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ABSTRACT 

 

Vocabulary is considered one of the critical language skills necessary for children to 

develop at a young age, as it has been shown to be highly correlated with future academic 

success in school. Children from low-income environments have been identified as at risk for 

delayed acquisition in this area, as their environments often lack the exposure and opportunities 

necessary for vocabulary acquisition. Shared storybook reading is considered an ideal context in 

which to target learning of vocabulary. Researchers have been successful in teaching parents 

from low socioeconomic status (SES) to implement shared storybook reading strategies, and as a 

result, some gains, although not dramatic, have been observed in children’s vocabulary. 

However, parents have not been taught how to embed effective vocabulary instruction into book 

reading. This study investigated the effects of teaching mothers of preschoolers from low SES 

homes how to embed rich vocabulary instruction in shared storybook reading through scripts on 

mothers’ behaviors during book reading and the word learning of the preschoolers. A multiple 

baseline design across mother-child dyads and books was utilized. Data on the mothers’ reading 

behaviors were collected through audiotaped reading sessions. Tapes were transcribed and coded 

for the mothers’ comments, questions, and explanations relating to target words and other words 

in the story. Additionally, an alternating treatments design was used to compare the effects of 

two types of scripted reading procedures, word explanation condition and a no word explanation 

condition. Each type of scripted reading involved the use of comments and questions relating to 

target vocabulary words.  However, the script in the word explanation condition also included 

the provision of a definition of the target word.  Varying levels of children's vocabulary 

knowledge were assessed on a weekly basis. Increases in the mothers’ vocabulary-related 

utterances were observed with the implementation of the scripted reading procedures.  

Additionally, large gains were observed in children’s knowledge of novel words.  The evidence 

suggests that teaching mothers from low SES homes how to embed vocabulary instruction in 

book reading through the use of scripts results in changes in the mothers’ behavior, along with 

increases in children’s word knowledge.  This easy to implement method of intervention shows 

great promise for widespread application by professionals working with families and children. 

 

 viii



  

CHAPTER ONE 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The importance of the development of language and emergent literacy skills in young 

children has long been the focus of discussion in the areas of education, communication 

disorders, and other fields. Language and literacy skills are being emphasized even more in the 

early years, as teachers and other professionals who work with young children recognize that the 

presence, absence, or delayed acquisition of these skills can affect a child’s success in school. 

National and state government legislation and initiatives, such as No Child Left Behind and Just 

Read, Florida! are a result of the increased awareness of the impact that reading with children 

can have on current and later skill development. With these initiatives and the emphasis on 

linking instruction and intervention to research, teachers are being required to utilize 

instructional methods that have been shown to be effective in the classroom.  Because the 

demands of school curricula are beginning even earlier now, preschool teachers are being 

directed to spend more time in activities related to language and emergent literacy skills.  

Research revealing correlations between early language and literacy skills and later 

academic performance has likely contributed to this heightened awareness. For example, 

children's level of vocabulary in the early years can serve as a predictor of future ability in 

school. Several studies support the notion that children's vocabulary growth and size are related 

to reading ability (e.g., Carnine, Kameenui, & Coyle, 1984; Jenkins, Stein, & Wysocki, 1984). 

Furthermore, Anderson and Freebody (1981) discuss significant correlations between children's 

vocabulary size and their overall success in school. 

An adequate level of vocabulary is not only crucial for success in school, it is also critical 

to success in life.  Stahl and Nagy (2006) point out how pervasive words are in life and that 

words “express and shape who we are” (p. 3).  Our ability to access background knowledge, 

express thoughts and ideas, and learn new concepts is linked to the words we know (Stahl & 

Nagy).  Vocabulary, in general, plays a large role in our everyday lives and future possibilities 

(Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002).  Therefore, initiating the building of vocabulary in children 

at a young age is of utmost importance.   
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How Do Children Initially Acquire Words and Concepts? 

For one to facilitate the learning of words, it is important to understand the concept of 

word acquisition by considering the hypotheses behind the word learning phenomenon.  The 

learning or acquisition of word meanings and concepts is a somewhat complex process to grasp 

and there are several hypotheses that attempt to outline this delicate process that occurs in the 

young child, some of which include the semantic feature hypothesis (Clark, 1973), the functional 

core hypothesis (Nelson, 1974), and the prototype hypothesis (Rosch, 1978).  As discussed by 

Nelson, the semantic features hypothesis proposes that words are composed of certain features 

and a child attaches a new word to features of the word’s referent.  The child learns general 

features first, then more specific ones, leading to the sum of features that comprise full 

knowledge of the definition.  Nelson’s functional core hypothesis suggests that objects are 

initially assigned to concepts on the basis of what a child can do with objects representing a word 

or concept or what the objects themselves do, so words represent functions or actions (Nelson).  

On the other hand, Rosch’s prototype hypothesis is based in categorization, where words or 

concepts are based on prototypes, which share common attributes in a category (Rosch).  These 

hypotheses deal with the issue of how children acquire meaning.  However, there are additional 

considerations when accounting for the acquisition of words.   

One such consideration is what has to occur to set this process of word learning in 

motion.  Additional issues include where children learn words and who they learn words from.  

Bloom (2000) makes several claims regarding what children need or do not need to learn words.  

He states that children can learn words without a spatial and temporal simultaneous occurrence.  

In other words, children do not need to see an object to learn the word for the object.  

Additionally, he claims that children do not need feedback to learn meanings, as children have 

learned words without parental reactions to incorrect word usage.  Bloom also suggests that 

naming is not required for children to learn words.  These statements lead to his conclusion that 

word learning is quite a robust process.  However, he not only identifies what children do not 

need, but also recognizes that for children to learn words, they do need exposure “to them in 

contexts in which they can infer their meanings” (p. 8, Bloom).  This incidental learning he 

refers to is precisely what substantially contributes to how young children learn the majority of 

their words.  Early learning happens through oral context provided by family members, peers, 
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and even television; so these oral environments play an obviously important role in the 

acquisition of first words (Nagy & Herman, 1987; Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002).   

Children’s learning of words incidentally through context is an amazing occurrence.  

Context is defined as learning without any explanation or explicit meaning provided. In the oral 

context, as mentioned, there are often cues present to support the child’s learning, including the 

presence of an object being talked about, distinct intonation from the speaker, or even gestures.  

Additionally, the speaker may be aware when a word is not understood or the child can ask 

questions (Nagy & Herman, 1987).  As children get older, the oral context begins to play less of 

a role in their word learning, however, as the words they encounter in this context mostly consist 

of words they already know.  Therefore, the child’s word learning then transfers to written 

contexts, or books (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002). 

The Written Context 

When children first enter school, while they possibly are still at a young age of four or 

five years, the written context they are exposed to is through reading with adults.  Although the 

term written context typically refers to context in books that children read themselves, this 

context can be considered part of young children's environment through this adult book reading.   

Researchers have clearly indicated that reading books to children has a substantial effect on 

language skills, including vocabulary level. In fact, they have recognized reading as an ideal 

context for nurturing children’s literacy and oral communication skills (Crowe, Norris, & 

Hoffman, 2000), especially skills related to vocabulary, as “storybook reading is the most 

powerful source of new vocabulary” (p. 67, Stahl & Stahl, 2004).  Several investigators suggest 

that the incidental learning that takes place in children’s early oral contexts continues to occur 

through books (e.g., Ard & Beverly, 2004; Elley, 1989; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman, 1987; 

Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Senechal & Cornell, 1993).   

There is no denying that children learn some words incidentally through this written 

context (Swanborn & De Glopper, 1999).  However, there is some controversy surrounding this 

topic.  It is admitted that it is not necessarily easy to learn from written context, in this case when 

adults read aloud to children, as it may not be as rich as the oral context and may lack many of 

the features or cues provided within oral context that enable children to derive meaning.  An 

author’s purpose is “to tell a story…, not to convey the meaning of a set of words” (p. 4, Beck, 

McKeown, & Kucan, 2002).  Unless the adult incorporates certain behaviors into book reading, 
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children may not acquire language and emergent literacy skills.  This explains why, for young 

children, many researchers are quick to point out that the quality of adult-child interactions 

during book reading is primarily responsible for the learning of language and literacy skills that 

occurs.  Bus (2003) actually states that children do not learn simply from an adult reading a text 

aloud.  Justice and Pullen (2003) suggest that book reading alone produces some gains in 

children’s knowledge of oral and written language, but they admit that certain behaviors 

exhibited by adults while reading can have an optimal effect.  In other words, it is the oral 

context combined with the written context that facilitates language and vocabulary. 

What does it mean to combine oral and written contexts?  Additionally, why is this 

combination that creates dyadic interaction the critical variable in storybook reading?  In their 

description of a dialogic reading intervention (e.g., Whitehurst et al., 1994), Justice and Pullen 

(2003) state that these interactive behaviors create a dialogue, or verbally active participation, 

between the adult and child, thereby increasing engagement and participation on the part of the 

child. This, in turn, allows for learning through meaningful adult language models. These adult 

behaviors can include asking open-ended questions, expanding on what the child says, providing 

feedback for the child’s participation, and following the child’s interests (e.g., Whitehurst et al., 

1994). The development or improvement of children’s language skills have been observed when 

teachers and parents have been taught to use these techniques, including an increase in the 

child’s verbalizations, mean length of utterance, and expressive vocabulary levels (e.g., Arnold, 

Lonigan, Whitehurst, & Epstein, 1994; Crowe, Norris, & Hoffman, 2000; Dale, Crain-Thoreson, 

Notari-Syverson, & Cole, 1996).  

 How does this combination of contexts play into vocabulary learning specifically?  

Researchers have observed teachers and the ways that they naturally manipulate the combination 

of oral and written contexts to affect children’s word learning.  One such observation revealed 

that children whose teacher who talked about target words made more gains in vocabulary than 

those whose teacher asked questions about story events (Dickinson & Smith, 1994).  In further 

attempts to investigate the effects of teaching specific vocabulary, researchers have taught 

teachers to manipulate in specific ways the oral contexts that are used in combination with 

written context.  These manipulations have involved the use of such strategies as labeling 

illustrations in books, asking children to point to pictures that represent target words (Senechal, 

Thomas, & Monker, 1995), explaining words (Elley, 1989; Penno, Wilkinson, & Moore, 2002), 
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asking questions and making comments about words (Ard & Beverly, 2004), and providing 

elaboration sequences including giving definitions and using words in supportive contexts 

(Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005).  Coyne, Simmons, Kame’enui, and Stoolmiller (2004) added 

more strategies to the teaching of vocabulary words within the context of shared storybook 

reading, including discussion about the storybook before, during, and after reading, providing 

simple definitions, and extended discussion of target words. Findings from these studies have 

revealed increases in populations of both children developing typically and those in those 

considered at risk. 

Specifically, when teachers labeled pictures, as well as when children were asked to point 

to pictures, greater gains were observed in typically developing 4-year-olds in post-test 

performance in comprehension than children in a control group.  Furthermore, children in the 

labeling condition experienced greater increases in vocabulary production over other groups 

(Senechal, Thomas, & Monker, 1995).  Word explanation brought about greater gains in the 

vocabulary acquisition of 5- to 8-year olds developing typically than the gains observed through 

incidental learning (Elley, 1989; Penno, Wilkinson, & Moore, 2002).  Comments and questions, 

both individually and combined, brought about larger gains in children developing typically than 

those observed in children in the incidental learning group (Ard & Beverly, 2004).  Again, 

similar results have been observed in children from at-risk populations.  When teachers 

elaborated on words in stories, kindergarten children considered at risk learned more words than 

those in the condition with no elaboration (Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005).  When vocabulary 

instruction was incorporated into shared storybook reading, kindergarten children also 

considered at risk made great gains in explicitly taught vocabulary.  The authors proposed that 

the provision of this type of intervention in the early years could lead to a narrower gap in 

vocabulary among social classes (Coyne, Simmons, Kame’enui, & Stoolmiller, 2004) 

Although the studies discussed here report similar results across varying conditions, they 

all point out that some type of vocabulary instruction within the oral and written context leads to 

greater gains in vocabulary than when left to the incidental learning phenomenon.  These 

findings further validate the discovery of Stahl and Fairbanks (1986) 20 years ago.  Through 

their meta-analysis of studies investigating the effects of vocabulary instruction on learning word 

meanings, they found that a combination of both definitional and contextual information 

appeared to be more effective than the use of one method alone.  This combination of 
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information can be translated into the aforementioned combination of oral and written contexts.  

Additionally, McKeown and Beck (1988) propose that several contextual features seem critical 

to word learning.  These features include frequent presentations of target words, active thinking 

about word meanings, and use of the words outside the instructional setting.  Elley (1989) 

contributed to the identification of critical features by conducting a storybook intervention study, 

after which he analyzed words learned by the students for specific characteristics. Analyses 

revealed that the words learned by children were those for which the context of the story was 

helpful, those that were targeted more than once, and those that were illustrated by one or more 

pictures. Nagy and Herman (1987) further point out that these features, along with rich or varied 

information about each word and the establishment of ties between the words and the child’s 

experience and prior knowledge result in vocabulary gains.  In the end, though, researchers state 

that there is no "simple formula" (p. 46) for optimal instruction (McKeown & Beck).  The best 

ways to combine and manipulate oral and written contexts continues to be an issue worth 

exploring. 

Low-Income Children and Families 

One may ask if there are specific child populations for whom this combination of oral 

and written contexts is most needed to learn new words.  As previously discussed, many children 

incidentally gain language skills, including vocabulary knowledge and use, during the early 

years.  However, there are risk factors that can contribute to some children’s difficulty in the 

acquisition of vocabulary. One of these factors includes living in an environment in which there 

are infrequent experiences with oral and written language (Justice & Pullen, 2003).  

Several studies have documented the fact that these experiences occur less often in many 

low-income homes as compared to homes of higher socioeconomic status (SES) and frequently 

contribute to poorer oral language abilities and emergent literacy skills as compared to middle-

class children (Farkas & Beron, 2004; Hart & Risley, 1995, 1999). Studies by Hart and Risley 

revealed that significant differences in language abilities across social classes were associated 

with the opportunities for language interaction in the home. Children from lower SES homes 

were found to have lower levels of vocabulary due to fewer opportunities. In fact, children from 

low SES homes were found to know around 6,000 fewer words than middle-class peers when 

they start school (Hart & Risley).  
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An investigation involving a comparison of language skills in preschool children from 

low-income families and literacy practices in their home environment revealed significant 

correlations between their language skills and how often the parents read with the child and the 

number of books in the home (Payne, Whitehurst, and Angell, 1994). In other words, low levels 

of exposure to books and reading was linked to decreased language.  Britto (2001) also revealed 

that a lower quality of literacy interactions, characterized by a lack of or decreased use of 

meaningful conversations, listening to stories, access to printed material, shared book reading, 

and positive social interactions, were associated with poor language skills. Evidence from other 

studies support the finding that children from low-SES homes have fewer opportunities with 

language experiences related to future success, particularly in reading and spelling (e.g., Walker, 

Greenwood, Hart, & Carta, 1994). All of these studies strongly suggest that the lower frequency 

of literacy-related activities and poorer interactions during reading in many low-income homes 

have a negative impact on the preschool children’s learning of language and emergent literacy 

skills, including vocabulary.  Family income is clearly a significant predictor of vocabulary 

(Schuele, 2001). 

It is important, again, to clearly highlight that the lack of language-learning experiences 

in the home not only affects the developmental level of the young child, but also negatively 

influences their future literacy skill level (Baydar, Brooks-Gunn, Furstenberg, 1993). The 

differences in vocabulary knowledge of children from different SES often exist from toddler age 

through the teenage years (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002) and these differences have been 

observed for some time. In fact, Dickinson and Snow (1987) admit that finding these differences 

is "never surprising" (p. 5). With these considerations taken into account, it seems crucial to 

employ the methods most effective in promoting vocabulary acquisition among young children, 

particularly those from low-income homes, to promote later academic success. It is pivotal to 

provide teachers and parents from these families with the knowledge and training necessary to 

implement effective strategies in classrooms and home environments. 

The critical need to provide this knowledge and training to parents specifically is further 

supported by research on parent involvement in educational activities.  For instance, Dickinson 

and DeTemple (1998) discovered that children whose mothers provided home support for 

literacy performed better on measures of language and literacy in kindergarten and first grade.   

Another investigation found that home-based involvement was associated with lower levels of 
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classroom behavior problems (Fantuzzo, McWayne, Perry, & Childs, 2004).  Additionally, 

Fantuzzo, Tighe, and Perry (1999) found that home involvement behavior was related 

significantly to children’s play competence with peers.  It is hypothesized that if home-based 

involvement can affect the aforementioned areas of child development, home-based reading and 

vocabulary instruction can have a remarkable effect on children’s language and word learning. 

Facilitating Language in Low SES Children through Books 

The language and literacy skills of children from low SES environments have been 

targeted in many intervention studies.  Several of these studies involved the use of teachers or 

childcare providers or research staff as the interventionists and have taken place in the context of 

the child care center or school (e.g., Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, & Samwel, 1999; 

Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Wasik & Bond, 2001). In a comparison of dialogic reading 

(Whitehurst et al., 1994) and typical shared reading, researchers found that dialogic reading 

resulted in more descriptive use of language and typical shared reading resulted in increases in 

listening comprehension (Lonigan, et al.).  In other words, both types of reading resulted in 

positive effects on oral language skills. The major difference between the types of reading is that 

dialogic reading involves the child as the storyteller while the adult assumes the role of listener. 

Typical shared reading is described as simply reading the text, commenting on the pictures, and 

answering questions the children ask. Wasik and Bond investigated the effects of interactive 

book reading by teachers in a Title I learning center on their preschool children’s vocabulary 

development. The interactive book reading resulted in the children learning more words and 

obtaining significantly better scores on standardized vocabulary measures versus the control 

group. One must not ignore the implication these findings have on clinical and educational 

practices; however, teaching the parents of these children to use similar techniques while reading 

is critical. Teaching parents to use effective strategies will open the door for more interaction and 

opportunities for children to learn and use language. 

With this in mind, researchers have taught low-income parents interactive book reading 

techniques (e.g., Crowe, Norris, & Hoffman, 2004; Hockenberger, Goldstein, & Haas, 1999; 

Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Zevenbergen, 

Whitehurst, & Zevenbergen, 2003). Lonigan and Whitehurst taught both teachers and parents of 

preschoolers dialogic reading. Their results demonstrated that both parties can produce 

significant increases in children’s oral language. Specifically, they observed gains in 
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standardized test measures and on naturalistic measures of the children’s spontaneous expressive 

language exhibited during the shared reading experience. The children enrolled in both home and 

school intervention appeared to benefit more than those who participated in dialogic reading in 

only one setting. This indicates that more experiences with shared storybook reading connote a 

more positive impact.  

Another study researched the effects of teaching mothers to comment while reading to 

their child (Hockenberger, Goldstein, & Haas, 1999). Although commenting is only one 

technique utilized in shared storybook reading, the researchers proposed that commenting alone 

would increase communicative interaction in the mother-child dyad, thereby improving the 

child’s emergent literacy skills. During baseline, mothers exhibited no use of specific 

commenting. Once intervention began, the mothers’ interactions with the child immediately 

changed; they interacted more frequently and exhibited different types of conversational acts 

with their child. Additionally, as the mothers’ use of comments increased, the number of 

utterances for children and mothers increased.  

Morgan and Goldstein (2004) also focused on a specific skill during intervention: the use 

of decontextualized language. For example, mothers were taught to make comments or ask 

questions about the story in such a way as to connect it to their child’s experiences. They also 

were taught to use behaviors, such as making references to characters’ feelings. Results clearly 

show that the training was successful in that the mothers increased their use of decontextualized 

language, which in turn produced increases in the child’s use of decontextualized language. 

These changes in their talk led to increases in mother-child interactions. These studies 

demonstrate that parents, or other caregivers, can be taught to refashion their interaction patterns 

and thereby contribute to the increases in their child’s language and emergent literacy skills.  

As discussed, researchers have examined the effects of single strategies, such as 

commenting, along with a package of strategies, such as dialogic reading, on the interactive 

behaviors of parents and the oral language of children from low SES homes. When used by 

parents, all strategies have shown to be effective in increasing interactions and the overall 

language skills in young children. In fact, in a meta-analysis of evidence related to parent-child 

book reading, including studies with families of low SES, the association between the use of 

shared reading strategies and outcomes of language growth was supported, and the effect was not 

dependent on the SES of the families (Bus, Ijzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995).  This further 
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indicates that parents can successfully learn reading strategies that have a direct impact on their 

children.  No studies, however, have specifically investigated the effects of teaching parents to 

incorporate explicit vocabulary instruction into book reading in an effort to teach their children 

specific vocabulary through storybooks.  

Researchers have not only observed the vocabulary teaching strategies naturally used by 

teachers, they also have taught them specific methods.  Although it is crucial for teachers to 

exhibit knowledge and skills concerning how best to teach words to child, parents should not be 

left out of the equation.  As they have been successful in learning appropriate methods of 

interaction during book reading, it is likely that they would be successful in gaining the skills 

associated with effective vocabulary instruction.  Considering our knowledge of effective word 

learning strategies as identified in previous studies, it seems possible to design an easy to 

implement training program for parents during which they would learn how to teach specific 

words to their children.  The skills that parents learn from this training would have the potential 

to have a monumental effect on their language practices in the home, including how they talk 

about words, and the vocabulary acquisition of their children. 

Involving Parents in Word Learning 

 In developing a training program for parents of children from low SES environments, 

there are a few questions to be considered, including: 

• What type of vocabulary instruction will be employed and what features will be included in 

this instruction? 

• How will the skills associated with the vocabulary instruction be taught? 

• How will carryover of skills taught during training be ensured? 

Type of vocabulary instruction. In considering what the vocabulary instruction should 

entail, it is important to review what researchers have identified as effective strategies for word 

learning.  Given the goal of producing word knowledge in children that is rich enough to 

facilitate the eventual task of reading, several features of an effective vocabulary program have 

been outlined by investigators (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002; Beck, McKeown, & Omanson, 

1987; McKeown & Beck, 2004; Stahl & Nagy, 2006).  They state that instruction should include 

associating words with definitions, along with providing opportunities for children to process 

words by manipulating them in rich ways.  For example, children should be given opportunities 
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to describe how the words relate to their experiences.  These features will allow for deep 

processing (Beck, McKeown, & Omanson).  

Deep processing can be defined as “making more connections between new and known 

information” (p.109, Stahl, 1986).  Stahl further describes three different levels of deep 

processing.  Association processing, the lowest level of processing, involves a child simply 

learning an association between a word and a synonym.  The next level involves comprehension 

processing, which is when the child applies the association to demonstrate understanding, such 

as through completing a cloze procedure with the word or classifying the word with other words.  

The third and highest level is generation processing, which involves generating a novel utterance 

using the word.  This could include children restating the definition in their own terms (Stahl).  

These levels of processing enable children to remember more information (Stahl & Nagy, 2006).  

Additionally, this processing could lead to the child’s ability to exhibit accurate word 

knowledge, fluently access the meanings of words in memory, and display rich decontextualized 

knowledge of the words, which are all required by the semantic processes involved in reading 

(Beck, McKeown, & Omanson, 1987).   

An additional feature to the vocabulary instruction should be multiple opportunities for 

encounters with the words.  Studies have found that minimal exposure to words is insufficient for 

children to learn words expressively (Justice, 2002; Senechal, 1997).   

Bloom (2000) discusses another key component to the learning of words, that of ensuring 

the engagement of the child.  Engagement can be defined as responsiveness on the part of the 

child, level of interest, and time spent in the reading interaction. A study by Ewers and 

Brownson (1999) found that children who engaged in an active participation condition during 

book reading made significantly greater gains in vocabulary than those in the passive 

participation condition.  When a child is engaged, he is “…absorbed, engrossed, interested, and 

involved” (p. 2, Baker, Dreher, & Guthrie, 2000).  Young children’s engagement during book 

reading has been found to be correlated with reading achievement and predictive of later 

language ability (Crain-Thoreson & Dale, 1992; Dale, Crain-Thoreson, & Robinson, 1995; 

Laakso, Poikkeus, & Lyytinen, 1999). Fletcher and Reese (2005) discuss how the children’s 

behaviors in the studies cited here, however, were likely influenced by the parents’ behaviors.  

This implies that if the parent is responsive, interested, and spends time interacting with the child 

during reading, the child is likely to do the same.  Bloom suggests that without engagement in an 
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environment full of ideas and concepts, children will not develop a rich knowledge and use of 

language, and that a motivating atmosphere is what spurs engagement.  This implies that 

engagement and interest on the part of the parent will motivate children to engage in the reading 

interaction. 

It should be noted that these considerations regarding methods of vocabulary instruction 

point to the application of elements of two general theories of learning in relation to children.  

First, the constructivist theory suggests that learning occurs when children interact with their 

environment and people around them (Piaget, 1970; Vygotsky, 1986).  How can this be 

interpreted in the context of vocabulary learning?  When children participate and are engaged in 

a dialogue where they are provided opportunities to process and use information and relate that 

information to their past experience in order to build upon new ones, they are likely to learn.  In 

this case, learning is in the form of words and their meaning.  Elements of theory related to direct 

instruction apply as well (e.g, Siegfried, Becker, Carnine, & Gersten, 1988), as the methods of 

vocabulary instruction discussed here involve explicit instructional techniques, such as 

explaining the meanings of words and asking children to restate the definition.  The use of 

principles behind these two theories of learning are likely to result in vocabulary acquisition. 

The need for rich vocabulary instruction with all of the mentioned key features for the at-

risk population of children is clear.  Hirsch (2003) discusses how overcoming the initial 

disadvantage experienced by children from low SES environments that transfers into the 

“Matthew Effect” is a challenge.  Explicit instruction, involving all necessary and effective 

features, is necessary in the early years, especially to begin to close the gap for those children 

who are behind (Hirsch; Stahl & Stahl, 2004). Working parents into this instructional equation 

should be considered a key feature. 

Type of training.  It is critical to consider that parent-training practices with low SES 

families often present unique challenges, as these parents are less likely to enroll and attend.  

These families often do not consider the level of involvement associated with many training 

programs, which may include homework, monitoring, and attendance at meetings, a family 

priority (Taverne & Sheridan, 1995).  As the methods of training are considered, it is important 

to refer to prior investigations that have taught parents book reading techniques.  

Several studies have involved one-on-one training between the researcher and a parent 

from low SES (e.g., Hockenberger, Goldstein, & Haas, 1999; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004).  
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These trainings, although successful, can be time-consuming, as trainings often involve multiple 

meetings between parents and the trainer.  Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst, and Epstein (1994) 

conducted a comparison of one-on-one direct training and videotape training to determine the 

effects on parents’ learning of dialogic reading strategies.  Trainings occurred on the same 

schedule, over the course of three visits.  The only differences in training other than direct versus 

video were the individuals providing the modeling of behaviors (i.e., a mother and child on 

videotape; a member of the research team demonstrated strategies for direct training) and the 

absence of feedback for mothers in the video condition.  Results of the study revealed the video 

training to be more effective than direct training.  However, this could have been due to the 

difference in individuals providing the modeling of behaviors (Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst, & 

Epstein). 

Other investigators have employed the use of group training (e.g, Edwards & Panofsky, 

1989; Huebner & Meltzoff, 2005).  Huebner and Meltzoff compared the effects of three different 

types of instruction on the dialogic reading skills of parents of 2- and 3-year-old children.  The 

three instructional groups consisted of in-person instruction, which involved two meetings with 

an instructor in a small group, watching a demonstration video, and practicing dialogic reading 

with corrective feedback from the trainer; self-instruction and phone follow-up (i.e., instructional 

video received in the mail with phone call from researcher); and self-instruction (i.e., 

instructional video only).  Although all methods resulted in increases in dialogic reading skills, 

in-person instruction resulted in significantly larger gains.  Another team of investigators 

compared the effects of two types of training with low SES mothers.  The first type, the 

importance condition training, basically involved discussing the importance of literacy and 

reading practices.  The other type of training, modeling condition, focused on videotaped and in-

person modeling of book reading strategies.  The modeling condition training had a greater effect 

on mothers’ use of book reading strategies (Edwards & Panofsky).  

The findings of these studies indicate that a combination of training features may prove to 

be most successful.  This could possibly involve the use of direct training, video modeling, 

practice, and feedback.  However, before designing educational activities for parents, one must 

consider theories behind adult learning.  Cranton (1989) points out that the "teaching and 

learning process is an extremely complex interaction between individuals and the environment" 

(p.3).  Several theories offer suggestions as to how learning actually takes place.  The social 
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learning theory (Bandura, 1977) suggests that adults are more likely to learn a new behavior if a 

model is provided, along with opportunities for practice, and if the behavior will offer a valued 

result.  This implies that if parents are provided with a model of vocabulary instruction through 

video format, are given a chance to practice the instructional behavior, and they believe that this 

behavior can result in their child learning new words, they are likely to adopt the behavior.  This 

supports the feature of direct training where the rationale behind and the importance of word 

learning are discussed.  Rogers (1969) further supports this notion in his theory of experiential 

learning, where he suggests that this type of learning addresses the desires of the learner.  In 

other words, if parents, again, believe that they are learning a behavior that will result in 

something of relevance to them or their child (i.e., learning new words), they will adopt the 

behavior.  A third theory, that of andragogy by Knowles (1990), influenced by Rogers, suggests 

that the rationale behind learning a new behavior should be discussed with the adult learner, the 

adult should be given the opportunity to learn through experience, or practice, and the result of 

the new behavior should be of interest to the learner.  As one can observe, based on these 

theories of learning, the package of features including direct training, video modeling, and 

practice would appear to be promising in teaching parents vocabulary instruction methods.  The 

fourth feature of reinforcement, or feedback, has been identified as critical to learning as well 

(Robinson, 1994).   

All of the trainings outlined in the studies previously discussed required several meetings 

with parents, whether in one-on-one or group fashion.  Of course, it would be helpful if parents 

could learn all strategies in one training meeting.  This would not only decrease time 

consumption on the part of the trainer, but also on the part of the family, which may be an 

attractive feature to parents and a successful means of recruitment.  An issue remains, however, 

as to how the use of strategies might be ensured for parents involved in a one-time training.   

A possible solution to this issue is the utilization of scripts.  Although no studies were 

found where investigators used scripts to teach parents and ensure their use of strategies during 

book reading, scripts have been used with other populations.  Directed, explicit instruction 

through the use of scripts is being employed in many classrooms today.  Implementing scripted 

lessons is considered important for student achievement and teacher accountability.  Research 

shows that when teachers employ the use of scripted lessons, students spend more time actively 

engaged within the subject and respond at higher levels of accuracy (Gunter & Reed, 1997; 
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Hummel, Venn, & Gunter, 2004).  A study by Brabham and Lynch-Brown (2002) investigated 

the effects of teachers’ use of three scripts during read-alouds on 1st and 3rd grade students’ 

vocabulary.  Of the three styles of scripts, the interactional style, which required teachers to 

interact with the children as they read, resulted in the greatest effects on vocabulary learning.  

The scripts studied included more instructions for the teacher versus specific comments or 

questions to read aloud, however.  For instance, teachers were required to read an opening 

statement before reading.  The portion of the script following the opening simply instructed 

teachers to perform such tasks as stopping and discussing comments interjected by students 

(Brabham & Lynch-Brown).  

Considering teachers’ knowledge of educational practices, use of this type of script may 

have been easily learned.  If scripts are to be utilized in the teaching of parents, on the other 

hand, more specific information may need to be included.  Nevertheless, scripts appear to be a 

promising method for ensuring treatment fidelity and parents' carryover of strategies learned.  

Scripts may encourage more active participation from the child, which is a key feature in 

vocabulary learning, along with accurate responses to questions and comments.  Additionally, 

the responses elicited from the child during scripts are likely to serve as reinforcement to the 

parent.  This implication of reinforcement extends beyond, but is based on Skinner's theory of 

operant conditioning (Skinner, 1953).  It implies that through the child's participation in the 

scripts, or responses to the parent, parents will gain competence and confidence by observing 

their success in teaching their child. This reinforcement is likely to serve as motivation and 

continued relevance to the parent. 

Summary 

Research has clearly demonstrated that children's level of vocabulary, and overall 

language and emergent literacy skills, is highly correlated with their development and overall 

academic success. The effects of vocabulary on academic success are observed not only as 

young children, but throughout students' academic careers. Although many young children gain 

language and emergent literacy skills automatically, children from low-income environments 

often do not. This is often a result of the lack of opportunities provided by parents to learn and 

use language in their home environment. Research has shown, however, that all parents, 

including those from low socioeconomic groups can and do learn shared storybook reading 
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strategies. Furthermore, many of these strategies have contributed to growth in children's overall 

language skills.  

The effects of teaching parents how to incorporate vocabulary instruction into storybook 

reading has not been investigated.  Although researchers have observed the success of explicit 

vocabulary instruction used by teachers, it is unknown as to whether parents' use of similar 

techniques could affect their children's word learning.  However, based on the success of 

teaching parents other shared reading strategies, this type of training appears promising, 

particularly if they are taught how to blend the key features of vocabulary instruction into one 

package.   

Teaching parents to do so would appear to be fairly simple, as the key features have been 

described clearly in the literature.  With the use of scripted reading procedures, the parents' use 

of each key feature could likely be ensured.  If this type of training proved to be successful, it 

could have great implications for schools and other agencies who seek to involve families more 

in children's educational activities at home, particularly children's vocabulary learning.   
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CHAPTER TWO 

 

STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 

 

 The ability to read accurately, fluently, and with adequate comprehension is crucial to 

success in school and life. Fortunately, research has revealed many of the factors that relate to 

and predict a person's ability in this area. Some of these factors include the individual's language 

and emergent literacy skills as a young child. This knowledge has equipped teachers and other 

professionals with the necessary skills and tools needed to target these areas within the preschool 

classroom when children are in their critical learning years. These skills and tools often come in 

the form of specific strategies to utilize when teaching skills such as vocabulary and letter-sound 

correspondence.  

As outlined in the introduction, children learn words incidentally from oral and written 

contexts.  However, researchers recognize that certain populations, such as children considered 

at risk due to their low socioeconomic status (SES) background, may require more explicit 

instruction to narrow the gap between their level knowledge and use of words and that of 

children developing typically.  This gap is caused by the fact that  the environments of these 

children often lack the necessary interactions and opportunities to learn and use language that 

contributes to the development of reading and other academic skills. Parents often do not talk or 

interact enough or have the materials readily available to promote language and emergent 

literacy skills.  

Numerous investigations have examined the effects of various strategies on the 

vocabulary acquisition of children from populations developing typically and those who are 

considered at risk, especially when used during book reading. These investigations have helped 

to guide teachers in which strategies should be used.  Although teachers have been successful in 

incorporating vocabulary instruction into book reading, this strategy has not been investigated 

with parents of young children from low SES families.  The development of a parent training in 

this area of children's learning appears to hold promise, as parent from low-income homes have 

been able to learn and successfully utilize other shared reading strategies. 

Teaching parents to utilize strategies to teach vocabulary during book reading would 

seem helpful to parents, as it not only teaches them how to model appropriate language and 
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offers opportunities for interaction, but it also sets up a specific context in which these 

opportunities can be provided and furnishes them with appropriate materials. Additionally, the 

use of scripts to teach and ensure accurate use of vocabulary strategies would likely be effective. 

Purpose of Investigation 

One purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of teaching parents of low 

socioeconomic status scripted shared storybook reading procedures on their use of commenting, 

question-asking, and explanation of novel words. Another purpose of the study is to examine and 

compare the effects of a combination of word explanation, commenting, and question-asking 

with commenting and question-asking alone on preschool children's learning of novel words. 

The research questions for this study are as follows: 

1) Can parents of low socioeconomic status be taught to embed vocabulary instruction in 

storybook reading through the use of scripted reading procedures? 

2) To what extent do scripted storybook reading procedures affect parents' use of commenting, 

question-asking, and word explanation? 

3) Does the use of scripted storybook reading procedures result in generalized use of 

commenting, question-asking, and word explanation during reading without scripts? 

4) To what extent does commenting and asking questions related to target words affect 

children's learning of novel words? 

5) To what extent does commenting and asking questions related to target words, combined 

with word explanation, affect children's learning of novel words? 

6) Can naïve raters perceive increases from baseline to intervention in parents' comments, 

questions, and word explanations, children's participation, and turn-taking between the paernt 

and child during storybook reading? 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

METHOD 

 

Overview 

 A multiple baseline design across mother-child dyads was used to determine the effects 

of teaching mothers of low socioeconomic status in scripted storybook reading procedures on 

mothers' behaviors and their children's word learning.  Five mother-child dyads participated in 

and completed the study.  A sixth mother-child dyad was included in data analysis, as she 

participated through the 1st reading of the 4th book in the intervention phase.  The researcher 

finished the readings of the 4th book and an additional 5th book.  Training sessions for mothers 

were conducted in a staggered fashion as new storybooks were introduced.  Mothers audiotaped 

each storybook reading session for the purposes of data collection and analysis. 

 In addition, an alternating treatments design was utilized to determine the effects of a 

word explanation condition versus a no word explanation versus an incidental condition on 

children's learning of words.  Children's vocabulary knowledge of words in these three 

conditions was tested on a weekly basis for purposes of gathering information on their word 

knowledge immediately following introduction of the words and word knowledge over time, or 

maintenance. 

Participants 

Seven mother-child dyads enrolled in the study.  Two dyads withdrew from the study, 

one following completion of the 2nd baseline book, the other just before the mother's training 

session in scripted reading storybook reading procedures.  One of these dyads was replaced by 

another dyad, as to allow for six dyads in the study.  Also, one of the final six dyads withdrew 

from the study after the 1st reading of the 4th book in the intervention phase.  The mother 

allowed the researcher to complete with the child the final reading sessions of the 4th book, 

along with one additional book.  The data for this dyad was included in the study, as enough 

information was gathered to be considered relevant.  Information on the dyads' demographics 

was reviewed to determine any factors that may have contributed to their withdrawal from the 

study.  A clear difference was observed in the presence of family support, specifically the adults 
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living in the home.  Of the dyads that completed the study, all mothers were either married or the 

child's father lived in the home.  Each of the three mothers who did not complete the study was a 

single parent.   

Participants were selected from a preschool classroom at a local elementary school, with 

the assistance of the preschool teacher.  The seven initial children ranged in age 54 months to 65 

months.  A letter describing the researcher, the study, and a monetary incentive and requesting 

parent contact information were sent to seven parents.  Two forms were promptly returned by 

mothers.  The classroom teacher made a follow-up phone call to the other five mothers to 

determine their interest in participating in the study.  These phone calls resulted in the other 

mothers returning the forms.  Once the forms were received, the researcher made a phone call to 

the mothers to inform them that an additional form, the consent form, would be sent home and to 

schedule a home visit and interview.  After informed consent forms were completed, home visits 

were conducted to interview mothers and discuss book schedules and baseline procedures.  

Similar procedures were followed for the enrollment of the mother who replaced a mother who 

withdrew from the study. 

Each child was enrolled in the same preschool classroom and planning to enter 

kindergarten the following academic year. Initially, child participants were chosen based on: (1) 

their at-risk/low-income status, based on their enrollment in their school's free or reduced meal 

program, (2) identification by their teacher as having the potential to benefit from such an 

intervention, and (3) identification by their teacher as a child of parents who may be willing to 

participate in and benefit from all aspects of the project.  Once child participants were selected 

and mothers contacted and enrolled in the study, further inclusion criteria was applied, including 

the mother's willingness to complete at least three reading session per week and to audiotape the 

reading sessions.  Further inclusion criteria were applied once the mothers began baseline 

reading session, including: (1) evidence of a lack of vocabulary teaching strategies used by 

mothers during baseline sessions, or (2) evidence of somewhat ineffective vocabulary teaching 

strategies used by the mothers during baseline session, as determined through the children's 

weekly vocabulary measure. 

The final six child participants ranged in age from 60 months to 65 months at the 

initiation of the study.  All children were African American.  Each participant was tested 

individually at the children's school in a quiet location, either in the preschool teacher's office 
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area or another classroom.  Each child was required to exhibit normal hearing, as evidenced by 

passing a pure tone hearing screening at 25 dB for 1000, 2000, and 4000 Hz. Their cognitive 

skills were measured using the Cognitive subtest of the Developmental Assessment of Young 

Children (Voress & Maddox, 1998). All of the children's scores were required to indicate no 

significant cognitive difficulties, based on the standardized score from the subtest. The children's 

receptive and expressive one-word vocabulary skills were evaluated using the Peabody Picture 

Vocabulary Test – Third Edition (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) and the Expressive One-Word 

Vocabulary Test (Gardner, 2000). Comprehensive receptive and expressive language skills also 

were evaluated at the onset of the study.  The Preschool Language Scale, Fourth Edition 

(Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 2002) was utilized for this purpose.  Table 3.1 lists demographic 

and assessment information for each of the six children. 

Mothers ranged in age from 26 years to 34 years.  All mothers were African American.  

Five of the mothers were either married or the father lived in the home and one mother was a 

single parent.  Education levels varied across mothers.  Although all children qualified for the 

free or reduced meal program at their school, additional information was gathered on the 

families' household income levels, which were in the low-income to poverty range.  Each 

mother's reading level was assessed using the Wide Range Achievement Test, 3rd Edition 

(Wilkinson, 1993).  Mothers' functional reading levels ranged from fourth grade to post-high 

school.  Mothers' demographic and assessment information are also listed in Table 3.1. 

Setting and Materials 

 Settings varied somewhat for each phase of the project. Initial evaluation and weekly 

assessments were conducted at the child participants' school, a local elementary school, in a quite 

room with little distractions. Teaching of mothers in the scripted storybook reading procedures 

took place in the Media Center or a classroom at the children's' school. The researcher intended 

to conduct trainings for pairs or mothers versus each mother individually, as to allow for 

discussion between the two parents during the session.   This plan was carried out for two pairs 

of mothers, one training session for Kyle's and Kelly's mothers, and one for Nancy's and 

William's mothers.  For the other two mothers, the training session was conducted one-on-one 

with the researcher.  As the mothers served as interventionists, intervention took place in the 

natural environment of the family's home.  
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Table 3.1 

Participant Characteristics 

   Participants   

 Kyle Kelly Iris Deanna Nancy Wayne 

Age in months 63 60 65 65 65 60 
Gender M F F F F M 
Test Performance       
     Hearing 
Screening 

WFL WFL WFL WFL WFL WFL 

     PPVT-III 106 100 77 118 79 98 
     EOWPVT 104 92 78 110 83 87 
     PLS-4       
          Expressive 91 94 81 134 94 94 
           Receptive 88 95 93 129 91 104 
           Total 89 94 86 133 92 99 
     DAY-C       
          Cognitive 90 98 96 98 91 92 
Mother       
          Age in years 32 34 27 30 30 26 
          Education 
 
 

11th 1 yr. 
college 

1 yr. 
college 

1 yr. 
College 

12th 11th 

      WRAT-3 67 84 71 105 88 86 
          Reading level  
          by grade 
 

4th 8th 4th Post-HS HS 8th 

Family Income 
Level 

Low-
income 

Low-
income 

Poverty Low-
income 

Low-
income 

Poverty 

Note: PPVT-III = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test – Third Edition. EOWPVT = Expressive One-Word Vocabulary 

Test. PLS-4 = Preschool Language Scale – Fourth Edition. WRAT-3 = Wide Range Achievement Test – Third 

Edition.  WFL = within functional limits.  Test performance scores are represented by standard scores.  Family 
income level based on computations from the U.S. Poverty Guidelines. 

 
 
 
 
 Schedules and protocols for returning and receiving books were discussed at the onset of 

the project.  All mothers requested that books be exchanged through their child's backpack at  

school.  Book packages contained the book, three audiotapes, and instructions for the reading 

session. When the reading sessions for each book had been completed, the researcher gathered 

the book and tapes from the package in the child's backpack and replaced them with new ones, 

along with instructions for that particular book.  Occasionally, mothers did not return the book 
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package as scheduled.  In these cases, the mother was contacted by telephone to arrange a book 

drop-off, either at her place of business or the family's home. 

Procedures 

 Books and target words. Thirteen books were required for this study.  They were 

randomly counterbalanced across pairs of mother-child dyads.  All of the books followed the 

common conventions of story grammar and were judged to be developmentally- and age-

appropriate by the researcher and the children's teacher, both of whom had worked with 

preschool children for a number of years.  The text of some books was changed to decrease the 

number of words per book or to accommodate insertion of the target words.  For each book, the 

text was typed in a common size and font with the original text and placed in the book to cover 

the original text.  This was done to prevent mothers from determining which words or parts of 

the book's text had changed, thereby preventing them from identifying incidental target words.  

See Appendix A for a list of books used.   

For each book, three target words were chosen, all of them nouns.  The specific target 

words selected were chosen for several reasons.  First, why were nouns chosen?  Although 

research has not consistently shown any type or category of words to be more easily learned 

through written context (see Schwanenflugel, Stahl, & McFalls, 1997; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; 

Elley, 1989; Laufer, 1990), it would appear that nouns are less difficult to learn than other types 

(Scott, 2005).   Second, how were certain nouns selected?  The nouns chosen had to be 

represented by a picture in the story.  As with type of words, there is conflicting research 

regarding whether pictured words are learned more easily (Elley; Robbins & Ehri).  However, 

Scott points out that words that are concrete or have associated imagery should be considered.  

The nouns chosen had to be represented twice by a picture.  Two representations contributed to 

the ability to expose the children to the words and pictures more than once in the story.  This, in 

turn, contributed to the children's exposure to two target words multiple times through the scripts 

during intervention.  The third target word was not targeted through scripts, which will be 

discussed later.  Although researchers have not determined exactly how many exposures children 

need, multiple exposures to words are typically required to affect children's learning (e.g., Elley; 

Jenkins, Stein, & Wysocki, 1984; Penno, Wilkinson, & Moore, 2002; Robbins & Ehri).   

Additional considerations were made regarding the selection of target words.  Words 

were chosen based on their novelty to the typical vocabulary of preschoolers.  This was further 
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supported through measuring the child participants' vocabulary.  If a child participant exhibited 

full knowledge of a word, that particular word was replaced with another novel word.  The 

child's knowledge of this new word also was determined through testing.  Other considerations 

included those discussed by Beck, McKeown, and Kucan (2002).  First, whether the children had 

ways to express the concepts represented by the word was considered.  Words were chosen for 

which children already typically have words in their repertoire that could be used to explain the 

meaning of the target word once learned.  This would support the notion that the words were not 

too difficult to learn, which is an important consideration (Stahl & Stahl, 2004).  Finally, words 

also were chosen based on the ability to relate the word to the children's life or experience in 

some fashion.  For example, when talking about the target word reptile, children would be able 

to describe some reptiles seen in their yard or community.  For the target word sibling, children 

could name their own siblings. 

One issue not considered was the length and number of syllables in the word, as much 

research in the area of word learning has not shown that children more easily learn words with 

certain length and complexity (Scott, 2005).  Therefore, words consisted of varying level of 

phonological difficulty, from crowd to companions. 

During each shared reading, children were exposed to all target words twice within the 

book text.  Along with the exposure within the text, the scripts provided an additional 18 

exposures to two target words, creating a total of 20 exposures per word.  See Table A.1 in 

Appendix B for the book characteristics and target words chosen for each book.   

Target word conditions.  The three target words within each book were placed in three 

varying conditions for the intervention phase: 1) word explanation condition, 2) no word 

explanation condition, and 3) incidental condition.  Words in the first two conditions were 

targeted in the text and through use of a script implemented by the mothers.  The word in the 

incidental condition was not pointed out to the mothers, thereby allowing the researcher to 

determine effects of the children's incidental learning of the words.  This condition was 

confounded at times by mothers who explained words assigned to this condition.   

When books were introduced initially scripts were not provided.  The target words in the 

first two conditions were highlighted only.  This highlighting only phase served as a baseline for 

determining the mothers' existing behaviors related to vocabulary instruction.  The word in the 

incidental condition remained unidentified.  When mothers' training was completed and the 
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intervention phase implemented, scripts were then placed in the books as the critical element of 

the scripted reading procedures.  Explanation of the varying target word conditions can be can 

most easily be provided through a discussion of the scripts.   

Scripts.  The word in the incidental learning condition was not identified in any fashion, 

allowing the researcher to collect data on the children's incidental learning.  For the other two 

target words within each story, three scripts each were placed in the book.  Two of the scripts 

provided instructions on procedures for the mother to follow when the word was encountered in 

the text.  The third script served as a target word review.  This script was folded, color tabbed, 

and placed on a page with the picture representing the word.  The mother was to revert back to 

the colored tab at the completion of the story to discuss the target word once more.   

For the word explanation condition, the scripts followed a specified protocol to ensure 

consistency across words in this condition.  The script consisted of word explanations, 

comments, and questions to be read by the mother to the child.  Definitions were adapted from 

the Scholastic Children’s Dictionary (2002).  In addition, messages to the mother were placed in 

parentheses intermittently throughout the script.  These messages contained instructions to the 

parents, such as "Help your child say sibling," or Help your child name his brothers and/or 

sisters."  Methods for carrying out these instructions were discussed at the mothers' training 

session.  The formula of features for the scripts are presented in Table 3.2.  Note that for the 

examples provided, the information in parentheses refers to the messages to the mother discussed 

previously. 

For the no word explanation condition, scripts were quite similar to those for the previous 

condition.  The main difference was in the lack of provision of a target word definition.  This 

condition was created to examine the effects of providing a definition versus not providing one 

on the children's word learning.  With no definition being provided to the child, the definition 

was not elicited from the child either.  The continuity between the scripts in these two conditions 

lies in the number of exposures to the target word.  Both scripts allowed for 20 total exposures to 

the target word per book.  The formula of features for the scripts in this condition are presented 

in Table 3.3.  The information in parentheses refers to messages to the mother rather than 

information she was instructed to read to the child. 

Scripts were designed by incorporating suggestions of the general learning theories and 

word learning theories discussed in the introduction, along with following several guidelines  
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Table 3.2 

Features of Script for Word Explanation Condition and Examples 

Feature Example 

1) Name and point to picture presenting target 
word 

 

This is a Sheila Rae's sibling. 

(while pointing to the sister) 

2) Ask child to point to picture representing 
target word 

 

Point to Sheila Rae's sibling. 

3) Ask child to say target word 
 

Say sibling. 

(Help your child say sibling.) 

4) Provide an explanation of the target word 
 

Sibling is another word for a brother or sister. 

5) Make a comment with target word 
 

You have siblings. 

6) Ask a question with target word 
 

Who are your siblings? 

(Help your child name brothers and/or sisters.)

7) Use the cloze procedure to elicit word from 
child 

 

Yes, _____ and _____ are your… 

(Help your child say sibling.) 

8) Ask child to explain meaning of word 
 

What is a sibling? 

(Help your child tell you what a sibling is.) 

9) Verify meaning of word 
 

Yes, a sibling is a brother or a sister. 

10)  Provide definition and ask child for target 
word 

What is another name for a brother or a sister?

(Help your child say sibling.) 

 
 
 
 
discussed in the literature.  These include several features of rich vocabulary instruction (Beck, 

McKeown, & Kucan, 2002; Beck, McKeown, & Omanson, 1987; McKeown & Beck, 2004; 

Stahl & Nagy, 2006).  For example, rich instruction involves the provision of a definition in 

child-friendly terms, which involves explaining the word in everyday language.  With young 

children, it is also sometimes especially important to "fold an example" (p. 55, Beck, McKeown, 

& Kucan ) into the definition for those words that are more difficult to describe.  For instance, 

the definition for the word reptile was a scaly animal that crawls on the ground with short legs, 

like an alligator and a lizard. The examples provided were those that most children would be 

familiar with.  Also, as mentioned previously, whether the children had ways to express the  
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Table 3.3 

Features of Script for No Word Explanation Condition and Examples 

Feature Example 

1) Name and point to picture presenting target 
word 

 

This is a feline. 

(while pointing to the picture of the cat) 

2) Ask child to point to picture representing 
target word 

 

Point to the feline. 

3) Ask child to say target word 
 

Say feline. 

(Help your child say feline.) 

4) Verify name of target word. 
 

Yes, that's a feline. 

5) Make a comment with target word 
 

Ms. _____doesn't have any felines in her 

classroom, she only has 2 bunnies.. 

6) Ask a question with target word 
 

Have you ever seen a feline before? 

7) Make a comment with target word 
 

Yes, some people have felines for pets. 

8) Ask child for name of target word 
 

What did we call this? 

(Help your child say feline.) 

9) Verify name of target word 
 

Yes, it's a feline. 

 
 
 
 
concepts represented by the word was considered.  To address this consideration directly, each 

definition, whether short or long, simple or difficult, included a concept or word that the children 

already had knowledge of.  For example, the definition for garments included shirts and pants.  

Another feature of rich instruction is engaging students with the words' meanings.  This can be 

done by helping children associate the new word with their own experience.  Thus, questions 

were incorporated into the script, such as "Have you ever seen a reptile?" and comments, such 

as, "You saw a crowd when you went to the circus with your class."  If it was suspected that 

children may not have had experience with the word or an association with the word, the 

questions posed by the mother allowed the child to discuss items he was familiar with.  For 

example, for telescope, it was suspected that many children may not have been exposed to a 

telescope before, thus the question, "What are some things you could look at with a telescope?"  

This allowed the mother and child to discuss and explore possibilities, still allowing the child to 
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experience deep processing of the meaning of the word (Beck, McKeown, & Omanson, 1987, 

Beck, McKeown, & Kucan), still allowing them to make a connection between new and known 

information (e.g., telescope and stars, birds and airplanes; Stahl, 1986).   

  Another feature, asking the child to point to the picture, was used.  Directing the 

attention of the child to target word by pointing to the picture ensures that the child attends to the 

picture to which she is referring (Senechal & Cornell, 1993; Senechal, Thomas, & Monker, 

1995).  See Appendix C for an example of the scripts for the two scripted word conditions within 

one book. 

Initial meeting with mothers.  After mothers returned consent forms, a home visit and 

interview was scheduled.  This interview allowed the researcher to set up the book exchange 

schedule, review audiotaping procedures, discuss the contents of the book packet, remind the 

mothers of the monetary incentive of 50 dollars, and discuss any challenges the mother felt that 

she or her child may face in regard to participating in this project. A possible challenge or 

particular interest was that of behavior problems on the part of the child during the reading 

sessions.  None of the mothers identified possible challenges in this or any other area.  Therefore, 

no accommodations or modifications were made to the study protocol for any of the participants.   

Mothers' baseline/highlighting phase.  During the highlighting phase, mothers were 

provided with a storybook and instructed to read the story three times.  They were told that the 

book text was covered with other typed text, as some of the words in the story had been changed 

for the project.  They also were informed that two words in the book were highlighted because 

their child may not know the meaning of those particular words.  They were not explicitly 

instructed to teach or not to teach the highlighted words.  This phase allowed the researcher to 

gather data on any strategies the mothers naturally employed in teaching the highlighted words. 

Mothers' training. Once two of the mothers completed the books designated for the 

highlighting phase, they were contacted to schedule a meeting for training in scripted reading 

procedures.  The trainings for four of the mothers were conducted in pairs, while individual 

sessions were provided for the other two mothers.  The trainings were conducted by the 

researcher, a certified and licensed speech-language pathologist, who had previous experience in 

coordinating parent involvement programs.  She was assisted by another speech-language 

pathologist and/or a graduate student in communication disorders.   
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The training was developed to teach the mothers the scripted storybook reading 

procedures. The training was designed to include several components that have been shown to be 

effective in teaching parents to use shared reading strategies (e.g., Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst, 

& Epstein, 1994; Edwards & Panofsky, 1989; Huebner & Meltzoff, 2005), including in-person 

instruction, video modeling, practice, and feedback.  As discussed in the introduction, the 

inclusion of these components is further by several theories of adult learning.  Therefore, 

trainings sessions included the following components: (1) discussion of the rationale behind and 

need for the study, (2) viewing of a training video with a scripted shared reading model, (3) 

discussion of possible interactions between the mothers and their children and how to handle 

them, (4) discussion of other "tips" to create successful reading sessions, and (5) practice book 

reading using the scripted shared reading procedures.  See Table A.2 in Appendix D for a 

process agenda outlining training procedures. 

Each mother was required to read their first intervention book and implement five out of 

the six embedded scripts with 100% accuracy to complete the training and qualify as an 

interventionist.  They were then instructed to follow the scripted procedures for each of the target 

words.  This included not defining words in the no word explanation condition and not skipping 

any portion of the scripts.  The also were reminded to revert back to the colored tabs at the end of 

the story to review the target words once more. 

Messages to mothers in parentheses were placed in scripts, such as "Help your child say 

feline."  Mothers were taught briefly some strategies to elicit the word from their child when the 

child was unable to respond correctly to a request the first time, such as, "Say feline."  Mothers 

were told that they could try several strategies, such as repeating the word, having the child say 

the word together with her, or even using a phonemic cue (i.e., 'f'…).  Mothers were told to 

continue to use these strategies until the child was able to meet the request of saying the word, 

producing a definition, or answering a question.  Additional suggestions were provided to 

mothers regarding the reading sessions.  These included becoming familiar with the book before 

reading it to the child, reading the book with enthusiasm, and stopping and listening when the 

child desired to talk.   See Appendix E for the tip/instruction sheet provided to mothers during 

the trainings.  

Finally, although mothers were instructed to follow the scripted procedures for the target 

words, they were given the liberty to make additional comments and ask additional questions 
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regarding any other aspect of the book texts, including other words they felt their child may not 

know. 

Mothers' generalization/highlighting phase.  As during the initial highlighting phase, 

they were provided with a storybook and instructed to read the story three times.  They were also 

informed that two words in the book were highlighted because their child may not know the 

meaning of those particular words.   

Dependent Measures and Data Collection 

 Vocabulary knowledge related to the target words was measured each week through a 

researcher-developed comprehensive assessment instrument. The procedures and formats used 

are similar to those used by Ziolkowski (2004). The instrument assessed the children's 

knowledge of all the target words each week, thereby serving as a pretest for words not targeted 

yet, a posttest for words targeted during a particular week, and a maintenance test of words 

previously taught. Four tasks were included in the testing conducted before the highlighting 

phase and after the generalization phase.  The first task measured the children's decontextualized 

vocabulary, the second task measured expressive vocabulary within the context of a picture (i.e., 

novel picture naming), the third task measured receptive vocabulary (i.e., picture identification), 

and the fourth assessed the children's generalization of expressive vocabulary (i.e., picture 

naming). Scoring procedures were consistent for the expressive, receptive, and generalization 

measures; a correct response received a score of 1 and an incorrect response received a score of 

0. However, for the decontextualized vocabulary measure, scores were 0 (no knowledge) to 1 

(partial knowledge) to 2 (complete knowledge). See Table A.3 in Appendix F for an outline of 

scoring criteria for this subtest.  The children received no feedback on the accuracy of their 

responses.  For the weekly vocabulary measure, only the decontextualized and expressive 

vocabulary subtests were utilized. 

 The researcher and/or graduate students in communication disorders served as examiners. 

Before assessment began, the researcher taught all other examiners the testing procedures and 

provided them with detailed written instructions on how to administer the assessment measures. 

 Decontextualized vocabulary task. The children's ability to talk about the target words 

in a decontextualized manner was measured by asking each child to, "Tell me everything you 

know about _____(target word)." If the child was unable to respond or gave an incorrect 
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response, the examiner followed up with, "What is a ________?" or "What does _______ 

mean?"   

Expressive vocabulary task. The children's expressive vocabulary measure consisted of 

picture naming. One of the pictures in the book that represented the target word (i.e., a picture 

the parent pointed to during the script) was presented on a page and the child was asked to 

respond to, "What is this?" If the child responded with a synonym or similar word, they were 

provided with the prompt, “What else is it called?” 

Receptive vocabulary task. The children's receptive vocabulary measure utilized the same 

procedures as those found in the PPVT-III (Dunn & Dunn, 1997). Four pictures were presented 

on a page and the child was asked to point to the picture of the target word. All pictures were 

taken from the book pertaining to that particular target word. Picture foils were chosen based on 

semantics and/or phonological aspects. For instance, for the target word vehicle, one foil 

included include a picture of a house (i.e., a semantic foil). For the target word hare, one foil 

included a picture of a bear (i.e., a semantic and phonological foil). The correct pictures varied 

across picture sets, so placement of a picture could not be learned. 

Generalization of expressive vocabulary task. The generalization of target word 

knowledge was measured with the same procedures as those used in measuring expressive 

vocabulary. However, different illustrations were chosen to represent each of the target words. 

The pictures were taken from Microsoft Office Online (Microsoft Corporation, 2004) or another 

comparable source.  The picture was presented and the child was asked, "What is this?" As with 

the previous expressive subtest, if the child responded with a synonym or similar word, they 

were provided the prompt, “What else is it called?” 

Levels of knowledge. As discussed in Ziolkowski (2004), the measures described above are 

based on various levels of word knowledge (Dale, 1965; Curtis, 1986). The first stage would 

involve the child exhibiting no knowledge of the target word. A child at the second stage would 

be considered having incomplete knowledge of the target word. In other words, he/she may be 

able to recognize the target word as assessed by the receptive vocabulary measure, but would not 

be able to use it. Responding at the third stage would indicate that a child is able to use the target 

word in the context in which it was taught (i.e., the story), as indicated by his/her performance on 

the expressive vocabulary measure. Finally, the fourth stage would involve the child exhibiting 

knowledge of the word outside of the story context, as measured by the decontextualized 
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vocabulary measure. Other researchers also have acknowledged that there exist varying levels of 

word knowledge (Baumann & Kameenui, 1991; Anderson & Nagy, 1991). Leung (1992) points 

out that comparing children's responses on several types of vocabulary tests allows researchers to 

better understand children's vocabulary knowledge.  See Appendix G for an example of the 

vocabulary measures for one target word. 

 Coding mothers' utterances.  In addition to children's vocabulary knowledge, mothers' 

use of comments, questions, and word explanations, and acknowledgements were measured 

throughout the study.  All audiotapes were transcribed verbatim and coded for parents' 

comments, questions, word explanations, and acknowledgements, both general and related to 

vocabulary. There were 23 possible codes that could be assigned to mothers' utterances.  See 

Table 3.4 for the codes and operational definitions.  Also, see Appendix H for additional 

instructions provided to the coders. 

Experimental Design 

 A combination of multiple baseline and alternating treatments designs was utilized to 

examine effects on mothers' behaviors and on vocabulary growth in children. The multiple 

baseline design allowed the researcher to examine the effects of the scripted shared reading 

procedures in general and to determine if changes in children's word knowledge and use were 

associated with scripted reading.  The highlighting phase was implemented first to gather 

information on the strategies mothers naturally used to teach words.  Initiating intervention for 

each book in a staggered fashion enabled one to observe the effects of word explanation on each 

set of words.  

To measure change in parents' use of comments, questions, and word explanations, a 

multiple baseline design across pairs of participants was used. The multiple baseline design 

allowed the researcher to examine the effects of the scripted shared reading procedures and 

determine if changes in parents' use of these reading strategies were due to the training and 

scripts.  

The alternating treatments design allowed the researcher to compare the effects of a 

variation of word explanations.  Word explanation scripts included a definition for one 

highlighted word and no definition for the other highlighted words.  A third word was considered 

the incidental word.  This word was not highlighting, thereby allowing the researcher to examine  
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Table 3.4 

Code Definitions for Transcribing Reading Sessions 

Coding Category Definition of Code 

A. Word Explanation 
    1. Word explanation of target word (TWE) 
         Add S to the beginning of code if target   
         word is incidental word. 

 
Parent explains the meaning of or gives definition 
of the target word. 
• A veterinarian is a doctor who takes care of 

sick animals. 
 

    2. Word explanation of other word (OWE) Parent explains the meaning or gives the definition 
of another word within the story. 
• Frightened is the same thing as scared.   
 

B.  Comments about Words 
     1. Target-related comment (TRC) 
         Add S to the beginning of code if target  
         word is incidental word.   

 
Parent makes statement (initiation or response) 
related to target word, but not containing target 
word. 
• Your friend is Kevin.  (related to companion) 

 

    2. Other word-related comment (ORC) Parent makes statement related to a word she has 
attempted to teach, but does not contain this word. 
• She looks scared! (related to frightened) 

 
   3. Target word comment (TWC) 
       Add S to the beginning of code if target word 
       is incidental word.   

Parent makes statement (initiation or response) 
containing target word.   
• We have 2 canines, Gracie and Pepper. 

 

   4. Other word comment (OWC) Parent makes statement (initiation or response) 
containing word she has attempted to teach.   
• You were frightened yesterday when you saw 

that spider. 

 

C. Questions about Words 
     1. Target-related question or use of command  
          or cloze procedure (TRQ) 
          Add S to the beginning of code if target  
          word is incidental word.   
 

 
Parent makes a request related to target word, but 
not containing target word 
• What color is our do? 
 

     2. Question or use of command or  
         cloze procedure related to another word  
         (ORQ) 

Parent makes a request related to a word she has 
attempted to teach (e.g., includes definition of this 
word) 
• When do you feel scared?  (related to 

frightened) 
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Table 3.4 - continued 

Code Abbreviation Definition of Code 

     3. Target word question or use of command or 
         cloze procedure (TWQ) 
         Add S to the beginning of code if target  
         word is incidental word.  

Parent makes a request containing target word. 
• Does Grandma have a canine? 

 
 
    4. Question or use of command or cloze  
         procedure containing other word (OWQ) 

 
Parent makes a request containing other word she 
has attempted to teach. 
• Was she feeling frightened right there? 

 

    5. Use of cloze procedure within text to elicit a  
        target word or other word the parent has   
        attempted to teach (CWT) 
 

Parent elicits the target word or other word she has 
attempted to teach through use of a cloze 
procedure within the reading of the text. 
Parent reads:  Clifford was a big red… 

Child:  canine! 

 
D.  Question, command, or use of cloze   
      Procedures (Q) 

Parent makes a request not containing a target or 
other word she has attempted to teach nor 
containing a definition.   
• What color is her shirt? 

E. Comment (C) Parent makes a statement unrelated to a target or 
other word she has attempted to teach. 
Example:  Clifford is big. 

 

F. Acknowledgement (A) Parent acknowledges child’s comment or other 
utterance. 
• Okay, yeah, you're right. 

G. Elicited Responses 
    1. Eliciting definition of target word from  
        child (ED) 
 

 
Parent elicits definition for target word or other 
word she has attempted to teach. 
Parent:  What is a canine?  

Child:  A dog. 

 

    2. Eliciting target word or other word parent  
        has attempted to teach (EW) 
 

Parent elicits the target word or other word that 
she has attempted to teach.   
Parent:  What word means the same thing as dog? 

Child:  Canine! 

 
H. Unrelated Utterances 
    1. Extraneous question (EQ) 
    2. Extraneous comment (EC) 

 
Parent asks a question or makes comment 
unrelated to story content or target word.   
Examples:   
• What did you have for lunch today? 

• I skipped a page. 
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children's incidental learning of words.  Performance on the three words was compared weekly.  

It was hypothesized that the children would more easily learn words in the word explanation  

condition.  Specifically, it was hypothesized that eliciting the definition from the child in this 

condition would support their performance on the decontextualized vocabulary measure. 

For each child, visual task analysis (Haring & Kennedy, 1988) was used to examine the effects 

of intervention.  Task analysis grids allowed the researcher to examine the children's 

performance on each individual vocabulary measure. By utilizing this type of grid, the researcher 

was able to identify patterns of correct and incorrect performance across each vocabulary 

measure. Furthermore, this allowed the researcher to easily observe the effects of treatment on 

the various levels of vocabulary knowledge and use (Haring & Kennedy).  For each book, the 

three words were represented by three columns and performance of vocabulary measures was 

represented by three rows.  In addition, the multiple baseline design is depicted.  Initiation of 

book reading in the highlighting phase, the scripted reading in the intervention phase, and the 

generalization phase are indicated by vertical filled vertical bars in figures used for visual 

inspection of results. 

Treatment Fidelity 

As mentioned, parents were taught intervention procedures through a small group workshop 

format, including video modeling and practice. Each book reading session was audiotaped. All 

reading session audiotapes were transcribed on a weekly basis to assess the accuracy of scripted 

reading implementation. If, during one week, a parent or parents did not follow the scripted 

reading procedures with 100% accuracy, feedback was provided by the researcher, before the 

next book reading intervention was initiated. The researcher provided feedback in the form of 

verbal feedback by telephone. 

Reliability 

Vocabulary assessments.  Thirty percent of assessments were randomly chosen for 

reliability calculations.  The examine completed the primary response coding during the actual 

assessment; another member of the research team completed secondary coding using the protocol 

of the assessment provided by the examiner. A recording was considered an agreement if both 

observers recorded the same score for the child. A recording was considered a disagreement if 

the observers recorded a different score for the child. Interobserver agreement was calculated by 
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dividing the number of agreements by the agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 

100.  Additionally, Kappa coefficients were calculated to rule out agreement by chance.  Mean 

reliability across all assessments for the two raters was 96.3% with a range of 88% to 100%.  The 

mean value of Kappa coefficients was .91 with a range of .78 to 1.0. 

Transcriptions and coding.   Thirty percent of transcriptions of reading sessions were 

randomly chosen for reliability calculations.  Primary coding was completed by one coder; 

secondary coding was completed by another member of the research team using the transcription 

provided by the primary coder. An agreement was observed if both coders recorded the same 

code for a given utterance. Disagreements were observed when the coders applied a different 

code to an utterance.  Interobserver agreement was calculated by dividing the number of 

agreements by the agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100.  Additionally, Kappa 

coefficients were calculated to rule out agreement by chance.  See Table 3.5 for reliability and 

Kappa coefficients. 

 
 
 
Table 3.5 

Interobserver Agreement Percentages and Kappa Coefficients for Coded Categories. 

Mother Mean Reliability Mean Kappa Coefficient 

Kyle's Mother 95.4% 0.95 

Kelly's Mother 95.1% 0.94 

Iris' Mother 92.6% 0.90 

Deanna's Mother 97.0% 0.97 

Nancy's Mother 92.1% 0.91 

William's Mother 97.8% 0.99 

 

 

 

 

Consumer Satisfaction  

 All parents who participated as interventionists in the study were interviewed by the 

researcher at the conclusion of the study.  The interview included questions pertaining to their 

perceptions of the children’s vocabulary growth, their enjoyment of the intervention, and the 
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feasibility of the intervention (e.g., Could other parents benefit from using the scripted reading 

procedures?).  See the Consumer Satisfaction questionnaire used to guide the interview in 

Appendix I. 

Social Validity 

 A social validity assessment was conducted with 14 graduate students in the department 

of Communication Disorders.  They listened to pre- and post-intervention audiotape segments 

and completed a questionnaire to measure their perceptions of changes in the parents' 

commenting, question asking, and provision of word explanations, along with changes in the 

children's participation and turn-taking between the mother and child during the book reading 

sessions.  The raters listened to one baseline segment and one intervention segment, both 

approximately three minutes long.  Audiotape segments were selected based on how 

representative they were of the mother's and child's typical behavior during that particular phase.  

Raters were instructed to review the social validity questionnaire before beginning the first 

segment to become familiar with the five questions included.  They were then told to listen to 

each segment and complete the questionnaire for that particular segment before moving to the 

next segment.  Finally, they were given the liberty to listen to segments the number of times 

needed to adequately portray their perceptions on the questionnaire.  See the social validity 

questionnaire in Appendix J. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

RESULTS 

 

The results are organized into three sections.  The first section reports changes in 

mothers' behavior and addresses the following questions 

1) Can parents of low socioeconomic status be taught to read storybooks using scripted reading 

procedures? 

2) To what extent do scripted storybook reading procedures affect parents’ use of commenting, 

question-asking, and word explanation? 

3) Do scripted storybook reading procedures result in generalized use of commenting, question-

asking, and word explanation during reading? 

The second section reports on novel word learning of the children and addresses the following 

questions: 

1) To what extent do commenting and asking questions related to words affect children’s 

learning of novel words? 

2) To what extent does commenting and asking questions related to words, combined with word 

explanation, affect children’s learning of novel words? 

The final section summarizes the results of a social validity assessment. 

Changes in Mothers’ Behavior 

Changes in and generalization of mothers’ behavior were analyzed by coding each 

storybook session for mothers’ utterances, both related and unrelated to vocabulary.  This coding 

captured word explanations, comments, and questions included in the book scripts, along with 

other utterances produced or strategies used by the mothers.  In addition, elicitations of words 

and definitions from the children were coded.  Utterances that were unrelated to the content of 

the storybook or a related life experience were coded as extraneous and not included in the data 

analyses.  Data for each mother are displayed in Figures 4.1 through 4.3 and Table 4.1. 

 Table 4.1 contains the mean frequencies and standard deviations of each mother's 

utterances and elicited child productions per session. All utterance codes are listed, both those 

related and unrelated to words in the storybook and how many words and definitions were 

elicited from the child in response to the mothers’ utterances.  Total adult utterances and total 
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elicited child productions are provided at the bottom of the table.  Figure 4.1 illustrates how the 

mothers’ total number of utterances (open circles), the total number of vocabulary-related 

utterances (filled circles), and the total number of elicited child productions (open squares), 

changed over repeated reading sessions.  Figure 4.2 and Figure 4.3 provide information on the 

mothers’ total number of secondary word-related utterances per reading session.  As discussed in 

the methods section, secondary words are those that were not highlighted in the book text, but 

were included in the children’s weekly vocabulary measure.  As discussed below, Figure 4.2 

helps to answer the fifth research question concerning mothers’ generalized use of the scripted 

reading procedures.  Figure 4.3 also assists in answering the fifth research question, as it 

provides information on the mothers’ total number of other word-related utterances.  Other word-

related utterances involve words that were not highlighted in the book text or included in the 

vocabulary measure.  Although children’s learning of other words was not measured, 

information on mothers’ other word-related utterances before, during, and after exposure to the 

scripted procedures was collected. 

 Baseline.  During baseline sessions, or in the highlighting condition, five out of six 

mothers produced very few utterances related to vocabulary.  Baseline levels for these utterances 

were relatively stable.  The exception was Nancy’s mother, who sometimes explained the 

meanings of words and asked questions and made comments related to words.  During baseline, 

she explained and asked questions relating to words not highlighted more frequently than those 

words that were highlighted in the text as unknown words.  She often explained and discussed 4 

to 5 words per book.  However, few questions and comments that elicited words and definitions 

were observed.  A low frequency of elicitations of words and definitions was observed for the 

other mothers.  Even when mothers explained, asked questions, or made comments related to 

words in the story, they seldom provided opportunities for the child to produce the word or a 

definition of the word and three out of six mothers never provided these opportunities. Although 

Nancy’s mother elicited more words and definitions than the other mothers, her frequency still 

remained rather low. 

 During baseline, the frequency of overall utterances varied across mothers.  As mothers’ 

utterances related to vocabulary were quite low, comments and questions related to the storybook 

or pictures comprised most of their utterances.  Kyle’s mother typically read the book text and 

only produced utterances when a verbal exchange was initiated by the child.  For instance, Kyle  
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Table 4.1 

Mean Frequencies and (Standard Deviations) of Utterances and Elicitations per Session for 
Mothers 
 Mothers 

 Kyle’s Mother Kelly’s Mother Iris’ Mother 

 Baseline Tx Baseline Tx Baseline Tx 

Number of Sessions 6 18 6 18 12 10 

Target word explanation 
 

0.00 
- 

6.82 
(2.48) 

0.00 
- 

6.33 
(2.30) 

0.00 
- 

6.30 
(1.77) 

Secondary target word 
explanation 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word explanation 
 

0.00 
- 

0.11 
(0.47) 

0.17 
(0.41) 

0.28 
(0.67) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Target-related comment 
 

0.17 
(0.41) 

1.50 
(1.98) 

0.83 
(1.33) 

1.06 
(2.24) 

0.00 
- 

1.10 
(0.99) 

Secondary target-related 
comment 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.28 
(0.58) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word-related comment 0.00 
- 

0.11 
(0.47) 

0.00 
- 

0.06 
(0.24) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Target word comment 
 

0.00 
- 

18.72 
(1.90) 

1.00 
(1.10) 

21.67 
(2.30) 

0.17 
(0.58) 

22.60 
(0.78) 

Secondary target word comment 0.00 
- 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.50 
(1.23) 

0.78 
(1.63) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word comment 
 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.33 
(0.82) 

0.72 
(1.49) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Target-related question 
 

0.00 
- 

4.00 
(043) 

0.50 
(1.23) 

4.72 
(3.29) 

0.00 
- 

2.90 
(0.99) 

Secondary target-related 
question 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word-related question 0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Target word question 
 

0.00 
- 

16.44 
(2.20) 

0.17 
(0.41) 

19.06 
(4.33) 

0.00 
- 

17.40 
(3.89) 

Secondary target word question 0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.39 
(1.04) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word question 
 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Cloze procedure within text 0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Question 
 

.83 
(1.60) 

11.22 
(4.59) 

4.67 
(2.66) 

22.72 
(8.88) 

3.08 
(4.32) 

11.30 
(3.43) 

Comment 
 

3.33 
(4.93) 

3.22 
(2.73) 

17.33 
(11.50) 

11.22 
(8.26) 

0.42 
(0.90) 

3.80 
(2.70) 

Acknowledgement 
 

4.00 
(2.61) 

6.94 
(3.56) 

4.33 
(1.03) 

16.06 
(7.55) 

3.00 
(3.30) 

3.20 
(2.78) 

Elicitation of definition 
 

0.00 
- 

3.44 
(1.58) 

0.00 
- 

6.22 
(3.80) 

0.00 
- 

2.40 
(0.97) 

Elicitation of Word 
 

0.00 
- 

12.67 
(1.85) 

0.17 
(0.41) 

17.50 
(3.70) 

0.00 
- 

17.20 
(5.69) 

Total adult utterances 
 

8.33 
(5.16) 

69.33 
(11.78) 

29.83 
(15.92) 

106.44 
(22.87) 

6.67 
(7.56) 

68.60 
(12.50) 

Total elicited child productions 
 

0.00 
- 

16.11 
(2.27) 

0.17 
(0.41) 

23.72 
(5.96) 

0.00 
- 

19.60 
(6.26) 
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Table 4.1 – continued 

 Mothers 

 Deanna’s Mother Nancy’s Mother William’ Mother 

 Baseline Tx Baseline Tx Baseline Tx 

Number of Sessions 12 18 18 18 18 18 

Target word explanation 
 

0.33 
(0.65) 

5.94 
(2.98) 

0.56 
(0.92) 

4.28 
(1.74) 

0.00 
- 

5.29 
(1.40) 

Secondary target word 
explanation 

0.00 
- 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word explanation 
 

0.08 
(0.29) 

1.06 
(1.47) 

2.94 
(2.18) 

0.50 
(1.42) 

0.11 
(0.47) 

0.00 
- 

Target-related comment 
 

0.58 
(0.79) 

4.06 
(4.84) 

0.33 
(0.69) 

1.11 
(1.07) 

0.00 
- 

0.47 
(0.51) 

Secondary target-related 
comment 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.06 
(0.24) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word-related comment 0.00 
- 

0.39 
(0.78) 

0.60 
(0.78) 

0.39 
(1.04) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Target word comment 
 

0.25 
(0.62) 

19.83 
(5.04) 

1.78 
(2.41) 

17.61 
(2.70) 

0.06 
(0.24) 

17.18 
(2.01) 

Secondary target word comment 0.00 
- 

0.17 
(0.71) 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word comment 
 

0.00 
- 

0.72 
(1.18) 

1.67 
(1.71) 

0.61 
(1.42) 

0.06 
(0.24) 

0.00 
- 

Target-related question 
 

0.17 
(5.78) 

3.33 
(2.30) 

0.39 
(0.70) 

4.06 
(1.63) 

0.00 
- 

3.47 
(1.28) 

Secondary target-related 
question 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

0.17 
(0.70) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word-related question 0.00 
- 

0.50 
(0.98) 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.70 
(1.18) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Target word question 
 

1.83 
(1.90) 

17.94 
(4.07) 

2.17 
(2.07) 

17.06 
(3.22) 

0.00 
- 

16.06 
(2.01) 

Secondary target word question 0.00 
- 

0.11 
(0.47) 

0.11 
(0.32) 

0.50 
(1.15) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Other word question 
 

0.17 
(0.39) 

1.17 
(2.01) 

4.78 
(4.73) 

0.67 
(1.68) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Cloze procedure within text 0.00 
- 

0.06 
(0.24) 

0.11 
(0.47) 

0.06 
(0.24) 

0.00 
- 

0.00 
- 

Question 
 

0.83 
(1.19) 

17.72 
(5.18) 

15.67 
(13.01) 

26.72 
(10.63) 

0.94 
(3.52) 

9.06 
().85 

Comment 
 

1.25 
(1.71) 

11.39 
(8.66) 

6.83 
(4.62) 

8.61 
(4.92) 

1.11 
(1.68) 

2.18 
(2.40) 

Acknowledgement 
 

1.08 
(1.68) 

13.28 
(3.29) 

10.72 
(5.53) 

17.67 
(6.70) 

1.33 
(1.75) 

0.46 
(1.03) 

Elicitation of definition 
 

1.25 
(1.29) 

6.83 
(3.59) 

2.11 
(1.60) 

4.94 
(2.69) 

0.00 
- 

2.71 
(1.45) 

Elicitation of Word 
 

0.17 
(0.58) 

15.22 
(4.05) 

1.06 
(1.30) 

14.61 
(3.36) 

0.00 
- 

12.59 
(1.58) 

Total adult utterances 
 

6.58 
(7.19) 

97.72 
(21.24) 

48.89 
(17.26) 

100.83 
(20.28) 

3.61 
(6.08) 

55.47 
(8.49) 

Total elicited child productions 
 

1.41 
(1.62) 

22.06 
(6.26) 

3.17 
(2.68) 

19.56 
(5.55) 

0.00 
- 

15.29 
(2.34) 
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Figure 4.1: Total number of utterances (open circles), vocabulary-related utterances 
(filled circles), and total word and definition elicitations (open squares) by mothers 
during each storybook reading session. 
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Figure 4.1 – continued 
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Figure 4.2: Total number of utterances related to secondary words (words not 
highlighted during baseline and intervention, but measured during weekly testing). 
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Figure 4.2 - continued 
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Figure 4.3: Total number of mothers’ utterances related to other words (words not 
highlighted or measured during weekly testing). 
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sometimes made comments related to the story or to the pictures in the book to which his mother 

responded with a comment or an acknowledgement.  Kelly’s mother produced a moderate level 

of overall utterances, which mostly included comments relating to the story context or the 

pictures in the book.  She typically made these comments at the end of the story as a story 

content review.  These comments, along with occasional questions, provided opportunities for 

Kelly to discuss the story and have a communicative interaction with her mother.  However, 

these interactions were unrelated to the learning of vocabulary.  

Iris’ mother produced a low level of overall utterances.  As observed for Kyle’s mother, 

she typically read the book text and acknowledged her child’s occasional comments with a 

minimal response, such as, “M-hm.”  Similar to Kelly’s mother, she sometimes discussed the 

story content with her child at the end of the book reading.  These discussions consisted of 

questions about the book pictures, such as “What’s she doing here?”  However, only on a few 

occasions were these discussions observed.  Her frequency of overall utterances actually 

decreased across the baseline phase.   

 Deanna’s mother also exhibited a low frequency of overall utterances.  She typically read 

the story text and seldom asked questions or made comments.  Her child responded to questions 

posed by her mother, but otherwise remained quiet during the reading.  Occasional questions 

produced by Deanna's mother always consisted of asking Deanna if she knew what a highlighted 

word meant.  When asked, Deanna always responded with the correct definition, which she had 

evidently derived from the context of the story and pictures.   

 Nancy’s mother was the participant with the highest frequency of overall utterances.  Her 

utterances occurred both before, during, and after the reading of the story.  As mentioned 

previously, these utterances consisted of some word explanations and comments and questions 

relating to words in the story.  In addition, she asked general questions about the characters’ 

names, the events in the story, along with questions about such things as which words in the 

story rhyme with one another.  She also made comments about pictures and events in the story 

and made an effort to relate events and vocabulary words to Nancy’s life experiences.  For 

instance, in the book Tacky the Penguin, when the hunters who were looking for penguins were 

introduced, she recalled a family member who hunts and discussed his hunting practices with 

Nancy.  Although Nancy’s mother was observed using a high number of utterances, she was 
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retained in the study, as it appeared that her use of word explanation, comments, and questions 

did not appear to be a robust form of vocabulary instruction.   

 William’s mother exhibited the lowest frequency of utterances, vocabulary-related 

utterances, and elicitations.  During the first storybook reading in baseline, she discussed the 

story at the end of the reading session.  This discussion involved asking William to identify 

pictures in the book and questioning him about some events in the story.  This behavior was not 

observed again in baseline.  In fact, William often asked his mother questions and made 

comments about the pictures, however, she typically did not respond and continued reading the 

story. 

Scripted storybook reading training.  Following baseline, training sessions introduced 

scripted storybook reading procedures.  Each mother was able to meet criterion by demonstrating 

accurate reading and use of five out of six scripts within the first intervention storybook with the 

researcher playing the part of the child.  Mothers continued to demonstrate accurate use of the 

scripts throughout most of the intervention.  On occasion, mothers did not follow a portion of the 

procedures, such as not allowing time for the child to answer the questions in the scripts, not 

helping the child produce the word, or not assisting the child in providing the definition of a 

word.  In addition, Deanna’s mother did not complete the review scripts at the end of two 

reading sessions.  During regular telephone feedback, mothers were reminded to utilize the script 

procedures.  The main issue that the researcher continued to address during telephone feedback 

was the several of the mothers' provision of definitions in the no word explanation condition.  

William's mother was encouraged to provide support for William through additional prompts and 

acknowledgements, or praise, when William responded correctly.  However, the researcher was 

unable to reach her by telephone after four out of six intervention books.   

 Intervention.  The multiple baseline design across storybooks enabled the researcher to 

examine changes in the frequency of overall utterances, vocabulary-related utterances, and 

elicited productions from the child.  Visual analysis of Figure 4.1 demonstrates clear 

experimental effects for all six mothers.  No overlap of points between baseline and intervention 

is evident for five out of six mothers.  Minimal overlapping can be seen for Nancy's mothers for 

total utterances.   

 Mother’s use of vocabulary-related utterances increased immensely during intervention.  

As indicated in Table 4.1, these utterances included comments and questions containing or 
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related to target words and other words, along with explanation of words.  The largest changes 

were observed in the mothers’ use of target word questions and target word comments.  As 

discussed, these include questions and comments containing a target word.  The mean frequency 

for target word questions increased from a range of 0.0 to 2.2 during baseline to a range of 16.1 

to 19.1 during intervention.  Target word comments escalated from a range of 0.0 to 1.8 across 

mothers during baseline to a range of 17.2 to 22.6 during the intervention phase.  Mothers not 

only read the target comments and questions provided in the script, they often repeated 

comments and questions in the scripts in an effort to elicit productions from their children.  

Target word explanation during intervention revealed higher means as compared to baseline as 

well.  The intervention means ranged from 4.28 to 6.82 whereas baseline ranged from 0.00 to 

0.56.  Target-related comments and questions also increased across mothers during intervention, 

although not as much as target word comments and questions.   

A large change was noted in the elicited production of words and definitions from the 

child.  As discussed previously, mothers seldom elicited words and definitions during baseline.  

During intervention, the mean frequency of elicitations jumped from a range of 0.0 to 1.1 during 

baseline to a range of 12.6 to 17.5 for words and from a range of 0.0 to 2.1 to a range of 2.4 to 

6.8 for definitions.  Word productions accounted for the largest increase, as children often 

repeated words following the mother’s production of a comment, sometimes without a prompt to 

elicit the word from the child.  In other words, children often spontaneously produced words 

following the mother’s production. 

An increase also was observed in total utterances across mothers.  Total utterances were 

calculated to include both vocabulary-related and general comments and questions.  As 

vocabulary utterances were discussed previously, it is important to mention the effects of the 

intervention on general comments and questions, as well as acknowledgements.  A remarkable 

change was observed in the mothers’ use of general questions.  These included questions related 

to characters or events in the story, as well as questions about the child’s life experiences, such 

as, “What did you see when your class went to the museum today?” when reading Clifford’s 

Class Trip and “What color paint are they going to use to paint the car?” when reading Five 

Little Monkeys Wash the Car.  During baseline, the mean frequency for questions ranged from 

0.8 to 15.7, with Nancy’s mother having the highest mean.  During intervention, the mean 

frequency for questions jumped to a range of 9.1 to 26.7, with Nancy’s mother, again, having the 
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highest mean.  General comments increased for four out of six mothers, jumping from a range of 

0.4 to 6.83to a range of 2.2 to 11.4.  A decrease was observed for Kelly’s mother, from 17.3 to 

11.2, and for Kyle’s mother, from 3.3 to 3.2.  It should be noted that a decrease in this particular 

behavior does not indicate a decline in the use of questions, but a change from use of general 

questions to vocabulary-related questions.  Finally, the mean frequency of acknowledgements 

increased over time as well for five out of six mothers.  Baseline observations revealed a mean 

range of 0.0 to 10.7 and intervention ranged from 3.2 to 17.7.  This indicates that these mothers 

were responding to the child’s productions by such statements as, “Good job!” and “That’s 

right.”  The only decrease in acknowledgements was observed for Williams’ mother, from a 

mean of 1.3 to 0.5 per session. 

Kyle’s mother’s behavior during intervention revealed a large change across vocabulary 

utterances, total utterances, and elicitations.  She learned and maintained accurate use of the 

storybook scripts throughout intervention.  She also often repeated comments and questions in an 

effort to elicit more productions of words and definitions from Kyle.  Additionally, she even 

occasionally provided the definition of a word in the no word explanation condition, such as 

when she commented, “It’s muddy water,” for the target word swamp.  Other than the occasional 

addition to the script, she tended to rely on the scripts for facilitation of interaction with Kyle and 

seldom initiated a communicative interaction outside of the script.  However, when Kyle 

initiated a verbal exchange by asking a question or making a comment about a picture, she 

responded consistently. 

Kelly’s mother also experienced a great increase across vocabulary and total utterances, 

as well as elicitations.  During intervention, she followed the scripted reading procedures and 

continued to discuss the story characters and events at the end of the reading session.  As an 

addition to her typical conversations at the end of the reading, she often reviewed the target 

words once again evidently in an effort to solidify Kelly’s learning of the words.  As with Kyle’s 

mother, she sometimes explained the meaning of a word in the no word explanation condition, 

such as “a bunch of people” for the target word crowd.  Observations of her reading sessions 

revealed extensive communicative interactions with Kelly overall. 

Iris’ mother, similar to Kyle’s mother, tended to rely on the scripts for facilitation of 

interaction.  This was quite an increase from her baseline behavior, when she typically read the 

book text only.  Following the third book (sixth reading session), the researcher consulted with 
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Iris’ mother regarding her child’s elicited productions during the storybook reading, as Iris was 

exhibiting difficulties in recalling the target words and definitions.  Additionally, her word 

learning as measured by the weekly vocabulary test was minimal.  Iris’ mother was asked to 

elicit word productions and definitions twice for each opportunity indicated in the script.  She 

followed through with this suggestion, as indicated by a jump in utterances elicitations for 

Session 19 in Figure 4.1.  Although reminders were provided during feedback, she did not 

continue to elicit additional productions from Iris for Sessions 21-22.  After Session 22 (the first 

reading of the fourth intervention book), she informed the researcher that she could no longer 

continue participation in the reading project, as she had some personal circumstances arise.  She 

allowed the researcher to continue intervention with Iris to continue to examine her word 

learning through the use of scripts.  Figure 4.1 provides information on the researcher’s 

utterances and elicitations for Sessions 23 through 27.  General utterances were largely increased 

in an effort to maintain verbal interaction and engagement.  Vocabulary utterances and elicitation 

were only slightly increased. 

Upon initiation of intervention, Deanna's mother utilized the scripts for teaching words 

and participating in communicative interaction with Deanna.  As a result, Deanna’s participation 

in the story increased immensely.  Verbal exchanges between mother and child occurred 

frequently.  Deanna’s mother not only increased her vocabulary-related utterances, she also 

began commenting and asking questions regarding the story characters and events in the story. 

Increases in vocabulary utterances, total utterances, and elicitations also were observed 

for Nancy’s mother.  Although she displayed the highest number of utterances across mothers 

during baseline, the intervention produced a clear increase in her utterances.  Whereas she 

explained words and made word-related comments during baseline with few elicited productions 

or words from Nancy, during intervention she elicited numerous productions during each reading 

session, especially word productions.  She also continued to focus on other aspects of the 

storybook, such as rhyming words and colors. 

William’s mother had a rather low frequency of utterances and elicitations overall.  

During intervention, she was able to implement the scripted reading procedures accurately.  

However, as with Kyle’s and Iris’ mothers, she tended to rely on scripts only to facilitate 

communicative interactions with William.  She became somewhat more responsive to his 

questions and comments during the story, particularly after consistent feedback from the 
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researcher to stop, listen, and respond to William when he spoke.  Typically, her only additional 

utterances were repetitions of scripts or a question, such as, “What is this?” to elicit word 

production from William.  She rarely talked about the story characters and events, nor did she 

acknowledge or praise William for correct productions, unlike the other five mothers. 

Generalization.  The effects of scripts on mothers’ generalized use of comments, 

questions, and word explanations can be visually examined in the final condition in Figure 4.1.  

Utterances and elicitations are shown for three reading sessions for one book without scripting 

included.  Data revealed that these mothers generalized the use of word explanation, target words 

questions, target word comments, and elicitations of words and definitions to a storybook 

without embedded scripts.  Kelly’s, Deanna’s, and Nancy’s mothers not only generalized use of 

the vocabulary utterances, they also continued to produce general comments and questions 

related to story events and characters.  Kyle’s and William’s mothers, on the other hand, focused 

on the teaching of target words.  Except for Nancy's mother, though, the mothers' frequency of 

utterances and elicitations fell greatly below those observed during the intervention phase.  An 

important observation, however, is that all mothers produced more vocabulary-related utterances 

and elicitations in this condition than they produced during baseline.  No data for Iris’ mother 

were collected during this phase as she withdrew her participation prior to this phase.   

Figures 4.2 and 4.3 also provide information on mothers’ generalization of scripted 

reading procedures.  As mentioned previously, Figure 4.2 displays mothers’ use of utterances 

containing or related to the secondary target word in each story.  This word, again, was not 

highlighted in the text.  However, children’s knowledge of the word was tested during the 

weekly vocabulary measure.  Results reveal that mothers did not produce utterances containing 

or related to the secondary target word on a regular basis.  The occasional exceptions were 

Kelly’s, Deanna’s, and Nancy’s mothers.  Kelly’s mother attempted to teach secondary targets 

words in the second and third intervention books (creatures and boulder).  Additionally, she 

targeted the secondary word in the storybook in the generalization phase (illustration).  Like 

Kelly’s mother, Deanna’s mother also targeted two words during intervention (detergent and 

boulder), along with the secondary word in during the generalization phase (structure).  Nancy’s 

mother frequently targeted secondary words across books, although within each story, the related 

utterances were minimal (>5).  Iris’ mother did not target secondary words, but the researcher 

did so during Sessions 23 through 27. 
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Figure 4.3, again, displays mothers’ use of utterances containing or related to other words 

in the storybooks.  These words were not identified in the book text or included in the weekly 

test measure, but were targeted in some fashion by mothers.  Five out of six mothers targeted at 

least one other word within a storybook.  The other word utterances produced by Kyle’s, Kelly’s, 

and William’s mothers included word explanations that were prompted by a question posed by 

the child.  For instance, William asked his mother, “What’s a cannonball?” when he heard the 

word in the story.  Deanna’s mom rarely targeted other words during baseline.  However, during 

intervention, she targeted them quite frequently, indicating that she clearly generalized use the 

scripted reading procedures to her teaching of other words.  Nancy’s mother targeted other words 

frequently during the baseline phase, but this behavior decreased during intervention.   

Effects on Children’s Word Learning 

The results of the fourth and fifth research questions concerning children’s learning of 

novel words were analyzed through the weekly vocabulary measure of children’s expressive 

labeling of pictures and decontextualized talk regarding target words.  Additionally, a 

comprehensive test measuring these two levels of knowledge, along with receptive knowledge 

and generalized knowledge, was administered before the highlighting phase and at the 

completion of intervention.  Data for each child are displayed in Figures 4.4 through 4.10.   

Figures 4.4 through 4.9 provide information on each child respectively regarding their 

performance on the weekly vocabulary measure.  The data are presented in the form of a task 

analysis grid (Haring & Kennedy, 1988) to examine the effects of book reading and vocabulary 

instruction during reading session on the varying levels of vocabulary knowledge for each child.  

Each grid represents the results of multiple vocabulary measures for three words in one 

storybook.   

The left side of the staggered line represents the children’s baseline performance; the 

right side represents posttest performance after the completion of books from which the target 

words were selected.  As vocabulary tests were administered weekly, baseline measures were 

administered multiple times on the second through last set of words.  Post-intervention measures 

were administered multiple times for all word sets except for the final storybook in the mothers’ 

generalization phase.  The first gray portion of the staggered line indicates the phase in which 

two vocabulary words were highlighted.  In other words, for those stories read during the 

highlighting phase, scripted reading procedures had not yet been implemented during the reading 
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sessions.  Collecting data on children’s word learning during this phase allowed the researcher to 

examine the effects of incidental learning of words, along with effects of some mothers’ 

explanations of words.  The checkered portion of the staggered indicates the mothers’ 

intervention phase involving scripted reading procedures.  The final gray portion of the staggered 

line displays the children’s word learning during the mothers’ generalization phase.  During this 

phase, two vocabulary words were highlighted, but scripts were not provided. 

A filled grid box indicates a correct response on that subtest or level of knowledge 

indicated on the vocabulary measure.  For the highlighting phase, the first two columns of each 

grid displays performance for the vocabulary words highlighted in the story; the third column 

shows performance for the word not highlighted.  For the intervention phase, the first column 

represents performance for the target word in the word explanation condition and the second 

column displays performance for the word in the no word explanation condition.  The third 

column continues to show performance for a word for which no scripts or highlighting was 

provided.  These columns represent the alternating treatments design.  The words associated with 

each column are located to the right of the Figures.  As labeled on each grid, the bottom level 

represents the child’s responses during the expressive vocabulary subtest (i.e., labeling) and the 

second level the child’s partial knowledge exhibited during the decontextualized vocabulary 

subtest.  The third level represents the child’s complete knowledge exhibited during this subtest.  

In other words, as the decontextualized vocabulary allowed a score of zero, one, or two, two 

levels were included in the grid for this subtest.  Experimental effects would ideally be indicated 

if grid boxes are mostly white during the baseline and highlighting phase and mostly black 

during the implementation of scripted reading procedures. 

Figure 4.10 displays a comparison between each child’s pretest (prior to the highlighting 

phase) and posttest (following the mothers’ generalization phase) on all levels of vocabulary 

knowledge.  The gray bar represents the percentage of words known on a particular level at 

pretest and the black bar represents the percentage of words known at posttest.  Each child’s 

decontualized performance was collapsed into one composite.  In other words, bars for the 

decontextualized measure represent words for which the child had some knowledge, whether 

complete or partial. 

Visual analysis of Figures 4.4 through 4.9 reveal that all children demonstrated that they 

had either little or no knowledge of the target words before scripted reading intervention.   
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Figure 4.4:  Correct responses produced by Kyle during weekly decontextualized and expressive vocabulary measures. 
Column 1 refers to the word explanation condition, Column 2 to the no word explanation condition, and Column 3 
refers to the incidental learning condition. 
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Figure 4.5:  Correct responses produced by Kelly during weekly decontextualized and expressive vocabulary 
measures. Column 1 refers to the word explanation condition, Column 2 to the no word explanation condition, and 
Column 3 refers to the incidental learning condition. 
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Baseline Highlighting Scripted Reading Intervention

Columns
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Figure 4.6:  Correct responses produced by Iris during weekly decontextualized and expressive vocabulary measures. 
Column 1 refers to the word explanation condition, Column 2 to the no word explanation condition, and Column 3 
refers to the incidental learning condition. 
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Baseline Highlighting Scripted Reading Intervention Highlighting

Columns
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Labeling 3 creatures

Complete Decon 1:  rodent

Partial Decon 2:  guest

Labeling 3:  illustration

Complete Decon 1:  siblings

Partial Decon 2:  feline

Labeling 3:  boulde

Figure 4.7:  Correct responses produced by Deanna during weekly decontextualized and expressive vocabulary 
measures. Column 1 refers to the word explanation condition, Column 2 to the no word explanation condition, and 
Column 3 refers to the incidental learning condition.
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Figure 4.8:  Correct responses produced by Nancy during weekly decontextualized and expressive vocabulary measures. 
Column 1 refers to the word explanation condition, Column 2 to the no word explanation condition, and Column 3 refers 
to the incidental learning condition. 
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Figure 4.9:  Correct responses produced by William during weekly decontextualized and expressive vocabulary 
measures. Column 1 refers to the word explanation condition, Column 2 to the no word explanation condition, and 
Column 3 refers to the incidental learning condition.
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Figure 4.10:  Percent correct on decontextualization, expressive, receptive, and 
generalization vocabulary subtest of pre- and post-measures for child participants. 
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Therefore, most grid boxes are white in color, indicating incorrect responses on the vocabulary 

measures.  Some children learned words during the highlighting phase, which will be discussed 

for each child.  After implementation of scripted reading procedures began, large gains in 

vocabulary were observed for five out of the six children, which are indicated by the black grid 

boxes to the right of the staggered line.  Iris was the exception to this occurrence.  Her pattern of 

word learning was minimal, and also somewhat unpredictable, unlike the other children.  

Regarding which type of instruction proved to be most effective, the Figures indicate that 

definitions were not necessarily required for word learning, as learning occurred under both word 

explanation and no word explanation conditions.  However, it should be noted that some mothers 

defined words in the no word explanation condition.  Words identified in the text for the 

incidental learning condition were rarely learned. 

Figure 4.4 represents the vocabulary performance of Kyle.  His vocabulary pretest 

revealed that he had partial knowledge of two words he would encounter in the storybooks in the 

highlighting phase.  As mentioned in the methods section, some words were included in the 

study if a child had partial knowledge to determine if additional, or complete, knowledge could 

be obtained.  During the highlighting phase, he exhibited a gain in knowledge for one word, 

danger.  He previously was able to talk decontextually about the word in a manner that showed 

partial knowledge, as he gave one example of danger.  After the three reading sessions for this 

particular book, he was able to name the associated picture.   

Following the first book in the intervention phase, he did not exhibit any gains in word 

knowledge.  In fact, he did not exhibit knowledge of words previously known.  It should be 

noted that another investigator, who Kyle was unfamiliar with, administered the test on this 

particular day, which could have contributed to his decreased performance.  After the second 

intervention book, he began to show increases in word knowledge, even in words included in the 

first intervention book.  Due to the scripted reading procedures during the intervention phase, 

Kyle was able to label 11 words and indicate at least partial knowledge of the 11 words on the 

decontextualized measure based on the final vocabulary posttest.  He exhibited knowledge of 

five out of the six words in the word explanation condition at the expressive level and the 

decontextualized level.  Although he was able to provide the definition for sibling immediately 

after the associated book reading sessions were completed, he did not exhibit knowledge of this 

word on the final posttest.   Also based on the final posttest, all six words in the no word 
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explanation condition were learned at the two levels, with one word, sling, indicating partial 

knowledge at the decontextualized level.  An interesting finding was the fact that Kyle exhibited 

knowledge of a word post-intervention on some vocabulary measures and other times did not.  

For instance, he was able to name and decontextually talk about the word reptile immediately 

following the associated book reading sessions.  However, on the two subsequent vocabulary 

measures, he did not exhibit any knowledge of the word.  He then duplicated his previous 

accurate performance on the last two vocabulary measures.  A similar pattern was observed for 

the word garments.   

It is difficult to determine the effects of each of the scripted reading conditions on Kyle’s 

learning of words, as his mother often defined words in the no word explanation condition.  For 

instance, for crowd, she informed him that it was not “one person…it’s all the people” in the 

related picture.  Another example includes when she explained that a feline is a cat, then, in turn, 

asked him to tell her the definition.  Similar occurrences were observed for the words swamp and 

hatchling.  Weekly feedback was unsuccessful in controlling for treatment fidelity for Kyle’s 

mother. Therefore, most of the words Kyle was exposed to in this condition actually included the 

procedures intended for the word explanation condition. 

Regarding incidental learning of words, Kyle gained some knowledge of the word danger 

during the highlighting phase.  During the scripted reading procedures, he gained complete 

knowledge of one word, jalopy.  During the generalization phase, his mother utilized several 

strategies learned through the scripted reading procedures which resulted in his learning of two 

additional words, rodent and celebration. 

Figure 4.10 displays a comparison of the children’s scores on each subtest at baseline and 

post-generalization phase.  This comparison revealed that Kyle made large gains in all levels of 

vocabulary knowledge due to the reading sessions.  Gains observed on the decontextualized, 

expressive, and generalization subtests were above 50%, with receptive gains being above 40%. 

Figure 4.5 represents the vocabulary knowledge of Kelly as measured by the weekly 

vocabulary measure.  Prior to her the highlighting phase, Kelly exhibited partial knowledge of 

one word, iceberg.  Immediately following her mother’s first reading session during the 

highlighting phase, Kelly exhibited gains in two words, as she was able to talk decontextually 

about danger and hydrant.  Additionally, she was able to name a new word after the second book 

in the highlighting phase.  Her performance on the vocabulary measure was not consistent across 
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time, however.  On the subsequent vocabulary tests, she was unable to talk decontextually about 

hydrant and sometimes unable to name iceberg.  However, on the seventh through ninth tests, 

she was able to talk decontextually about canine.  Kelly participated in the development of the 

training video for her and Kyle’s mothers where she was exposed to the word explanation script 

for the word companions, which explains her ability to name and describe the meaning of this 

word the second week following the reading sessions with the associated book.   

Before the scripted reading procedures were implemented, Kelly was able to provide a 

partial definition for the word swamp, on one occasion.  Once the scripted reading procedures 

were implemented by her mother, large gains in vocabulary were observed.  On the final 

vocabulary posttest, following the generalization phase, Kelly exhibited knowledge of all words 

in both intervention conditions on the decontextualized subtest, 4 out of 6 words for the word 

explanation condition and all words for the no word explanation condition on the expressive 

subtest.  As with the words during baseline, however, her performance on the weekly vocabulary 

test was variable.  For instance, for Books 3 and 4, she was able to label veterinarian and crowd, 

siblings and feline.  However, on subsequent tests, she also was able to provide adequate 

definitions on the decontextualized measure.  Following the Book 6, she was able to discuss 

garments decontextually, but failed to do so on two subsequent tests, only to exhibit this ability 

again on the final posttest.  For words exposed in Books 7 and 8, her performance was 

consistent.   

As with Kyle’s mother , Kelly’s mother sometimes defined words in the no word 

explanation condition.  An example is her explanation of the word crowd in stating that it is “a 

lot of people.”  She also explained the word feline and subsequently asked Kelly to state the 

definition during one reading session.  As weekly feedback was successful in eliminating this 

behavior during this condition, these are the only two words for which Kelly received a 

definition in the no word explanation condition. 

Regarding incidental learning of words, also similar to Kyle, Kelly gained some 

knowledge of the word danger during the highlighting phase.  During the scripted reading 

procedures, she gained complete knowledge of three words, creatures, boulder, and jalopy, 

although correct responses were not observed on the vocabulary measures immediately 

following the reading sessions with the associated books.  It should be noted that Kelly’s mother 

used the word explanation procedures to teach creatures and boulder.  In fact, when she 
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encountered boulder in two reading session, she not only explained the word, but asked Kelly to 

repeat the definition.  During the generalization phase, her mother explained the highlighted 

target words and elicited word productions from Kelly, which resulted in Kelly’s ability to 

discuss guest decontextually. 

Figure 4.10 indicates that Kelly made large gains in all levels of vocabulary knowledge.  

Gains observed on the decontextualized, expressive, and receptive subtests were above 50%, 

with generalization gains being at 37%. 

Figure 4.6 represents Iris’ performance on the weekly vocabulary measures.  Data reveal 

that she had partial knowledge of the words, danger, creatures, celebration, vehicle, and insect 

before the associated books were introduced.  She exhibited an increase in her knowledge of 

garments and detergent after the first book in the highlighting phase, which remained fairly 

consistent across time, with complete knowledge exhibited on the final posttest following the 

fifth intervention book.  Her performance relating to the other words was quite sporadic.  For 

example, during one test, she was able to define celebration; on other tests, she was not.  Like 

Kelly, Iris participated in the development of the training video for her and Deanna’s mothers 

where she was exposed to the word explanation script for the words veterinarian and crowd, 

which may explain her ability to name these two words on a couple of testing occasions.   

During the first three intervention books with the scripted reading procedures, Iris’ word 

learning was consistent across time.  She gained the ability to label two words, branch and 

hunter, which happened to be in the no word explanation condition.  For subsequent intervention 

books, the mother read during the first session for the fourth book and the researcher read during 

remaining sessions, employing an increase in scripted reading strategies.  During these two 

books, she gained the ability to label the word vehicle, label and talk decontextually about two 

words, swamp and burrow, and also talk decontextually about reptiles and insects on the test 

immediately following the readings of the associated books.  However, she was unable to 

provide the definition for reptiles or name vehicle on the last posttest.   

Overall, based on her final posttest following Book 9, she was able to provide accurate 

definitions for one out of five words in the word explanation condition, two out of five words in 

the no word explanation condition.  Additionally, she was able to name three out of five words in 

the no word explanation condition and one out of five in the incidental learning condition. 
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Although the word burrow was included in the incidental learning condition, the researcher used 

the scripted reading procedures to teach this word, which resulted in successful learning.   

Iris’ gains from pretest to posttest in all levels of vocabulary knowledge are shown in 

Figure 4.10.  Gains were observed on the decontextualized, expressive, receptive, and 

generalization tasks of 30%, 26%, 41%, and 11% respectively. 

Figure 4.7 displays Deanna’s vocabulary performance on weekly measures.  She had no 

prior knowledge of vocabulary words during baseline testing.  During the four books in the 

highlighting phase, Deanna made gains in her knowledge of several of the words, although her 

performance was not consistent across weekly measures.  For instance, she was able to talk 

decontextually about detergent on the test immediately following the associated book, although 

not on the following test.  On the third and fourth tests, however, she exhibited this ability again.  

Additionally, she was initially able to name and define creatures, however, not on the second 

posttest following the book.  Her knowledge of shambles remained fairly consistent with the 

occasional production of a partial definition versus a complete one.  As discussed in the previous 

section, her mother frequently asked her if she knew the meaning of the highlighted words to 

which Deanna typically responded correctly.  She apparently was able to derive meanings from 

the context of the stories and pictures. 

When scripted reading procedures were implemented, Deanna made large gains in 

vocabulary exposed in all storybooks.  Before intervention, she had no knowledge of the words, 

except for partial knowledge of iceberg.  It should be noted, however, that her mother informed 

the researcher that Deanna asked about this word before the associated intervention book was 

introduced.  Deanna told her mother that the researcher had asked her about iceberg on a 

particular day and wanted her mother to define the word for her.  Based on the final vocabulary 

post-test following the generalization highlighting phase, Deanna exhibited the ability to name 

and talk decontextually about all words introduced in the word explanation condition and five 

out of six words in the no word explanation condition.  The exception was the word locomotive, 

which Deanna exhibited knowledge of on the vocabulary measure immediately following the 

associated book, but not on the subsequent test.  Gains in other words were fairly consistent 

across time. 

Similar to Kyle’s and Kelly’s mothers, Deanna’s mother frequently used the scripted 

reading strategies to teach words in the no word explanation condition.  For instance, she defined 
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feline and greeting in two and three reading sessions, respectively, also asking Deanna to repeat 

the definition.  She also explained marsh as “like a swamp” and asked Deanna to produce 

meanings of locomotive and offspring.  Weekly feedback was unsuccessful in controlling for 

treatment fidelity in this intervention condition for Deanna’s mother. Therefore, most of the 

words Deanna was exposed to in this condition included word explanation and definition 

elicitation. 

Regarding incidental learning of words, during the scripted reading procedures, Deanna 

gained knowledge of two words, boulder and iceberg. However, her mother explained the 

meanings of these words.  During the generalization phase, her mother implemented the scripted 

reading procedures for words highlighted and the word in the incidental learning condition that 

was not highlighted.  This resulted in Deanna’s gains in knowledge across the three words. 

Another important observation for Deanna is her gains in knowledge of two words during 

the intervention phase that were introduced during the highlighting phase, garments and canine.  

These words were targeted by her mother in subsequent storybooks.  In other words, Deanna’s 

mother created opportunities to teach these words when she came upon a picture of or the word 

dog and when Deanna was discussing the clothes worn by a character, which resulted in 

Deanna’s ability to name and talk decontextually about these words consistently.  Physician was 

another word for which Deanna gained knowledge after intervention began.  However, 

explanations of this word were not observed in subsequent storybooks, posing a question as to 

how she learned this word. 

The pretest-posttest comparisons in Figure 4.10 indicate that Deanna made large gains in 

most levels of vocabulary knowledge.  Gains observed on the decontextualized, expressive, and 

generalization subtests were above 70%.  Deanna’s receptive knowledge increased from 67% to 

94%, indicating a somewhat large receptive knowledge level at pretest.  It is suspected, however, 

that she was able to respond correctly to most items on this subtest due to previously viewing the 

pictures on the expressive subtest. 

Figure 4.8 represents Nancy’s word knowledge as measured by the weekly vocabulary 

tests.  Nancy had inconsistent partial knowledge of only one word, celebration, prior to her 

highlighting phase.  During this phase, highlighting resulted in immediate gains in only 2 of 12 

words in Book 1 through 6.  However, gains were also evident for 3 non-highlighted target 

words.  She made gains in word knowledge for all three words in the first book and two words 
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for the second book, although performance was not consistent across time. For the four 

subsequent books in the highlighting phase, Nancy did not make many gains.  Some gains were 

observed for siblings and boulder, but performance was not consistent.  It should be noted, too, 

that her mother targeted siblings in subsequent storybooks, similar to Deanna’s mother, which 

could have contributed to Nancy’s learning of this word, especially considering that her learning 

was not immediately following the book in which the word was introduced. 

The intervention phase with scripted reading procedures revealed much larger gains in 

word knowledge for Nancy.  Although there continued to be observations of some inconsistency 

in her performance on vocabulary measures, it was much more consistent during this phase.  The 

final vocabulary measure following the generalization highlighting phase revealed that Nancy 

was able to talk decontextually about all six words in the word explanation condition and label 

five out of six.  For the no word explanation condition, she was able to label five out of six and 

talk decontextually about four.   

As with three other mothers previously discussed, Nancy’s mother used the scripted 

reading strategies to teach three out of six words in the no word explanation condition.  She 

defined shambles, vessel, and locomotive.  She also asked Nancy for the definition of hare, 

which provided for an elicited production of the meaning.  Nancy’s mother was receptive to 

weekly feedback regarding this behavior; however, based on her comments, she would “slip up” 

sometimes. 

During the highlighting phase, intervention, and generalization phases, Nancy exhibited 

an increased in the knowledge of one word, two words, and one word, respectively, in the 

incidental learning condition. Detergent was explained to Nancy by her mother, but boulder, 

burrow, and gardener were truly learned incidentally.  Her mother did explain the meanings of 2 

words in this condition during the intervention phase, periodicals and structure. However, Nancy 

did not exhibit any learning of these words.  During the generalization phase, her mother 

implemented the scripted reading procedures for words highlighted and Nancy exhibited a gain 

in knowledge for sprouts. 

Figure 4.10 reveals that Nancy made gains in all levels of vocabulary knowledge.  Gains 

observed on the decontextualized and expressive subtests were at 46%.  The gains in her 

receptive knowledge were approximately 60%, and generalization gains were at 28%. 
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Figure 4.9 presents the gains in word knowledge for William.  William exhibited little 

prior knowledge of vocabulary words during baseline testing.  He was able to inconsistently 

name and talk decontextually about skeleton, along with talking about celebration and vehicle.  

On one vocabulary measure, he provided a partial definition for creatures.  During the 

highlighting condition, he gained minimal knowledge of 5 words, including hunter, iceberg, 

detergent, swamp, and celebration.  His gains in these words were based on incidental learning 

solely, as his mother did not explain words during this phase.   

A remarkable difference in his level of vocabulary was observed with the implementation 

of scripted reading procedures in the intervention phase.  Although his performance was 

somewhat inconsistent across time, he established a fairly strong knowledge base for many of the 

words in the word explanation and no word explanation conditions.  Based on the final 

vocabulary measure following the generalization phase, he was able to talk decontextually about 

five out of six words in both intervention conditions.  He was able to label two out of six words 

for the word explanation condition and four out of six words for the no word explanation 

condition.   

Unlike four of the other mothers, William’s mom adhered to the scripts for teaching new 

words and did not explain words in the no word explanation condition, with the exception of one 

word, offspring.  Her explanation appeared to be a response to William’s difficulty in answering 

a question about this word.  His learning of these words is quite impressive, as his mother was 

the one with the least number of vocabulary utterances and total utterances.  When William had 

difficulty producing a word or definition, his mother typically did not help him by offering the 

definition or word again as other mothers did.  Instead, she typically just asked the same question 

over and over, such as, “What is this?” 

William did not learn any words in the incidental learning condition during the 

intervention phase.  Unlike the other mothers, Williams’ mother did not use scripted reading 

strategies to teach any words other than those highlighted.  When scripts were removed for the 

generalization phase, his mother implemented the procedures for words highlighted and William 

exhibited a gain in knowledge for both words on both levels of expression and decontextualized 

talk. 
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Examination of Figure 4.10 shows that William made gains in all levels of vocabulary 

knowledge.  Gains observed on the decontextualized and receptive subtests were above 40%.  

The gain in expressive knowledge was 26% and generalization was 15%. 

As discussed for each child, some variation in the children's word knowledge was 

exhibited across time on the vocabulary measures.  To examine immediate gains in word 

knowledge, information on performance immediately following each test was compiled.  Table 

4.2 presents the immediate gains for each child.  The number in the numerator represents a gain 

in partial or complete knowledge of words; the denominator represents words unknown at 

baseline.  Results revealed that highlighting with the scripted reading procedures produced more 

immediate gains than in any other condition. 

 
 
 
Table 4.2 

Immediate Gains in Word Knowledge for Each Child 

 Highlighting Highlighting 
with Script 

Highlighting in 
Generalization 

Phase 

Incidental 
Learning 

Kyle 0/2 9/12 2/2 1/8 

Kelly 2/4 10/11 1/2 2/8 

Iris 1/6 4/9 - 3/7 

Deanna 4/8 12/12 2/2 4/10 

Nancy 2/11 10/11 1/2 5/13 

William 0/10 12/12 2/2 1/10 

 

 

 

 

Social Validity 

14 naïve raters were asked to listen to 12 audiotaped segments from parent-child reading 

session and complete a five-item Likert scale questionnaire. The means and standard deviations 

for the raters’ responses to each question for each child are provided in Table 4.3. The data on 

questions 1, 2, and 3 show that during baseline, all raters perceived a low level of comments, 

questions, and word explanations on the part of the mothers.  Average ratings were in the never 
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(1) and seldom (2) range, with the exception of Nancy, whose ratings were in the sometimes (3) 

range.  In response to question 4, raters perceived child participation as being at a slightly higher  

 
 
Table 4.3 

Mean Scores and Standard Deviations on Social Validity Measure for each Child Participant. 

 Kyle Kelly Iris Deanna Nancy William 

Social Validity Question BL TX BL TX BL TX BL TX BL TX BL TX 

 
Does the parent make 
comments related to the 
story or words in the story? 
 

 
1.71 
0.73 

 
3.36 
0.63 

 
2.64 
0.50 

 
3.29 
0.73 

 
1.00 

- 

 
3.14 
0.77 

 
1.86 
0.66 

 
3.57 
0.65 

 
3.14 
0.77 

 
3.50 
0.76 

 
1.07 
0.27 

 
3.57 
0.65 

Does the parent question the 
child during storybook 
reading? 
 

1.07 
0.27 

3.57 
0.51 

1.07 
0.27 

3.86 
0.53 

1.00 
- 

3.79 
0.43 

2.14 
0.36 

3.86 
0.36 

3.79 
0.43 

3.86 
0.36 

1.07 
0.27 

3.86 
0.36 

Does the parent explain 
specific words in the story? 
 

1.21 
0.58 

3.29 
0.61 

1.36 
0.50 

3.50 
0.65 

1.07 
0.27 

3.57 
0.51 

1.36 
0.63 

3.00 
0.68 

3.57 
0.51 

3.71 
0.47 

1.07 
0.27 

3.57 
0.51 

Does the child participate in 
the storybook reading? 
 

3.57 
0.51 

3.14 
0.53 

2.50 
0.52 

3.64 
0.50 

2.07 
0.27 

3.79 
0.43 

2.86 
0.86 

3.86 
0.36 

3.71 
0.47 

4.00 
- 

3.07 
0.83 

3.86 
0.36 

Does the child take turns 
with the mother during the 
storybook reading? 

2.79 
0.89 

3.07 
1.00 

1.36 
0.50 

3.36 
1.08 

1.43 
0.51 

3.14 
0.95 

1.79 
0.70 

3.14 
0.86 

3.14 
0.86 

3.57 
0.94 

1.29 
0.61 

3.43 
1.02 

 

 

 

 

level, with average ratings in the seldom to frequently range.  Perceptions of turn-taking between 

the mothers and their children were at a low level, with Nancy again being the exception with an  

average rating of 3.14. During intervention, the 14 judges perceived an increase in comments, 

questions, word explanations, child participation, and turn-taking across all five parent-child 

dyads.  Average ratings for all five questions were consistently above 3.0, with the highest 

average rating being a 4.0 (4 = frequently) for Nancy regarding her participation in the storybook 

reading. To examine statistical reliability of these results, one-way within-subjects ANOVAs 

were conducted for each question on the social validity measure. For each ANOVA, the factor 

was time (baseline versus intervention) and the dependent variable was responses provided by 

each rater on the Likert scale measure. The results for the ANOVA revealed a significant time 

effect for all questions on the social validity measure. In addition, effect sizes, r, were calculated 
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and revealed large effects across all behaviors based on raters’ perceptions. Analyses are 

summarized in Table 4.4.   

 
 
 
Table 4.4 

Analysis of Variance for Social Validity Measure 

Social Validity Question 
 

λ F (1, 13) r 

Does the parent make comments related to the story or words 
in the story? 
 

.07 162.82* .96 

Does the parent question the child during storybook reading? 
 

.02 641.93* .99 

Does the parent explain specific words in the story? 
 

.04 332.60* .98 

Does the child participate in the storybook reading? 
 

.13 88.71* .93 

Does the child take turns with the mother during the storybook 
reading? 
 

.23 44.02* .88 

*indicates p<.01 

 

 

 

Consumer Satisfaction 

Information on the mothers’ satisfaction with the reading program was gathered through 

a one-on-one interview with the researcher.  Iris’ mother was unable to be interviewed due to her 

withdrawal from the program.  Mothers were questioned about perceived benefits to their and 

their child’s participation in the program, any disadvantages to their participation, their like or 

dislike of specific program aspects, their future practices regarding reading with their child, and  

if they would participate in a program like this again or recommend participation to another 

parent.  Several aspects of the information gathered during the interviews were compared to the 

information gathered in the preliminary interview to examine mothers’ perceived changes in 

their and their child’s behavior during reading and their intentions for future practices.   

Four mothers identified the greatest benefit to their participation as "learning how to teach words 

to their child."  Nancy’s mother identified a similar benefit in that she learned new strategies, 

whereas before the program she was mostly explaining words and rarely eliciting  
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words and definitions from Nancy.  All five mothers discussed how they felt empowered to 

continue teaching new words through storybooks and would be using the scripts in the 

intervention books as models for teaching in the future.   

 Regarding benefits to their child, all mothers stated that they recognized that their child 

had learned new words as a result of their teaching.  Two mothers specifically talked about how 

their children even used several learned words in everyday environments and situations.  For 

instance, Kyle’s mom stated that when he sees a cat, he says, “There’s a feline.”  Kelly’s mom 

reported an event where Kelly commented, “Mom, they’re wearing berets,” at her sister’s 

graduation where ROTC students were present and donning berets.  An additional benefit 

identified by all mothers was their observations of their child interacting more during storybook 

reading in general, as compared to their level of interaction before involvement in the program. 

 When asked about disadvantages to their participation or any procedures utilized in the 

program, mothers were unable to identify any negative aspects.  In fact, this prompted a couple 

of the mothers to comment on how they appreciated having a program that could be 

implemented in the home versus the school environment.  They stated that this was another 

benefit, especially considering their work and family schedules. 

 Mothers reported that they enjoyed all books provided in the program and were pleased 

to be able to keep the books at the conclusion of the last program phase.  Additionally, they 

stated that they were pleased with the choice of the target vocabulary words and they, in fact, 

learned some new words themselves.  All mothers reported that they plan to read the program 

books again and continue to review the target words. 

 All mothers had stated in the preliminary interview that they felt reading to their child 

was important.  However, at conclusion of this project, all mothers stated that they felt even 

stronger about the importance of reading and what children can learn through books.  As a result, 

several of the mothers stated that they would continue to follow the program schedule by reading 

to their child three days a week.  Kyle’s and Deanna’s mothers reported that they planned to read 

everyday, which was a slight increase from their previous schedule of three to four days a week.  

The biggest change in this regard was in William’s mother.  She had previously stated that she 

read to him only once every couple of weeks.  However, now she plans to read three days a 

week.  Four out of the five mothers stated that they may not read the same book three times as 

they did during the program, but would allow their child to choose a book. 
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 In further questioning about their intentional future practices, all mothers stated that they 

plan to exhibit behaviors learned throughout the program, not only teaching words, but also 

talking and interacting more during storybook reading.  They also discussed their belief that their 

child would interact more, as they had observed an increase in this behavior during the program.  

When asked about how they will choose words to teach, Kyle’s mother stated that she would 

review books prior to reading them to Kyle to identify appropriate words.  The other four 

mothers indicated that they planned to choose words as they come upon them during the actual 

reading.   

 Finally, when asked if they would participate in a program such as this in the future, all 

mother responded with a definite yes.  Four out of the five mothers spontaneously commented 

that schools need more projects such as this one.  They would recommend this to other mothers 

as well.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 This study was designed to investigate two areas.  First, the researcher examined the 

effects of training and the use of scripted reading procedures on mothers' vocabulary-related 

comments and questions and word explanations.  Second, the researcher studied the effects of the 

scripted reading procedures on children's word learning.  The results of this investigation 

indicated that teaching mothers of low socioeconomic status scripted reading procedures 

focusing on vocabulary instruction can change their shared reading behavior to include teaching 

of novel words.  As a result of vocabulary instruction embedded in scripts, children demonstrated 

marked increases in knowledge of target words.  The evidence presented by this study suggests 

that mothers' vocabulary instruction provided during shared storybook reading produces gains in 

children's vocabulary acquisition as evidenced by varying levels of word knowledge. 

Effects on Mothers' Behavior 

Baseline/highlighting phase.  During the highlighting phase, five out of six mothers 

produced few vocabulary-related utterances.  Nancy's mother served as the exception to this 

observation, as she sometimes provided definitions for words and produced questions and 

comments related to these words.  Rarely, however, did she elicit the words or definitions from 

Nancy.  As discussed previously, she was retained in the study, as it appeared that the word 

learning strategies she was employing did not constitute a robust form of vocabulary instruction, 

based on Nancy's vocabulary test performance.  This possibly could have been due to too many 

words being taught within one storybook reading session or the lack of enough word and 

definition elicitations from Nancy.  The child must be given the opportunity to actively process 

the words, which can involve, for example, allowing the child to state a definition in her own 

words (Stahl & Nagy, 2006). Elicitations were rarely observed across the other mothers as well.  

It appeared that when any of the mothers produced utterances related to vocabulary, they 

frequently failed to provide an opportunity for the child to produce the word or related definition.  

In contrast to other children, Deanna learned several words in the highlighting phase.  As 

described in the results section, her mother often asked Deanna if she knew the meaning of the 

highlighted word.  When Deanna responded correctly, her mother moved on in the story.  It is 
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unknown whether her mother would have produced more vocabulary-related utterances had 

Deanna responded incorrectly.  In the case of this mother and child, highlighting novel words 

alone appeared to change the mother's behavior, as she consistently addressed the highlighted 

word.  The low number of vocabulary-related utterances appeared to be based on Deanna's 

responses.   

Had highlighting not been provided, it is suspected that four out of the six mothers would 

not have targeted any words, as they did not target words that were highlighted.  As for Deanna's 

mother, what her behavior would have entailed is unknown, as one cannot determine whether her 

productions of vocabulary-related questions were due solely to the highlighting.  Nancy's mother 

may have targeted words, as she focused on several words that were not highlighted.   

Variation was observed across mothers in the frequency of overall comments, questions, 

and other utterances unrelated to vocabulary.  Although Nancy's mother was, again, the 

participant with the highest frequency of utterances in this area, Kelly's mother exhibited a 

moderate number of comments, questions, and acknowledgements.  The other four mothers 

produced a low frequency of these types of utterances.  The behavior exhibited by these four 

mothers is commensurate with findings from other studies that show that mothers from low SES 

backgrounds typically read stories with few verbalizations or interactions added (DeTemple & 

Beals, 1991; DeTemple & Tabors, 1995). 

Scripted reading procedures training and feedback.  Parents have been taught shared 

storybook reading procedures in a variety of ways, including one-on-one training (e.g., 

Hockenberger, Goldstein, & Haas, 1999; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Lonigan, Whitehurst, & 

Epstein, 1994) and group training (e.g, Edwards & Panofsky, 1989; Huebner & Meltzoff, 2005).   

Findings from these studies suggested that in-person instruction, video modeling, opportunities 

for practice, and feedback are successful, and have the potential to be quite effective when 

incorporated into a training package. 

Training sessions were conducted in pairs of mothers and one-on-one for those mothers 

who experienced scheduling conflicts.  As hypothesized, use of the aforementioned package of 

training features was effective in teaching the mothers how to incorporate vocabulary instruction 

in storybook reading through the use of scripts.  The success of the training sessions supports the 

hypotheses described in the introduction.  It was suggested, based on principles of the social 

learning theory (Bandura, 1977), Roger's (1969) experiential learning theory, and the theory of 
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andragogy (Knowles, 1990), that the mothers would learn and adopt the new behavior (i.e., 

vocabulary instruction through scripts) as a result of the provision of instructional models and 

opportunities for practice.  Additionally, it was hypothesized that a discussion of the importance 

of children's vocabulary acquisition would serve as relevance to the mothers and the rationale 

behind adoption of the behavior.  The mothers were presented with a context (i.e., book reading) 

that they all valued, based on initial conversations with the researcher.  Then, they were taught a 

simple procedure by which to teach words in this context.  The scripts provided them with 

definitions, comments, questions, and concrete prompts to use scaffolding techniques, all the 

while providing room for individualization, elaboration, and creativity.  Several mothers took 

advantage of this opportunity, as evidenced by many mothers' productions of additional 

vocabulary-related utterances and general comments and questions.  During training sessions, 

mothers were given opportunities to practice the implementation of scripted reading procedures. 

Each mother or pair of mothers was able to learn and meet the criterion for transitioning to the 

intervention phase by attending a one-time, one-hour training session.  After the training, 

mothers exhibited a high level of treatment fidelity in their reading while incorporating 

comments, questions, and word explanations in the scripts.   

Within the scripts, the prompts to mothers in parentheses, instructing them to "help your 

child…," (e.g., "say the word," "name his brothers and sister") was an effective means of 

encouraging five of the six mothers to support their child in their attempts to produce responses.  

These mothers often used strategies to encourage their child to respond, such as word repetitions, 

phonemic cues, and saying the word or definition together with the child.  The only exception 

was William's mother.  She typically did not use these scaffolding strategies to support William 

in responding.  If he responded incorrectly to her attempt to elicit a word, she mother would 

make a comment, such as, "I don't see a____," or ask the question, "What is this?" again and 

again.  Only on a few occasions did the other five mothers not follow the scripted procedures 

outlined in parentheses, such as not allowing time for the child to respond, not helping the child 

produce the word or definition, or not completing the review at the end of the story. 

There are other possible explanations for these occasional lapses, particularly in regard to 

mothers not allowing the child time to respond to a question.  Some questions were treated by the 

mothers as rhetorical rather than requiring an actual response from the child.  This could have 

been due to the form of the question.  For instance, the mothers were more likely to wait for a 
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response to the question, "What other kinds of animals live in the sea with a porpoise?" than to 

the question, "Have you ever seen a crowd?"  In the case of the second question, sometimes 

mothers would read the question and move directly to the next comment, "You saw a crowd at 

the circus when you went with your class."  In future studies, all questions should be formed in 

an open-ended fashion, as to clearly require a response from the child. 

Feedback by phone was provided to each of the mothers following completion of each 

storybook.  The exception was William's mother, who could not be reached by phone for four 

out of the six intervention books.  Based on conversations with the mothers, the positive 

feedback appeared to be effective in encouraging mothers.  However, it did not appear to be 

effective in changing their behaviors.  For instance, mothers who defined the word in the no 

word explanation condition were told not to do so during future readings.  However, they often 

continued to do so, as outlined in the results section.  Additionally, mothers were praised for 

attempting to teach words that were not highlighted in the storybooks.  For mothers who did not 

teach other words, encouragement was given by stating, "If you see any other words in the 

storybook that your child may not know, try to use the strategies to teach that word also."  This 

suggestion was not particularly effective in getting mothers to explain words that were not 

highlighted, with the exception of Deanna's mother.  The other five mothers targeted 

approximately only one other word within one storybook.   

 Intervention/scripted reading procedures.  Mothers' use of vocabulary-related 

utterances increased greatly with the implementation of scripted reading procedures.  The 

multiple baseline design revealed clear evidence that changes in the mothers' behavior were due 

to the intervention.  Moreover, increases in the frequency of vocabulary-related utterances of 

mothers also were associated with clear increases in word learning in the children.  These 

experimental effects were replicated across all six dyads.  Changes in mean frequency of 

utterances were observed for target word explanations, target words comments and questions, 

along with target-related comments and questions (i.e., those that contained information related 

to the word, but did not contain the target word).  Additionally, increases were seen in elicited 

words and definitions from the child.  This reveals that all mothers utilized the scripted 

procedures for the target words within the stories.  This supported the hypothesis that scripts 

would be an effective way of promoting mothers' implementation of treatment with high fidelity.  

This result extends research that has shown that teachers can implement scripts with accuracy 
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and that scripts promote accurate responses on the part of the child (Gunter & Reed, 1997; 

Hummel, Venn, & Gunter, 2004).   

 The scripted reading procedures also seemed to have a positive effect on all mothers' 

productions of utterances overall.  Gains were observed in questions about the story events and 

characters, along with acknowledgements.  Gains in general comments also were observed for 

four out of six mothers.  Although the scripts emphasized the teaching of vocabulary, these 

increases imply that parents can still focus on teaching other aspects of language and participate 

in positive interactions with children while the use of scripts are employed.  The exceptions were 

Kelly's and Kyle's mothers, whose general comments appeared to decrease.  With the increase of 

their vocabulary-related comments, the decrease in the number of general comments seemed to 

be because their comments began to contain target words the majority of the time.  Additionally, 

for five out of the six mothers, increases were observed in acknowledgements or the mothers' 

praising of the child's initiations or correct responses to questions and comments.  The only 

slight decrease was for William's mother.  This issue was addressed in the two phone calls made 

to her during the intervention phase when feedback was provided.  This feedback did not appear 

to promote this behavior, although a change in this behavior may have been observed if regular 

feedback after each storybook had been possible. 

One limitation identified through the intervention phase was with the researcher's 

inability to control the two conditions, word explanation and no word explanation.  As discussed 

in the results section, mothers often explained words in the no explanation condition, despite 

feedback from the researcher.  Although it was hypothesized that mothers may have difficulty 

withholding definitions in this condition, it was stressed with mothers that this was important for 

the research to determine the most effective way to teach kids words.  During phone 

conversations where this issue was addressed with mothers, they expressed that they "slipped 

up," as they were tempted to tell the meaning of the word.  Although this caused a lack of 

validity for the alternating treatments design, it can be considered a "good problem," indicating 

that these mothers were generalizing word explanation to other target words for which it was not 

provided in the script.  This also shows that the mothers were motivated to promote the children's 

learning of the target words.  Their word explanation in the no word explanation condition often 

came in response to a child's question, such as, "What's a feline?"  On other occasions, the 
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mothers seemed curious as to whether the child was learning the meaning.  This was evidenced 

by their question to the child, such as, "Now, a feline's the same thing as a what?"    

Another issue was mothers' pronunciation of some words.  For instance, two of the 

mothers pronounced the target word beret as barrette.  Another parent pronounced the word 

porpoise incorrectly.  Although mothers were instructed to call the researcher with any question 

regarding pronunciation of words, this only occurred on one occasion when Kyle's mom called 

for a model of the word porpoise.  The mothers' mispronunciation did not affect the children's 

word learning as indicated by their performance on the vocabulary measures.  In other words, 

although the pronunciation of target word stimuli presented to the children during the vocabulary 

measures was different than the mothers' pronunciation, the children were able to respond 

accurately.  Perhaps the mothers' approximation of the target words was close enough for the 

children to recognize a correct production.  Additionally, the children heard the correct 

pronunciation of target words throughout weekly testing, which may have contributed to their 

accurate responses.  Although mispronunciations should be avoided, it is not entirely clear how 

to do so. Mothers could not be tested on their pronunciation of the words, as they could not be 

exposed to target words before the book was introduced to avoid early targeting of the words.  

Perhaps words that are chosen as target words in the future should be those whose structure is 

easily recognizable and decodable.  The two words mentioned in these cases do not fit that 

description. 

Generalization/highlighting phase.  During the generalization phase, mothers 

experienced the highlighting phase once more.  Data revealed that mothers generalized some of 

the strategies used within the scripted reading procedures.  For instance, all mothers named the 

pictures, defined the target words, and elicited the words from the child.  However, they did not 

typically relate the words to the child's life or previous experience or ask for the definition.  Also, 

only one mother, William's mother, provided a review of the target words at the end of the story.  

The frequency of vocabulary-related utterances decreased as compared to the frequency 

observed in intervention.  As compared to the baseline highlighting phase, however, gains were 

observed in their vocabulary-related utterances.  There are several reasons that may explain why 

the mothers decreased in their number of utterances.  Considering that the scripts contained 8 to 

10 utterances for each target word encounter, mothers may not have been able to recall all of this 

information or they may not have felt that they needed to produce that many utterances or certain 
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types of utterances, such as questions eliciting a definition, for their child to learn the word 

sufficiently.  Another observation that leads the researcher to believe these speculations is that 

three out of the five mothers, Kyle's, Nancy's, and Deanna's mothers, not only decreased their 

frequency of vocabulary-related utterances as compared to intervention, but they also decreased 

their utterances overall in the three generalization reading sessions.  Again, this may have been 

due to their belief that their child had learned the word adequately. 

It is worth noting that the mothers typically did not relate the target words to their child's 

experience by making comments or asking questions as they were posed in the scripts.  For 

instance, in the scripts, the comment about a feline was, "Ms._____ (the child's teacher) does not 

have any felines in her classroom; she only has two bunnies and some fish."  The exception was 

William's mother who, during one storybook reading, asked William, "What kinds of vegetables 

do you eat that are produce?"  This behavior did not come as a surprise, however, as she had 

previously discussed with the researcher how she liked the fact that the scripts related the target 

words to her child's classroom.  This statement revealed that she recognized this strategy, and 

thus was able to carry it over into a non-scripted book. 

Along with this highlighting phase, generalization data were gathered from intervention 

books as well, as mothers' utterances that were related to the incidental word (word not 

highlighted, but included in weekly vocabulary measurement) and any other words were coded.  

Figures 4.2 and 4.3 revealed that there were occasional utterances related to the incidental words 

for Kelly's, Deanna's, and Nancy's mothers.  Other word-related utterances were quite minimal 

across mothers, with the exception of Deanna's mother.  This can be interpreted by saying that 

generalization was not observed from baseline to intervention for the majority of mothers.  One 

must speculate as to why a larger increase in mothers' incidental word-related or other word-

related utterances was not observed in the storybooks.  One possible explanation is that the 

mothers were unable to determine which words would be appropriate as target words.  Another 

possible reason is that their preoccupation with target words reduced their consciousness of other 

possible novel words in the storybook.   

Generalization effects may have been greater had other methods of teaching been 

employed regarding how to embed vocabulary instruction in storybook reading.  For instance, if 

mothers were taught specifically how to utilize the various strategies included in the scripts, 

greater use of these strategies may have been observed during this phase.  In the current study, 
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strategies included in the scripts were only briefly discussed during training sessions.  Instead, 

emphasis was placed on accurate implementation of scripts.  Future studies should investigate 

the effects of teaching mothers how to use the strategies, such as defining words and relating 

words to the child's experience; scripts could be utilized as examples of strategies.   

Alternatively, one could reduce the burden of programming generalization by creating 

interactive storybooks that basically incorporate teaching scripts.  These storybooks could 

include written prompts or cues to serve as suggestions for comments and questions related to 

words in the story for parents.  Additionally, definitions of words could be provided within the 

books, providing easy access to word meanings thereby creating a simple means by which words 

could be taught or explained.  If these methods were investigated, results may reveal an increase 

in parents' use of strategies, indicating more cost benefits. 

Mothers' Reading Levels 

 The mothers' reading levels, as determined by the Wide Range Achievement Test, 3rd 

Edition (Wilkinson, 1993), seemed to affect their participation in this study, particularly in the 

implementation of scripted reading procedures and generalization of vocabulary teaching 

strategies.  Mothers' reading levels ranged from fourth grade to post-high school.  The reading 

level of all books and scripts was calculated to ensure levels below fourth grade in an attempt to 

accommodate each mother's reading ability.  Based on review of audiotaped sessions, each 

mother was able to read each storybook and script with relative accuracy.  As mentioned 

previously, Kyle's and Iris' mothers mispronounced target words occasionally; these mothers fell 

in the lowest reading ability level.  Additionally, they occasionally mispronounced other words 

in the stories, such as the names of characters (e.g., "Tracy" for "Tacky").  Outside of these 

mispronunciations, scripts were read and implemented with relative accuracy, other than the 

occasional occurrences discussed previously (e.g., not providing additional prompts to elicit 

words and definitions, explaining words in the no word explanation condition).  In regard to 

generalization of strategies to books without scripts, the mothers with the highest reading levels 

exhibited the most use of strategies with incidental words and other words during intervention, 

along with during the generalization highlighting phase.  This may suggest that higher reading 

levels indicated higher cognitive and language skill levels in general, thereby allowing for 

greater generalization of strategies learned. 
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Effects on Children's Word Learning 

Highlighting Phase.  Some children exhibited gains in word knowledge in the 

highlighting phase, although word learning was quite meager before the implementation of 

scripts.  For four out of the six children, these gains appear to be attributable to incidental 

learning, which other investigators have observed as well (e.g., Ard & Beverly, 2004; Elley, 

1989; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman, 1987; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Senechal & Cornell, 1993).  

However, this brings up a point of discussion.  Can it be ensured that the children learned the 

words incidentally?  For example, it is unknown as to whether mothers discussed words with 

children outside of the reading session or if the children were exposed to the words in another 

context or environment.  This can hold true to many studies that investigate the effects of 

incidental learning on children's word knowledge.  Researchers may be overestimating the 

results of incidental learning, as it may not be true incidental learning that is taking place.  One 

cannot assume that children's only exposures to target words occurred in the associated books. 

Nancy's and Deanna's gains in words in the incidental condition can be attributed to the 

mothers' targeting of the words, although they were targeted in dissimilar fashions.  Nancy's 

mother explicitly explained the words that Nancy learned.  Deanna's mother only questioned her 

about the word; Deanna had seemingly learned the meaning of the word through the context and 

pictures in the story.  However, it is unknown as to whether she would have attended to the word 

had her mother not prompted her. 

One occurrence that cannot be explained is why some children gained knowledge of the 

words that they did not appear to learn when introduced in storybook readings.  For example, 

why did Kelly first exhibit knowledge of canine on the 7th test following its introduction in the 

associated book?  Although Nancy's mother targeted words from the highlighting phase (e.g., 

sibling) in subsequent intervention books, this did not appear to occur with the other mothers.  

One might speculate that parents discussed target words outside of the storybook.  Alternatively, 

children may have been exposed to words in other settings. 

Several questions surrounding children's performance on the weekly vocabulary 

measures actually deserve discussion.  For instance, why did some children's responses vary 

from week to week?  Any professional who works with young children knows that their 

performance can vary from day to day.  For those words for which children did not show 

immediate gains in knowledge, did hearing the word and seeing the representative picture from 
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the book time after time solidify their knowledge, resulting in correct responses on subsequent 

tests?  The children's consistent baseline performance casts doubts that repeated testing alone 

was responsible for learning, as children rarely learned words before they were introduced in 

books.  However, once the book was introduced and the children viewed the picture, the repeated 

exposures during testing may have eventually triggered their memory, resulting in a correct 

response.  Effects of the amount and timing of testing the children's vocabulary should be 

explored.    

Scripted Reading Procedures.  The package of features included in the scripted reading 

procedures have been characterized as rich vocabulary instruction (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 

2002; Beck, McKeown, & Omanson, 1987; McKeown & Beck, 2004; Stahl & Nagy, 2006) for 

teaching novel words.  This rich instruction provided in the scripts read by the mothers was 

sufficient for children to retrieve almost all the targeted words from memory during the weekly 

vocabulary measures.  In other words, the mothers' word explanations, along with elicitations of 

words and definitions from the child seemed to promote deep processing (Beck, McKeown, & 

Omanson) in the children.  As a result of this instruction provided in the scripts, large gains were 

observed.  These experimental effects were replicated across five out of six children, with the 

exception of Iris.  Additionally, repeated testing revealed that the children maintained their 

knowledge of words learned and gained more knowledge of some words over time. 

When data from this study are compared to data from previous studies involving various 

vocabulary learning strategies (e.g., Brett, Rothlein, & Hurley, 1996; Ewers & Brownson, 1999; 

Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005; Senechal, Thomas, & Monker, 1995), it is clear that this 

intervention resulted in significantly larger effects, further indicating a robust intervention.  

Brett, Rothlein, & Hurley investigated the effects of two types of storybook reading intervention 

on 4th-graders' learning of a variety of types of words: story with word explanation and story 

with no explanation.  Results revealed statistically significant effects for word learning in 

children in the story with explanation group.  However, visual inspection of the means of 

vocabulary test scores reveals that children only learned approximately three words out of a 

possible eight (38%) derived from two books. Additionally, the researcher did not control for the 

children's number of exposures to words and definitions.  In another investigation (Justice, 

Meier, & Walpole), researchers examined the effects of a word elaboration condition with a non-

elaboration on children's learning of various types of words.  Word elaborations involved 
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defining the target words, as well as using the words in a supportive context.  Data revealed that 

the elaboration condition resulted in significantly greater gains in word knowledge of at-risk 

kindergartners.  However, the children only learned approximately 5 out of 28 (18%) words that 

were targeted across 10 books, four readings each.  The children in this condition learned 

approximately two more words than those in the non-elaboration condition.  Another study that 

examined the effects of asking children to label pictures (Senechal, Thomas, & Monker) revealed 

a small increase of approximately 2 out of 13 (15%) words on an expressive measure of 

vocabulary for 4-year-old children from middle-class homes.  It should be noted that children 

were exposed to words only once.  Again, comparisons of the current study's results to that of 

prior studies support that the scripted reading procedures are clearly effective, as the mean 

percentage of words learned in this study was 64%. 

As mentioned, the exception to this observation of robust vocabulary gains was seen in 

Iris' data.  Several questions arise in regard to her minimal word learning.  First, why did she 

exhibit gains in knowledge of two words in the first book in the highlighting phase, but did not 

learn consistently during the intervention phase?  Second, why did she gain more knowledge of 

words in the no word explanation condition over the word explanation condition?  Her mother 

even mentioned to the researcher that she felt Iris was exhibiting better performance with the 

"words without definitions" during the book readings.  Based on conversations with Iris' teacher 

and observations during weekly testing, it was believed that Iris' may have been exhibiting 

language processing and memory deficits, which may have contributed to her inability to recall 

words and definitions.  The results of her evaluations revealed expressive language and cognition 

to be in the average range for children her age, although her vocabulary and receptive language 

was considered below average.  Additional testing and observations would need to be considered 

to determine the nature of the problem. 

Additionally, the researcher made several observations during her implementation of the 

scripted reading procedures with Iris.  First, Iris sometimes pointed to the incorrect object or 

picture that represented the target word.  This seemed to be more of a purposeful act on her part 

rather than due to her unawareness of the picture the researcher has previously pointed to.  

Second, Iris required several prompts to listen and pay attention to the pictures.  These 

observations indicate a few issues that may have contributed to her lack of word learning.  For 

instance, these observations suggest that she may not have been truly engaged in the storybook 
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reading or verbal interactions.  As research shows that children's engagement is a key feature in 

word learning (Bloom, 2000; Ewers & Brownson, 1999), one might hypothesize that her 

interfering behavior may explain why Iris did not make greater gains.  Indeed, observations seem 

to suggest noncompliant behavior (e.g., pointing to incorrect pictures) was interfering.  It is not 

clear why she did not make larger gains, but lack of engagement, noncompliant behavior, and/or 

below average vocabulary and receptive language could have been significant factors. 

There were no clear or significant differences in the effects of the two scripted 

conditions, no word explanation and word explanation, on children's word learning.  This may 

seem surprising; however, the researcher was unable to control for several mothers adding 

explanations for those words in the no word explanation condition.  Therefore, it is unknown if 

children make similar gains without the provision of definitions.  William is the main exception 

as his mother followed the scripts except for her explanation of one word, offspring.  Based on 

his learning, it appears that providing a definition may not be necessary when the target word is a 

noun clearly represented by a picture.  This conclusion should be considered tentative pending 

further investigation.  

 An additional issue worth discussing is the number of word exposures needed to facilitate 

word learning.  The intervention was designed to have multiple exposures to words, while 

keeping the number of word exposures per book and script the same for both intervention 

conditions.  However, it cannot be determined if the number of exposures affected the children's 

word learning, as mothers often repeated words, explanations, comments, and questions.  

Therefore, the number of exposures varied across children.  Although results appear to be 

unaffected by this issue, as five out of six children made large gains, the effect of the number of 

exposures cannot be accounted for.  It should be noted that the additional exposures to words is 

noteworthy, as it indicates that the mothers were either talking more about the target words or 

using scaffolding strategies to support their child.  In addition to lack of control for word 

exposures per book, number of book reading sessions could not be controlled.  Although mothers 

were instructed to read the story only three times, which was further indicated by their receiving 

only three audiotapes, it is unknown as to whether books were read more.   Comments on the 

audiotapes sometimes indicated the possibility of a story having been read an additional time, 

such as, "We already went over this last night, but…" and "Okay, we'll read it one more time," in 

response to a child's request.   
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Follow-up/highlighting phase.  All children who participated in this phase learned one 

or both words as a result of their mothers' vocabulary-related utterances.  This showed that 

although mothers did not teach the words with the intensity found in the scripts during 

intervention, their strategies were adequate enough for some word learning.  The decrease in 

utterances observed in some mothers across the three generalization session further indicate that 

children may not need the instruction as many times as provided during the intervention phase.  

Perhaps fewer exposures are needed once children are sensitized to the need to attend to new 

vocabulary words.  Although previous studies have shown that multiple exposures to words is 

more effective than only one or two exposures (Elley, 1989; Penno, Wilkinson, & Moore, 2002; 

Robbins & Ehri, 1994), it has not been determined exactly how many exposures is most 

effective.   

Words and Scripts 

 The first question related to the words chosen as targets that comes to mind is why did 

children learn the words that were chosen?  If other words were chosen or other types of words, 

such as verbs and adjectives, would children have exhibited large gains as well?  Scott (2005) 

states that it appears obvious that learning nouns would be easier accomplished than learning 

verbs.  However, she goes on to say that research does not support this conclusion.  She 

discusses that research has not determined which types of words are easiest to learn, as results 

vary across studies. Additionally, are words that are represented by pictures in storybooks more 

easily learned?  Scott further reports that research has conflicting results here, as well.  Finally, 

she describes how the word length and number of syllables has not shown an effect on learning.  

The present study sought to optimize learning by including only nouns that were clearly 

imageable in the story, varying from one to five syllables. Subsequent studies would need to vary 

words selected on various factors to explore these issues.  Additionally, researchers should 

continue to investigate the effects of phonological properties on children's word learning, 

especially populations that have not been well represented in this area of literature, such as 

children with speech and language impairments. 

Types of words would be a critical issue to explore, not only in determining which words 

result in the greatest gains for children, but also specifically how certain types of words affect 

parents' ability to teach words during shared reading.  Many questions come to mind, such as if 

parents would be able to explain a word not represented by a picture.  Some mothers reported 
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that they learned new words, which would indicate that if the script had not been provided, they 

would not have known the meaning themselves.  Furthermore, how easily could they explain 

verbs and adjectives?  These categories of words often are less concrete and more difficult to 

explain.   

 Another question along this same line is why children learned some words incidentally 

and others they did not.  Take, for example, Kyle who learned the word jalopy.  His mother did 

not provide any word explanation or comments or questions related to this word.  However, 

Bloom (2000) states that children learn words if they attend to them, are relevant, and describe 

something that children are interested in.  Therefore, a possible explanation for those words 

learned incidentally is that the children found them interesting or could relate them to something 

they know or find of interest.   

Regarding definitions, it did not appear that the children more easily remembered the 

shorter, more concrete definitions.  For example, for the word reptile, some children responded 

to the decontextualized vocabulary test question with the two examples provided in the script, 

alligator and lizard versus the full definition, a scaly animal that crawls across the ground with 

short legs.  However, other times, children provided the full definition.  Additionally, they did 

not appear to learn canine as a dog any better than they learned veterinarian as a doctor who 

takes care of sick animals.  This would lead one to believe that the length of the definition is 

irrelevant, especially when combined with other features of word learning, allowing the children 

to deeply process the word's meaning. 

Social Validity and Consumer Satisfaction 

The results of the social validity survey corroborate most of the objective findings of this 

study.  The perceptions of the social validity raters revealed significant increases in comments, 

questions, word explanation, participation of the child during the reading, and turn-taking 

between the mother and child.  These increases were not as large with Nancy and her mother as 

with the other mothers, which also is commensurate with objective findings from the study. 

A follow-up interview regarding the mothers' satisfaction with the program revealed that 

the mothers were satisfied particularly with the fact that this program was implemented in the 

home, other than one meeting for the purpose of training.  This is an important finding and 

implies that this type of program could work with other families in this and other populations.  It 

will continue to be important to plan and implement similar programs, as research has clearly 
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revealed that involvement in children's educational activities at home can have a positive impact 

on children's development and performance (Dickinson and DeTemple, 1998; Fantuzzo, 

McWayne, Perry, & Childs, 2004; Fantuzzo, Tighe, & Perry, 1999). 

A surprising theme that emerged from the follow-up interview was that the monetary 

incentive provided to the mothers had no effect on their decision to participate in the project.  

When asked why they decided to participate, they indicated that they only wanted to help their 

child succeed and that the incentive was not a factor.  As the theories of learning (e.g., Bandura, 

1977; Rogers, 1969) and reinforcement (Skinner, 1953) discussed in the introduction suggest, the 

mothers appeared to view their child's word learning as a valuable result of their "new behavior" 

(i.e., vocabulary instruction).  The ability to observe their child's knowledge through elicitations 

of words and definitions incorporated into the scripts may have served as motivation for their 

participation and intent to continue utilizing the strategies learned.  This motivation would be an 

interesting area to investigate further, as it is often assumed that families from low SES 

environment should be offered monetary or other incentives.  Parents' interest in supporting their 

child may be enough to recruit and retain their participation. 

Clinical Implications  

This study offers important additions to the literature.  First, no studies have been found 

that have researched the effects of teaching mothers to implement explicit vocabulary 

instruction.  This study shows that mothers can be successfully taught to teach their children 

novel words during storybook reading.  Behavior changes were observed in all mothers, which 

resulted in significant gains in children's knowledge of novel words.  This has large implications 

for schools and other agencies that are seeking to more actively involve families in education in 

ways that have proven to have a direct impact on children.  It also has implications for speech-

language pathologists, who could use this effective method to teach parents to nurture the 

development of language and vocabulary in their children. 

Second, no studies have investigated the effects of scripts on mothers' behaviors during 

reading with young children.  This investigation revealed that scripts are an effective means of 

ensuring that parents follow procedures taught in training.  This implies that not only can 

mothers learn vocabulary instruction through scripts, but scripts have the potential to be useful in 

teaching parents in other interventions as well, such as embedding strategies targeting such areas 

as phonemic awareness. 
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Some studies involving teaching parents and teachers dialogic reading strategies have 

examined the effects of this type of storybook reading on children's language and vocabulary 

(e.g., Whitehurst, Arnold, et al., 1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et al., 1994).  Results of a study by 

Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. revealed a significant difference in language between those children 

enrolled in school-home intervention versus those in school intervention only.  Whitehurst, 

Arnold et al. found significant effects on word learning for children in the school-home 

intervention and school intervention versus the children in the control group (i.e., children who 

were not read to). However, visual inspection of the means of pretest and posttest scores reveal a 

gain of approximately four words for children in the school intervention and a gain of 

approximately six words for those in the school-home intervention, out of approximately 32 

novel words.  In contrast, the children in the present study gained partial or complete knowledge 

of an average of 19 words out of an average of 29 completely unknown words. 

What conclusion can be drawn from these observations?  Although studies of the effects 

of various reading strategies on children's word learning have often shown statistical 

significance, inspection of the actual number of words learned across children due to the 

intervention does not reveal dramatic results.  Additionally, these studies typically are designed 

in a randomized, experimental/control group fashion, preventing researchers from sharing 

information on the specific word learning of each child.  Finally, both of the investigations by 

Whitehurst and colleagues (1994) did not involve the collection of objective data on parents' use 

of the strategies.  Parents' compliance with the dialogic reading strategies was measured by 

gathering subjective information through the parents' completion of a survey requesting 

information on the practices that they had been using.  The current study, on the other hand, 

provides objective information on mothers' use of the scripted reading procedures and on the 

specific word learning of each child participant.  Additionally, it should be noted that data reveal 

that the children in the current study made large gains in vocabulary.  In fact, immediate gains on 

vocabulary measures for several children were at or near 100 percent as a result of the scripted 

reading procedures. 

The researcher's ability to discuss each child's gains in vocabulary brings up an important 

point in regard to data analysis.  The task analysis grids used in the current study, adapted from 

Haring and Kennedy (1988), offers a potentially useful data analytic strategy for tracking word 

learning over time.  This type of figure offers much useful information, as it displays each child's 
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level of word knowledge on a weekly basis, allowing one to observe gains in specific words over 

time, both partial and complete knowledge of words.  Additionally, it allows one to observe the 

effects of varying learning conditions.  Figures typically used in a single subject design study 

involve observation of data through graph plots, where data on specific word learning may not be 

as readily available.  Task analysis grids have the potential for utilization in a variety of studies, 

as they can be adapted and modified in many ways. 

Future Research & Limitations 

Although this study offers additions to the literature, there continue to be numerous areas 

that should be investigated in future research.  For example, this study included only mothers.  

Although it is suspected that this type of training would be effective with other family members 

as well, this is in need of investigation.  This type of instruction should also be researched with 

teachers, as it could prove to be a successful means to teaching vocabulary in classrooms, 

particularly in early childhood programs, where reading aloud takes place often. 

This intervention was successful with children from low SES families, although attrition 

was a problem.  Two mothers originally recruited for this study dropped out.  One mother 

withdrew after the second book in the highlighting phase, as she stated that she could not keep up 

with the reading schedule.  The other parent withdrew when she finished the baseline 

highlighting phase due to taking on another job at night, resulting in lack of time for reading with 

her child.  Iris' mother withdrew from the study after the first reading of the fourth book.  She 

stated that she would no longer be able to participate due to personal circumstances. 

 It should be noted that each of these mothers was a single mother, whereas all other 

mothers were married or the child's father lived in the home.  Even while the single mothers 

were enrolled in the study, communication with the researcher was scarce and the book 

schedules were often not adhered to.  Although all of these mothers exhibited the desire to 

participate to help their child succeed, other priorities seemed to require their attention. It is 

possible that families with stronger support systems may be able to participate more easily in a 

program such as this one.  Researchers should explore ways in which families can be supported 

when a strong family support system may not exist. 

It is unknown as to whether this type of vocabulary instruction during reading would be 

successful with children in other populations, specifically with children with language 

impairments.  Additionally, as this single subject experiment showed the effects of this type of 
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intervention with only six children, it is critical to continue to replicate these findings.  

Replications could continue in a single subject fashion, as replications could help us understand 

the breadth of applicability of these procedures.  Alternatively, one could implement randomized 

control trials to be able to quantify the generality of effects for a broad population.   

Certain methodological issues should be considered in future research.  First, the final 

generalization highlighting phase should be continued for a longer period of time with the 

inclusion of additional storybooks.  This would allow researchers to observe the effects on 

mothers' maintenance of skills.  Actually, highlighting in itself seems worthy of investigation.  

As several mothers in this study only targeted highlighted words in stories, researchers may find 

that when mothers are prompted to teach words that have been identified, they may employ the 

facilitative strategies used in the scripts.  In other words, they may only require highlighting and 

prompting to teach.  In addition, it may be possible to decrease the amount of time spent in the 

intervention phase, as mothers may not need six books with scripts to generalize behavior.  

As mentioned previously, due to mothers' explanations of words in the no explanation 

condition, the alternating treatments design did not allow the researcher to adequately examine 

the effects of the two conditions.  Future investigations should involve finding out whether 

children need actual definitions to learn words or if they can learn from talking about words in 

other ways. 

 An additional research area of interest is in parents' identification of words that should be 

taught.  It was speculated previously that the mothers' lack of teaching words that were not 

highlighted may have been due to their inability to determine which words were worthy of 

teaching.  Researchers could investigate whether parents can identify words to teach and, if not, 

what the obstacles are in identifying them.  If parents are found able to identify words to teach, 

an additional question involves studying whether they can plan ahead how they will teach the 

words. 

 Finally, nouns was the only type or category of word taught in this experiment.  Future 

investigations should study the effects of this type of intervention on children's learning of other 

types of words, such as verbs and adjectives.   

Final Thoughts 

Vocabulary is a key feature of language and emergent literacy development in children.  

Discovering new and effective ways to teach words is critical not only for teachers, but for 
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families as well.  This study demonstrated that mothers from low socioeconomic backgrounds 

can be successfully taught to embed vocabulary instruction in storybooks through the use of 

scripts.  A one-time training combined with scripted reading procedures resulted in high 

treatment fidelity and large vocabulary gains in preschool children at risk.  This easy to 

implement method of intervention shows great promise for widespread application by 

professionals working with families and children. 
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Table A.1 
 
Books and Target Words 

Notes:  Where 2 or 3 target words are presented and separated by slash, the first word was determined to be completely known by at least one 
child, thus was replaced with the second word; same concept for third word.  Words represents approximate number of words in story, including 
text and scripts.  Reading level represents approximate reading level of book with scripts, based on Flesh-Kincaid Grade Level Test.  Muncha! 

Muncha! Muncha! and Nell's Elf were only utilized in highlighting condition, so approximate reading level represents book text only. 

a 

 

Book Title Target Words Pages Words Reading Level by 
Grade 

Clifford's Class Trip 

 
porpoise, skeleton/sling, aquarium/trainer 30 856 2.0 

Clifford the Firehouse Dog 

 

canine, danger/shambles, hydrant 29 824 2.2 

Clifford's First School Day 

 

instructor, vessel, structure 30 827 2.7 

Curious George Visits the Zoo veterinarian/physician, crowd/exhibit, creatures 
 

28 868 

Diesel 10 Means Trouble director, locomotive, caboose/pavilion 
 

23 1041 

Five Little Monkeys Wash the 

Car 

reptiles, swamp/marsh, vehicle/jalopy 32 1024 0.9 

Franklin & the Big Kid telescope/tortoise, hare, periodicals 
 

29 1142 

Little Miss Spider 

 

insect/arachnid/thread, hatchling/offspring, burrow 31 782 2.1 

Muncha! Muncha! Muncha! 

 

gardener, sprouts/produce, trench 29 487 3.4 

Nell's Elf rodent, celebration/guest, illustration 
 

24 289 

A Pocket for Corduroy garments, beret, detergent/linens 
 

28 1037 

Sheila Rae, the Brave sibling, feline, boulder 
 

28 888 

Tacky the Penguin companions, hunter/greeting, iceberg 
 

884 30 
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SCRIPT EXAMPLES FOR WORD CONDITIONS 
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Word Explanation Condition:  from Sheila Rae, the Brave 

Example Text/Script: 
 
When her sibling, Louise, said there was a monster in the closet, Sheila Rae attacked it.   

 
This is Sheila Rae's sibling (while pointing).  Point to Sheila Rae's sibling.  Can you say 

sibling?  (Help your child say sibling.)  A sibling is a brother or a sister.  You have siblings.  

Who are your siblings?  (Help your child name brothers and/or sisters.)  Yes, they are your 

__________ (Help your child say sibling.)  What did we say a sibling is? (Help your child tell 

you what sibling means.)  Yes, a sibling is a brother or sister.  What's another word for a 

brother or sister? (Help your child say sibling.) 

 

Target Word Review at end of book: 

Let's look at this picture one more time. This is Sheila Rae's ________________ (Help child 

say sibling.)  What is a sibling?  (Help child tell you what sibling means.)  Yes, that's right, a 

sibling is a brother or sister. 

 

No Word Explanation Condition: from Curious George Visits the Zoo 

Example Text/Script 

 
A crowd of people was standing near the monkey house-just the place for George to hide! 

 
This is a crowd (while pointing).  Point to the crowd.  Can you say crowd?  (Help your child 

say crowd.)  Yes, that's a crowd.  Sometimes when we go to the grocery story, there is a 

crowd of people.  Have you ever seen a crowd before?  You saw a crowd at the circus when 

you went with your class.  What did we call this?  __________  (Help your child say crowd.)  

Yes, it's a crowd. 

 

Target Word Review at end of book: 

Let's look at this picture one more time. This is a  ____________ (Help child say crowd.)  

Yes, that's right, it's a crowd.  The crowd of people were pointing and watching George. 
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PROCESS AGENDA FOR PARENT TRAINING 
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Table A.2 

Parent Training in Scripted Reading Procedures 

Topic Description Materials Needed Time 

Introduction ♦ Introductions 

♦ Discuss last couple of weeks (Enjoyable?  Favorite book?  Any challenges?) 
 

 5 min 

Rationale ♦ Why reading to children is important & what they can learn from books 
♦ word explanation versus no word explanation 
♦ How their participation will help to determine effective strategies 
 

 5 min 

Different Focus Now ♦ Recall highlighted words in previous texts 
♦ Discuss how reading will change to involve more explanation, commenting, 

questioning and why this is important 
♦ Show parents how scripts are now being added 

♦ Previous books 
♦ New books 
 
 
 

5 min 

Video Modeling ♦ Watch video of interventionist reading book with script 
 

♦ Video 
 

10 min 

Discuss New Strategies 
& Weekly plans 

♦ Talk about weekly instructions/tips 
♦ Discuss possible happenings (e.g., challenges, verbalizations by child, how to 

respond) 
♦ Open up for additional questions/discussions 
 

♦ Tip Sheet 10 min 
 

Practice 
& 
Surveys  
(simultaneous) 

♦ Each parent practices reading scripts in 1st intervention book (need 100% 
accuracy on 5 out of 6 scripts to meet criterion for interventionist) 
(This practice will also show parents how they should become familiar with 
text/scripts before reading to child.) 

♦ Each parent completes survey/interview (to be recorded) 
 

♦ 1st  intervention 
book 

 
♦ Surveys/Interview 

sheets 
♦ Audiotape recorder 

20 min 

Closing ♦ Questions? 
♦ Distribute new reading packet 
♦ Distribute contact info 

♦ Reading packet 
♦ Gifts 
♦ Contact info sheet 

5 min 
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Tips for Reading with your Child 
 

• Familiarize yourself with your new book by reading it through one time 

without your child.  This will help you get used to the new text and the 

new scripts, which will help your reading to flow smoothly! 
 
• Stick to the scripts for the words that are highlighted!  Don’t talk 

about these words after the story either.  For other words or any other 

part of the story, though, you can do whatever you want!   
 

• Read your book with enthusiasm!  Have fun!  Reading with excitement, 

using character voices, and making it seem "real" will get your child 

involved in the story! 

 

• Don't read too fast!  Take your time, enjoy the book, and reading slowly 

so your child can let things sink in.  This will also give him/her an 

opportunity to jump in when he/she wants to say something. 
 

• When your child wants to say something or asks a question during the 

story, stop and listen!  This is an opportunity for them to share 

something and to learn something new.  And, don't just listen - respond!  
Answer your child's question and show him/her that what he/she has to 

say is important. 

 

• Give your child time!  If you ask a question or tell your child to tell 

something about the story, give your child time to respond.  That means 

you might have to wait!  Waiting will, again, show your child that what 

he/she has to say is important.  

 

• Be sure that your child is paying attention to the story pictures, 
along with what you are saying.  If you need to remind your child to 

listen and look, feel free to say, “Listen and let’s look at the book 

together.” 
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SCORING CRITERA FOR DECONTEXTUALIZED VOCABULARY MEASURE 
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Table A.3 

Scoring Criterion for Decontextualized Vocabulary Measure 

Point Criterion Examples 

0 No Knowledge 

• No response 
 

• Response of ‘I don’t know’ or shrug of shoulders 
 

• Inappropriate definition 
 

• Definition of homophone  
 

 
 
 
 
 

• When you're playing outside (danger) 
 

• You brush the hair on your head (hare) 

1 Incomplete Knowledge 

• Vague, imprecise, or partial definition 
 

• Example of word in context (but does not define 
meaning) 

 

• A description with 1 example or attribute of the word or 
item/person/object within word category 

 

 

• Like a tree (branch) 
 

• If you put something in your mouth, you will get sick. (danger) 
 

• A fly (insect) 

• Cake (dessert) 

2 Complete Knowledge 

• Complete & precise definition 
 

• Unambiguous synonym alone or used in context which 
defines meaning 

 

• A description with more than 1 example or attribute of 
the word or item/person/object within word category 

 

 

• That’s like a party. (celebration) 
 

• Clifford the big red dog. (canine) 
 
 

• Cookies, cake, pie (dessert) 

• Fly, insect, ladybug (insect) 

Adapted from Justice, Meier, & Walpole (2005). 
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Target Word:  Veterinarian 

 

Decontextualized Vocabulary Measure1.   (no picture provided) 
     Prompt(s):  What is a veterinarian?/Tell me everything you know about a veterinarian. 

     Additional prompt after response:  Can you tell me anything else about a veterinarian? 

2.  Expressive Vocabulary Measure

     Picture: 

 

 

 

 

 

     Prompt(s):  What is this?/ He is a… 

     Prompt if synonym is provided (e.g., "doctor"):  What else can you call him?/What's  

     another word for him? 

3.  Receptive Vocabulary Measure

     Pictures: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      Prompt:  Show me the veterinarian. 

4.  Generalized Vocabulary Measure 

     Picture:   

 

 

 

      

     Prompt:  What is this?/She is a… 

     Prompt if synonym is provided (e.g., "doctor"):  What else can you call her?/What's  

     another word for her? 
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ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS TO CODERS 
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Additional Instructions for Transcribing Reading Sessions: 

 
1) Mother and child utterances should be transcribed verbatim 
 
2) Color codes for transcription should be followed as such: 

• P:  (utterance by parent) 
• C:  (utterance by child) 
• Red text:  Text from storybook 
• Black bold text:  Book scripts (intervention)   
• Black text:  Text not in storybook  (Also, all codes are in black.) 
• Purple text:  At end of story, this indicates a conversation not related to the story 

or to parent satisfaction/perception comments. 
• Green text:  At end of story, this indicates parent comments or questions related to 

satisfaction/perceptions or other message to project leader. 
• (   ):  Parentheses indicate extraneous talk (e.g., with other people in room) 

 
3) Notice: 

• Words highlighted in blue:  Target words from storybook text that are highlighted 
during baseline or scripted during intervention 

• Word highlighted in yellow:  Target word from storybook text that is not 
highlighted during baseline or scripted during intervention (to examine incidental 
learning) 
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CONSUMER SATISFACTION INTERVIEW GUIDE 
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Parent Follow-up Questionnaire 

 
• How has this project benefited you?  How did the scripts benefit you?  Have you noted any 

changes in yourself? 
 
• How has this project benefited your child?  How did the scripts benefit him/her?  Have you 

noted any changes in your child?  (e.g., what he/ she did during story, learned new words) 
 
• Were there any disadvantages to participating in this project?  Anything that you didn’t like 

or that didn’t go well (e.g., about the books or scripts or anything at all)? 
 
• Have you changed any of your view on reading with your child?  You thought reading was 

important before you began this project…how do you feel now?  Please explain.   
 
• What did you think about the books that were used in the project?  Favorite?  Least favorite?  

Will you read them again? 
 

In the future: 

 

• How often will you read with your child? 
 
• If you read more than once a week, will you read a different story each time? 
 
• What types of things will you do when you read?  (examples: read the text, talk about the 

pictures, ask your child questions, etc.)  Describe for me.  Why will you do these things? 
 
• What do you think your child will do?  For example, will he/she be more of a listener?  Or 

will he/she ask questions or talk about the pictures?  What do you think?  Describe for me. 
 
• Do you think you will now look for words in stories that your child does not know?  If so, 

what will you do when you come across a word?  (example:  nothing, explain it, repeat it, 
etc.) 

 
• You thought your child could learn new words from stories before the scripts…what do you 

think now?  Please explain. 
 
• How is your awareness overall of word your child does not know?  Will you try to teach 

him/her words in other ways too?  If so, how? 
 
• How do you feel about your child's vocabulary right now?  What do you think about the 

words you taught him?  (e.g., too hard/ not useful, useful, etc.) 
 
• Would you participate in a project like this again?  Would you recommend it to other 

parents?  Why? 
 
• Is there anything else you'd like to tell me about this project or anything else at all? 
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Social Validity Survey 

 

 Transcript Code  _________ 

 

Please answer the following questions based on the audiotape segment (~3 minutes each) by 
circling the number that most closely reflects the behavior of the child or the parent. 
 
 
1.  Does the parent make comments related to the story or words in the story? 
 

1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently 

    

 
 
2.  Does the parent question the child during storybook reading? 
 

1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently 

    

 
 
3.  Does the parent explain specific words in the story? 
 

1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently 

    

 
 
4.  Does the child participate in the storybook reading? 
 

1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently 

    

 
 
5.  Does the child take turns with the mother during the storybook reading? 
 

1 2 3 4 

Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently 
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HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE APPROVAL AND CONSENT FORM 

 116



 

 117

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 LL Schendel Speech and Hearing Clinic 
107 Regional Rehabilitation Center 

The Florida State University  

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-1200 (850) 644-2238 • FAX: (850) 644-8994 
Department of Communication Disorders  

 
INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

 
Title:  Effects of Parent’s Storybook Reading on Language and Vocabulary 

Project Coordinator:  Kimberly C. Crawford, M.S., CCC-SLP 
             Florida State University     
 
You are being asked to participate and allow your child to participate in a project described 
below in this form.  The project is governed by the rules of both the federal government and 
Florida State University.  These rules require that you give your signed agreement for 
participation in this project. The project is being conducted by Kimberly Crawford under the 
guidance of Howard Goldstein, Ph.D., who is a professor at Florida State University. For further 
information, please contact Kimberly Crawford at 645-1339 or Dr. Howard Goldstein at 644-
6264. 
 
Ms. Crawford will explain to you the purpose of this project, the procedures to be used, as well 
as potential risks and benefits associated with participation in this project.  You may ask 
questions to help you understand this project.  A basic explanation is written below.  Please read 
this and discuss any questions you may have with the project coordinator. 
 
If you decide you and your child will participate in this project, sign this form on the line below 
in the presence of the person who has explained the project to you.  You will be given a copy of 
this form to keep. 
 
Nature and Purpose of the Project:  The purpose of this project is to examine the effects of 
storybook reading on vocabulary and oral language of preschool children.  The intervention is 
designed for parents to expose their children to descriptive language and teach them new 
vocabulary.  Additionally, the project will assess your satisfaction with the project and your 
perception of language growth in your child. 
 
Explanation of Procedures:  The project coordinator will measure your child’s language 
abilities.  She will provide workshops for you, the parent, in order for you to learn effective 
storybook reading strategies to use when reading with your child.  You will then read to your 
child 3 times each week and tape record those interactions. We will provide a tape recorder and 
tapes.  Occasionally, in addition to audiotaping, the project coordinator will be present during the 
readings and will videotape the reading.  This is for the purposes of comparing interactions 
before and after training.  At the end of the project, you will be asked to participate in an 
interview regarding your satisfaction with the project and your perception of language growth in 
your child.  You will be encouraged to offer any input you would like to give.  You will receive 
$50 for your participation through the duration of this project. 
 
Discomfort and Risks:  These procedures do not involve activities that would cause discomfort 
to you or your child or put you or him/her at risk.  However, if you or your child should become 
upset with involvement in this project, you can decide to withdraw from the study at any time.  
Should you decide to withdraw, however, you will forfeit the $50 for participation. 
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