated as professionals, experts or 
colleagues 

•Cultural discontinuity for Native students and community is 
often not recognized by non-Native staff 
•Tendency exists to not see own biases. Dominant culture is 
often invisible to members, it's just "right" 
•Stereotypes exist of "cultural disadvantage" for Native 
communities 
•Impatience and discomfort are often felt with non-dominant 
communication styles 
•Non-Native staff often try to make Native children act White 
because White dominant culture seems "normal" 

Language variety. As has been discussed in previous chapters, there is low 

societal acceptance of nonstandard dialects as legitimate linguistic systems. The field of 

education reflects society's opposition to dialects other than standard English. Many 

regular education staff question the linguistic validity of nonstandard dialects: 

With your Native Alaskans, even though they don't speak another language, just 
because of the Village English you're looking at a language difference instead of 
a disorder. It's really hard to explain it to the teachers who are advocating that 
this child has a problem. You're saying, "No, we're looking at a difference, not a 
disorder." (SLP A) 
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Some school staff do not even recognize that there are significant differences in the use 

and production of Native Alaskan Englishes. These staff do not understand that even 

monolingual Village English is still influenced by a heritage language and culture: 

The educational world would like to think it's not an issue. They think they are 
dealing with kids who have grown up speaking English all their lives, and [so it's 
not an issue]. I grew up speaking English all my life. We made a conscious 
decision not to learn Tlingit because it was so devalued. To leam Tlingit would 
just take us down, back into the dark ages, if we leamed our own language. 
Heaven forbid (SLP F). 

This SLP was quite aware of differences between the English influenced by dominant 

culture and the English influenced by her own culture: 

In my Master's project, I talked about different levels of acculturation. You have 
those kids up North, who have grown up in their culture, speaking their own 
language, their primary language is their Native language - to people like me, 
who didn't grow up speaking their Native language but yet deal with a different 
society. Grew up in a different society. A society that had values just a little bit 
different and who use language differently. 

And for Native students, who speak a variety of English closer to the acrolang, the 

fatigue of interacting with dominant culture is often imrecognized by non-Native staff. It 

is just one more example of invisible culture (Philips 1983). 

So we grew up speaking English but we also grew up in a different culture. And 
you know our first one, the Native world, is just so much more comfortable to us 
than the non-Native one. It is an issue and I see that all the time with our Native 
parents (SLP F). 

However, the discomfort for non-Native staff with Native communication styles was 

quite recognized by Native Alaskans: 

When does it start becoming imcomfortable for non-Native people? Give them 
about 10 seconds. It's very uncomfortable and by 30, they're babbling away 
thinking you didn't understand it [laughter]. And if you continue to stay quiet, 
they'll keep babbling (SLP F). 
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Such discomfort is recognized clearly by members of the Native commimity, and may 

even be used occasionally to emphasize points and make sure people are listening, as 

demonstrated by this Native school administrator; 

.. .and I paused, and you know, western linear people hate silence, so I paused a 
good 30 seconds and they all looked at me and I looked at her and I said, "That's 
one way of looking at it (S. Soboleff in Wright, 1996, p. 94)." 

As would be expected in the theory of linguistic economy (Bourdieu, 1977), Native 

Alaskans are probably more aware of what is comfortable for dominant culture speakers, 

than vice versa. Thus, the similar discomfort felt by Native staff with dominant culture 

communication often goes unnoticed, because to dominant culture speakers, their 

communication style, that which is in power, is "normal": 

It just always is that way, when I would go into a meeting as a speech therapist, it 
was the same self-coaching. "Okay, you're going into this meeting, you need to 
sound professional. Walk in with your head held high, your shoulders back, and 
look these people straight in the eye when you talk to them. No matter how 
imcomfortable it is for you. If it's an hour long meeting, look everyone in the eye 
at that table. And then after the meeting, you can just relax and sit back." It was 
always that way. And I just thought, "Well, this is the nature of speech therapy 
and it will always be this way and I will always have to do this (SLP F)." 

Although this SLP may be resigned to the compromises she has made to be heard, it is 

painful for her to observe this scenario still happening with today's Native Alaskan 

students: 

I have such insight into this and then I get administrators and supervisors who 
insist to me that these Native children need to behave more like the dominant 
culture. "You guys just need to blend into our world." And I made the point to 
[urban administrator], "Why do we need to blend into your world? Why can't 
you blend into ours?" And of course that question was never answered. I just 
went on and on meeting cultural barriers. It's still an issue, even now. Even in 
the year 2001,1 have never really left grade 2 behind; it's different versions there 
of (SLP F). 
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Even when the non-Native community wants to interact with the Native educational 

world, a lack of communication can occur, due to narrative structure differences and the 

use of indirection: 

There is so much information you can get out of what seemingly is rambling. It 
seems that way to the western mind, when information is being offered. You miss 
a lot of information. Sometimes, that's all you're going to get. That's all people 
are willing to give you, and if it's not satisfactory to your mind, then you have to 
rethink what your goals are (SLP F). 

Furthermore, the influence of heritage languages and communication styles on 

students' English dialects is often still identified as a problem that requires the service of 

an SLP: 

[In] urban settings there's not much consideration of differences. They come in, 
they're speaking English, they say they're English speakers and they test them 
and they place them for services. And yet, even if they don't speak their Native 
language, the influence is there... It's the environment that they've been in and 
my own feeling is that they probably need to leam standard English because in the 
environment that they are in now they need it. But not as part of a speech 
language program (SLP A). 

This SLP continued her thoughts on dialect as a difference by drawing on her own 

experience as a dialect speaking student: 

I think that during their regular language arts, they will pick it up [standard 
English]. They will pick it up in their writing. And I guess what I'm speaking 
from there is my own background too; if they see a need they'll pick it up. But 
it's not a disorder; it's not something that you'll identify as a disorder. It's a 
difference (SLP A). 

The experience of having communication styles and interaction devalued in dominant 

culture schools does, however, continue to be the norm for Native students in dominant 
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culture schools. This attitude strongly counter-indicates successful educational 

experiences for Native staff and students: 

You need that level of encouragement... if you are going to school in a place that 
is really, really uncomfortable to you at many levels. I said, "We have always 
been devalued for who we are, and all the sudden we have to give you this input 
after being devalued? How do we know that after we do tiiat, you won't devalue 
us again?" They said, "What do you mean by devaluing?" I said, "Listen to the 
tone of your voice when you deal with these children. Your communication is so 
much more than just words. Come on." And I said, "These kids know when you 
disapprove of them. They know it. They have almost a radar. They can sense 
when you're not liking them. And it's so important, being who we are, to get that 
level of support if you want us to produce (SLP F)." 

In this section, participant quotes have been used to illustrate that the acceptance, 

comfort and fimctioning of Native Alaskan dialect speakers in schools is heavily 

impacted by dominant culture views of language variety eind communication styles. 

When the dominant culture style of conmiunication is considered normal, other styles are 

viewed as abnormal. In order to be listened to in the schools. Native Alaskans must 

consciously try to alter deep, intrinsic structures of communication. The exhaustion that 

results for Native staff, students and families cannot be overstated. 

Hiring, retention, and training of Native staff. In Table 6.1, presented earlier in 

this chapter, dominant cultiure worldviews are examined as they influence the hiring, 

retention and training of Native staff. The hiring process, particularly in urban Alaska is 

covertly, and sometimes overtly, opposed to Native hire. (See Chapter 1, "My 

Background," on the anti-affirmative action stance of the Juneau National Education 

Association in the late 1980s). The hiring teams and interview committees are 

predominantly non-Native and rarely trained in techniques for conducting interviews with 
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people from non-dominant cultures. Depending on local politics, it may also not be easy 

for Native people to be hired in the area where they grew up. 

One of the SLPs found that working outside her peoples' geographic region was 

easier than working "at home." This positive reception far from home could be due to 

the racism often present in "home turf' when there is natural resource competition^® and 

where social reproduction (Carrier, 1983) may be more of an issue: 

I thought [Southeast city] wasn't responding; I was given the run around. So I 
decided to check out [Norfliem city]. When the [Northern city] school district 
contacted me, I told them I had to get my certificate. It was grand my first year 
there. They were all really nice, and I was only in one school and it was K-5. So I 
had a little office that was all my own. Everyone welcomed me; it was an 
amazing first year. I was so naive after that. I thought everyone would be happy 
to have me (SLP F). 

Her reception in Southeast Alaska the following year was quite different: 

I will never go back there [specific southeast town] as long as I live. It was 
horrible. They just, I don't know, it was so weird. We started out so oddly. I 
went there with the school psychologist, and found the special education teacher, 
and the lady was all smiles, and then she turned to me and said, "And you must be 
the new special education aide." I said, "I'm the new speech therapist, and I am 
interested in seeing your caseload," and her face just dropped. 

Her experiences in Southeast Alaska continued to be often negative and quite offensive: 

I was coming in to catch up on work one day, after hours of course, when I saw 
one of the site administrators. She said, "What are you doing here, Pocahontas? 
(SLP F, field notes, 2001)." 

Even among staff who acknowledged her training and credentials, SLP F had trouble 

being accepted as a professional. She foimd that she was not treated as an expert or 

colleague: 
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Quite often I have just been ignored even though I do have valuable input. Here 
they are. They've asked me to do this work with this child. I've done my 
evaluation. I have my data. I have my suggestions. And why isn't anyone 
willing to stop for just a minute and hear what I have to say? Why is it that I have 
to jump right in there and interrupt and say, "Now this is the way it is. This is the 
way it is." Why is it that I always have to interrupt? 

This SLP discovered that she needed dominant culture people to mediate the system for 

her; to, as Cummins (1984) suggests, invite and champion her participation. This SLP 

recognized that their communication, their status in linguistic economy, had more power 

in the educational system than her own: 

It's like I always try to cue in the people who are receptive, the professionals who 
are receptive, to any kind of input I had to offer. I would always try to cue them 
in, because I realized that if I wanted the administration to listen to me that, 
unfortunately, I'd have to have a White guy on my side saying, "Now wait. She 
has something to offer here." Right? I needed to have a cultural advocate. 

And yet even from staff she considered supportive, she received inappropriate comments: 

I finally went to [staff] and said, "What the heck was this all about? Why the 
heck was I sitting there, being skewered? Why?" And he said, "I'm so sorry." I 
said, "I am too." I said, "I'm not going to go to any more of these stupid 
meetings. If my input isn't going to be valued and considered, I'm not going to 
offer it anymore. No more for free." I said, "You guys want it, you pay me." He 
said, "Spoken like a true White lady." I said, "Spoken like someone who's been 
stomped on too much." I said, "I'm sick of it. You guys get no more for free. 
You want it, you pay me." 

SLP F saw her professional difficulties within Southeast Alaska as a direct result of racial 

conflict: 

I'd love to contact OCR sometime and ask them, "Do you know what the 
interpretation of your investigation was?" It turned into a confrontation between 
the Native world and the non-Native world. 

30 There is a long history of resource competition between Native subsistence, 
commercial fisheries, and sports fisheries in Southeast Alaska. 
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Instead of being viewed as a resource of information on culture and 

communication. Native staff members in urban Alaska are more likely to be viewed as 

part of the problem, particularly if they are working from a position of advocacy. These 

tensions are exasperated when political tension and resource competition are present. As 

is illustrated by the above participant quotes, the recruitment, hiring and retention of 

Native American SLPs continues to be heavily impacted by negative reception and 

negative expectations. 

Dominant society's views and priorities are also represented by the shortage of 

meaningful, degree-track training for people from rural Native communities. The 

reduced access which Native Alaskan staff has to degree programs is a fimction of 

dominant society's values. This issue of rural degree programs is further explored in the 

section on rural oppositions to advocacy, which is found later in this chapter. 

Non-Native interaction with Native students and Native community. In Table 6.1, 

presented earlier in this chapter, the effect of dominant culture worldviews was shown to 

be present in interactions with Native students and Native community. Some aspects of 

this issue were already explored within dominant culture attitudes toward language 

variety. 

SLP F spoke of her fatigue overhearing non-Native staff speak disparagingly of 

Native children, without cultural or socio-historic understanding: 

And so I get that complaint again about Native children: "They're very able but 
you have to sit there with them... They're never independent enough and they 
always need one-on-one." Which means they don't act White, they don't act 
White! (SLP F). 
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A lack of awareness of their own dominant culture world views and biases, as well as 

those of their test instruments, permeated an urban re-norming project of the TOIJD-2 

(Test of Language Development) that should have been used to provide more appropriate 

assessment for Native students. Now the renormed data is being used to measure the 

success of Native education projects. If programs can show improvement over the 

renormed Native Alaskan scores, they are considered successful. The whole approach to 

the project and inherent biases of the instrument are rarely examined. SLP F actually 

confronted the school psychologist who led the project, to little avail: 

It was just to make a name for himself. I talked with him about this too. I said, 
"Why did you do this?" He said, "Well, it needed to be done." And I said, "Why 
you? Why not a speech therapist, like myself." He said something about that I 
would look at it through biased eyes and I said, "So do you," I said, "The way you 
look at this is influenced by your culture." 

The fact that his own view would be biased had apparently not occurred to him. It is 

doubtful that this viewpoint would occur to him even now. This is a classic example of 

the thought processes behind Goodman's (1969) concept of ethnocentric research. 

SLP F discussed differing ideologies of communication between Native and 

dominant culture at some length, dwelling on issues of respect and time: 

More often than not when I worked in the [Southeast Alaska] District, I was 
dealing with Native parents. And no one could understand how I could code 
switch with them. It seemed like an ineffective way to deal with Native parents, I 
think. The expectation from administration in education, the educational world, 
was that I would go in and dictate to these parents. You know, exactly what we 
do with parent: this and this and this and this. 

The time she spent helping Native parents feel comfortable proved routinely 

uncomfortable for her non-Native colleagues: 
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To take the time to listen to the Native parents, you know, to just sit there and be 
with them, seemed like a waste of time to the administration I was dealing with. 
"Well, what are you doing next?" "Hang on, I will get to it. I will make sure that 
it gets done." Spending time to let these Native parents figure out who I was, just 
was not something that anyone in the educational setting was comfortable with. 

This advocate attempted to help both parties by giving parents the time and type of 

interaction to feel comfortable and by letting non-Native staff know that it was okay to 

leave: 

And I thought, "If I need to have a cultural advocate, what do these parents 
need?" They need someone there saying, "Wait, now wait, and if you can't wait, 
just go. I'll take notes." It just happened time and time again, and it was such a 
disturbance to Native parents. It was and still is highly uncomfortable for my 
Western counterparts. When it gets too much for my non-Native counterparts, I 
tell them to go ahead and go; you know, we're all busy. 

She also created what she termed the 10 minute consultant model in order to advocate for 

Native students within a time frame that her non-Native colleagues could accept. 

I'd go to them, and I told them, "Listen, I realize everyone's busy but I have 
something to share with you - it won't take long." And those were the catch 
words: "It won't take long". And then, "Yada yada yada. I'll make three points 
to you and these won't take long. First one, there you go." Or I'll make two 
points. And I'll choose two points and I'll think how will these two points affect 
this child's life? What is the most bang for my buck. I have this speech 
therapist's attention for ten minutes. What can I say in ten minutes that will buy 
this children what they need, you know? You have to feed into the time thing. So 
that's basically where I am now. A ten minute consultant. But is does start 
changing things, it does get them thinking (SUP F). 

Unfortunately, at the district-wide administrative level, advocacy for Native 

students and Native commimity was also very much needed. 

We, the Tlingit people, just had to start redefining ourselves. So now when they 
say 'culture', I'm not entirely sure what they mean. Sometimes I ask them, what 
do they mean when they say 'cultural differences.' What do you mean? Tell me 
what you mean by that. They bandy it about but they don't say exactly what it 
means (SLP F). 
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Unfortunately, what this school district often seemed to mean by the word "culture" was 

"dysfimction;" an attitude present more than one would like to think within Alaska's 

schools. Again, one sees the ethnocentric research described by Goodman (1963): 

I would say, "No, you're not talking cultural differences," when they would bring 
that up and start talking about it. "You're not talking about cultural differences; 
you're talking about socioeconomic differences." That's socio-economics, not 
cultural. They finally said something about all the dysfunction and I said, "But 
truthfully," I said, "Doesn't every society deal with dysfunction?" I said, "Ours is 
just more magnified because we're such a small group." And they just didn't 
want to accept the fact that it was socioeconomic differences (SLP F). 

This SLP, even after taking great personal and professional risk, could not change the 

group's view of Native Alaskan students as suffering from cultural deprivation: 

Finally I said, "If you come away with the idea that all Native families are like 
this," I said, "You're stereotyping and that's worse than saying that all African 
Americans have rhythm." TTiey all just stared at me and [staff member], his jaw 
dropped and he almost started laughing. And I said, "It is not that way for all 
Native families. Believe it or not, there are some of us that grew up in Native 
families that are quite functional. That worked hard every day, came home and 
fed us and took us to school. There were educational expectations in school." I 
said, "You are dealing with so many different levels of acculturation." I said, 
"We have so many different levels of acculturation and what you are describing to 
me is not cultural at all, it's economy. It doesn't have anything to do with our 
culture at all. 

Shortly after the meeting where this conversation occurred, SLP F was placed on a 

district level Plan of Improvement. The whole experience was confusing for her: 

I don't know, she, it was amazing that it was at the same meeting -how to 
document the fact that we had taken training on taking cultural issues into 
consideration, and I kept saying, "This isn't culture. This isn't culture." 

As illustrated in these excerpts from SLP F's interviews, negative dominant 

culture views of Native Alaskan commimity, as well as lack of knowledge regarding truly 
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cross-cultural communication, permeate the system of education, particularly within 

urban Alaskan school systems. These attitudes compound the difficulty of educational 

success for Native staff, students and families. 

The Ideology and Practice of Special Education 

Information presented in Chapters Two (Socio-historic and Linguistic 

Background) and Three (Literature Review) discuss the ideology and practice of special 

education and its impact on advocacy for Native dialect speakers. Table 6.2 outlines 

oppositions to advocacy that the SLPs experienced within special education through the 

following four themes: standardized assessment procedures; professional bum-out; the 

division between special education and regular education; and special education policy. 

Special education assessment procedures. As has been discussed at great length 

throughout the background and literature review for this study, standardized tests 

requiring standard English do not provide an accurate measure of dialect speakers' 

communication skills. Standardized assessment was identified as an area of concern by 

all of the SLP advocates: 

Yeah, it's because they failed the standardized testing, and they don't know the 
school set up, so they could be lagging behind, and the teachers assume that, but 
they really don't know, so they refer them for testing (SLP D). 

Testing imtil a problem is identified, as discussed by Cummins (1984), continues 

to occur. This assessment procedure strongly opposes advocacy by attempting to locate 

the problem within the student, even after the student has passed the basic standardized 

measures: 
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In talking with one of the special education teachers at school, she had said 
depending on who the student was, that she had seen that happen with the 
psychologists. They'd give the tests and the kid didn't qualify, then they'd say 
let's go back and give this test and this test and see how it goes. Her feeling was 
that they were searching for a way to make them qualify (SLP A). 

Table 6.2 
Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy: 

The Ideology and Practice of Special Education 

Special Education 
Assessment Procedures 

Professional Burnout 

Division Between 
Special Ed and Regular 
Ed 

* Standardized assessment 
•Tests requiring standard English identify dialects as 
disorders 
*Test until identify problem 
•Labels do not support advocacy, unless advocating for 
needed services 
•Procedures seen as 'valid' are not valid for Native 
populations 

•Excessive paperwork required - students can get lost in 
the paper shuffling 
•Physical and mental fatigue 
•Lack of reflection time 
•No time for follow through on research 
•Lack of time to implement best practices 

•Lack of interaction and understanding 
•Separate training programs 

Special Education Policy •New IDEA reduces parent rights in final placement 
decisions 
•New IDEA eliminates rights of SLPs to refuse entrance as 
CD 
•Quantitative, standardized test scores are still often 
requked in evaluation process 

Professional bum-out. As described in the examination of the culture of speech 

therapy (Chapter Three), SLPs are often overwhelmed by the paperwork, procedures, and 
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politics of providing service to students in the schools. Frequently, Alaskan SLPs 

provide service to either a number of schools (urban) or a number of villages (rural) 

within a district. Whereas a school psychiatrist's work often stops with the evaluation, an 

SLP's only begins. 

SUPs are individuals who entered a helping profession. Overall, these interviews 

have shown that SLPs want to work with people: not numbers, not forms, not test 

protocols. Yet the paperwork required by school districts takes up far more time than is 

spent on quality service to students. The service SLPs do provide is fragmented: "15-20 

minutes, 3X a week," is not imcommon on lEPs for articulation disorders. Students 

classified with language disorders may have an hour a week. The individual student 

often gets lost in the shuffling of schedules and evaluations and paperwork. SLPs talk 

about physical and mental fatigue: 

Sometimes I get worn out, but life goes on. You got to have time to be worn out 
(SLPF). 

These schedules take a toll both personally and professionally. One SLP talked of how 

she reached a point where she couldn't take any more classes, even those that would 

enhance her work: 

Sometimes there is enough physical toll that goes with it where you don't have the 
energy to do extra things for the job (SLP C). 

SLPs also discussed not having reflection time, or time to keep current on research, or 

time to follow-through on new training, or time to implement best practices. There are 

actually quite a few SLPs who leave the field to become classroom teachers or to enter 

other professions. A colleague in Juneau, licensed in both speech therapy and audiology. 
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gave up her dual profession and now does beadwork and astrology. She's quite happy 

with her total change of pace. 

Division between special education and regular education. The separation that 

exists between regular education and special education, which was discussed in the 

literature review, isolates SLPs and other special education staff, reducing their ability to 

advocate for students consistently in a classroom setting or even to be viewed as a part of 

the staff: 

The teaching staff, uh, I don't know. I guess it's just my situation. I haven't had 
a lot of feel for this. Unless I have a student in someone's class, there's not a lot 
of interaction with the teaching staff. And plus, with speech class being in and 
out of the building and being in more than one building, you are part of several 
teaching staffs and you're not really totally a part of any of them, if that makes 
any sense. Everyone is busy doing their own thing. I don't think it's that the 
teaching staff doesn't support you, it's just that unless you're a person that goes 
out of your way to make contact with them, it doesn't happen (SLP A). 

Besides isolation, the SLPs reported that some regular education teachers still don't want 

students with special needs integrated into their classrooms: 

A lot of the classroom teachers, even if it's a small class, they want the kid out of 
the class if they can't perform. If we agree to have this kid out of the class for a 
certain amount of time, then they are happy. If we have them in the class with 
modified work or with a separate teacher, they aren't really happy with that (SLP 
D). 

Educational trends toward inclusion of special needs students in regular classrooms may 

meet resistance, especially if the classroom teacher's training did not include this 

approach: 

The teachers who have been working there the longest are the hardest to deal 
with. They have their own ways (SLP D). 
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This resistance may include refusal by teachers to accommodate special needs students in 

their classrooms: 

The teacher says, "I can't accommodate for his level", but it's not a choice. He's 
doesn't like the kid or want him in the room, and he is just so hard on him. Some 
people just aren't willing to work with tough kids, and they have been allowed to 
get away with it through these principals (SIP E). 

The division between regular and special education may even be supported by the 

school's administrators, many of whom have classroom teaching backgrounds: 

We're going to the head of special Ed, and I want to just scream that I want their 
license, because they are destroying this kid, but they won't teach a hard kid. I'm 
not being a very nice person.^' We can't even get the principal to show up for one 
of these meetings. We are already getting everything ready to go to her 
supervisor. We should have done it long ago. The principal's supervisor will be 
notified. It has been an on-going thing. We have three kids who are going through 
variations of this scenario. It's going to be taken care of though (SLP E). 

Not "quite" being a member of the staff, resistance to having special education students 

placed in regular classrooms, and a lack of support from building administration all 

contribute to and perpetuate the distance between regular and special education. 

Special education policy. The revised Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA, 1997) has reduced the ability of SLP advocates to prevent inappropriate 

placement of students into special education. Formerly, the assessor had a final say in 

placement, but placement is now a team decision. This means that the person who 

performed the assessment may be over-ruled: 

This was during one of those meetings where they were going to place a child 
who was borderline on scores and, of course, who was Native. I said, "You are 
going to do this child a disservice. No, I don't agree. No, I won't sign." And I 

 ̂1 I find the mention by this SLP of not being a "nice person," in the middle of her discussion of an advocacy 
experience, note worthy. In a female-dominant profession, being an advocate involves behavior that society doesn't 
necessarily condone in women, such as disagreeing with the status quo and questioning authority figures. 
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finally told her, "Listen, the norms that I have are white middle-class suburbia. 
They're from Iowa or Illinois or California, so they have nothing to do, really no 
relation, to the culture I'm dealing with now. C'mon, this child is doing the best 
he possibly can, you know." Of course, I was vetoed. That child was placed, not 
as CD, but as LD and of course I had to sign off anyway. But I documented in the 
folder that I kept that I did not agree with the placement and left it at that (SLP F). 

Other SLPs have also seen instances of students being placed in special education as CD 

by team decision, without their consent: 

The way that the State has their guidelines set up right now, they are saying a 
team decision as to whether this child qualifies. We just had a big discussion 
about this a few weeks ago with one of the speech path's here and she was saying, 
"My testing does not show that it's a disorder based on my professional opinion 
and my testing." Everyone else on the team was saying, "Yes we do need such 
and such." She got voted down... I can see why the teams need to be involved, 
but that was a situation where she was advocating that it's not a disorder, you're 
looking at a difference. If that happened to me, I'd be real upset too (SLP A). 

The writers of the new IDEA probably did not have these types of placements in 

mind when revisions to the old IDEA were made, but the results of this official Federal 

law have certainly reduced the ability of Alaskan SLPs to advocate for dialect speakers. 

Urban Site Issues 

Urban settings were unanimously considered by the SLP advocates to be more 

difficult educational settings for Native dialect speakers, and advocacy for students in 

urban settings was also deemed more difficult. Table 6.3 outlines some of the urban 

obstacles to advocacy experienced by the SLPs. Four themes are examined in this table 

and the discussion that follows: the greater need for advocacy in urban sites; the lack of 

Native influence in urban schools; the experience of cultural discontinuity; and non-

Native staff resistance. 
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Greater need for advocacy in urban sites. Because all of the SUP advocates in 

this study had both rural and urban experience, they were aware of differences between 

these sites. They had lived in communities where non-Natives were the minority 

population and a strong Native presence was felt in the schools. This experience 

influenced the SLPs to see Native commimication styles as normal, instead of sub

standard. Working with urban school staff that had not had rural experience, the SLPs 

saw many inappropriate referrals: 

I didn't have a lot of Native Alaskan students when I was in [northern city] but 
boy, I could see the need was greater there than out m the bush. Out in the bush, 
they are aware there are differences and they point put to you that there are going 
to be differences, and they want you to learn about those differences (SLP A). 

In-services on cultural and communication differences were seen as being much stronger 

in rural settings than for urban populations: 

Well, I think part of it is that the districts need to recognize those Native students 
and that there are differences. As people come in, in the rural settings, the first 
thing they do is give you a multicultural inservice. hi the urban settings they are 
full of multicultural students, not just Alaska Natives, and they need to give those 
in-services. You have people go and they take the anthropology class that deals 
with multicultural issues but I think the districts, at the district level, need to give 
in-services on the population that is unique to that district (SLP A). 

Lack of Native influence in urban school, cultural discontinuity, and Non-Native 

staff resistance. The issues of Lack of Native Influence in Urban Schools, Cultmral 

Discontinuity and Non-Native Staff Resistance are discussed within other tables on 

systemic opposition to advocacy. As they are also a feature of the opposition to advocacy 

found in urban sites, they are included in Table 6.3. 

Rural Site Issues 
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Even though urban sites are considered less accepting of Native students' 

language and cultural differences, rural sites are also seen to present obstacles to 

advocacy (see Table 6.4). Earlier in this study, it was shown that the two SLPs who had 

stayed the longest in rural sites had the most positive comments to make regarding Native 

community. The extent of time that non-Native staff tend to spend in rural communities, 

however, is a key obstacle. Another issue that the SLPs discussed is the use of consultant 

models for service delivery.^2 Finally, issues of access and community acceptance are 

described in the pursuit of higher education for rural Native staff. These are the three 

themes used to explore oppositions to advocacy found in rural communities. 

Issues for non-Native staff. Rural Alaska has an extremely high turn-over of non-

Native certified staff. This staff turn-over impacts both educational programs and 

teaching partnerships: 

I had gone through two new special ed teacher in five years. [I stayed there] six, 
actually. Then the one time someone [else] stayed it was like "thank you, thank 
you!" So yeah, there was another girl there for four or five years (SLP C). 

In the consultant model, specialists such as SLPs visit communities briefly to access students for testing 
and to write lEPs. Specialist from urban centers, may have little to no experience with rural differences. 
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Table 6.3 
Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy: 

Urban Sites 

Greater Need for Advocacy 
in Urban Sites 

-Native Alaskans are in minority of population 
-Bilingual and cross-cultural issues are blurred by the 
number of other non-dominant groups 
-In servicing on needs of Native students and families 
is less specific and less comprehensive 
-Setting is no longer in a Native world, where the 
village itself can be an education 

Lack of Native Influence in 
Urban Schools 

-Native community is not well-represented on urban 
school boards 
-There are no urban Native Alaskan school districts 
-Native staff are in far lower percentage in urban 
schools 

Cultural Discontinuity -Urban communication and interaction follow dominant 
culture norms 
-Parents may need advocates as much as students, 
particularly within processes of Special Education 

Non-Native staff Resistance -Non-Native staff may express boredom with in-
services on Native language and culture, especially if 
presentations are not scaffolded with new information 
and techniques 
-Blame for urban school failure is placed on the Native 
students and commimity 
-Sp Ed administration may be more concemed with 
fimding than with appropriate placement and programs 
for Native students 
-Even when resources for trainings and programs are 
available, there is often little comprehensive follow-
through and support 
-Urban programs approved for Native students have to 
continually reestablish their worth in order to be 
refunded 

Staff turnover also impacts the training and experience level of the staff; 
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With the exception of that one village, where I was able to work with the same 
staff, every other place was a complete retraining of people every couple of years, 
and it wasn't very professionally fulfilling (SLP C). 

SLP consultant service model. An SUP who provided consultation out of a large 

city liked the experience of traveling to the rural sites, but not the service model of 

consulting: 

It wasn't physical at all, what was frustrating was the administrative set up. It was 
pretty frustrating, and the isolation. The fact that you're not working with them all 
the time, and have a lot of paperwork. That was the biggest thing I didn't expect. I 
had more direct contact with the students [in town], but it wasn't as interesting as 
being out in the bush (SLP D). 

She missed providing direct services to students and worried about the quality of 

programming the students were receiving: 

The ideal situation would be doing speech therapy after school, rather than doing 
it with an aide in school. It's hard to work with aides, not because of personality 
but because of understanding what level of training they have. And how much 
follow through would happen. It's hard though with the situation we had. I would 
get frustrated with the people, but it didn't solve anything. One of the hard things I 
had to learn was to back off, and not push it. 

Teachers who have worked in rural districts for some time may develop skepticism 

toward urban specialists, which can also make it hard for consultants, until they have 

proven themselves: 

The most important thing is to find a way to work with them, because a lot of the 
teachers are really into helping the kids. As long as they perceive that is what your 
intentions are then they will work with you, because some specialists will come in 
and they are only airing opinion, or they come from a city background, and they 
expect things different. They are just airing these opinions without knowing this 
kid at all (SLP D). 
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Table 6.4 
Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy: 

Rural Site Issues 

-High non-Native staff turn-over 
-Isolation for non-Natives 
-Lack of community for non-Natives 

-Consultants travel briefly in and out of communities 
-Specialists imtrained in cultural and linguistic diversity give 
recommendations w/o knowing the kids or culture 

-Very hard for rural staff to leave community to further 
education due to family responsibilities and lack of urbein 
support 
-Less access to degree programs for rural Native staff 
-Returning home to work can be hard for Native staff, as 
dominant culture educational success may be met with 
suspicion 
-Extraordinarily high cost of travel to and from rural sites 
impedes opportunities to pursue academic credentials 

This section on rural opposition to SLP advocacy has examined high non-Native 

staff turnover and consultant service models, and referenced the barriers to Native staff 

credentials, as systems that oppose advocacy. Rural sites also provide some systemic 

supports for advocacy. These will be discussed later in this chapter. 

The SLPs in this study had experience in communities where non-Natives were 

the minority population and a strong Native presence was felt in the schools. This 

experience influenced the SLPs to see Native communication styles as normal, instead of 

sub-standard. Working with urban school staff that had not had rural experience, the 

SLPs saw many inappropriate referrals: 

I didn't have a lot of Native Alaskan students when I was in [northern city] but 
boy, I could see the need was greater there than out in the bush. Out in the bush. 

Issues for Non-Native 
Staff 

SLP Consultant Service 
Model 

Issues for Native Staff 
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they are aware there are differences and they point put to you that there are going 
to be differences, and they want you to learn about those differences (SLP A). 

In-services on cultural and communication differences were seen as being much stronger 

in rural settings than for urban populations: 

Well, I think part of it is that the districts need to recognize those Native students 
and that there are differences. As people come in, in the rural settings, the first 
thing they do is give you a multicultural inservice. In the urban settings they are 
full of multicultural students, not just Alaska Natives, and they need to give those 
in-services. You have people go and they take the anthropology class that deals 
with multicultural issues but I think the districts, at the district level, need to give 
in-services on the population that is unique to that district (SLP A). 

Issues for Native staff. As has previously been discussed, access to and support 

through training programs is quite restricted for rural Alaskan community members. The 

best transition into leadership roles within rural educational systems may come from 

distance delivery programs that work toward degrees or other credentials, where people 

stay mainly within their home community to study. However, within the Tlingit and 

Haida Head Start program, it was found that earning an Associates Degree took 15 years 

if teachers worked full-time and took one distance delivery class per semester (Head Start 

Parent Policy Council Meeting, 2002). Programs which combine short term seminars or 

sabbaticals with distance delivery classes may prove most effective in the long run. 

An additional issue is that when Native people from Alaska leave home to 

complete an educational degree, returning to work in their home community may also be 

a challenge, as dominant culture educational success may be met with suspicion. This 

issue is amply demonstrated by the words of one of the SLP advocates who has not felt 

well-received by either Native or non-Native communities: 
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Looking back, it was good that I was in the dark about all the challenges I had to 
face, because I would never have gone through it if I had known. If I had known 
it would be this way, I just never, never would have, I would have been very 
comfortable staying where I was, being a secretary. I told my husband one time, 
"I wish sometimes I had just lived up to expectations. I would be a secretary and 
my daughter would be in every spec ed class that would come along" (SLP F). 

She knows that the people of her family and community are proud of her academic 

success, but can feel a difference in how they interact with her and perceive her: 

I said, "I wish sometimes I had never done what I did." Then I would be more 
acceptable to my people and maybe I'd have a little bit of a niche somewhere. 
But the fact that I went out and I got degrees, a master's no less, in something as 
obscure as speech therapy, has set me apart from my people and they mistrust 
me. They're proud of me but they're not sure who I am. 

School Finances 

The impact of school finances on advocacy is enormous. The relationship 

between finances and opposition to advocacy for Native students is examined in Table 

6.5 using four sub-themes: the business of special education; time is money; lack of 

union support; and competition for funds. 

The economics of special education. Districts place heavy reliance on their State 

and Federal special education dollars to fund both regular and special education 

programs, as well as staff positions. Each year, a specific date in fall is designated as 

'count day'. On this date, the district's fimding is determined according to the number of 

students enrolled in Special Education. There is a terrific push in the field of special 

education to process new referrals and three year re-evaluations before this date so that 

students can be counted in the funding formula (See also McCarty, 2002). The field of 
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special education frowns upon exiting students before this date, for the same reason.33 

One of the SLPs felt that even with the money generated, special education 

students needing more service were unlikely to receive it if finances were involved: 

If an additional body is involved, then they [administrators] fight to keep them 
out. I guess they feel it's not necessary. As long as we don't ask for a one-on-one 
aide, they can be supportive most of the time (SLP D). 

Even though special education generates significant money, services that would bring 

money in may conversely be denied at the whim of a site administrator. One of the SLPs 

witnessed this when a site administrator was not willing to work with the district's special 

education director: 

I would say the only time I've ever had a negative experience would probably 
have been out in [village]. We had a set of twins who really, really, really needed 
services. They were in preschool and they were transitioning them in from Infant 
Learning and [the site administrator] just flatly stated, "We don't have any 
preschool and we're not going to provide service." [The site administrator] had 
this thing with the special education director. I think it was more a thing of 
getting back at the special ed director. That's my own opinion (SLP Advocate 
Interview, anonymous comment). 

Unfortunately, she saw these children's needs assume a lower priority than personal 

politics: 

33 I've personally been questioned about dismissing students before count day. The students were in high 
school at that point and had been in speech for a decade or more but hadn't made real progress in years. I 
was asked point blank at a CIT meeting if the special education director knew I was exiting a student. 
Since lEPs last one year, the students wouldn't have come up for reconsideration again for another year, 
which would of course be right before another count day. 
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Table 6.5 
Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy; 

School Finances 

*Numbers push for 'count day'; the day when the district is 
funded according to the number of students enrolled in 
Special Education 
•Resistance to exiting students from special education 
because it decreases funding 
•Politics and money sometimes come before people 

*No time for appropriate assessment (Special Education 
culture too) 
*Low budgets in schools for educational materials 
*Over work, exhaustion, fatigue 

*SLPs are too small of a group within education for adequate 
representation 

•Special Education and Bilingual programs are often in 
competition for fimds. This increases friction between the 
two departments and decreases their ability to work together 

I left and went to [another district for a year] and came back and those kids had 
moved into [town] and they had never really had any services. They were at 
kindergarten level. They were so far behind. If these kids had gotten the 
intervention they needed early... I think it was politics. It seemed [administrator] 
put the politics above the people. I would say that's the only negative experience 
I have ever had, with [administrator] over that situation. I didn't get into any 
trouble, we just didn't get any services for the kids. 

There may also be resistance to buying educational materials with special 

education funds, even though significant money is spent each year on standardized 

testing materials, such as revised tests and test protocols: 

I really struggled with funding for books or aides and such, but I hated having the 
kids put through what was an essential thing, that was meaningless without the 
materials (SLP C). 

The Economics of 
Special Education 

Time is Money 

Lack of Union Support 

Competition for Funds 
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As teachers and SLPs have often done, she wrote small grants to fund projects 

and purchased other materials with her own money: 

People were able to purchase books at the school, but I wanted them to have 
access to periodicals and such. Even the three years I haven't worked there, I've 
continued to loan books and magazines out to the people. It's a funny and sad 
statement at the same time sending stuff to them. What is sad is the school has no 
budget for stuff like that. Then the principal would get a hold of it, and write 
'school copy' (SLP C). 

The lack of fimds for meaningful instructional materials, even with the funding generated 

by special education, can be discouraging.^^ The lack of appropriate service, if personnel 

or politics are involved can also be discouraging. 

Time is money. As was mentioned in Table 6.2, The Culture of Special 

Education, time is not provided for an assessment of students that goes beyond routine 

standardized testing; even the time allowed for that is slim. Staff are often aware of what 

a more appropriate assessment might look like, but do not have time to gather more 

qualitative information, especially since it would not be valued anyway. In a climate 

where CIT teams want to fill in test scores on eligibility forms, make a decision, and 

move on to the next referral, there is little tolerance or appreciation for a more qualitative 

approach. Peer referenced, student-based assessments do take more time and they are 

harder to do. The fact that they yield much better data, does not measure up against the 

ease of the "hard" data of standardized testing. Particularly during times of heavy 

34 In my own experience, I recall receiving an annual materials budget of $300.00 to service my 55 
students, and feeling ecstatic. This came to a little less than six dollars per student but my former budget 
had been less than one dollar per student. 
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referrals, such as before count days, time for evaluations is limited and the pressure to 

process referrals quickly is very strong. 

The other place where SLPs see that "time is money" is in the imder-staffing of 

SLPs present in so many Alaskan school districts. Over work, exhaustion, and bum-out 

are not uncommon. Statewide in Alaska, a critical shortage of SLPs exists; a national 

shortage exists as well. Although the training is academically challenging, the profession 

is not high status or particularly well-paid. The paperwork generated in special education 

is daunting and, with high caseloads and multiple schools, it is difficult to form the kind 

of relationships with staff or students which can sustain classroom teachers. As SLP C 

simply stated, "There are good clinicians who aren't working." 

One SLP found that an urban district she transferred to did not coimt many of the 

students who were on her caseload, because the students saw other specialists as well: 

When I came to [urban community], although the kid was a CD kid, they didn't 
list him as being a part of your caseload. You've got this multi-disability kid over 
here that you're spending beaucoup time on, much more than you are on this artic 
kid, and you are telling me you're listing I've got 15 kids on my caseload when I 
know that I've got 52?! Something's wrong with this picture (SLP A). 

Even though this SLP liked the rural community she formerly worked in, the lack of 

adequate staffing burned her out. It also discouraged her that once the district saw they 

could scrape by without more SLPs, they stopped recruiting: 

I really did like it when I was there. I liked the people, but they spread you so 
thin. I was out there at least two years when I was the only person [only SLP]. 
And what they were doing was they brought people in. That first year Aey 
brought someone in April to do some testing for a month. They thought they had 
hired some people, and at the last minute they decided they did not want to be that 
adventurous. So I was the only person there that year. And then the next three 
years, they hired one person. And what they did was after they saw, yeah, we got 
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by with this, they didn't actively recruit for that third person. Yeah, it was a 
shame (SLP A). 

Although the work load was the same, the district decided the other two positions were 

not needed: 

So when I first went there, we had three and a half speech paths and by the time I 
left, it had dropped to two. The caseload had not dropped, the number of speech 
paths had dropped. 

Another SLP thought her district was not recruiting for needed positions because they did 

not want the SLPs to gain strength as a group: 

I know that for the speech therapists there is just so much for them to do and they 
keep them that way, purposefully. They won't hire another speech therapist and a 
half because they don't want us to band together... because it would mean they 
would have to change' (SLP F). 

SLP A experienced working with both aides and paraprofessionals in her rural 

community: 

The last year I was at [rural town], they hired a person as a paraprofessional. I 
didn't know what to think about it, but they couldn't hire a speech path, and we 
needed three speech paths, we needed four speech paths, but with the two that we 
had, they recruited but they couldn't get anyone to come out there. 

The person they hired was skilled but still proved to be time intensive: 

So they hired a person that was a certified special ed teacher as a speech 
paraprofessional. She was being paid a teacher's salary. She was not being paid 
as a paraprofessional. But what we had to do was we worked under ASHA 
guidelines and she worked partly under me, and partly under the other speech 
path. We had to spend so much time with her per week, planning out lessons and 
programming. That was one of those occasions where even though it helped us 
because she was doing the direct therapy it still took a big chunk of our time 
because we had to sit down and plan with her. And we did all the planning and 
attended all the meetings. 

The National Association for SLPs, ASHA, does not support paraprofessional service 

delivery: 
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At that time when we got the information from ASHA, there were only two 
schools considering setting up a certification program for speech/language 
assistants and it was so controversial. 

It was additionally controversial for this SLP for three reasons: first because she was 

burned out from providing her own direct service and planning others'; second because 

the paraprofessional was being paid as an SLP without doing any of the planning: 

And I thought, you know, it's got to be controversial because here she is getting 
paid the same thing we're getting paid. Yet we're having to help set up the 
lessons for her. And then I had two ladies working with me over at [school] in 
[town]. And I did all the lesson plans, carried them to the school and they did the 
lessons. With artic kids, we didn't do lesson plans... but with language kids I had 
to do lesson plans each week for them and [it was] time intensivel Yeah, gobs of 
time on weekends doing lesson plans for kids that I was not providing the service 
for. 

The third reason she found the situation controversial was because the paraprofessionals 

pay differed significantly from the non-certified Native speech aides she also supervised. 

Now those two [Native] ladies were being paid as aides but the other one, because 
she was a [certified] teacher, got paid different. And she wasn't doing any more 
than the other two ladies, but she was getting more than twice as much money. 
Now they were all really, really good. 

Finally, it was just too much work to write lesson plans for three other staff members, as 

well as provide direct service at the same time: 

But once we got that system set up, and I mean it took us awhile to get it there, 
once we got it set up it was working quite well, except that it was burning me out. 
So even though it was just a couple years, it was like okay, I've done enough of 
this. It's time to get out of here. 

Lack of union support. Three of the six SUPs mentioned lack of imion support as 

a deterrent to advocacy: 

[A colleague] was in negotiations, and they were thinking of taking [SLPs] out of 
the certified staff and putting them on MO As [memorandums of agreement] or 
something and that way they'd save money. It's one of the things they wore 
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considering cause then you don't have to pay the benefits. But she was saying 
that the speech paths talked to the organization [NEA] and they said, "You're not 
a big enough group in the whole group of educational people." The SLPs weren't 
a high priority because here was another group that made up 60% of the education 
association and so that was greater priority. But we sure pay their dues (SLP A). 

In addition, the sentiment of wanting an association specifically for SLPs was brought up 

by the two advocates who had been placed on Plans for Improvement and felt they were 

not well represented by their local teachers union. 

Competition for funds. As discussed earlier in this study, both political ideologies 

and competition for funding discourages cooperation between special education and 

bilingual education programs. 

That was a problem out in [rural town). There for awhile, the departments didn't 
work together. One hand didn't know what the other one was doing (SLP A). 

Unfortunately, the ability of the Special Education and Bilingual programs to work 

together strongly influences advocacy and educational success for Native dialect-

speaking students. 

Summary 

Table 6.1 - 6.5 were intended to depict systemic opposition to advocacy for 

Native Alaskan dialect speakers. Although examined in five different areas, the nature of 

systemic opposition makes it difficult to examine these areas separately, because the 

systems are in fact intertwined. The dominant culture view of Native conmiunity and 

dialect speakers influences the ideology and practices of regular and special education 

and the area of school finance, which influences the services and staffing of rural and 

urban school districts and training programs. The issues are circular and interwoven, 

which makes defining and examining these oppositions to advocacy more difficult. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: SYSTEMIC SUPPORTS FOR SLP ADVOCACY 

In the last chapter, systemic oppositions to advocacy were explored. This chapter 

will address systemic supports of advocacy and, where possible, discuss experiences of 

the SLP advocates in these areas. 

Systemic Supports for Advocacy 

Systemic supports for advocacy are contrasted in Table 7.1 with the systemic 

oppositions described in Chapter Six. As can be noted from this table, the systems which 

support advocacy do not fall under the auspices nor receive wide support from the 

dominant culture. Five systemic structures were identified in the interviews that support 

advocacy for Native Alaskan dialect speakers: Native Sovereignty Movements; strong 

local Native communities; strong bilingual departments; some rural sites issues; and 

university training programs that recruit and support Native SLPs and Native teachers. 

Native Sovereignty Movements 

Although Alaskan Native Sovereignty Movements were not mentioned within the 

SLP interviews, it is essential to mention their influence as a support to advocacy. 

(Please refer to Chapter Two's Socio-Historical Background for greater detail.) Having 

roots in actions of the Alaska Native Brotherhood/Sisterhood (ANB/ANS), whose work 

on citizenship rights and land claims date back to the early 1900s, and influenced by 

Alaska's Anti-discrimination Act (1945), the Civil Rights Movements of the 1960s, and 
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Table 7.1 
Systemic Oppositions and Systemic Supports to Advocacy 

Systemic Oppositions to Advocacy Systemic Supports to Advocacy 
Dominant 
Culture 
Worldviews 

- Neg. Attitudes Toward 
Language Variety 

Native Sovereignty 
Movements 

- Pride in Native Heritage 
and Culture 

Dominant 
Culture 
Worldviews - Poor Rates of Hire, 

Retention, and Training for 
Native Staff 

Native Sovereignty 
Movements 

- Lobbying for Restitution 

Dominant 
Culture 
Worldviews 

- Deficit-Based Interaction 
with Native Students and 
Communities 

Native Sovereignty 
Movements 

- Lobbying for Appropriate 
Education 

Dominant 
Culture 
Worldviews 

Native Sovereignty 
Movements 

- Lobbying for Language 
Rights 

Tiie Culture of 
Special 
Education 

- Biased Assessment 
Procedures 

Strong Local 
Native 
Communities 

- Local Control of Schools Tiie Culture of 
Special 
Education - Professional Bum-out 

Strong Local 
Native 
Communities - Local Staff in Schools 

Tiie Culture of 
Special 
Education 

- Division Between Special 
Ed & Regular Education 

Strong Local 
Native 
Communities 

- Commimity Viewed as a 
Resource 

Tiie Culture of 
Special 
Education 

- Issues in Special 
Education Policy 

Strong Local 
Native 
Communities 

Urban Schools - Greater Need for Native 
Advocacy 

Strong Bilingual 
Departments 

- Focused Programs Urban Schools 

- Lack of Native Influence 

Strong Bilingual 
Departments 

- Native Community 
Viewed as Resource 

Urban Schools 

- Cultural Discontinuity 

Strong Bilingual 
Departments 

- Collaboration with Special 
Education 

Urban Schools 

- Non-Native Staff 
Resistance 

Strong Bilingual 
Departments 

- Positive Views of Native 
Alaskan Staff 

Rural Schools - High Turn-over for Non-
Native Staff 

Rural Sites - May Have Strong Local 
Native Community 

Rural Schools 

- SLP Consultant Service 
Model 

Rural Sites 

- May Have Strong 
Bilingual Program 

Rural Schools 

- Issues for Native Staff in 
Rural Schools 

Rural Sites 

- Environment May Provide 
an Education to the Culture 

Politics of 
School Finance 

- The Economics of 
Special Education 

Native SLP and 
Teacher Training 
Programs 

- Recruit Students 

- Time is Money - Support Students 

- Lack of Union Support Provide Native 
Staff and Role 
Models 

- Competition for Funds - Provide Teacher & SLP 
Training Specific to Native 
Communities 
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the American Indian Movement of the 1970s, Alaskan Native Sovereignty movements 

have long championed Native causes in the state. Besides the ANB/ANS, there also 

exists the Alaska Federation of Natives (AFN), a powerful unifying political entity 

established in the 1980s, the Alaskan Native Knowledge Network established in the late 

1990s, and the Alaska Native Language Center. 

The Native Corporations, established by ANCSA (The Alaska Native Claims 

Settlement Act) in the 1980s, provides additional advocacy support for Native 

communities and Alaskan Native issues. Alaskan Native Studies programs within the 

University of Alaska system also provide access and voice for Native communities. 

National Native News, a program of the National Public Broadcasting Network provides 

a national voice for Native issues and Native Sovereignty. In addition, there is a growing 

body of awareness and support for indigenous commimities at a world-wide level. The 

presence of all of these groups may not provide job protection for SLP advocates, but 

they do provide a growing voice of concern and support for Alaska's and the Lower 48's 

Native Dialect speakers. 

Pride in Native heritage and culture. It is my belief that a growing pride in 

Native Alaskan and Native American heritage, language, and culture has been a direct 

result of Native Sovereignty Movements at state and national levels.^s People in Alaska 

are more likely to claim Native heritage these days. In Alaska, some people say this is 

secondary to enrollment for shares in the Native Corporations established by ANCSA, 

and the resulting financial gain. 
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However, I have also personally witnessed the resurgence of Native dance groups 

and programs to mamtain and revitalize languages in the past 20 years, which have 

nothing to do with financial gain. For example, my daughter's dance group leader, Vicki 

Soboleff, spoke of driving her niece to high school in the mid-1990s and seeing her enter 

with slumped shoulders and downcast eyes. Vicki recalled going to high school herself 

in just the same posture, and resolved to do something about it. In 1996, she established 

T'laa Kuut Naaxsati Yak'ti (Children of All Nations), a Southeast Native Alaskan dance 

group for children, which emphasizes dance, language, cultural arts, and leadership skills. 

Membership in this dance group averages aroimd 80 children. Practices are held once or 

twice a week, performances are frequent, fund-raising is on going, trips occur several 

times a year, and senior members have a homework club and weaving and carving 

instruction. Families are provided with materials and instructions for making regalia, 

and patterns are available for Southeast Alaskan clans and crests. Children and families 

receive enormous gain from participation in this dance group, but Vicki does not receive 

any monetary compensation for the work she does as the group's leader. Her reward is to 

watch Native children walk into school, proud of who they are. 

Lobbying for restitution. Another direct result may be seen in the lobbying by 

Indigenous groups for restitution in land claims, abuses from educational and church 

groups, language and cultural destruction, and misuse of funds. As one group of 

I smile to recall my daughter's entrance into first grade in the Tlingit Language/Culture program. She 
marched up to a classmate and declared that she was part-White and all Indian. 
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indigenous people steps forward to pursue sovereignty and retribution for unjust and 

criminal treatment, others follow. 

In Canada several lawsuits have recently been won regarding abuse in residential 

schools, in which allegations have ranged from severe punishment to torture to sexual 

abuse to murder (Milloy, 1999). More than 12,000 law suits have now been filed 

regarding abuse in Canada's residential Indian schools (Turtle Island Native Network, 

2003). 

Kevin Grover, the Assistant Secretary of the Bureau of Indian Affairs in the 

United States, acknowledged in a speech in September, 2000, that terrible wrongs had 

occurred in the BIA schools and other programs, which must be acknowledged before 

healing can begin (Herman & Mermelstein, 2003). On April 9"^, 2003, Zephier, et. al. v. 

the United States of America was filed in the US Court of Federal Claims in Washington 

for abuse incurred by Native peoples in BIA schools in the United States (Turtle Island 

Native Network, 2003). 

Lobbying for appropriate education. While lobbying for retribution, Native 

Sovereignty groups have also lobbied for local control of their schools. Native staffing 

for their schools, bilingual education, and appropriate educational approaches and 

materials for Native communities. The Rough Rock Demonstration School (see 

McCarty, 2002) has led the way for many Native communities seeking such changes 

within their own schools. 

Lobbying for language rights. Bilingual programming, as found in Rough Rock 

(above) has been an integral feature of what many Native communities want for tiieir 
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children. Cultural identity is found within language, which reflects heritage, thought 

process, narrative structure, and communication style. The policies to destroy Native 

Alaskan and Native American languages, the attempts to "kill the Indian in the child", the 

destruction of culture and the weakening of Native communities, are all being challenged 

by sovereignty movements. 

Strong Local Native Community 

A critical systemic support for SLP advocacy lies in having a strong local Native 

community (Table 7.2). This area will be examined within the following three themes: 

local control; local staff; and viewing community as a resource. 

Because rural Alaskan sites have a much greater percentage of Native people, the voice 

and knowledge of the Native community are more consistently present and thus easier for 

non-Natives to hear. Where the Native population is greater, there is better 

representation on goveming bodies. Educational issues important to the Native 

community have a much higher chance of being addressed with such representation. 

Local control of schools. When local control is present for Native Alaskans, 

advocacy for that population is supported. The factors listed above (Table 7.2, first row) 

are important indicators of local control: the majority of the population is Native; Native 

Alaskans are well-represented on school boards and may even have their own school 

district; and Native language and appropriate educational approaches are promoted by 

strong bilingual programming. 

The sheer of number of people present within a population can make a difference 

for representation and local control. In urban sites. Native Alaskan populations may be 
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Table 7.2 
Systemic Supports of Advocacy: 
Strong Local Native Community 

Lx)cal Control 
Of Schools 

Local Staff 
In Schools 

Community 
Viewed as a 
Resource 

*Native people as majority population in community 
•Native population well represented on school boards 
*Native school districts in some rural sites 
*Native language well-represented in bilingual programming 

* Visible Native presence in schools 
•Continuity of Native staff in rural sites 
•Possession of local linguistic and cultural capital 

•Interaction with community familiarizes new non-Native staff 
with local dialect and communication styles 
•Commimity can provide input on more appropriate 
educational methods and materials 
•Local literacy demonstrated through storytelling, songs, art 
forms and dance 
•Better case histories obtained on students 

too small to have a voice that is listened to at the local level. Native students in urban 

sites are routinely over-represented in special education. 

Local staff in schools. Local Native Alaskan staff members provide cultural and 

linguistic capital that even the best meaning non-Native staff will find it difficult to 

provide. Particularly within rural sites, local staff also provides stability. One of the 

oppositions to advocacy mentioned in Chapter Six was the high turnover of non-Native 

staff in rural conmiunities. The quotes that SLP C provided when discussing positive 

attitudes toward Native staff (see Chapter Five) are worth repeating. She noticed 

differences in the classrooms with Native Alaskan teachers: 

For the most part all of the elementary teachers were Athabascan teachers from 
that community. I didn't know it was so unique until you go to other districts and 
find out that's fairly unusual. It was pretty neat. There were nice differences in 
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the classrooms with a Native teacher versus someone who wasn't from the 
community. 

She was able to expound upon these differences: 

In general it was very comfortable communication between the teacher and 
student. The kids weren't scared and homesick being away from home. It was ok 
for the kindergartners because they were at school with someone they knew from 
the community. The teachers were also really good about referrals and concerns. 
They weren't inappropriate. There weren't over referrals from someone... If it was 
a western teacher, it couldn't have been that way. 

This SLP's comments succinctly explain why local staffing is important and also why 

having local staff is an important indicator of a strong Native community. Her 

observations resonate strongly with Philips' concept of invisible culture (1983/1993). 

Community viewed as a resource. In a strong Native commimity, there is less of a 

deficit view toward non-dominant cultures and more recognition of the strengths Native 

community can provide. A Native community which is recognized for strengths and 

contributions is more likely to use authentic Native language and culture as a resource in 

education. People in a strong Native community have more pride in their heritage and a 

sense of belonging and ease in both community functions and schools. These increase 

the political presence and voice for the community. 

Strong Bilingual Departments 

Bilingual programs in rural sites provide advocacy for dialect speakers if the 

following features are present: programs are focused on a small number of language and 

cultural groups; Native community is viewed as a resource; collaboration exists with 

special education; and Native staff receives respect as professionals and support for on

going education (see Table 7.3). 
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Focused programs. Rural Alaskan bilingual departments are often able to provide 

a much more focused service to their students than their urban counterparts. Although 

several regional dialects may be present within rural districts, there is generally one 

related Native language that is quite dominant. This allows rural bilingual departments to 

be very specific in their programming and offer more than a transition to English. Rural 

bilingual departments are better advocates for their dialect speakers as well, due to an 

increased ability to provide services and scaffolded trainings specific to their district's 

Native Alaskan populations. 

Native community viewed as a resource. When a Native community is viewed as 

an educational resource, it is a source of experts in a multitude of areas, as well as a 

source for curriculum development. Finding the knowledge and skills within a 

community turns the focus away from deficit views and helps school systems to 

recognize and develop strengths. Because Bilingual departments do not come from a 

medical model, as does special education, and because they have cross-cultural training, 

they are more likely to acknowledge and advocate for community strengths. 

Collaboration with special education. In one of the rural districts, SLP A saw 

what was possible with a strong collaboration between bilingual education and special 

education. Instead of competing or treating each other with suspicion, the two 

departments shared information and made sure it was imderstood: 
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Table 7.3 
Systemic Supports of Advocacy: 

Strong Bilingual Departments 

Focused Programs •Addresses one main language and cultural group 
*Staff and funding not splintered among many groups 

Native Community *Source of local experts 
Viewed as Resource •Source for curriculum development 

•Strengths-based 
Collaboration with •Teach culturally appropriate interaction with local 
Special Education community 

•Knowledgeable about language variation 
•Do not view dialects as disorders 
•Share testing results 
•Compare Sp Ed tests with Native language scores 
•Involved in assessment process 

Positive Views of •View Native people as a resource 
Native Alaskan Staff •View Native staff as professionals 

•Provide degree-tracked training for Native staff 

Now that coordinator (Bilingual Education Director) that I already mentioned, she 
made it a point to work with Special Ed. When they did their testing, she gave us 
copies and she taught us how to interpret it. She didn't just give us the test 
information and assume we knew about proficiency testing and CALP testing, she 
said this is what CALP is and this is what this test measures, and this is what 
language proficiency is (SLP A). 

The bilingual program also provided information to the special education department on 

the language characteristics associated with LAU categories. The information shared by 

the bilingual program proved useful for determining eligibility. It was considered a part 

of the assessment and used in the SLP's written reports: 

It was really good information that we could use when writing our test 
interpretation and that's how we could determine, 'No, this is not a language 
disorder, his Yupik skills are strong. He's approaching cognitive academic 
proficiency in Yupik and there's only 3 kids in school who are anywhere near 
him, and you referred him for a language evaluation!!' That was the type of 
information we needed when I first went there in (early 90s), but by '95,1 think 
they were building their test infonnation and so they had really begim to collect 
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their information and they got it organized. (Name) was doing a wonderful job 
with that department (SLJP A). 

One of the other SLPs noted that without pressure for enrollment nimibers (and the 

associated financial and job security concerns), it was easier to do what was needed for 

students. This included interaction with the Bilingual program: 

The child study team I was working with was great because there was no pressure 
to get kids in, the positions were safe, and I think we just did what we could 
within the classrooms, and I guess that meant tapping into the Bilingual section. 
They were really good; we could get kids to them (SLP C). 

Positive views of Native Alaskan staff. Strong, focused bilingual programs 

promote a positive view of Native staff, students, and communities. As opposed to 

special education's and dominant culture's deficit views of non-dominant students, rural 

bilingual programs take an additive approach to language acquisition and are strengths-

based. As has been noted earlier in this study, positive views of Native Alaskan staff, 

students and communities are a characteristic of the SLP advocates (see Chapter Five). 

Rural Sites 

In the last chapter, rural sites were shown to have features that oppose advocacy 

for dialect speakers. Rural sites also have features that support advocacy efforts. These 

include having the possible presence of strong local Native communities and strong 

bilingual programs, as well as environments that provide a different worldview and may 

encourage examination of the impact of dominant culture on education. 

Two factors which promote advocacy in rural communities have already been 

discussed (see Table 7.2 for Strong Local Native Community and Table 7.3 for Strong 

Bilingual Programs). The third factor, that the environment may provide an education to 
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the culture, is part of what SLP B called "being a student of the culture". Lx)cal staff is a 

very accessible cultural education resource for non-Native, non-local staff. Local Native 

staff members are generally quite concerned about education in their community and 

want outside staff to work as well as possible with their children. If outside staff 

members show a genuine interest in the children and community, and show a willingness 

to learn, a positive response is likely. 

Exploration of dominant culture. The fourth factor, recognition of dominant 

culture, is a key factor in rural sites that can help develop advocacy skills. Being in an 

environment that is so different from dominant culture communities can encourage 

people to engage in self-examination, although it may instead result in non-Native, 

dominant culture staff reacting in ways that do not support advocacy, such as feeling 

alienated, defensive, or superior. If self-examination does occur, these staff members 

may start to identify their own biases and worldview(s). If this is followed by an 

exploration of the origins of their biases and worldview(s), they are ready to examine 

systems of hierarchy. When people examine systems of hierarchy, two factors are often 

involved: identification of structural inequalities and learning to question dominant 

systems. The SLPs in this study all had both rural and urban experience. They 

demonstrated an awareness of hierarchy and dominant culture by applying knowledge 

of the impacts of dominant culture to their work. This was done through recognition of 

dominant culture views on education and testing, by personal commitments to equity by 

an exploration of ways to provide a more equitable service, and by sharing their 
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Table 7.4 
Systemic Supports of Advocacy: 

Rural Sites 

Rural Sites May Have Strong Local (See Table 7.2) 
Native Community 

May Have Strong (See Table 7.4) 
Bilingual Program 

Environment May •Local staff as a resource 
Provide an Education to *Non-dominant culture setting 
the Culture *May help non-Native staff examine 

own worldviews 

May Encourage *Self examination 
Exploration of the •Examine systems of hierarchy 
Dominant Culture •Application to work 

knowledge with other staff in order to provide a more appropriate education to Native 

students and communities. This self-awareness and awareness of dominant culture was 

present in varying degrees for all six SLP advocates. 

Native SLP and Teacher Training Programs 

Training programs that specifically recruit, support and promote Native people for 

SLP and teaching careers (see Table 7.5), while providing Native role models and 

training specific to Native communities, support advocacy for Native students in several 

ways. First, such programs support Native sovereignty, local staffing and local control of 

the schools, reducing reliance on outside experts and non-Native staff. Second, these 

programs utilize the cultural and linguistic capital of the Native staff, which increases the 

effectiveness and comfort level of instruction for the students. Third Native SLP and 

teacher training programs provide more opportunity for visible role models within the 



240 

schools for Native students. It is worth mentioning that Native SLPs and teachers also 

provide role models for non-Native staff by demonstrating the capacity for academic 

success possible for Native students. Fourth, such programs may improve the socio

economics of Native commxmities by keeping more certified salaries within the 

community. 

Recruiting Native students. Recruitment for Native SLPs and teachers, the first 

factor in Table 7.5, needs a consistent, structured approach. Information regarding the 

existing Native American SLP training programs is not widely disseminated, at least 

within Alaska. Potential students for SLP and teacher training need to be recruited within 

Native communities, in high school counseling offices and career fairs, in TANF 

programs, at community colleges and within local, state, and national Native 

organizations. 

SLP A used several methods to encourage Native Alaskans to pursue SLP 

training: 

When I was out in (rural community), I obtained brochures from the program that 
I went to in Tucson, the AIP program, (and) brochures from the pro^am that 
Chris went to in WA. And as I worked with the different paraprofessionals that I 
worked with, I would show them, "Hey you guys, you should go, you'd be great!" 

She felt that if people knew more about the work an SLP does, they might be more 

interested in pursuing a degree: 

And I think they don't know about the field that much, that's another thing. 
Educating them about the field. With the paraprofessionals, it was easy to do 
because they were working with the kids and it was easy to say, 'You l^ow, you 
could be doing my job.' And trying to get them to go on to school and do that. 
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Table 7.5 
Systemic Supports of Advocacy: 

Native SLP and Teacher Training Programs 

Native SLP and Recruiting Native *Within Native corrmiimities 
Teacher Students *Within high schools and community 
Training colleges 
Programs •Within Native organizations in urban 

communities and at state level 
*Within national Native organizations 

Supporting Native •Financial 
Students •Academic 

•Emotional 
•Cultural 

Providing Native •Recruit and hire Native staff 
Staff and Role •Employ Native guest lecturers 
Models •Arrange internships and student teaching 

with Native American staff 

Providing SLP and •Design coursework and readings relevant 
Teacher Training to Native communities 
Specific to Native •Provide internships in Native 
Communities communities 
Needs •Promote research relevant to Native 

communities 
•Provide degree programs for rural 
communities 

Finances and home responsibilities were the main deterrents to program attendance: 

I had one girl sold on it, but financially she just never could get it together. 
Actually there were 2 people who were very interested in it and one of the girls 
already had a degree working with the school district and the other one was a 
paraprofessional and she had a couple of years of college. They were both very 
interested in it but then they were both single moms and like, 'How do we get out 
to do that? We've got kids, we've got responsibilities,' and so they never did 
(SLP A). 

She was aware of one Native Alaskan student in an SLP training program: 
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But I know there is one girl from (rural community) down in the program from 
WA now. ...She is in the speech/language program out of Pullman (SLP A). 

However, the SLPs were aware that the logistics of SLP training are especially difficult 

for the Native Alaskan community. SLP C actively recruited, without success: 

I had worked pretty closely with a counselor who split up the 10 communities, 
and they did a lot of good things with the kids, and especially with counseling, 
and college bound kids, getting kids into things. There was a career-OTiented lady 
who was great with getting kids involved. But I never had any success in getting 
students interested in speech therapy or language. It is so tough to leave your 
home community. 

SLP A saw college attendance within Alaska being difficult enough: 

A lot of the students don't feel comfortable getting that far away from their 
community. They don't want to go out of state. If they could get something in 
state, they would be more apt to go, I think ... Lots of times they go to Anchorage 
and Fairbanks and they can't make it there because they don't have that extended 
family support. So out of state is even more difficult. 

Providing SLP training at different levels was discussed by several of the 

advocates. SLP A had obviously given a great deal of thought to these issues, including 

consideration of SLP assistant trainmg: 

The paraprofessionals who had husbands in the villages and kids, even if they 
could have gotten the speech language assistants (training), they could have done 
it like that... Those two gals... actually called and got more information and 
packets and stuff but they just couldn't get it together. I mean, it was something 
that they really wanted, but those communities were really tight, they were sooo 
tight. 

SLP A was also considering ways to provide training without people having to spend 

extended time away from their communities; 

Distance delivery is the way to do things in Alaska. I hate it, but it is done that 
way. 
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However, finding good presenters to provide distance delivery training was 

acknowledged as a real challenge: 

The state paid that gal to do that paraprofessional training for the state... It was 
pretty boring but, well, she's not a speech path. You know, I don't know what her 
background was but it's just getting things like that together. Her name is all over 
the paperwork cause we used it wiA our paraprofessionals in Bethel and it's very 
boring. It's just lots and lots of transparencies. Very academic. It's very broad; 
it covered everything, it really does, but if there was some way to keep it from 
being so dry. 

She has seen distance delivery education done well: 

Now with someone who is a dynamic speaker! We had a lady out in (rural 
community). She isn't Native but she was in charge of the Bilingual Department. 
She was dyrumicl When it came to that distance delivery stuff, it was amazing! 
She was like a fish in water. I could sit and listen to her cause she made it so 
dynamic. She was always changing the way she presented what she was 
presenting. She was in tiie Writing Consortium. She's a good presenter, now. If 
they could get a presenter like her to do that. Now that's not her background, but 
she does know like multicultural issues and she's a dynamic presenter. When you 
take that long distance delivery format she had it down to an art. She's the only 
person I've seen that could hold my interest, no one else could. 

Training is already provided for aides within the villages; these are mandated by 

the state. Unfortunately, in special education, this training is not often provided in a way 

that provides credit leading to a degree. The model for degree track training is in place 

though, because Bilingual programs often to just that. 

They do paraprofessional training with the bilingual aides and they do a good job. 
They bring them into (rural community) during the summer. They have a summer 
program and they give them college credit and award associate degrees (SLP A). 

However, because special education has such a high turn-over for certified non-Native 

staff, and because special education is not as oriented in viewing Native community as a 

resource, she has seen little advocacy to build credit for degrees: 
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Don't just let them keep taking credits or trainings that don't mean anything! 
Because what I found when we were doing paraprofessional training with special 
ed, you brought in a group of people and you did a training. Well, in three years, 
you bring them in again and you've got a whole new group of people who are 
doing the training, but the paraprofessionals are pretty much the same. You give 
them the same stuff again. The new people aren't keeping up with they've 
already had. You're never building any depth in what you're presenting to them. 
It's just the same old introduction to what speech/language is, what special ed is -
give them credit for it! 

Supporting Native students. The second factor that needs to be built into 

programs for Native SLPs and teachers is financial, academic, emotional and cultural 

support (see Table 7.5). Many Native students will need financial support to cover travel 

(exorbitant from Alaska), tuition and books, housing, and a living stipend. Some will 

require assistance with childcare. Academic support through individual tutoring, 

tutorials, and study groups should be provided. Many Native students, particularly from 

rural sites, may not have had the academic preparation necessary for college success. 

Emotional support should be provided to help students persevere through the 

cultural discontinuity of the dominant culture education system. S. Soboleff (in Wright, 

1996) spoke of needing to let Native students in higher education know that they are not 

the problem. Even after finishing a degree and being hired. Native staff may benefit from 

a support group. Such a group has existed in the Juneau schools since the late 1980s. 

Finally, support at a cultural level should be offered. This includes the flexibility 

to work around a student's family needs and religious or community events, as well as 

the flexibility to respect and work with differences in cultural commimication. 

Providing Native staff and role models. The third factor listed in Table 7.5 for 

Native SLP and teacher training programs is the provision of Native staff and role 
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models. These programs need to strive for a consistently visible Native presence. First, 

the programs need to recruit and retain Native staff as regular staff members. Training 

programs should also take advantage of local experts from surrounding Native 

commimities and engage such people as guest lecturers. It is also critical that internships 

and student teaching be arranged that include time with Native staff. 

The importance of Native role models was mentioned in interviews by both SLPs 

with Native heritage. For SLP A, it was growing up in schools with Native teachers. She 

became a teacher, as did many classmates, based on seeing Native people in these roles: 

I'm sure that's the reason I went into teaching. It just seemed the natural field to 
go into. Because that's actually the only field I saw Natives in, I mean the only 
professional field. There were a few nurses, but we didn't see them in any other 
capacity and so a lot of the people that I graduated from high school with went 
into teaching. 

For SLP F, the critical factor that helped her finish her training program was 'seeing 

someone who looks like me'. She needed to see Native American professionals: 

Now at that point I had always gone for health care to Native American facilities, 
like Indian Health Service Hospitals, but I had never seen one Native doctor, one 
Native nurse, one Native American speech therapy professional. 

She needed to see Native Americans receiving professional recognition: 

It was really, really different for me to see a Native American professional being 
respected as a professional, and being treated like their work had worth, and being 
welcomed in places where I had never seen Native Americans being previously 
welcomed. Like in clinics, speech and hearing clinics, and technology clinics. 

She needed to see someone with a similar background who had done what she was trying 

to do: 
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Actually seeing her operate in day-to-day life as a professional was very eye 
opening. It was like, "So this is what they mean when they say that I need to 
make this transition. I have to interface with the community and this is how - this 
is one way of doing it," as I watched her. I knew my style would be different, but 
I respected that and I respected her immensely. She went against stupendous odds 
to get the position she was in. It seemed that it was not very easy for her, but she 
had persevered and she was a Native American speech therapist. 

Although of Asian ancestry, SLP D recognized the importance of being a role model in 

the rural schools and tried to be more visible for Native Alaskan students: 

It's really important for the speech therapists to stay more in the classroom. I 
think the willingness to get involved and be a part of the student body is 
important. It's really hard sometimes but you have to. While I was there, I tried to 
get involved with the kids, and that way diey knew and had a better understanding 
of who I was and how I became a speech pathologist. 

The importance of having visible, accessible, supportive role models appears to be a 

critical element in the recruitment and training of Native Alaskan and Native American 

SLPs. 

Providing SLP and teacher training specific to Native communities. The fourth 

factor for SLP and Teacher training programs in Table 7.5 is the inclusion of training that 

specifically addresses the needs of Native coirraiimities. Socio-linguistic and educational 

issues found in many Native communities include specific needs which SLPs and 

teachers will need to address. The training programs should not focus exclusively on 

such needs, but should address them, in case the students wish to work in a setting which 

will include Native students. Therefore, some of the internship and student teaching 

experiences should be within a primarily Native setting. In addition, it is important that 

Universities with Native SLP and teacher training programs support and promote 
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research relevant to and endorsed by Native communities in order to provide high quality 

training based on current information. 

Summary 

This chapter has provided information on systems which support advocacy for 

Native students. The systems identified in this study include Native Sovereignty 

Movements, strong Native communities, strong focused bilingual programs, some 

features of rural sites, and training programs that specifically recruit and support Native 

SLPs and Native teachers. These systems which support advocacy are interactive and 

overlapping, just as are the systemic oppositions to advocacy. A major difference 

identified between the systems that support and oppose advocacy for Native Alaskan 

dialect speakers is that the systems that oppose advocacy have the backing of dominant 

culture and educational institutions. Systems that support advocacy for Native Alaskan 

dialect speakers are more likely to be in opposition to, and receive less support from, 

dominant culture and its institutions. 



248 

CHAPTER EIGHT: RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SLP ADVOCATES 

This chapter explores the recommendations of the SLP advocates, based upon 

their backgrounds, work experiences, and insights. The third research question will be 

addressed in this chapter: How can the SLPs' experiences and insights be used to help 

training programs and schools improve the quality of service for Native Alaskiui and 

Native American populations? 

SLP Recommendations 

The data for this question are organized into the three categories found within the 

interview data: increasing the number of Native Alaskan/Native American SLPs, 

improving training programs, and suggestions to schools for improving service to Native 

communities. 

Increase the Number of Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs 

All of the SLP advocates stated that having more Native Alaskan/Native 

American SLPs would positively impact the services provided to Native Alaskan students 

and communities. A national shortage of SLPs exists; within the pool of available SLPs 

available, a disproportionately low number are Native Alaskan or Native American. This 

research project was fortunate to include two participants of Native heritage. What can 

be learned from these two individuals? Do their experiences reveal any patterns that 

would be helpful in recruiting, training and employing other Native Alaskan or Native 

American SLPs? 

Three factors stood out as impacting the recruitment and training of the two SLPs 

with Native heritage: 
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1) High expectations for education were present in both their families. 

2) Both attended training programs that specifically recruited and tried to support 

Native American students. 

3) Native role models in their training programs and/or internships were an 

important influence. 

For SLP A and SLP F, college started long before they entered a training 

program. Both of these SLPs discussed the importance of being encouraged 

educationally within their families, something the other four (non-Native) SLPs did not 

mention in their interviews. For SLP A, educational expectations weren't spoken, as 

much as lived: 

I would say that my mother was the strong determining factor in, you know, she 
pushed all of her children. I was the youngest of ten... We had a small farm and 
we usually had to stay out of school until like November, working, and then we 
would go to school. But my mother, she didn't accept that you got behind or that 
you missed work or whatever. She expected you to go in and catch up and move 
on and not even, she was a strong motivating factor. 

She also discussed the education of her siblings: 

I'd had three sisters that had gone on to school. One had gone to nursing school, 
one had gone to train as a teacher, and then one had gone to a Junior College. 
And my brother had gone to a vocational school, so my mother had pushed us to 
go on. I don't even remember what she said. I don't remember her ever making a 
statement like, "I want you to have it easier than I had it." .. .Even though I don't 
remember her saying it, I just knew that she expected us to go on and have a 
better life than she had. 

For SLP F, however, the expectations were directly spoken; 

We knew my dad would kill us if we ever decided to drop out of high school. We 
might have all been dead beats. He talked a lot when we were going through high 
school about getting our education. We thought it was like a punishment that we 
had to go on and get our education. We didn't understand what that meant when 
we were in high school. But we found out. Later on we found out it meant going 
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to college. Gosh, there were expectations placed on us early on. Very high 
expectations. 

Are family expectations for education an important influence for Native Alaskan 

and Native American SLPs? The fact that the two SLPs of Native heritage were the only 

ones who talked about family expectations could be significant. For Native populations, 

it may be that educational expectations and support are more important at the family 

level, since dominant societal expectations are often not as high. 

Improving Training Programs. 

The SLPs all had suggestions, either given explicitly or embedded within their 

interviews, on how to improve training programs. Their recommendations have been 

placed in the following categories: school delivery emphasis; ethics and employment; and 

improving school services (see Table 8.1). 

School delivery emphasis. As many SLPs have found, there is little preparation 

for school delivery in most training SLP training programs, even though that is where the 

majority of SLPs will spend their professional careers: 

I think our training programs, at least the one I went through at University of 
Arizona, is geared more toward people who are going into research or hospitals, 
rehab settings. And the truth is that most people who go through the programs 
work in the schools. You've got one school age language course that you take, 
and it's so broad that, I don't know (SLP A). 
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Table 8.1 
SUP Recommendations for Training Programs 

School Delivery Emphasis 
Training strand for school-
based SLPs, with multiple 
courses that address school 
delivery 

Required, scaffolded 
coursework or seminars on 
altematives to standardized 
testing (alternative 
assessment) 

Coursework or seminars 
that address how to work 
with paraprofessionals 

Coursework or seminars on 
providing effective 
consultative services 

Cross Cultural 
Communication 
Mandated coursework on 
language diversity: 
dialects, narrative structure, 
discourse patterns, language 
policies and politics 

Mandated training for staff 
in training programs on 
language and cultural 
diversity, specific to their 
student populations 

Build collaborative teaching 
relationships with linguistic 
and cultural anthropology 
programs 

Offer a bilingual/ 
multicultural endorsement 
in Alaska specifically 
designed for special 
education staff 

Ethics and Employment 
Coursework or seminars 
that address maintenance of 
job quality and self-
advocacy 

Coursework or seminars 
that provide direct training 
on advocacy for students 

Coursework or seminars 
that address the bum-out 
phenomenon 

Coursework or seminars 
that address job protection 

The clinical training, as well, is often quite divorced from the real world of school 

therapy. Reports, while in training, are massive and painstaking. Therapy plans, while in 

training, are often written out word-for-word. Once an SLP is working in the schools, 

reports often become a luxury: child study teams really just want the test scores. Simply 

keeping therapy logs up-to-date to track progress can be a challenge, due to time 

constraints. 
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None of the SLP advocates received training in their programs on providing 

consultative service, and the concept of working with paraprofessionals was not even 

discussed. Yet in rural Alaska, teacher aides are the main providers of services 

The way you're taught to do therapy? Nothing! like what you do in the schools, 
except with Dr. Swisher's preschool program. But with school-aged kids, what 
you learn in the clinic is not what you're doing. I don't know. I was really 
disappointed and I felt I was not prepared. Assessment wise, I was very prepared 
I thought, but with therapy you learn how to do that. Learning how to do the 
consultative component and working with paraprofessionals and training? I don't 
remember them even mentioning paraprofessionals (SLP A). 

The most difficult area for this SLP was providing service for the number of intensive-

needs students in her first SLP position: 

Probable what caused us the most difficulty was the multi-disability students. 
How to provide therapy and that kind of stuff, unless you did your practicum with 
the VA [hospital] or with the CP foundation in Tucson, you didn't get any 
background in that area. So that was the greatest difficulty we faced our first year 
out in [rural site] because we had so many multi-disability kids on oiu* caseloads. 
The kids that we had seen in the schools in Tucson and even on the reservation at 
the Head Starts, we did not see any multi-disability students. I take that back. I 
did a rotation at a private clinic and I did see some multi-disability preschoolers 
there, but nothing at that level. 

The sheer number of students on a normal school caseload was also something the SLPs 

felt unprepared for: 

We went through practicums where you had, you know five kids that you worked 
with and our school site was 20, but it was no big deal. Well, you go to [rural 
site] and you've got 75 and 10 of them are in wheelchairs with problems that you 
go, "WOW!"... We all thought we had had that, and we didn't have the training 
to even work with MR kids. So I think it depends on your training program, what 
you cover (SLP A). 

Out of the six SLPs who participated in this case study, only one attended a 

program which specifically offered a school emphasis training strand. Evidently thare 
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are programs now that offer such training, and even include training on service to 

intermediate and secondary students: 

I've talked with speech paths coming out of programs who provided really good 
background work with middle school and high school kids. My program didn't 
(SLPA). 

When one's training and techniques are targeted toward preschool and primary grade 

students, it can be daunting to work with older students: 

I just shy away from it. If they say, "We've got a position open at the middle 
school or high school," I say, "I'm not interested. No thanks (SLP A)." 

SLP A, even with all her year experience as a high school science teacher, did not feel 

prepared to work with older students as an SLP: 

What should we be doing with these [older] school age kids? When they get to be 
grade 3 and on up, what should we be doing? Especidly grade 4 on up. Should 
we be tying our therapy to the curriculum? Should we be responsible for a grade 
like the special ed teachers? Because if you pull a kid or even go in the classroom 
and work with him, or take their time away from their regular education classes in 
high school, you'd better be giving them a grade, or they aren't going to be doing 
anything for you. Seriously. 

An Alaska Speech and Hearing Conference several years ago did provide a much 

desired training on working with older students: 

At the AKSHA convention a couple of years ago [presenter] talked about how to 
provide services for school-age kids. When they get to a certain level, they 
should give you a time and maybe you're going to be giving them their English 
grade, maybe science or social studies. You see them for 50 minutes just like any 
other class and you're responsible for their grade in that class. That's the only 
way to make it work at those grade levels (SLP A). 

Reward systems and the whole approach to therapy are different for older students as 

well as students at different maturity levels: 
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She [presenter] talked about how we give them stickers or tokens. And they had 
done some research on at what age level the stickers aren't working anymore, 
what age level tokens don't work anymore, what age level can you just sell the 
kid on, "You need this to get by in life." It was amazing that at a certain ^e level 
you can tell them, "You need this to get buy in life", and sell them on it, but those 
kids that never reach that maturity level, you'd have to find some reason for them 
to be there. Because that reason is critical (SLP A). 

Providing service 50 minutes every day, just like any other class would make 

enormous changes in school service delivery models: 

It sure could change the way that we provide services. Instead of three times a 
week, you'd see them for a whole class period for the whole week. And when 
you're in that school only two days a week!? Our services would come to be 
valued because even though you're going, "Oh, he knows these meanings and he 
knows these analogies," you're the only one that knows what you're doing (SLP 
A). 

Other SLPs have also discussed a need for changing service models and changing 

roles: 

I have some [staff relationships] that are great collaborative partnerships. Some 
teachers don't want to give me grading to do because of all the paperwork I have, 
but I need to be involved with it, you know? I think it will come though (SLP C). 

Although the SIP advocates agree that school service models need changing, clear 

direction for these changes is not being provided either through training programs or 

nationally from ASHA 

Cross-cultural communication. For SLP F, even though she agreed with the 

additional focus needed on school delivery, her main concern was with cultural 

communication styles: 

One thing I think I did differently, is I gave wait time, and once you do that you 
can get a lot of valuable insight... It's just small things like this that tell me, if I 
were to design a training program, this is what I would do. That's what I always 
envisioned. 
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Even though this SLP grew up with cultural instruction regarding the importance of 

talking carefully and listening carefully, it took years for her to gain a real understanding 

of how important careful conmiunication is. Trying to share this information with school 

district staff who did not receive her cultural instruction has been ftustrating: 

I didn't really get it then, but now I do. I just thought, "Ok Grandpa, I respect 
you, but I don't know what you mean." Now though, it's so different. They 
[school district] could be so good, it could be a model program for Alaska, and 
they have all the resources, but it's too scary or uncomfortable to take steps out of 
things, or change things. 

It can be uncomfortable to step outside of one's worldview, to take a break from the 

frenetic pace of the school year. Training programs may well turn out to be the place 

where alternate worldviews and cultural communication concepts are best presented, then 

explored. 

Ethics and employment. Who does an SLP hold loyalty to? The district that is 

employing her or the students she serves and their community? How does one give a 

professional recommendation that is not supported by the district? These kinds of 

concerns were mentioned during the time of the OCR investigation which occurred in 

Juneau in the mid-1990s. The SLP interviews conducted for the OCR investigation took 

place in the office of the director of special education, at his choice. Although the special 

education director was not present, the environment set a tone which spoke for him. 

The SLP advocates also expressed concerns about ethics and employment, as 

illustrated by SLP B' s experience: 

I sided with the parents. I looked at the parent as part of the team... Parents 
are wanting one way, and the administration says, "No, were not doing it." 
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When you choose to side with the parent, you get in trouble. I learned that the 
hard way, but it's interesting because people would come and say that you can 
professionally make a recommendation and it's up to the district to take it or not 
take it. It's a touchy thing, because the district hires you. So that's when you hold 
your ethics close to heart. 

It is very painful to be placed on a plan for improvement, especially after years of 

excellent evaluations. I know, having experienced this myself in my last year of SLP 

employment. Even though I was offered a contract the following year, I chose to not 

return. SLP B described this process as she experienced it, and the emotional response 

surrounding it; 

Anything that could be said negatively about me was used. It was one of the worst 
things I've ever been through. The union said I had to go with it. They said I 
could file a complaint on behalf of the child, but I didn't really want to go there 
and take that route. So I thought if I got another plan of improvement, it may 
mean I must move on from my position as a speech pathologist. Or, maybe I 
thought I should fight back, and not let it happen. I had a friend, and I was in tears 
- it was professionally damaging. But she told me that I could file discrimination 
based on this. But I asked myself, "Do I want to take this route?" Then there are 
the other SLPs who are advocates. Are they going through this too? I mean, is 
that how it's supposed to be? 

The last time I spoke with this SLP, the "student of culture", she had chosen to run a 

home daycare rather than return to work as an SLP. Alaska's Native students need SLPs 

with her skills and ethics. 

Ethics, job quality, and job maintenance for school SLPs are issues that are not 

addressed in training programs but which certainly impact the SLPs functioning and job 

retention. In my undergraduate training program, I recall being presented with 

mformation on maintaining a professional appearance, with tidbits such as that we should 

not wear evening gowns to work. If training programs continue to avoid real-life school 

employment issues, which the professors may not be aware of because they do not work 
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in that environment, perhaps state SLP associations could start addressing ethics, 

employment and job satisfaction for their members through seminars or workshops. The 

need strongly exists. 

Improving School Services 

The SLPs recommendations for improving school services are imbedded in much 

of the data that has already been presented in the last three chapters. Still, it may be 

useful to look at these recorrmiendations as a group (see Table 8.2). The SLP 

reconmiendations for improving school services are listed within the following 

categories: Pre-Referral Procedures; Assessment Procedures; Advocacy for Native 

Students and Families; Classroom Level; Administrative Level; Advocacy for Native 

Staff; Collaboration with Bilingual Programs; State Endorsements; and Job Satisfaction. 

Pre-referral procedures. As was discussed within the literature on special 

education, one of the most effective strategies for preventing inappropriate special 

education placement of Native Alaskan children, as well as other children marginalized 

by the dominant culture, is to use pre-referral strategies. If students are referred to 

special education and tested, they will most likely be placed, especially those who speak 

non-standard English. The system exists to place students into programming and that is 

what it usually does. Pre-referral strategies help teachers to look at other options and 

other solutions prior to making that referral. Rural systems with strong focused bilingual 

programs often have pre-referral models in place which urban systems could duplicate. 
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Table 8.2 
SLP Recommendations for the Schools 

Pre-referral *Progressive inservice training required for staff on linguistic and 
procedures cultural differences specific to population 

*Pre-referral procedures for Native students based on rural 
systems 

Assessment Revise whole assessment approach to include: 
Procedures •Assessment procedures for Native students based on rural 

systems 
*Peer-referenced measures 
*Input required from Native staff 
•Input required from Bilingual program 
•Urban assessment procedures based on rural systems 
•Biographic Communication and Literacy Profiles 

Advocacy for District level support provided for Native parents, including: 
Native Students •Classroom advocacy and support 
and Parents •Special education advocacy and support 

•Cross cultural training that is truly cross-cultural 

Classroom Level •Collaborate with teachers 
•Team-teach with teachers 
•As a profession, provide/obtain clear training on inclusive 
classroom service models, so we aren't fimctioning as aides 
•"Tone-down" classroom environments - too stimulating 
•Inservice staff on village English (difference vs. disorder) 

Administrative •Training provided on inclusion models 
Level •Training provided on what SLPs do 

•Training provided on retaining Native staff 

Advocacy for •Enforce IDEA requirements to help retain Native staff 
Native Staff •Mentoring for urban Native staff new to a district 

•Urban administration trained on retaining Native staff 
•Urban interview teams trained on cross-cultural interview 
techniques 
•Degree-tracked training for paraprofessionals 
•Consistency is with Native staff - build these relationships 

Collaboration with •Require special education and bilingual departments to work 
Bilingual Programs togeAer 

•Cross-referenced assessment information 
•LAU and BIC/CALPs information shared 
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State Endorsements ^Bilingual/Multicultural communication and assessment 
endorsement for Special Education staff 

Job Satisfaction *Either provide direct service or consultation - not both 
•Union support for SLPs and other related service providers 
*Time for collegial support, reflection, and discussion for SLPs 
* Admin and district level support to improve job quality 

Another procedure to prevent inappropriate referrals is to have progressive 

inservice training required for all staff on linguistic and cultural differences specific to 

the population(s) they serve. It is important that the inservice training be progressive and 

change from year to year so that staff do not tune it out. Such training will increase the 

likelihood of teachers identifying a feature as a difference, rather than as a disorder. 

Assessment procedures. As discussed previously, all six SLPs modified their 

assessment techniques from the standardized measures on which all had been trained, 

although two of the SLPs had also been exposed to non-standardized measures during 

their graduate programs. In rural sites, most SLPs quickly realize that they must adapt 

their assessment instruments and procedures. In urban sites, particularly for SLPs 

without rural experience, there is not that inclination. The SLP advocates recommended 

that urban assessment procedures for Native students be based on systems developed in 

rural Alaska. The SLPs also recommended the use of peer-referenced measures and 

strongly advised the inclusion of Native staff input and bilingual program testing and 

staff input. Biographic Communication Profiles^'^, based on Denny Taylor's (1994a) 

A Biographic Communication Profile could examine literacy, as well as how the child is using language 
and communication to make sense of, and interact with, his or her world. 
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Biographic Literacy Profiles, could be quite useful for gathering the qualitative peer-

referenced information on which the SLP advocates want to base their evaluations. 

Advocacy for Native students and families. Support needs to be provided at the 

district and state level for Native parents. The need for such support was especially 

evident within SLP F's interview, when she stated that if she herself needed a cultural 

advocate, what did the parents need? It would be very useful, particularly within urban 

sites if Native families with special education involvement be provided annually with a 

list of cultural resources and contacts available to attend meetings with them. Regular 

education classrooms have a need for advocacy as well, to counteract the negative 

stereotypes towards Native students and communities. SLP F queried why cross-cultural 

training was not truly cross cultural, providing experience, understanding and skills to 

function in both cultures. Training such as she envisioned could be prove useful in 

changing negative attitudes toward Native Alaskan dialect speakers and their 

communities. 

Classroom level. At the classroom level, SLPs are aware of the need to be in 

collaborative relationships with classroom teachers, which can include advocacy 

activities regarding Village English, team-teaching, plarming time, and tying the 

classroom curriculum into therapy. 

As a profession, SLPs need to obtain clear training on inclusive classroom service 

models, so they aren't functioning as classroom aides. Often neither the teacher nor the 

SLP are sure what an SLP should be doing in the regular classroom. This need for 
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classroom-based service skills was mentioned in the training recommendations for work 

with students in older grades. 

An additional classroom concern mentioned by the two Native SLPs was that 

today's classrooms are too stimulating. Both felt that "toning down: the atmospheres of 

classrooms would improve success for Native students, as well as many other students. ^7 

Now, I'm substitute teaching and getting a real insight into the trenches of what 
we're really asking these kids to do everyday. And one of the first things I 
noticed, now if we're going to call these kids CD or LD, is that these schools are 
way too over-stimulating. It's too loud in the lunchroom. We ask them to be by 
too many kids doing too many things. The classrooms are too big and too bright 
and just way too overloaded with information. And they want these kids to pay 
attention to just one thing at a time with all these other wonderful things to pay 
attention too? (SLP F). 

Her discussion of this phenomenon of modem schooling has not received much response; 

They tell me this is the nature of education and these kids will have to deal with it. 
And I just think, "Who are these people kidding, themselves?"... And this cuts 
across all barriers. If they're ADHD, we ask these poor ADHD kids to sit in these 
very stimulating classrooms and just listen to me? [laughter]. 

Administrative level. As noted in other portions of the data, school administrators 

are not necessarily trained in or supportive of inclusion, the service model where children 

with special needs are mainstreamed into the regular classroom, with support. If such 

programs are written into a student's Individual Education Program (lEP), it is legally 

enforceable, with effort. The national move for a number of years has been toward 

37 A difference I have noted with my daughter's Tlingit language/culture classroom is that the atmosphere 
is quieter. Although there are displays and the walls have posters and artwork, more muted colors are used. 
There is often music playing quietly in the background and the overhead lights are sometimes left off. 
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inclusion, so it would behoove Alaskan schools to have their administration and regular 

education staff well trained in this area. 

Another area of training that could benefit SLP and administrative relations is to 

clarify what SLPs actually do. Unfortunately, there still is often the view that SLPs just 

work on s and r soimds. Information on the services available, as well as welcoming staff 

and administration in to see SLPs at work, could improve staff relations and support. As 

previously mentioned, a marked shortage of SLPs exists at both the national and state 

level. 

The third area of training considered important for administration, is in the area of 

hiring and retaining Native staff. This area was discussed at some length earlier in this 

study. 

Advocacy for Native staff. As shown by its inclusion under the Administrative 

Level category, advocacy for Native staff requires training for administration. This is 

true particularly in urban sites. Suggestions for improving working conditions in the 

schools for Native staff include the training of interview teams on cross-cultural 

interviewing techniques so that more Native staff are hired, the provision of mentoring 

for new staff (particularly new staff in an urban district), district level support groups for 

Native staff, and enforcement of state level requirements that encourage retaining Native 

staff. 

Additional concerns found in this category are the provision of degree-tracked 

training for paraprofessionals, so that rural paraprofessional staff be given the recognition 

and salary of certified staff, while providing a more linguistically and culturally 
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appropriate education. SUP C stated that the consistency in rural sites is with Native 

staff. Schools need to build these relationships. The knowledge and ability to work well 

with Native students and train others to do so in urban sites is also consistently with 

Native staff. Schools need to build these relationships, too. 

Collaboration with bilingual programs. The interaction between bilingual 

programs and their staff and special education and its staff, such as happens in many rural 

sites, was recommended by all of the SLPs. Some urban districts now have requirements 

for such an interaction, particularly in the aftermath of OCR investigations and other 

litigation. The ability to cross-reference assessment information regarding special 

education testing with language dominance/proficiency measures and BIC/CALP testing 

would provide a much broader picture of a student's fimctioning. 

State endorsements. The idea of a state level bilingual/multicultural 

communication and assessment endorsement for Special Education staff was discussed 

within several interviews. SLP B even thought a test should be administered to check for 

hidden attitudes: 

It would really be cool if they made a test that would be given to the person who 

is testing, to find out if they have a hidden attimde. Sometimes people don't 

know that, and it would be nice to have some kind of test. 

A state endorsement, informed by research from cultural anthropology and linguistics and 

language studies, could help special education staff have consistent training and 
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procedures that are more appropriate for their work with Native Alaskan students and 

other non-dominant student commimities. 

Job satisfaction. As discussed through-out this study, school districts are 

understaffed with SLPs, many vacancies exist, and those working in the field continue to 

leave. Two out of six of the SLPs in this case study are not working in the field anymore, 

nor am I, the researcher. Job satisfaction is therefore an area which schools and training 

programs should examine, if they wish to have SLPs serve in schools. 

The SLPs stated that administrative, district-level, and sometimes state-level 

support is needed to improve job quality. This topic has been addressed through-out this 

study, with recommendations ranging from referrals to service models. Many of the 

needs for support address avoidance of bum-out. For some, it is found within the 

changing roles. Many administrators think that providing SLP consultative service or 

working with paraprofessionals is easier, and less time-consuming than providing direct 

therapy. The opposite is true, as SLP A found doing rural paraprofessional support. 

When an SLP is also expected to be providing direct therapy, it can be overwhelming. 

When you're working as a consultant AND you're a direct service provider, what 
you're doing is two jobs. 

Another recommendation discussed earlier in this study is the need for union 

representation that understands, supports, and protects related service providers like 

SLPs, to a greater extent than is currently being seen. 



265 

Reflection time, implementation time, and time for collegial support and 

discussion of current research and best practice are noticeably lacking in the school 

environments. Some saw this as intentional. 

And let's keep people really busy so they don't have time to talk about this and 
consider how they would like to change. 

And some just saw it as a function of the frantic pace of the dominant culture and the 

nature of public schools. However, as I recall the cut in our SLP meeting times in Juneau 

after the district decided to not pursue local norms, I tiiink perhaps both may be true. 

Whatever the cause, many SLPs are not feeling satisfied with their jobs. It would 

behoove the schools and training programs to find out why. 

I think most of the people [SLPs] I know are not happy...I think it's going to be 
interesting to see what happens to speech/language. It's got to change (SLP A). 

Summary 

This chapter has explored the SLP advocates recommendations in three areas: 

recruiting and training Native Alaskan/Native American SLPs; recommendations for 

training programs; and recommendations for schools. Much of this information has been 

present in the data in previous chapters, which focused on what shapes an SLP and the 

systems that support and oppose advocacy. 

The implications, discussion, and conclusions of this study are in the final 

chapter. 
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CHAPTER NINE: IMPLICATIONS, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS 

Framework Review 

This qualitative case study examined the background, experience, and ideation of 

six Speech Language Pathologists (SLPs) who advocate for Native Alaskan speakers of 

dialectal English. Prior to presenting the implications, discussion, and conclusions of this 

study, I would like to revisit my theoretical and conceptual frameworks. Theoretical 

grounding for this case study was derived from a variety of disciplines. These include: 

critical pedagogy (Apple, 1982,2001; Apple & Weis, 1986; Giroux, 1981,1986; 

Foucault, 1970); theories of linguistic economy (Bourdieu 1977,1982/91); Ruiz's 

problem/right/resource orientation (1988) and language policy (Crawford, 1996,1999; 

Ruiz, 1988,1995; Silentman, 1995; Tollefson, 1988); Ogbu et al's work on involuntary 

minorities (1986,1987,1992,1998); Cummins (1984,1989,1999,2001) work on special 

education identification and minority empowerment; Philips' work (1983,1993) on 

invisible culture; the Funds of Knowledge project (Moll, 1990,1992; Gonzales, 1995); 

and McCarty's studies of linguistically and culturally appropriate education for Native 

Americans (1989,1992,1993,2002). 

Although primarily a descriptive case study, critical theory was used to examine 

the macro-sociohistorical aspects of both Native Alaskan educational experiences and the 

culture and training programs of SLPs. Years of participant/observation experience 

provided additional information and context. 

The conceptual framework for this study was simplified to focus on elements that 

shape SLP advocates, elements that either hinder or sustain their advocacy activities. 
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Table 9.1 
Conceptual Framework 

Exploring SLP Advocacy 

Background Influences Recommendations for 
Training Programs 

Content 
Support for students 

Personal/familial 
Linguistic 
Education and training 
Work experience SLP 

ADVOCACY 

Factors That Support Advocacy  ̂
In schools 
In society 

Insights for Practice 
Techniques 
Support for dialect speakers 
Support for advocates 

Factors That Hinder Advocacy 
In schools 
In society 

and the SLP advocates' reconraiendations; in other words what goes into the making of 

an SLP advocate and what comes out of their advocacy. This framework focused the 

research and helped direct and delineate the analysis of data. Its use also enhanced the 

implications for understanding other, related, situations. 

In order to explore the issue of SLPs as advocates, this study identified and 

explored five research problems. 

1) The American Speech and Hearing Association's position on social dialects, 

although two decades old, has seen little implementation that assists the 

competency of school-based SLPs to serve dialect speakers. 

The National organization has struggled with how to effectively implement and enforce 

their Position on Social Dialects. This two-decade struggle has presented SLPs with a 



268 

conflicted stance on dialectal language issues and appropriate services for 

linguistically/culturally diverse (LCD) populations. Recent developments at ASHA, such 

as the language in the 2005 standards, are encouraging; however, problems with 

implementation and enforcement persist. 

2) Competition exists between special education and bilingual education for both 

state and federal funds, which does not promote interaction between these two 

areas of education. 

In this study, it was rare for an SLP to identify an Alaskan school district where special 

education and bilingual programs worked cooperatively in the evaluation of Native 

students. Both districts that were mentioned are located in rural sites. With shrinking 

revenues throughout the state, competition between bilingual and special education 

programs is likely to increase. However, it was noted that following investigations by 

OCR, special education programs became more interested in working cooperatively with 

bilingual programs. 

3) Few SLPs in Alaska appear to actually advocate for Native students, in the 

sense of seeing beyond test scores or identifying strengths and skills within Native 

communities. 

In this study, only six Alaskan SLPs were identified as advocates for Native students. 

Many SLPs in Alaska are concerned about Native language issues, but few appear to 

function as actual advocates for Native students and their communities. 
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4) There exists a very low number of Native Alaskan SLPs. The need for people 

with their expertise and linguistic and cultural capital is critical to the 

development of appropriate services for Native Alaskan communities. 

As of the writing of this study, there are no longer any Native Alaskan SLPs identified as 

practicing within the state of Alaska. 

5) Native Alaskans are disproportionately enrolled in special education 

throughout the state, particularly within urban areas. 

OCR investigations in urban Alaskan cities have influenced school districts to examine 

the over-representation of Native students in special education. However, data from this 

study indicates that urban districts continue to hold a deficit-based view of Native 

Alaskan language, culture, and community. 

Three questions were posed to address the five research problems listed above: 

1) What background experiences, attitudes, and orientations toward language 

learning lead an SLP to be an advocate for Native Alaskan students and 

communities? 

2) Are there systemic supports for SLPs who advocate for Native Alaskan 

students? 

3) How can the SLPs experiences and insights be used to help training programs 

and schools improve the quality of service for Native Alaskan and Native 

American communities? 

These three over-arching questions drove the research and analysis of this case study. 
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Implications 

The following implications were suggested by this case study. Several of the 

findings were unexpected; most were not. Nine broad implications follow: 

1) Activities and systems which support advocacy for dialect speakers within public 

education are not supported by the dominant cultures of schools and society; 

2) SLPs who have experienced subordinate power relations may be more likely to 

become advocates and question the dominant culture and its institutions; 

3) SLPs, with a background of subordinate power relations, who have experienced 

systemic change for the better are more able at advocating for both themselves 

and others; 

4) Work experience in rural Alaska sites increases the likelihood that SLPs will 

advocate for Native students who speak a dialect of English; 

5) More Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs are needed in order to provide 

advocacy services for Native Alaskan dialect speakers and their communities; 

6) A critical need exists for degree programs in education and speech/language 

therapy which provide access and support for rural Native Alaskan communities; 

7) In order to increase the nimiber of Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs, 

programs designed for these populations must provide increased recruitment and 

provide comprehensive financial, academic, social-emotional, and cultural 

support; 
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8) Training programs designed for Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs need 

to address issues specific to Native communities and include Native staff, Native 

experts as guest lecturers and internships with Native professionals. 

9) There are certain characteristics or background influences that may predispose an 

SLP to become an advocate for dialect speakers. 

Discussion 

1) Activities and systems that support advocacy for dialect speakers within public 

education are not supported by the institutions of Alaskan educational systems or 

dominant society. 

This finding was anticipated, as previous research and literature cited in this study has 

shown similar results, such as studies of linguistic economy (Bourdieu, 1977; 1991); 

studies of language variation and education policies and practice, such as Christian (1987, 

1994,1997); Conklin and Laurie (1983); Fishman (1977,1982); Fordham (1998); 

Wolfram (1990), Wolfram, Adger, and Christian (1999); and studies of language policy, 

such as Ruiz (1988,1995). Certainly the American Speech and Hearing Association has 

demonstrated delayed implementation and enforcement of their pro-dialect position; it is 

now two decades since they published their Position on Social Dialects (ASHA, 1983) 

and Implications of the Position on Social Dialects (ASHA, 1983). It is therefore not 

surprising that SLPs continue to show confusion over the validity and worth of 

nonstandard English dialects, and confusion regarding appropriate practice with CLD 

populations. 
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Students who use non-standard English and come from a non-dominant cultural 

background, such as Native American or Native Alaskan, continue to experience negative 

impact on standardized test scores. As found in the literature cited earlier by Carrier 

(1983,1986), Cunmiins (1984,1989,1999,2001), Garcia and Ortiz (1988), Garcia, Perez 

and Ortiz (2000), Ogbu (1986,1987,1992,1998), Taylor (1996,1997), Wilkinson and 

Ortiz (1986), Wright. Hirlinger, and Englund (1998), language minority students continue 

to be over-represented in special education. 

SLP advocates need systematic support in order to remain professionally engaged 

and employed in the field of speech/language therapy. Two of the six SLPs in this case 

study are no longer employed in the field. Neither of these SLPs had adequate support 

from the teacher's union to which they belonged. Lack of support for advocates is not 

unique in educational settings; the teaching staff in Taylor's Education and Advocacy 

(1996) also experienced a lack of support from other staff, their administration, and 

unions. Therefore, it is not only the low percentage of SLPs in unions that influences the 

lack of adequate representation. It appears, in particular, to be a lack of support for 

advocacy activities. 

2) People who have experienced subordinate power relations may be more likely to 

become advocates and question the dominant culture and its institutions. 

This finding was not anticipated, although perhaps it should have been. To varying 

degrees, the SLP advocates all experienced subordinate power/status positions; a 

situation faced daily by Native children and communities within dominant culture 
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schools. It is possible that, due to their own experiences, these SLPs have empathy with 

marginalized students and have learned to question dominant power systems. 

In addition, issues of conflict and power relations typical of critical theory exist 

between the SLP advocates and ASHA, the field of special education, and school 

districts. The factors of critical theory discussed by Giroux (1981) include resistance to 

oppression; structural inequality; power relations/status, and cultural conflict. All four of 

these factors were significant in the interviews of the SLP advocates. Examining 

unquestioned fundamental beliefs and having a "will to truth" (Foucault, 1970) is also 

characteristic of the advocates. The SLP advocates demonstrate this through examining 

the reproduction of white middle-class social systems in education, questioning the 

legitimacy of standardized testing and standard language, and their reflection on the 

climate and content of their training as SLPs. 

3) SLPs with a background of subordinate power relations who have experienced 

systemic change for the better are more able at advocating for both themselves and 

others. 

This finding was not anticipated, nor was it found in the literature of prior research. From 

this case study, it appears that SLPs who have experienced social justice on a grander 

scale are not as likely to feel victimized by injustices within the institutions and 

hierarchies of education. They can identify with those being marginalized and advocate 

for them without losing their own power. These advocates also appeared to have more 

energy to confront inequities and less burnout. Could this be because they know that 
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right can prevail, even with resistance to change? Could it be because they have had 

validation in their own lives that "the powers that be" can be legally found in the wrong 

and forced to change? Could it be because they are more aware of their rights? As was 

discussed at some length within this study, part of what makes an effective advocate is 

endurance, and the SLPs in this study who had experienced systemic change for flie 

better did appear to have stronger endurance. 

4) Work experience in rural Alaska sites increases the likelihood that SLPs will 

advocate for Native students who speak a dialect of English. 

This finding was expected. It appears that SLPs with experience in a variety of Alaskan 

language and cultural settings tend to be more understanding of our state's diversity and 

have a broader definition of what constitutes "normal" communication. The fact that all 

of the SLP advocates also had background experience with either other languages or 

other dialects was considered an additional factor in increasing their tolerance for 

linguistic and cultural diversity. The SLP advocates interacted with rural Native 

communities; they didn't just hide out. As shown by results of the Funds of Knowledge 

projects (Gonzales 1995, Moll 1990,1992), the SLPs developed an appreciation of 

strengths within the Native communities, as well as the hardships faced. This 

appreciation extended to a recognition of the value of local narrative styles and dialects, 

that transferred to urban settings. 
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5) More Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs are needed in order to provide 

advocacy services for Native Alaskan dialect speakers and their communities. 

The work of Philips (1983,1993) on invisible culture and McCarty (1989,1992,1993, 

2002) on identity and culturally appropriate education emphasize the importance of 

having teachers from the Native community serving in classrooms. Within this case 

study, the need for Native staff was also recognized. As said by SLP C, there was a 

"subtle difference" in the school classrooms taught by Native Alaskan staff. At the 

collegiate level, it was found by SLP F that she needed to "see someone who looks like 

me" in order to stay in school and complete her SLP traming program. 

The importance of role models and community representation in schools has long 

been recognized as important. This need critically exists within professions that are 

gatekeepers to special education assessment and identification, such as the field of 

speech/language therapy. As has been noted in the research of Cummins (1984,1989, 

1999,2001) special education staff serve as gatekeepers for language minority students. 

At the time of the interviews, only one Native Alaskan SLP and two Native American 

SLPs practiced within the state; less than 1% of the SLP population statewide. 

6) A critical need exists for degree programs in education and speech/language 

therapy that provide access for rural Native Alaskan communities. 

As mentioned several times within this study, significant difficulties exist with access to 

degree programs and certification for members of rural Native Alaskan commimities. 

This situation is similar to that of many rural Native American communities in the 
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contiguous United States. As discussed in Chapter Two, attempts are being made to 

increase the number of Native Alaskan teachers statewide through the PITAS program 

(Preparing Indigenous Teachers for Alaskan Schools), and through distance delivery 

options for education coursework. 

7) In order to increase the number of Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs, 

programs designed for Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs must provide 

increased recruitment and provide comprehensive financial, academic, social-

emotional, and cultural support. 

Plane fare within the state of Alaska remains exorbitant, housing and cost-of-living is 

high in Alaska's urban centers, subsistence foods are not readily available, and the sense 

of community and family support are often lacking for rural Native students who wish to 

pursue college degrees. 

In order to become certified members of the American Speech and Hearing 

Association, SLPs must complete a Master's degree in the field, 400 hours of supervised 

practicum, pass National comprehensive exams, and complete a clinical fellowship. 

Successful completion of this academically challenging seven year certification program 

is a significant achievement for members of white middle-class America, who have many 

supports in place for their success. 



I l l  

8) Training programs designed for Native Alaskan and Native American SLPs need 

to address issues specific to Native communities and include Native staff. Native 

experts as guest lecturers and internships with Native professionals. 

Please refer back to the discussion of finding number five. In order to have a sense of 

connection, community, and relevance, programs recruiting potential Native Alaskan and 

Native American SLPs would do well to follow the model set by the Native American 

SLP training program in Tucson. A stark contrast was shown between the Tucson 

program, as described by SLP A, and the lack of support and relevance offered by the 

program attended and described by SLP F. 

9) There are certain characteristics or background influences that may predispose an 

SLP to become an advocate for dialect speakers. 

This study identified key factors (Table 9.2) that are characteristic of SLPs who advocate 

for Native Alaskan dialect speakers. SLP advocates have a rich cultural and linguistic 

background, and an appreciation of other cultures and communities. They have had past 

experience with inequity and are willing to question injustice when they see it. They 

have flexibility in their approach to assessment and care, and had experience in both city 

and village life. They like to learn and are willing to learn from and work with people 

unlike themselves. The SLP advocates showed a genuine interest in providing 

appropriate and effective speech/language services to Native Alaskan dialect speakers. 

The exemplary SLP advocates were distinguished by their cultural competence, their 

ability to stand up for themselves, and their endurance. 
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Table 9.2 
Characteristics of Advocates 

SLP Advocates -Family background of linguistic and cultural diversity 
-Curiosity about other languages & cultures 
-Personal experience with marginalization or being "the other" 
-Empathy with others who are marginalized 
-Experience questioning dominant paradigms 
-Work experience in rural and urban AK schools & communities 
-Willingness & ability to adapt materials & assessment procedures 
-Willingness to collaborate with and learn from Native school staff. 
Bilingual Program staff, and Native communities 

Exemolarv SLP All of the above features, plus: 
Advocates -Possession of "invisible culture", with the cultural and linguistic 

capital this implies, or 
-Committed teaming with a possessor of "invisible culture" 
-Positive resolution for own experiences with marginalization 
-Mental, physical, spiritual, and emotional endurance & resilience 

Contributions of This Case Study to the Framework 

This case study contributes to the development of theory and practice that is 

advocacy-oriented rather than deficit-based for dialect speakers. It advances knowledge 

on the topic of dialects, education, and the role that SLPs may play as advocates for 

Native Alaskan populations. The findings of this study may also prove relevant to Native 

American populations outside of Alaska and contribute to the ability of communities and 

school boards to hire SLPs who will advocate for Native Alaskan and Native American 

students. 

To my knowledge, this is the first study on SLP advocacy, as well as the first 

study of SLPs who are trying to follow ASHA's Position on Social Dialects (ASHA, 

1983) when working with a Native Alaskan or Native American population. As such. 
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this study provides a base of comparison for future qualitative research in the area of SLP 

advocacy for Native populations. 

New Theoretical Insights 

My conceptual framework included an examination of background influences that 

shape SLP advocacy. Findings in this study suggest a relationship between the 

development of advocacy and having background experience with power inequities. In 

addition, the findings indicate that SLPs who have first hand knowledge of linguistic 

diversity are more accepting of a wide range of linguistic diversity in others. A third 

insight, found within factors that support advocacy, is that the reason some advocates 

continue in their jobs and others do not, may have more to do with the resolution of past 

issues of injustice than with their current advocacy activities. A foiuth insight, found 

within the conceptual framework's factors that hinder advocacy, is that there is a lack of 

support for advocacy even from agencies designed to provide support to their members, 

such as teachers' unions. Although not conclusive, these new theoretical insights could 

inform the wider literature of 1) speech/language therapy, 2) advocacy and education, and 

3) appropriate educational service for cultural and linguistic minority populations. 

Implications for Future Research 

This research project was conducted as a case study. A large number of 

participants might not be foimd in the contiguous United States either, however it would 

be interesting to compare the results of this study with a case study of SLP advocates 

serving Native American communities in the lower 48 states. 
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A research project to analyze Native American SLP training programs could be 

very useful. Such a study could compare and contrast what each program offers, their 

graduation rates, and include interviews with past participants. Such data could be used 

to design and improve programs for this target population. 

Further studies of effective support for educational advocates such as teachers, 

SLPs and other service providers are needed to sustain educational staff engaged in 

advocacy activities. Such research could provide useful information for advocates in a 

variety of other fields, as well. Finally, it would be useful to conduct more research on 

both the development of advocacy and on what influences an advocate's endurance. 

Given the low number of participants in this case study, additional research in these areas 

could provide either verification of my findings or greater insight into the phenomenon of 

advocacy. 

In addition to the nine findings mentioned in the Implications section, four 

marked differences were noted in the interviews of SLP A and SLP F, the two SLPs of 

Native heritage. The first difference, already noted, is that they spoke of their parents' 

high educational expectations. The second difference is that they were the only two SLPs 

who talked about schools and regular classrooms being too stimulating for children. The 

third difference is that their interviews were significantly longer than the other four 

interviews. The fourth difference is that they had a much heavier use of quotes within 

their interviews. This attempt to present verbatim interactions intrigued me, and I 

question if this is related to the fact that they both come from cultures with strong oral 

traditions. All four of these areas could bear further examination. 
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Implications for Action 

A number of actions could occur based on this study, even though further research 

is warranted. First is that Native Alaskan or Native American controlled schools might 

consider the findings of this study when interviewing and hiring staff to work with their 

children and thek communities, in order to identify SLPs who will provide advocacy-

oriented services. In addition, urban Alaskan School Districts that wish to reduce over-

representation of Native Alaskans in special education might also consider the findings of 

this study in order to hire SLPs who work more appropriately with Native Alaskan 

populations. 

Second, it would probably benefit both the Alaska Speech and Hearing 

Association (AKSHA) and the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 

(DOEED) to address how to support Alaskan SLPs who serve as advocates. SLPs are in 

short supply in the state of Alaska; it would be beneficial to retain those already working 

in the state. 

A third action implicated by this study is that, due to the isolation of working in a 

large state with many remote communities, increased networking is needed by Alaska's 

SLPs to share information on best practice and offer support to colleagues. Networking 

could be provided through an Alaskan SLP chat room, through regularly scheduled 

teleconference calls, and/or through meetings at the annual AKSHA conference. 

A fourth action this study calls for is clear, systematic direction and training of 

SLPs from the state level (AKSHA, DOEED) and fi-om the national level (ASHA) on 

assessment and service to Native Alaskan and Native American populations and other 
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culturally linguistically diverse (CLD) populations. Differential diagnosis and the ability 

to distinguish a dialect from a language disorder need to be tools of all SLPs, not just 

those individuals who have explored these areas on their own, or the few who have had 

these topics adequately addressed within their training programs. The ability to perform 

competent CLD assessments within the limited time schedule of school-based SLPs is an 

additional issue that needs to be addressed. The 2005 certification standards will 

hopefiilly improve CLD competency skills for SLPs now in training programs. However, 

tools, procedures, and training need to be provided to school-based SLPs currently in 

practice to improve their competency in working with CLD populations. Perhaps a 

special certificate should be considered by ASHA for SLPs who work with CLD 

populations, due to the additional training and skills required for competent work with 

these populations. 

A fifth action suggested by this study is that Native American SLP training 

programs use this study's fmdings as a basis to explore and improve the design of their 

programs, in order to increase the number of Native Alaskan and Native American 

graduates. 

Conclusions 

I often think about the SLP advocates who were willing to participate in this 

study, sharing their stories and aspects of their lives. I think of SLP A and her journey 

coming from extreme poverty in the deep South, attending segregated schools; SLP B, 

the student of culture, committed to holding her ethics "close to her heart;" SLP C 

recognizing and moving beyond her worldview, creating programs that work; SLP D, her 
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knowledge of more appropriate testing and her desire to not handicap a student with a 

life-long label; SLP E's commitments to mainstreaming and preserving her students' self-

esteem; and SLP F's tenacity against discrimination and her ability to articulate the 

experience of being marginalized. 

As a group, the SLPs demonstrated empathy for their non-standard dialect-

speaking students, possibly as a result of their own experiences with unequal power 

relations. The SLP advocates were more willing than many speech therapists to examine 

the "authority" of test scores and to examine their own worldviews and those of 

mainstream educational institutions. However, it is certainly not empathy alone that 

determines an ability to advocate. For example, effective advocacy for Native students is 

not brought about by a "poor them" mentality. If a person feels empathy but has low 

expectations for a group, this will not support a gain of power for the population; instead 

it will support a continued subordinate status. Even with appropriately high expectations, 

empathy, although crucial, is not enough. An individual may feel empathy and be so 

stressed that physical or emotional health breaks down. Since effective advocacy 

requires energy enough to confront the inequity, a balance of empathy, high expectations 

and physical and emotional resilience are traits that could well keep advocates effectively 

in the field. In addition, if the SLPs have resolution for their personal subordination 

issues, they may be less likely to respond as victims, and thus be a more powerful 

advocate in the long run, in terms of endurance. 

However, questions remain. Many people have experienced unequal power 

relations. What influences one person to confront such situations and another to 
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perpetuate them? What weaves an intellectual curiosity about another people with a 

passion for their equitable treatment? The data from this study are suggestive of answers, 

although more study is needed. Turning points were mentioned in the SLPs' work: 

moments of revelation; insights into the presence and value of other cultures; the making 

of strong commitments that, in differing ways, led these SLPs down a path of social 

justice. Experiencing unequal power relationships is not a sufficient cause of advocacy, 

in and of itself. However, coupled with other factors, such experiences can be a forceful 

motivating factor for the development of advocacy. 

Advocacy can be a very lonely place. The bottom line is that an advocate, by 

questioning an established system and the work practices of colleagues, may ultimately 

be risking his or her job. An advocate is saying, "These students are more important than 

my job and all that goes with it: financial security, professional recognition, 

administrative support, health insurance, and retirement." Most of ones' colleagues are 

not willing to risk those things. In differing ways, each SLP in this study engaged in 

advocacy. Four of the six SLPs still work within the profession. The two who left did so 

because of the relentlessly negative response of education institutions to their advocacy 

activities. It is hoped that this dissertation, by exposing and examining the root causes of 

those negative responses, will be a force in transforming Alaskan and other school 

systems to be more supportive of dialect speakers and their advocates. 



APPENDICES 



APPENDIX A: 

INDIAN CITIZENSHIP ACT 1915 



21. Alaska Natives Enfranchised 
Hu United States Congress m 1887declared (hat Indians who accepted 

indimdual plots of land under the Dawes Severalty Act, uMch was de-
signed to break up reservations into individual holdings, umild be citizens. 
The Second Territorial Legislature, citing this act, set forth the steps by 
which Alaskan natives could receive dUzemhip papers and qualify to vote. 

This act became obsolete in 1923 when Congress granted citizenship 
to any In^an bom within the territorial limits of the United States. 

AN ACT 

To define and establish the politieal status of certain Native 
Indians within the Territinry of Abuka 

Be It Enacted by the Leffdature of the Territory of Alaska: 

Section 1. Every native Indian bom within the limits of the Territory of Alaska, 
and who has severed all tribal relationship and adopted die habits of a civilized life 
in accordance with Section Six (6), Chi^er One hundred and nineteen (119), 24 
Stidfutes]. at Large Three hundred ninety (390), may, after the passage and ap
proval 4^ this act, have the fact of his citizenship definitely established by compljring 
widi the terms hereafter set forth. 

Section 2. Every native Indian of the Territory of Alaska who shall desire a cer
tificate of his citizenship shall first make application to a United States Government, 
Territorial or municipal school, and shafl be subjected to an examination by a ma
jority of the teachers of such school as to his or her qualifications and claims for 
citizenship. Such examination shall broadly cover the general qualifications of the 
applicant as to an intelligent exercise of the obligations of suffrage, a total abandon
ment of any tribal customs or relationship, and the facts regarding the tq>plicant's 
adoption of the habits of a civilized life. 

Section 3. Any native Indian of the Territory of Alaska who shall obtain a cer
tificate in accordance with Section two (2) of this act, whkh certificate shall set forth 
that a pr(^>er examination has been duly held and the applicam found to have aban
doned tribd customs and relationships, to have ad<^ed the ways and habits of 

88 
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a civilized life and to be properly qualified to intelligendy exercise the obligations 
of an elector in the Territory of Alaska, shall thereupon obtain an endorsement 
upon said certificate by at least five white citizens of the United States who have 
been permanent residents of Alaska for at least one year, who were not members 
of the examining board as provided in Section 2, to the effect that such citizens have 
been personally acquainted with the life and habits of such Indian for a period of 
at least one year and that in their best judgement such Indian has abandoned all 
tribal customs and relationship, has adopted the ways and habits of a civiHzed life, 
and is di^ qualified to exerdse the ri^ts, privileges, and obligations of citizenship. 

Section 4. Upon securing sui^ certificate as provided by sections two (2) and 
three (3) of this act prt^ily ngned in ink, the applicant shall forward the same 
together widi an oath duly acknowledged to the effect that such applicant forever 
renounces aQ tribal customs and relationships, to the United States District Court 
for the Division in which the {q>plicant resides praying for the granting of a cer
tificate of citizenship. 

Section 5. Upon receiving such application the Judge of the District shall set 
a day hearing on such i^jplication which sht^ not be less than sixty (60) days 
from the date of receipt of such application, whereupon the Qerk of the District 
Court shall post a notice in his office containing the name of the applicant and the 
facts set forth in his application, and the date set for the hearing upon the applica
tion, and shall immediately forward a copy of such notice to the applicant, 
whereupon the applicant shall post such notice or a copy thereof in a conspicuous 
place at the Post Office nearest to his or her residence. 

Section 6. Upon af^roval of such application by the Judge of the United States 
District Court for the Division in which the applicant resides, the said Judge shall 
issue a certificate, certifying that due proof has been made to him that the said ap
plicant is "an Indian bom within the Territorial limits of the United States, and that 
he has voluntarily taken up, with said limits, his residence separate and apart from 
any tribe of Indians therein, and has adopted the habits of civilized life." Said cer
tificate, when presented in court or otherwise, shall be taken and considered as 
prima facie evidence of the truth of the statements therein contuned. 

Approved, April 27,1915. 

Sounx: Session Laws of Alaska, 1915. 



APPENDIX B: 

ALASKA'S MOLLY HOOTCH CASE 



290 

UASKAA#14«- '̂MOLLYH(X3TCHCASE"*iflOHSCHOOLSANDTKEVILLAOEVOICE 3/20/03 11:91 A> 

[Used with permission of the 
Author.] 

ALASKA'S "MOLLY HOOTCH CASE";HIGH SCHOOLS AND 

THE VILLAGE VOICE 

By 

Stephen E. Cotton, Attorney 
Andover, Massachusetts 

Journal Reference 

Nine years ago, Anna Tobeluk was an 18-year-old casualty of Alaska's Mure to provide rutal high schools. Anna lived 
in Nun^itchuk, an Eskimo village of400 peq)le 410 miles west of Andxxage. Afler finishing ninth grade in the village's 
Bureau of Indian A£&irs elonentaiy school, ste was at tiie end of the educational road. For inNun£q>itchuk, as in 120 
odio' native villages throughout the state, childrrai wanted sdiooling above the elem^itaiy level had no choice but 
to enter a boarding (HOgram, scnnetimes hundreds of miles away, to live inadcxmibxy (»- in the home of a stranger for 
nine months each year. Indeed, Nunapitchuk was lucl^r to have a ninth-grade px)gram. In all but a hand&l of the 
villa^ sdnoling stq^ped afli^ the ei^itti grade. 

In 1975, Anna joined as a plaintiff in a lawsuit which now officially bears her name, ttiou^ many in Alaska will 
rememW this well-known suit as the Molly Hootch case, for tiie Eskimo girl wiiose name headed die original list of 
{daintif& suingtiie state in 1972 for Ming to provide village hi^ sdxx^. b 1976, the case of Tobeluk v. Lind was 
setded by aitry of a detailed consent decree providing fw the establishm«it of a high school program in every one of 
the 126 vill^K covered by the litigation, unless people in die village decided against a local program. 

That veiy M Anna and 25 classmates in grades 10 throu^ 12 enrolled in Nunapitchuk Hi^ School, one of 42 village 
hi^ schools newdy opoied in ccttifbrmity witii the consent decree. Classes were held in a draffy, one-room clinic 
building so cokl that the students wore parkas in class Ihrou^ mudi of that first wint^. Use of such a clearly inadequate 
&cility was a sign of the village's impatience to have a local hi^ sdKX)l; the vill^ could have opted to wait until new 
classrooms were constructed. In this, Nuneq}itchuk was typical. Almost evoyvilkge with an unused building larger than 
a broom closet pushed ahead with a high school program. 

In 1979, Anna graduated firran her village hi^ sdiool. By flien, flw numbo- of new hi^ school programs under the 
consent decree had climbed to 66. As of the 1982-83 school year, 101 native villages covered by the lawsuit had new 
or e}q>anded sdiool programs. 

As mandated by tiie consent decree, a massive wave of rural school ccaistruction to house the new hi^ sdxx)l 
jxogRims is now nearing completion. As of Januaiy 1,1984,84 of the 92 Tobeluk hi^ schools had been finidied, the 
most expensive being a $4.2-million fedlity fix aj^roximately 20 hi^ school students on the remote island of Little 
Diomede. 
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In all, the state has spent $132.5 million on c(Histiuction required under die Tobeluk c(»isent decree witii an additicmal 
$3:8 million to come, making this the largest settlement in the history of Amoican education litigatioa 

Anna s lawsuit has revolutionized the delivery of secondary education in rural Alaska No longer does the entire village 
tum out each &11 on die gravel airstrip to see off teenagers bound fw boarding school for tiie next nine m<Hiflis. Hiat 
scene has yielded to a more joyous celebration each spring, graduation ceiranonies in the village's hi^ sdKX)l gym. 
Villages v\liidi a decade ago were almost devoid of teenagers throughout the school year now have tteir high sdKxd 
your^sters living at home. Dropout rates are down and gr^uation rates up. A riative village without a hi^ schod has 
become, virtually ovemi^ a rarity (see Alaska Education Directory, 1983). 

To even a casual observer, the establishment of a new high sdiool spears to afiect martedly the Mxic of village life. 
Hie hi^ schod gym usually dominates the village skyline as the only two-stoiy building in most of the smaller 
coiununities. In a t^ical classrocHn, a youngst^' sits attentively at a pet^(Hial computer while, in next kxhh, a white-
haired woman wearing an Efkimo hispuk leads a class in skin-sewing. (The woman is an instructicHial aide, cme of 
several new jobs crested by the hi^ school in a village wtoe year-nx^ jobs can be counted on one's fin^). After 
school, the gym resounds to the dribbling of ba^eliialls six or seven days a week, on a schedule that sees use 1^ almost 
the oidrB village. 

Hie educational, ec(Hi(Mnic, and cultural consequences of the massive shifl to village hi^ schools have scarcely been 
chronicled, let al(me studied in dqjfti. The magnitude of some changes may obscure others that are more subde but may 
intfie long run prove to be more {Hrofound. 

THE BOARDING PROGRAMS 

Before the tum of the coitury, a segr^ated school system began to onoge in Alaska. At first, tiiere were no laws 
requiring lhat natives and whites attend sq)arate schools, but in towns wiA some of Ae largor vMe populaticxis—such 
as Juneau and Sitka — s^regated schools sprang iq). With an inraeasing v^te pqxilation caused by gdd rush of 
die late 1890s, white s^ers pressed for a formal system of separate schools. By 1903, nine incorporated town schools 
forviliitechildrenhadbeenekablished. Asof 1917-18,there were IS sudischmls, six of whidi graduated between 
one and 13 students each from secondary school (Education in the Territories, 1919). 

Throu^ a combination of laws and informal practice, s^regated sdiools evai within small communities became the 
norm. By 1929-30, segregated schools exist^ in at least 19 c(»nmunities—white schools and native schools in the 
same tiny villages. In most of the ccsnmunities, tiie native school stepped at the eighth grade while the white school went 
tlmHghgrade 12. 

The dual school system '«4iich thus mierged set the pattian for the boarding pnc^rams w4iich were dialloiged lat«- in the 
Moify Hootch case. While teiritorial officials undeitodw to provide local secondaiy sdiools for whites, fedmil 
govonment had a policy of sending native childroi away to boarding school. Hie federal policy was to acculturate 
Ala^ natives by soidi^ the most intellectually advanced youttis to boarding school for a vocational educaticxi, and 
ttiHi returning thm to flieir villages. Most wwe sent to Indian schools in the lower 48 (Ray, 1958). 

Alaska natives fered noticeably poorly in tiie early boarding programs. In the 1920s, the federal govranment decided, 
instead, to initiate vocational beting schoob within Alas^ ai^ three were established (Ray). These ccmdnued to 
provide the basic medianism for die hi^ school educati(xi of rural natives in the next 20 years until die schools began to 
slip into disr^>air. In 1947, a sin^e consolidated boarding school was established by the Bureau of Indian Affiiirs at the 
former naval air station in Sidca, and Mt Edgecumbe has ronained a fixture in the boarding program ever since. 
Althoi^ located in die Soudie^ Panhandle, hundreds of miles fixm most of die state's E^^o and Indian villas, Mt 
Edgecumbe was from 1947 to 1965 die only tax-su{ported hi^ sdiool available to native childmi fixsn small v^ages 
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(Kleinfeld & Blocnn, 1973) By contrast, white students were ^nerally provided local secondary schools. As of 1958-
59, there were 34 public secondary schools in the state. Only six of the^ were located in conmunities with a schod 
population at least 50% native (R^.) 

In the 1960s, as more native children sought to go to high school, enrollment at Mt Edgecumbe soared; and, the federal 
govemment — ignoring a lessm it had learned barely a generation earlier—sent hundreds of native children out of 
Alaska to boarding schools in Chemawa, Oregon, and in CMocco, Oklahoma. By 1968,1,000 native diildren were 
attending ftese two BIAhi^ schools (Sdlivan&Rose, 1970). The wholesale exportation ofnativecMdien for a high 
school ^ucation proved no less disastrous in the 60s ttm in fte 20s, and the State of Alaska embarked on a new 
policy. The state's new policy direction, adopted in 1966, involved two programs. One was tiie Boarding Home 
Program under v«4udi the state compensated private &milies, on amoilidy basis, {xoviding food and housing for one 
or more vilk^ diildren vto moved in fcs* nine months to att^ hig^ school. Boeing home programs were set up in 
AnchorE^, Bethel, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kodiak, atxl anumb^ of odKr communities across tlw state. OriginaUy 
conceived as an emogoicy measure, the BoE^ding Home Program ballooned and became a pomanrait fixture. By 
1976, vtiien the Tb^e/ui case sounded its death knell, die state had 32 communities with boarding homes, 
accommodating 851 students (Agreement of Settlement, 1976). 

The second new pro^Bm initiated in 1966 was the establishmoit of regional schools. As die state embarked on the 
process of setting its first two regional high schools, it c(Hnmissioned a study 1^ a team of consultants fiom the 
Training CcKporation of Ammca (TCA), of Falls Qhinch, Virginia, to reccanmend foith^ locations and develop an 
overall {daa TCA recommended establishit^ six boarding sdwols with docmitoiy onni^exes, each enrolling 650 or 
m(He students (State of Alaska Regional, \%T). This recommendation was based, in part, on TCA'saxidusionstiiat 
"the ideal hi^ school must have at least 500 studoits" and "diould reflect an urban techncdogical society" (State of 
Alaska Regional, p. 1-2). But perh^ even mwe significant, the TCA recommendation was based on an explicit goal of 
destroying the villages. TCA conduded diat "movonent to tlie larpr centers of pq}ulati(Hi is <xie essoitial ingredioit in 
tiie adjustment atxl acculturizationofthe Alaskan native" (State of Alaska Region^, p. IV-10). Ar^wtalhighsdxwl, 
said TCA, w(Hild "actasam2^;nettov\4udinativesaredtWi," helping to put an erid to "dispersed and isoli^ 
communities -wliich do not offla- opportunities for ottier than subsistetKe economy and a limit^ education" (p. IV-11, 
12). "Residaice in urtan areas," TCA noted approvingly, "appears to accelerate the breakdown of old villags patterns, 
patterns whidi m^ retard the developmait of rural folk into a disciplined and reliable wortforce" (p. IV-9,10). 

The state opoied the Beltz boarding sdiool on the outskirts of Nome in 1966, followed tfie next year by a second 
r^onal hi^ sdtool in Kodiak. Platining began on an ei^-million dollar hi^ sctool/dormitiHy campus in Bediel, with a 
new regions! school program there evravtuaJly opraiing in 1972. But long bdErae tiie completi(Hi of the Bediel sdirol, the 
state abandoned any thmi^ of proceeding with the ronaining three complexes reconmended TCA. The regicHik 
schools were Ming badly. 

In one two-year period, 65% of the village studoits had altered the Bethel regional sdiool as fie^unen had 
dropped out or transferred to another program. In a single year, 42% of the students enrolled in the Bethel donnitory 
dropped out Each of the dormitory {vograms had a hi^ incidoioe of drinking, vandali^ violoice, and suicide 
attempts. The Alaska State C(»nmission for Human Rights was called in to investigate the N(xne d(^itory program 
afier a 1972 weekend of drinking and violeiice. The commission found alcohol abuse and resulting violence in the 
dormitory reaching ^identic propcxtions, with state troq)ers called in at least once each Friday Saturday 
(Woodrow & Ratcliffe, 1973). Ehiring a period of less thm a mc»ith, the school nurse administoed Thorazine injections 
to calm 16 students who had been violoit, presumaUy while drinking. 

A University of Alaska stu^ (Kleinfeld & Bloom, 1973) of the boarding programs criticized as an "absurdity" Alaska's 
{xogram ur^ which "Native children are t^en fiiom sm^ villages and placed in r^onal towns, whidi usu^ have 
much tiller rates of social {Hobl^ns than the suiroundir^ ville^" (Kleinfeld & Bloona, p. 12). The KleinMd and Bloom 
stu^, ubli^ veiy modest oiteda of success, concluded tiiat in 1971-72 the Bdbel Hi^ School pn^ram Med %% 
of its entering class of vill^ fie^imoi, Nrane-Beltz 67%. 
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Nor did the boarding home program fere significantly better. In my travels to villages in the years preceding the. 
setd«nent of the Tobeluk case, I was bombarded with stories by childrai wiio h^ dropped out of tiie bonding home 
programs; boarding home "parents" wto drank too much and abused the students; others wiio treated students as 
servants, insisting to students eat by themselves. While otter students reported fevorable experiences, flie horror 
stories were numraous. And board^ hrane parents had complaints, too, with teenagers w4io got into trouble once they 
arrived in town. In S(Hne communities, it bec^e almost impossible to fiixi not manely suitaUe boarding homes but aiiy at 
aU. 

The Klein&ld and Blocxn study auived at similar ccxiclusicms. Fch* most village studmts w4k> boarded with £imilies in 
Anchorage, tiie study found that, exc^ for a handful of tainted students, die program was a Mure. Dropout rates 
were hi^ by the end of their second year, 65% of the students had left the progRttn. Moreover, the hop^-for benefits 
of sending village cMdren to large urfo^ schools with a vast air^ of courses simply did not materialize for most 
filtering hi^ school with a fifBi-grade reading level, they were placed in basic courses, inclu^ programs for slow 
learners. Exc^t for a few students, those who tried more specMized courses earned on avraage a ̂ ade of "D." 
Kleinfeld and Bloom's conclusion: "Seamdaiy school policy [for village students] in Alaska has been based largely on 
mere avail2d)ility of i^ysical plants, irrdevant research, and political a^ ec(HXHnic interests" (p. 105). The 
recommmlation was to close down the boardir^ programs and establi^hi^ schools in each village. 

1^ 1970, the state was beginning to onbaik on the construction ofa handful of hi^ schools in some ofthe laigo* 
vilk^ but yet anodier coixsqpt was raijqying a vogue amcHig planners in Anchorage and Juneau, that of "area" schools. 
These were to be schools for upwards of 100 secondary stud^, located in latgH villages, aiid saving several 
surrounding villages. Students would have to be boarded eidier in cottage dormitories or wift &mi]ies. Uein&ld & 
Bloom's stu^ wart^ that area schools were likely to present the same problems as had beoi seen inotho* boarding 
programs. But as late as 1975, state ofiSciah revealed in dqx)sitions 1 to^ as part of the Molly Hootch case that they 
were working on attendance zones for a statewide netwo± of area schools. The state was cle^y headed for yet 
anofoer disastrous episode in the already sony histcuy of rural secondary educatioa 

MOLLY HOOTCH GOES TO COURT 

In 1971, tiie Alaska L^al Services Ccnporation, funded as part of the nation's program to ixx>vide l^al aid to the poor 
ii non-oiminal mattws, had one lawyer assigned to represent low-income cliaits in western Alaska viUages. The lawyer, 
Christopher Codce, was asked by parents in tie village of Kivalina fa: hdp in getting a local high school. Located nwth 
of the Antic Circle, Kivalina is an Eskimo village v\ii^ subsistence traditions have remained substantially undianged 
fw goi^aticms. On behalf of village paraits, Cooke filed suit gainst foe State Board of Education and a new state 
agency foen charged with providing educati(xi in rural Alaska, foe Alaska State-Operated School System, popularly 
called SOS (Sage v. State Board, 1971). The state quickly settled the suit, pnxnising to add Kivalinato its short list of 
vilk^ to receive high schools and eventually building a school in the community. 

Kivalina's victory set off shodc waves in other villages. Native parents elsewdiere asked Cooke to woik the same 
miracle in their communities. In August 1972, Cooke filed suit in Superior Court in Anchcxage on behalf of native 
children and their parents in three vfllages in foe Bethel area of Soufowest Alaska (Hootch v. Alaska State-Operated 
School System, 1972). The first name rai the list of 27 plaintiflfe was 16-year-old Molly Hootdi,fiom the YuktmRivo" 
village of Emmmiedc. 

Cooke filed foe suit as a class action on bdialf of all similariy situated native diildroi in villages withoid hi^ schools. 
This time the stale was not so eager to settle. Indeed, attorneys for the state bitterly resisted court af^ro"^ of the case 
as a class action, arguing that foe court must "(KOtect foe interests of foe State and of persons in foe dl^ed class who do 
not share Molly Hootdi's personal priorities r^arding the directicHis of rural seconda^ education" (Memorandum of 
Points... inSupport, 1973, p. 11). The state contoded that it was bofo financially incapable of provklingvill^hyi 

bttp'.//www.«k^ool.OTg/DKtive ed/law/mhooteh eni.htmi Page 4 of I 



294 

MASICA*»14«:S"M(*i.YHOOTCHCASE";HIOHSCHOOLSANDTHEVIUAOEVC»CE 3/20/03 11:31 A» 

schools and lhat it had a "compelling reason" for not doing so—namdy, that village higji sdKx>ls vwe "ill-conceived," 
"marginal," and would have "potential adverse educaticmal effects" (Memorandum of Points... in Opposition, 1973, 
p. 20). 

The lawsuit was based, in essence, on two legal theories. The first was ttiat the state, Ming to provide local hi^ 
schools in all rural villages, was violating tfie education clause of Alaska's constituticHi which requires that die state 
establish and maintain a ̂ stem of {Xiblic schools opm to all duldroi. The plaintiffi argued tiiat, in li^ of tiie hi^ 
dropout rates and severe dislocation that afOicted children in the boarding programs, a system of educaticHi that 
demanded that village children leave their hranes for nine months e^h year was not truly "q)m" to them. 

In January 1974, the Ala^ SuperiOT Court ruled that local hig^ schools were not required under this state constitutional 
provision (Order Granting, 1974)and, inM^ 1975, the Ala^ Supreme Court afSnned this holding in a 4-1 decision 
(Hootch, 1975). Tlie first claim was d^. But the state's highest court remanded the case for trial rai the second claim 
put forward by ̂  plaintiff. This seccmd claim was that die state's Mure to provide local hi^ sdiools in native villages 
constituted a pat^ and practice of racial disoimination against natives in violadoi of tbe United States CcxistituticHi, 
federal iKxi-discsimination laws, and the Ala^ Qxistituticm. 

Attorneys for 4ie plaintiff, anticipating tiie likelihood of a rraoaiKi, had already b^un tiie laborious ta^ of assembling 
evidence on the discrimination claim. While the decision on the firk claim was still pending in the State Supreme Court, I 
was taking swtxn testimcniy fi<xn state officials and sifting through thousands of p£^ of state and federal documents. 
And, most importantly, I was travelling to the villa^ to meet parents and cMdroi to talk about their e?q)eriences 
with the boarding programs. 

State and territorial records fiom years eariier to the present suggested a simple pattern. In [xedcnninantly wtote 
communities and in native communities with more thm a handfiil of white inhabitants, if v^te parents wanted their 
diildroi to stay hrane for high sdiool, a local program was provided. In native communities, tiie idea of a local hi^ 
sdiool was rarely a matter open to consideration by officials. Evoi the tiniest white communities, with one OT two or five 
children of higji school age, had historically been provided local hi^ school programs. Dozrais of larger native 
communities had rwt In all, over 95% of tiie childrai coming from villj^ wiftout hi^ schools were natives; fewer than 
5% were wWtes. 

At every turn, evid«Ke mounted of discriminatory policies and actions. State officials Glared a willingness to build hi^ 
schools in villages vdiich fwmally requested one, but idoitified as smieone with re^)onsi'bility for accumulating such 
requests a man >^o took me aside during a depositicm and confided his view of village decision making, "Whoi you 
visit ai Eskimo village, you talk for avMe, and no one frcnn die village s£^s anything Then someone grunts, and that's 
the decisioa" Moreover, SOS officials were hard pressed to »q)lain wlty diey rushed to provide a local hi^ school in a 
small vtiiite ccxnmunity, vtiiidi already had daily access by bus to a biracial crty sdiool but wiiere wiiite parents 
complained that they did not want ti:»ir diildrrai attending school widi natives, while requests fiiM" local hi^ sdiools in 
larger, more remote native communities w»it unheeded. 

In August 1975, as the plaintiff' lawyers b^an to step up trial prqiaraticms, Alaska Attorney Goieial Avrum Gross 
advised Govanor Jay Hammond to consider an esqianded program of rural high school constiuctim—the purpose, to 
help defend the Hootch case. Gross wrote that a $20-million band issue mi^help "counterbalance what a court mey 
view as past transgressions by the State in rural education" and fecilitate a settlonent of Hootch "and thweby avoid a 
long and cosdytrid of this matter." (Memorandum to Gov., 1975, p. 3). Shortly thoeafier, lawyers for the state asked 
the plainti£&' atttxn^ to suspend trial preparations and talk about a settlement We agreed. There followed a year of 
intensive setUonent n^otiations. 

The year of negotiations diat went into aniving at a settlement of die Molly Hootdi case offers a convoluted history of 
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legal and political maneuvering, beyond the scope of tiiis article. Even an abbreviated chrcmol<^, howevw, suggests the 
roller-coaker nature of these nego^ons; 

August 1975: defendants propose to spend $20 million for hi^ schools in selected villages and to provide daily 
transportation to and fiom regional schools for certain other villages; {Mitiffi suhnit countopropo^ calling for hi^ 
sdiool construction in all villages wanting one, judicial enforconent of s^ement, $50 million initkl investment plus such 
additicml fonds as necessaty, minimum constniction and program standards; defendants agree in pritxnple. 

October 1975: plainti£& draft and submit detailed plan f(»° setdemeiit, including provisions £»* fonding hi^ sdKX>l 
construction, villa^ power to decide wiiether local hi^ sdKX)l is buQt, village voice in cuiricular mattras, and 
procedures for raiforcing state compliance. 

December 1975: parties reach tentative agreement on draft consent decree. 

January 1976: agreemmt shattered ^^4len govmior, to obvious dianay of his lawyas, piesoits l^islature with first-
round bond prqx)sal for half the amount called for in tentative agreement 

May 1976: widi discussi(»is continuing, defeidants, as evidence of good &ith, promulgate new regulations on local hi^ 
schools that had been proposed by the plainti£& as part of settlonent 

June 1976: parties reach new agreement on consent decree. 

July 1976: attorney general and an assistant fly to Cambridge to propose brand new agreement, calling £»* suit to be 
dismissed and provicUng no mechanism for judicial enforcemoit; plaintiff reject new ix'oposal out-of-hand; discussiois 
resume on consent dec^. 

September 1976: parties formally submit to the court the proposed consent decree. 

October 1976: court improves consent decree; tiie Molly Hootch case, now entitled Tobeluk v. Lind, is settled 
(Agreement of Settlement, 1976/ 

THE SETTLEMENT 

Hie settionent agreement itself consisted of two parts. Hve first was a Statement of ̂ jceed Facts, upon which tiw 
plaintiff insisted in order to 1^ a &ctual predicate for the remedial provisions and to ̂  any possibility of ftiture legal 
wran^es over tiw propriety of the consent decree. The fectual statement contained a 10-page history of Alaska's 
segregated school system, connecting tiiat hi^ry to the state's Mure to {Hrovide high schods in native vilte^. And, 
one by one, die state conceded die emptiness of every rationale tiiat had in die past been used to justify the lade of local 
sdwols in ̂  villages. Aldiough insisting diat the audW of the most harshly critical stwfy of the boarding system not be 
acknovdedged in £e setdement document, the state acceded to the accuracy of most of die Kleinfeld & Bloom report 
conclusions, and many were quoted virtually verbatim in the statranent of &cts. 

The second part of the settlanent was dw consent decree which set out vAiat die state must do to aid the non-provision 
of local high schools. The 24-page decree defined, for example, the villages diat wiare covered, die scope of 
construction, how construction fonding would be determined, a schedule for compliance, the ccmtents of thrice-yeaiiy 
progress reports to the court—even wAw widiin the E)epartment of Education was re^xmsible for ensuring compliance 
widi die state's obligations. 

The constructiai provisions of die decree have, of course, yielded die most obvious results of die lawsuit Those 
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provisions outlined the minimum size of fecilities that must be provided in each village and were p^ged to tiie projected 
high school enrollmoit in eadi community. For example, villages {Hojecting fewo' than 10 secmdaiy students were 
entitled to 1100 square feet of classroom space. Larger school populations entitled a village to considerably more 
space, including pcc^nessivdy larger areas jfor a libraiy/media center, sciaice, business education, home scieiKe, 
industrial education, and indora* athletics. The state was obligated to provide construction costs to meet the minimum 
guidelines. Althou^ initial estimates put tiiose costs as low as $40 million, constructicm delays and inflation escalated the 
ultimate total to wdl over tinee times that figure. 

While state media attention has tended to focus on the construction dollars, 1i»se expenditures are certainly a transitory 
consequence of the Tobeluk case. Two other features of the settlonent, closely intmelated, may have more lasting 
effects on education and culture in rural Alaska. 

TIk first of Aese features is the decision-makii^ processes spelled out in flie consent decree—in short, the pditical 
power that accrued to villages as a result of the s^emenL TTiat power may or may not prove to be dwrt-lived. The 
second feature of the settlement flows frran the ovowiielming exacise of power by tiie villj^es in fevor of local hi^ 
schools; For the first time in flie histray of the state, a goieraticm of village leados is likely to emerge fiixn among 
students who are tod£^ being educated throu^ hi^ ̂ ool in traditional villages, not in boarding programs. 

THE DECREE AND VILLAGE POWER 

A aitical issue throu^ much of the settlement n^otiations was one of raw power Who would have the ultimate say 
over wlttto a village got ahi^ sdwol? 

Throi^out ttie state's histray, such decisions were made outside flie village, wifli litde heed to village wirfies. State and 
federal ofiBcials relied more on their own judgmaits or cm those of consultants than on the wishes of native parents. 
These judgmaite were reflected rwt only in tiie actual delivay of educatiraial services but in the setdemaot ofC^ the 
state made. Despite the hazards of air travel in the bi^ the state suggested during n^otiaticHis that it would {xefer to 
provide daily air taxi sovice for hi^ sdiool students livir^ in Bethel-area villages so tiiat the regional school could be 
kept open. 

In die year prior to the start of n^otiations and during the talks, I taBveled to more than 40 villages, taUdi^ with paroits 
about the lawsuit and the possibility of a local hi^ school. In most of these vilk^es, virtually the ̂ itire adult population of 
the villa^, and niatty out-of-school teeners as well, ^ntaneously assembled at a public meeting to discuss their 
hopes, with fKactically everyone in the village taking a turn at speaking. In the rnqority of these villages, my initial visit 
marked the first time that attyone fiom outside the community had ever discussed with residaits the possibility of a local 
high school. 

As a lawyffl" rqjrescaiting people in the villages, I was guided in the negotiations their e}q>ressed desires. Since in the 
end most of fee plaintiff' proposals were embodied in the consent d^^ee, almost every nuance of flie.-settlranent, 
reflects objectives defined at meeting with village parents. For examine, \^en the state proposed to keep building area 
schools, I went to affected villages in the Beftiel area and asked p^le what tiiey preferred — the answer, local 
schools in each villa^. Whrai tiie state suggested daily transportation, I todc the idea back to the villages involved 
where it was icily rejected. . 

What soOTi became painfiilly evident was tha^ while the stete had any number of reasons for not wanting to build a 
sdiod in any given village, residents of that village had their own anphatic reasons for wanting a sdKX)l — and none fcff 
entrusting the decision to any outsider. ITius the only acceptable fixmula for a sedlonent as &r as villages were 
concerned was (xie M^iich 1^ to eadi village tiie determin^cm of whether or not to have a local hi^ sdiool. Tlie state 
did not like tiie idea and it suggested alternatives. None was satisfectray to villagers. The state made a last stand in 
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of^TOsing village choice on the matter; leave Ae decision, suggested state negotiattMS, in the hands of 21 nev^dy created 
r^ional sdiool boards wtoch were scheduled to assume ccaitrol of rural education in mid-1976, replacing tiie Alaska 
State-Operated School System (1975 Alaska Sess.). 

But villa^rs reacted with as much su^ici(Ki of the soon-to-come regional school boards — about wiiose oration 
ftie l^islature they had, as in so matty olher educaticm matters, never beai consulted—as they had of state decisicm 
making. Following one of the more heated Tobeluk n^otiating sessi(xis, the state finally acquiesced in villages having 
sole say-so on v^edier to have a local hig^ school. 

The state has never seen attyfliing quite like it. With a show of hatxls at a public meeting, people in the village of Little 
Diomede, for example, coidd decide to have a village school on that remote island ralher than continv» sending 
their scms and daugiiters to the coastal village of Shishmaref to board. And despite the almost itxsedible 6}q)enses of 
building an^lhing on Diomede, which has neither an airstrip nor even a do(dc, the consent decree permits no one to 
second-guess Diomede's decision (Order Approving Amended, 1983). 

No ofliCT village decision, commanding so mudi of the state's resources, has ever been so universal in rural Alaska or 
so absolute. And it has worked well. In village after village, c(Hnmunity discussi(xis have led to a local decision, almost 
invariaUy in &vorofa new hi^ school. Only 11 communities have exercised tiieir option to retain die boarding system 
in lieu of a local sdKiol. The near univosality of the villages' decisions cau^ scHne officials off guard. It was as if scnne 
officials simply could not hear what peq)le had fix' years been saying. 

This exCTcise of village power was <»ily b^innii^. Under the consent deaee, vill^es also were guaranteed a ri^to 
participate—albeit, only in an advisory capacity — in program planning and evaluati(»i fijr the first three years of a new 
school's op»:aticKi. This entitlemavtwas set out in regulatory provisions that were part of the decree. They became 
knownasthe05r^ulabkHis(^/a$Aay4(/m. Code, 1981). Th^ provisions derived fiom a commailye^qxessedthme, 
in vill^^ discussions widi me overti:ie lawsuit, tiiat if a hi^ sdK>ol ware located in the village, peq}le could have m<»e 
of a voice in wiiat their (Mdim were taught 

While parents expressed a desire to have stme input into the school program, prior e}q)erie9x:e with SOS was not 
promising. Tliou^ SOS in 1974 was touting its elBforts to recruit and train advisory school boards in the villages, parents 
were not vasdym<Hehc^fiil that things wc^d be better under the new regional sdiool boards. In &ct,seve^ of those 
boards at the outset bitt^y fought against the OS regulations as an intrusion of their authcxity. All igmxed the provisions 
for the first four years of the ctxisent decree wiien tte state, preocci^ied with getting the construction undo^Miy, took 
almost no steps to oiforce the regulation (Response to Plaintiff s, 1980). Finally, in 1981, with the plaintiff direatoiing 
contempt proceedings, the state e^reed to modify and enforce the 05 r^ulations,g[eady.e;q)arKlingttie planning arxl 
evaluate requiranents in the process. One district tried unsuccessMy to stop tte regu^cms throu^ l^eil actioa 

Tod^, mudi of the early resistance to a state-imposed role villages in educati(xi decision m^dng has virtually 
disappeared. Ev^ school district si&ject to tiie 05 r^idations now complies (flie alternative, as aie district found, was 
loss of state funding), and some local school officials publicly praise the requiremoits. Several districts utilize the village 
involvonoit {hxx»ss in all schools, including dement^ sdimls vtoe their use is not l^ally mandated. In some 
vill^es, it is possible to trace tiie effect of fie 05 process. In Anna Tobduk's hcnne vill^ ofNunapitchuk, 
example, the locally elected villa^ school committee listed several changes it wanted in fee hi^ sch^l program, 
incluc^ makiiig Yip'ik language a required course. The Lower Kuskdcwim School District, one of die most 
aithusiastic suppcstes of the 05 process, made the changes the very next year. 

In other districts, compliai^e with the irocess is 6r more cursory and grudging. Even so, villagers in some of fliese areas 
have expressed satis&ction with a process that allows to answ^ about what is haf^praing in wy and all 
aspects of die school program. 

http://www.dukool.org/flativ4 ed/ltw/mhooteh erq.html P«8« % of t 
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THE FUTURE 

The Molly Hootch case afforded villagers a rare ejqjerience with power in shaping tiie educational destiny of tiieir 
children But the lawsuit is coming to an aid. On June 1, 1983, the court approved a streamline version of the consent 
decree, submitted by the parties, wiiich marks the first step in winding down ttie case (Order Approving, 1983). All 
but a handfiji of villages now have dieir high schools, and in most, 1983-84 will be the last year during \^di the 05 
r^;ulati(His apply. aI^ that, level of vfllage participaticxi in plannii^ and evaluating tfie school's pogram will be 
entirely iq} to each r^onal school board. 

Will villa^ maintain, or even increase, the power they now ©cert in educatim decisiais wliich affect them? Or wiU 
sdKX>l districts afford them a lessCT role? The outcome may vary fiom district to district, but e^qimence ovw fiie last 
seven years suggests tiiat in some areas villages will be reduced to having little more say in education matters than they 
did in the days of SOS. In some villages befcxe the 05 regulations w^ beefed iq), residoits declared that this was 
already ttie case. 

What differraice would this make? It is hard to genraalize; but, had the decision on where to build schools been lefi to 
the r^onal boards, it is absolutely certain that the result would have been more area and regional hi^ sdiools rather 
than the local sdxx)ls fiivcxed by vill^a:s (Deposition ofMarshall, 1980). The outcome of that decision rested 
«itirely on vtto made it The locus of decision making is almost certain to affect tie outcome of a host of other 
education dioices &cing rural Alaskans; how mudi emphasis to give bilingual educaticm, wliat &ctors to ccxisido' in 
hiring decisions, what career programs to offer. And this leads to tiw second rmyor outcome of tiie settlement—the feet 
diat many of Alaska's next generation of native leados are now beir^ educated in tradrticsial villages throu^ the 12th 
grade. 

One of tiie hopes fiiequenlly expressed by parents in choosing to have local hig^ sdiools was that tiieir diildi^i would 
onerge fiiHn Ugh schools learning and e^peciadng traditicHial skills and values, and that the childrrai would know how 
to live in tiie village. If so, this goieration of hi^ schoolos will be markedly di^ent fiom many of their predecessors 
educated in more urban settings. But that hope has yet to be empirically teked. Much depends on \\4iat the new schools 
—and vill^ adults—succeed in teadiing. 
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