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ABSTRACT 

BRIDGET A. WALSH 

NOVEL WORD LEARNING OF PRESCHOOLERS ENROLLED IN HEAD START 
REGULAR AND BILINGUAL CLASSROOMS: IMP ACT OF ADULT 

VOCABULARY NONELICITING QUESTIONS DURING 
SHARED STORYBOOK READING 

AUGUST 2009 

This dissertation study employed quantitative methods to investigate the impact of 

adult questioning styles on children's novel vocabulary acquisition during shared 

storybook reading. In an effort to examine adult qualitative variations in shared storybook 

readings, two experiments were conducted to assess the effect of noneliciting questions 

during shared storybook reading on children's receptive and expressive novel vocabulary 

learning. The sociocultural perspective was the theoretical framework of this dissertation 

study and maintains that learning is due to socially meaningful activity of the child within 

the environment (e.g. , Bruner, 1983; Vygotsky, 1978). In the first experiment, 45 

children enrolled in monolingual Head Start classrooms were ranked by general 

vocabulary scores and randomly assigned to one of three conditions: vocabulary 

noneliciting questions, vocabulary eliciting questions, and no questions ( control). In the 

second experiment, the novel vocabulary learning of 54 children enrolled in a bilingual 

English-Spanish Head Start program was investigated. In the second experiment, 

participants were ranked by Spanish general vocabulary scores and randomly assigned to 

one of four conditions: 1) Spanish vocabulary noneliciting questioning, 2) English 
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vocabulary noneliciting questioning, 3) Spanish labels, and 4) English labels. Experiment 

1 utilized the methodological framework employed in previous experimental work on 

storybook reading: pretest, intervention, and posttest with the addition of a delayed 

posttest in Experiment 1. Vocabulary noneliciting questions, eliciting questions, and no 

questions appear to be equally effective. There was no decay of the words learned as 

determined by delayed post-test. Experiment 2's methodological framework resembles 

that utilized by Justice (2002) conducted with a monolingual sample. Experiment 2 also 

utilized other methodological considerations from the existing literature to examine the 

effects of noneliciting questions on the novel vocabulary learning of bilingual 

preschoolers. Experiment 2 revealed that English labels are more effective than English 

noneliciting questions for receptive knowledge. Spanish noneliciting questions lead to 

greater expressive word learning than Spanish labels. This study has a number of major 

impacts, including comparison of Experiment l's results to the extant literature which is 

instructive; and, while there is a preponderance of literature with monolingual 

populations, research with bilingual populations is limited, thus Experiment 2 helps to 

close that gap. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The preponderance of studies investigating quantity of storybooks read to children 

indicate that reading has benefits for children's vocabulary acquisition, with the 

beneficial effects growing greater as time spent in shared storybook reading increases (for 

review, see Walsh, 2008). Some researchers in the literacy field also maintain, however, 

that neither quantity of storybooks read nor repeated reading of the same books is the 

only important contributor to vocabulary growth (Ewers & Brownson, 1999; Haden, 

Reese, & Fivush, 1996). These researchers propose that qualitative variations in shared 

storybook reading can also have a robust impact on children's word learning (Ard & 

Beverly, 2004; Justice, 2002; Reese & Cox, 1999; Senechal, 1997; Walsh & Blewitt, 

2006). For example, qualitative variations include differences in questioning style during 

the storybook reading. There are two types of questioning that seem to appear and 

reappear in storybook reading: eliciting, in which the adult ' s questions prompt the child 

to say the new word and noneliciting, in which the adult ' s questions include the novel 

label and warrant the child to respond using some aspect of the referent (e.g. , color) . An 

example of an eliciting question is "What did Sammy eat?" with the correct response of 

trifle (Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). An example of a noneliciting question is "What do you do 

with a trifle?" and an accurate response would state that it is eaten (Walsh & Blewitt, 

2006). Research investigating noneliciting questions (Justice, 2002; Walsh & Blewitt, 
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2006) compared to eliciting questions (Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) and noneliciting labels 

(Justice, 2002) with monolingual children has not been conclusive. In the two present 

experiments, the effect of noneliciting questions during a shared storybook reading on 

children's receptive and expressive novel vocabulary learning was investigated. 

Statement of the Problem 

Most of the existing literature on shared storybook reading emphasizes the 

cognitively oriented dimensions of parental reading style ( e.g. , Haden et al. , 1996; 

Justice, 2002; Leseman & de Jong, 1998; Reese & Cox, 1999; van Kleeck & Beckley

McCall, 2002). Cognitive oriented dimensions, such as adult questions and commentary 

( e.g., Ard & Beverly, 2004; Senechal, 1997) have been examined, while other 

investigations have looked only at questioning style (e.g. ,Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) to 

promote novel vocabulary learning throughout the joint book reading. Experimental 

interventions (e.g. , Ard & Beverly, 2004; Reese & Cox, 1999; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006; 

Whitehurst et al. , 1988) have investigated adult reading styles that promote the 

cognitively oriented dimension of vocabulary acquisition in young children. One robust 

finding of these experiments is that a child ' s active participation in the storybook reading 

is better than a straight run through the storybook in encouraging language and literacy 

skill acquisition ( e.g. , Senechal, 1997; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006; Whitehurst, et al. , 1988). 

There is divergence in the shared storybook literature as to a consistent and 

effective type of reading style on the outcome of novel vocabulary learning in young 

children. Senechal (1997) found that vocabulary eliciting questions- questions that call 

for the child to use the novel word from the story--helped both receptive and expressive 
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vocabulary development, whereas noneliciting commentary- repeating the new words in 

the extratextual information--helped receptive vocabulary. Employing noneliciting 

questions and labels, Justice's (2002) study showed questioning and labeling yielded 

similar gains in novel word learning for expressive vocabulary. On the other hand, Justice 

(2002) found that labeling resulted in greater gains for receptive vocabulary consistent 

with Senechal's (1997) finding. 

In addition, Ard and Beverly's (2004) study utilized vocabulary eliciting 

questions and noneliciting comments similar in this vein to Senechal' s (1997) study. Ard 

and Beverly (2004) found that children in the question only group had lower expressive 

learning compared to the question and comment group and the comment group. In an 

attempt to look more closely at only questioning style, Walsh and Blewitt (2006) 

investigated type of questioning style-vocabulary eliciting versus noneliciting-on 

novel vocabulary acquisition. In their study with 3-year-olds enrolled in child care 

programs and nursery schools serving middle- and upper-middle class families , Walsh 

and Blewitt did not find that eliciting questions supported children' s word learning more 

so than noneliciting questions, or vice versa. This is an area of vocabulary acquisition that 

warrants future research (Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). These researchers did find that 

children in the noneliciting condition performed better than the control but not better than 

the eliciting condition on expressive vocabulary. It is important to note, as did Walsh and 

Blewitt (2006) that their study included a small sample size (11 children in the 

vocabulary eliciting, 12 children in the vocabulary noneliciting, 12 children in the 

control), suggesting that the study may not have had insufficient power. It is important 
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that future work examining questioning styles conducts an a priori power analysis prior to 

the intervention to help ensure sufficient power. Across studies (Ard & Beverly, 2004; 

Justice, 2002; Senechal, 1997; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) the findings are equivocal as to 

which reading style is most helpful to novel vocabulary acquisition in young children and 

this varies based upon children's characteristics, such as socioeconomic status (SES). 

As we have seen, variation in the styles of extratextual questions and/or 

commentary affect type of vocabulary learning, receptive and/or expressive. Children are 

also sources of variation as to how much they learn from shared storybook reading. In 

particular, SES has been identified as a factor related to young children's vocabulary size 

(Hart & Risley, 1995). Children from lower SES groups typically score lower on 

measures of vocabulary than children from higher SES groups ( e.g. , Hart & Risley, 

1995). This is referred to as the Matthew Effect (Stanovich, 1986). Families with a lower 

SES have been found to read to their preschool children less frequently than higher SES 

families ( e.g. , Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 1994 ). The amount of storybook reading or the 

quantity impacts children's vocabulary growth. Taverne and Sheridan (1995) stated that 

low SES makes children more vulnerable to academic difficulties than their high SES 

peers, perhaps partly due to low quantity ofreading. Neumann (1999) indicated that 

preschoolers coming from poverty, or low SES, do not have much access to literary 

training. All in all , the aforementioned evidence suggests that part of the difficulty with 

successful progression of low SES children in school may be due to the unavailability of 

books and joint reading experiences during early language learning. 
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Upon close inspection of the work of Ard and Beverly (2004), Justice (2002), 

Senechal (1997), and Walsh and Blewitt (2006) together, SES as a source of variation 

between studies emerges. Participants in Senechal' s (1997) landmark study were enrolled 

in child care programs serving middle class families , and parents of child participants 

who provided information about socioeconomic status verified this status. While Justice 

(2002) did not directly collect or reveal information on SES, she did obtain information 

on parents ' education in order to make inferences about their SES. Justice (2002) stated 

that the majority of mothers and fathers of the child participants indicated that they had 

high school diplomas. Ard and Beverly (2004) found that 50% of parents of participating 

children had post-high school training, ranging from 1 to 4 years. Walsh and Blewitt 

(2006) recruited children enrolled in child care centers and nursery schools serving 

middle and upper class families. While theses studies did not design their work to control 

conditions based on the variable of SES, they did account for other child characteristics. 

For example, prior to the intervention Senechal (1997) counterbalanced for 

factors like gender, but recall that she studied participants enrolled in a center serving 

middle-class families and received parental verification of this SES. Walsh and Blewitt 

(2006) ranked initial vocabulary knowledge and randomly assigned participants to one of 

three conditions starting with the highest initial vocabulary score. Ard and Beverly 

(2004) made sure the extremes of age and initial vocabulary skill were not in the same 

conditions. Based on eligibility and pretest activities, Justice (2002) created novel word 

sets for each child for the intervention. Clearly, these researchers have realized that 

children are sources of variation that bear upon the impact that the storybook reading has 
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on children's novel vocabulary acquisition, hence they have noted SES and frequently 

counterbalanced other factors. Nevertheless, researchers' investigations of children from 

families with differing SES backgrounds from one study to the next add to the 

complexity of the findings. 

It is important to attend to low SES as there are broader implications of SES as a 

risk factor for learning about reading which is intended to evolve into learning to read. In 

the United States, reading difficulties are prevalent in low SES groups (Hart & Risely, 

1992). Head Start is a federally funded preschool program that serves families with low 

SES. Zill et al. (2003) found that children entering Head Start in some cases performed 

one standard deviation below the national norm on literacy skills tests, such as 

vocabulary assessments. 

The aforementioned studies (e.g. , Ard & Beverly, 2004; Justice, 2002, Walsh & 

Blewitt, 2006) looked specifically at monolingual vocabulary acquisition. A major tenet 

of Head Start programs is to meet the needs of the particular community served. The 

number of students who speak languages other than English is dramatically increasing in 

United States schools (Brenneman, Morris, & Israelian, 2007). The number of students 

from bilingual homes is also continuing to rise (Barrera & Bauer, 2003 ). 

In the United States, the Hispanic population continues to be the largest ethnic 

minority group (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006b). Census data also show that 14.8% of the 

U.S. population is Hispanic and 19. 7% of Americans speak a language other than English 

in their home, up from 12.5% and 17.9%, respectively in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 
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2006a). Spanish speakers comprise the largest single language minority (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2001). 

While this ethnic group continues to grow and represent the cultural background 

of more and more students in public education systems, it is important to recognize the 

heterogeneity within this group, as well as differences that may exist with the dominant 

culture. Experiment 2 recognizes and concurs with Anguiano (2004) that people who 

speak Spanish should not be considered a homogenous group. The Hispanic population, 

who speak both English and Spanish, are the largest language minority (Fernandez, 

Pearson, Umbel, Oller, & Molinet-Molina, 1992). The investigation of bilingual Spanish 

speaking children in the United States presents challenges on account of a broad range of 

SES and Hispanic cultures and origins within this population (Hammer, Miccio, & 

Wagstaff, 2003). The population trend is rapidly moving in the direction of one out of 

seven U. S. residents identifying as Hispanic (de Haymes & Kilty, 2007). While not all 

Hispanic children are bilingual, the aforementioned facts on the rapid increase in size of 

populations clearly support the need for investigations on bilingual children' s language 

learning. 

Despite this need, there is only a small body of work on the language learning of 

Hispanic children (Hammer et al. , 2003) during shared storybook reading. In particular, 

there is a lack of research that looks at novel vocabulary learning during a shared 

storybook reading in Hispanic preschoolers from families with low socioeconomic status. 

The investigation of adult extratextual utterances during a shared storybook 

reading with monolingual and bilingual children enrolled in Head Start has not been 
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previously examined. Thus, the effects of questioning style during a shared storybook 

reading with preschoolers from low SES families as determined by enrollment in Head 

'tart regular classrooms and bilingual classrooms should be investigated. 

Purpose 

The storybook literature has directly tested vocabulary eliciting questions and 

noneliciting questions on the novel vocabulary acquisition of monolingual children 

er olled in schools serving middle- and upper-class families, however the Head Start 

population has not been examined with regard to these cognitive dimensions. Experiment 

1 in the current work is partially based upon the work of Walsh and Blewitt (2006) which 

inve tigated questioning styles in children from middle- and upper-class families. 

In particular, Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) questioning styles of vocabulary 

eliciting and vocabulary noneliciting were employed in Experiment 1 to investigate novel 

word learning in a low SES population with low SES determined by Head Start ' s federal 

guidelines. Walsh and Blewitt's questioning types of vocabulary eliciting and vocabulary 

noneliciting were applied in the present study. The storybooks and novel word measures, 

hence the novel words, have been designed for Experiment 1. The current study 

addresses limitations of the previous literature by implementing a pre-test, post-test, 

delayed post-test design. 

Virtually no research exists on questioning styles during storybook reading 

between an adult-child dyad with the outcome variable as novel vocabulary acquisition in 

bilingual preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. In Experiment 2, the effect of noneliciting 

questions and labels that include the novel vocabulary words used during storybook 
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reading on the novel vocabulary acquisition of bilingual preschoolers was explored. 

Justice (2002) studied monolingual English speaking preschoolers to specifically 

examine questions and labels that included the novel vocabulary words. In Experiment 2 

the element of questioning and labeling was similar to Justice's strict management of 

word exposure. Experiment 2 investigated extratextual remarks in the form of 

noneliciting questions and comments in Spanish and English intervention book reading 

groups with bilingual preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. 

Research Questions 

The first set of four questions corresponds to Experiment 1. The second set of five 

questions corresponds to Experiment 2. All of the following specific research questions 

guided the quantitative research project. 

Experiment 1 

Research Questions QI. What are the general initial receptive vocabulary levels 

of children enrolled in Head Start? 

It was hypothesized that children would start the study with small general 

vocabularies as determined by PPVT-III scores. A main effect for general initial 

vocabulary was expected. If children with lower initial scores begin with smaller 

vocabularies than children with higher initial vocabulary scores, it is predicted that 

greater vocabulary gains would occur for the higher vocabulary group. 

Research Questions Q2. What questioning style, if any, resulted in more receptive 

vocabulary gains? 
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It was hypothesized that vocabulary noneliciting questions would produce better 

effects on receptive vocabulary as measured by the Seasonal Word Comprehension 

Game (SWCG) than would vocabulary eliciting questions. 

Research Questions Q3. To what extent did expressive (production) scores differ 

between conditions at immediate post-test? 

It was hypothesized that expressive scores as measured by the Seasonal Word 

Production Game (SWPG) would be higher in both intervention conditions than the 

control. It is further hypothesized that children in the vocabulary noneliciting condition 

w uld have higher scores more so than children in the vocabulary eliciting condition. 

Research Questions Q4. To what extent did the results of the novel vocabulary 

scores as measured by the SWPG and SWCG on the immediate posttest differ from the 

results of the delayed posttest? 

It was predicted that a substantial improvement in novel vocabulary scores (i.e., 

SWPG and SWCG) after the intervention would not occur. It was further hypothesized 

that if benefits do accrue from immediate to delayed posttest that scores on the SWCG 

would be higher than scores on the SWPG. 

Experiment 2 

Research Questions Ql. What was the relationship between adult language use at 

home and bilingual children's general initial receptive vocabulary level and did they 

differ by English counterpart versus Spanish counterpart of a vocabulary measure? 
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It was hypothesized that children would score higher on the language test that is 

congruent with the language used at home. 

Research Questions Q2. To what extent did noneliciting questions versus 

noneliciting labels differentially impact novel vocabulary expressive and receptive word 

learning? 

This question is exploratory in nature. In Justice's (2002) study with monolingual 

children, adults' labeling of novel words helped children's receptive word learning more 

so than questioning. As a result, in the present study with bilingual children noneliciting 

labels may facilitate receptive word learning more so than questioning. Similar to 

Justice's finding, we hypothesized that this would not hold true for expressive word 

learning. Noneliciting questions may promote expressive word learning more so than 

noneliciting labels. 

Research Questions Q3. What helped children understand or produce more novel 

vocabulary words with regard to Spanish vocabulary noneliciting questions versus 

Spanish labels? 

This question is exploratory in nature, however, a hypothesis can still be 

generated. It is predicted that noneliciting questions would bolster receptive and 

expressive novel vocabulary learning. 

Research Questions Q4. What helped children understand or produce more novel 

vocabulary words with regard to English vocabulary noneliciting questioning versus 

English labels? 
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This question is also exploratory in nature, again, a hypothesis was still generated. 

It was expected that noneliciting questions would result in more gains in receptive and 

e 'pressive novel vocabulary learning more so than labels. 

Research Questions Q5. What was the difference between parental home 

language use with children enrolled in a bilingual Head Start program and novel word 

learning? 

This question is designed to yield descriptive statistical information in three areas 

regarding home language usage. These include: parental home language use with 

pre hoolers, home language use with other adults, and spouse or significant other home 

language use with preschoolers. It is predicted that the means would be similar across all 

three categories germane to the usage of home language. 

Definition of Terms 

Bilingual: 

There is no consensus as to a definition of bilingualism among researchers (Butler 

& Hakuta, 2004). Bilingualism includes issues of first language (LI) and second 

language (L2) learning (Cummins, 2000). The bilingual child compared to the 

monolingual child has to learn two words for one meaning (McLaughlin, 1984). The 

competence of L2 is a function of LI competence according to the developmental 

interdependence hypothesis (Cummins, 1979). Cummins (1979) stated that reading skills 

such as comprehension and prediction of information are impossible if the reader does 

not understand the concepts of the words. He points to the importance of providing 

access to semantic meanings that are often assumed by texts intended for young 
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audiences. Additionally, Cummins (1979) stated, "For many minority language children 

it appears likely that semantic prerequisites for literacy skills can be developed more 

easily through Ll than through L2" (p. 238). In the current study, bilingual refers to 

English-Spanish. 

Extratextual: 

Storybook reading is thought of as an interactive experience between adult and 

child (Barrera & Bauer, 2003 ). The language that surrounds the print is important to the 

storybook activity (Barrera & Bauer, 2003 ). Haden et al. (1996) looked at extratextual 

comments, or what adults say to children during the storybook reading beyond what is 

read from the book. In the present experiments, the questioning styles (Experiment 1) and 

questioning style and labeling (Experiment 2) that surround the vocabulary words are 

referred to as extratextual. 

Head Start: 

In 1965, Head Start began as a nation wide, early intervention, 8-week pilot 

program (Meisels & Shonkoff, 2000). Head Start is a federally funded preschool program 

that serves families with low SES. Head Start may be run by a public school district or 

agency. Children ages birth through 5 years are eligible to attend. Emphasis on the 

physical, intellectual, and emotional development is a cornerstone of Head Start (Zigler 

& Styfco, 2004). Educational as well as nutritional, dental, medical, parental and social 

services are provided (Spodek & Saracho, 2003). In addition, parental involvement is an 

important aspect of the Head Start philosophy (Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Duch, 2005). Head 

13 



Start has reminded the field of early childhood that easy solutions to complicated social 

problems should not be readily promised (Meisels & Shonkoff, 2000). 

Hispanic or Latino: 

The terms Hispanic or Latino often used to describe individuals living in the 

United States who have roots in the Spanish-speaking regions of the world. The Latino 

population constitutes a tremendous part of the United States (Durand, Telles, & 

Flashman, 2006). If Texas and California were combined, half of the national Latino 

population would call this area home (Chapa & De La Rosa, 2004). Hispanic and Latino 

are used interchangeably in Experiment 2 consistent with Chapa and De La Rosa' s 

(2004) usage of these terms. 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (PPVT-111) Form A: 

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (PPVT-III) Form A (Dunn & 

Dunn, 1997) is a general measure of vocabulary comprehension. It is intended for 

monolingual English-speaking populations (Hammer, Lawrence, & Miccio, 2007). The 

test is individually administered. The test is used to assess children's and adults' single 

lexical word knowledge (Pankratz, Morrison, & Plante, 2004). In work with children, 

clinicians or researchers show the child a test plate of four black and white pictures. The 

experimenter verbally states a word and the child responds (usually by pointing) to the 

word that matches the one spoken by the experimenter. The words represent different 

types of classes, nouns, verbs, and adjectives, for example. Items are presented in 

increasing levels of difficulty. The PPVT-III Form A correlates highly with measure of 
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verbal IQ (Hodapp & Gerken, 1999). The assessment typically takes about 10 to 15 

minutes to administer per student (Biemiller, 2004 ). 

Preschool: 

Preschool provides education for young children. Schickedanz (2004) likened 

preschool education to "a stage for a two-act play" with learning to read as the first part 

and continuing that progress beyond the primary period as the second part (p. 95). It is 

part of the time period before children enter first grade. Preschoolers represent the main 

unit of analysis in Experiment 1 and 2. 

Productive Vocabulary: 

Vocabulary that is used during writing and speaking (Kamil & Hiebert, 2005) 

Speakers are actively involved in the demonstration of productive vocabulary knowledge 

(Crow, 1986). 

Receptive Vocabulary: 

Receptive vocabulary is concerned with understanding words while reading or 

listening (Crow, 1986; Kamil & Hiebert, 2005). Participants are actively involved in the 

processes of receptive language (Crow, 1986). The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

Third Edition (PPVT-III) Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) is an assessment ofreceptive 

vocabulary. 

Shared Storybook Reading: 

Shared storybook reading, developed by Holdaway (1982) simulates within a 

classroom the personal story experience that early readers engage in at home. Some 

researchers (e.g., Bus, van IJzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995; Davie & Kemp, 2002) use the 
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term joint book reading and shared storybook reading as synonymous. Shared storybook 

reading in the classroom is typically conducted in group settings, it may also occur 

between the child and another individual dyad. The other individual may be another adult 

reader (Clyde & Condon, 2005) or a more experienced narrator than the child (Liboiron 

& Soto, 2006). A shared storybook experience encourages children to learn literacy skills 

in a way that resembles how they master other developmental tasks (Holdaway, 1982). 

Simultaneous and Sequential Bilinguals: 

Simultaneous (SI) bilinguals learn two languages from birth, and sequential (SE) 

bilinguals are those who begin to learn a second language after their first language has 

been somewhat established (Tabors, 1997). For example, learning Spanish and English 

from birth is SI, whereas learning Spanish from birth and English i6 Head Start is SE (see 

Hammer et al. , 2003 ). 

Test de Vocabulario lmagenes Peabody (TVIP): 

The Test de Vocabulario en Imagenes Peabody (TVIP; Dunn, Padilla, Lugo, & 

Dunn, 1986) was also administered during pretest. The TVIP is similar in administration 

to its English counterparts (Fernandez et al. , 1992). Additionally, the TVIP has 125 target 

words that derived from the original Peabody. The TVIP was standardized in Mexico and 

Puerto Rico (Fernandez et al. , 1992) on a large number of children (Umbel, Pearson, 

Fernandez, & Oller, 1992). The TVIP does not provide normative data for bilingual 

children (Hammer et al. , 2007). 
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Vocabulary Eliciting Questions: 

Vocabulary eliciting questions do not include the novel word rather require that 

the children respond with the novel target vocabulary words from the storybook. For 

example, a preschooler would be asked: "What does Sally call this ( experimenter would 

point to a toboggan)?" A response of toboggan would be correct. The dependent variable 

of novel word learning as measured by two novel vocabulary tests, one that measures 

receptive vocabulary and one that measures productive vocabulary was used to measure 

the impact of vocabulary eliciting questions. 

Vocabulary Noneliciting Questions: 

Vocabulary noneliciting questions include the novel target vocabulary words but 

children's responses did not need to contain those words. For instance, a preschooler 

would be asked: "What color is the toboggan?" A response of red would be correct. The 

dependent variable of novel word learning as measured by two novel vocabulary tests, 

one that measures receptive vocabulary and one that measures productive vocabulary was 

used to measure the impact of vocabulary noneliciting questions. 

Delimitations 

This project examined the effects of vocabulary eliciting questions and 

noneliciting questions on novel word learning. Experiment 1 was delimited to 

preschoolers enrolled in regular Head Start classrooms. Experiment 2 was delimited to 

preschoolers enrolled in bilingual Head Start classrooms. The Head Start facility is 

located in North Texas. 
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Summary 

Storybook reading is an interactive experience between adult and child ( e.g. , 

Barrera & Bauer, 2003) and is thought to have language and literacy benefits, such as 

gains in vocabulary, in young children (e.g. , Ard & Beverly, 2004). Adults employ 

different reading styles when reading to young children, in tum, children's vocabulary 

learning is differentially affected. There is a robust trend in the extant literature that the 

child ' s active participation in the storybook reading is better than just reading the text 

( e.g. , Walsh & Blewitt, 2006; Whitehurst, et al. , 1988). There is some variation in the 

qualitative styles of shared storybook reading that could contribute to the variability in 

findings across studies. Additionally, factors such as SES have been proposed to 

moderate children' s word learning (e.g. , Reese & Cox, 1999), which may also account 

for differential effects on receptive and expressive vocabulary learning. 

Previously, vocabulary eliciting questions and vocabulary noneliciting 

commentary has been investigated with children from middle class families (Senechal, 

1997) and children from families where about half of the sample had parents with a 

bachelor ' s degree (Ard & Beverly, 2004). Senechal (1997) found that the vocabulary 

eliciting questions helped both expressive and vocabulary development. Meanwhile, Ard 

and Beverly (2004) found that questions and comments compared to the questions only 

and comments only conditions were most effective for expressive vocabulary. To look 

more closely at questioning style, Walsh and Blewitt (2006) compared vocabulary 

eliciting a11d noneliciting questions and did not find one to be more effective than the 
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other in preschoolers enrolled in child care centers and daycares serving middle to upper 

class families. Walsh and Blewitt concluded the questioning style is an area that warrants 

further study. 

The purpose of Experiment 1 is to investigate Walsh and Blewitt' s (2006) 

questioning styles of vocabulary eliciting compared to vocabulary noneliciting in 

preschoolers enrolled in regular Head Start classrooms. Experiment 1 examined novel 

word learning in preschoolers enrolled in regular Head Start classrooms. Experiment 2 

investigated preschoolers enrolled in bilingual Head Start classrooms. In addition to 

studying different populations in Experiment 1 and 2, the methodology in each 

experiment was also different. Experiment 1 built upon the methodology from the extant 

literature on the effects of questioning style on novel vocabulary, particularly from the 

work of Walsh and Blewitt. Experiment 2s methodological framework resembles that 

utilized by Justice (2002) conducted with a monolingual sample. Experiment 2 utilized 

other methodological considerations from the existing literature to examine the effects of 

noneliciting questions on the novel vocabulary learning of bilingual preschoolers. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This chapter presents literature germane to the research purposes of this 

dissertation. The shared storybook reading on monolingual children is reviewed, 

including a review of extratextual approaches to shared storybook reading, with attention 

on vocabulary eliciting and vocabulary noneliciting questioning styles. In addition, novel 

vocabulary words, storybooks, and the methodological framework of previous work is 

discussed. Then, the literature review focuses on work that has been conducted on 

bilingual children ' s literacy development. This review commences with the theoretical 

perspective guiding this dissertation study. 

Theoretical Perspective 

The sociocultural perspective maintains that learning is the product of socially 

meaningful activity of the child within the environment ( e.g. , Bruner, 1983 ; Vygotsky, 

1978). Vygotsky (1978) emphasized the importance of social interactions in the learning 

of complex skills. Stated differently, "A sociocultural perspective of child development 

emphasizes that infants, toddlers, and young children learn many skills through adult

child interactions" (Dodici, Draper, & Peterson, 2003 , p. 124). 

The sociocultural context of a shared storybook reading seems to affect children 's 

language and thinking skills by way of adult-child interactions. Beyond a straight run 

through of a storybook, adults sharing a storybook with children may create opportunities 

20 



to enhance aspects of language and cognitive development, such as novel vocabulary 

acquisition. A key component of shared storybook reading is discourse between adult and 

child, in which questions are asked and answered during the interaction (Doyle & 

Bramwell, 2006). Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976) employed the term scaffolding to 

describe how adults support children's learning. "This scaffolding consists essentially of 

the adult 'controlling' those elements of the task that are initially beyond the learner's 

capacity, thus permitting him to concentrate upon and complete only those elements that 

are within his range of competence" (Wood et al., 1976, p. 90). In light of Wood et al.'s 

( 1976) term of scaffolding, adult questioning could be viewed as a form of scaffolding, 

albeit falling short of true scaffolding involving child feedback and constant adjustment 

from the adult. It is also reasonable to suggest, as did Neuman (1996) that the storybook 

text (e.g., highly predictable) may act as a scaffold for adult-child interactions, thus 

storybook reading is a jointly constructed social activity between adult, child, and text 

(Neuman, 1996). Whatever form scaffolding takes, it occurs in the zone of proximal 

development, a tenet of Vygotsky' s sociocultural theory. 

A term coined by Vygotsky (1978), the zone of proximal development is a 

necessary feature of learning. "The zone of proximal development defines those functions 

that have not yet matured but are in the process of maturation, functions that will mature 

tomorrow but are currently in an embryonic state" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). In addition, 

the zone of proximal development is thought of as learning that triggers internal 

developmental processes that are only possible when the child is interacting with people 

in her environment (Vygotsky, 1978). When adults use questions that encourage 
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interaction beyond the text and gradually build in difficulty, within the child's zorie of 

proximal development, learning and future learning, could reach fruition. 

Researchers in the literacy field have conducted their work through the 

employment of notions from the sociocultural framework. For instance, Pellegrini, 

Perlmutter, Galda, and Brody (1990) examined variation in joint book reading between 

mothers and their preschoolers enrolled in Head Start as a function of elements ( e.g., 

genre) of the storybook. Pellegrini et al. found that expository texts elicited more 

maternal comments as opposed to narrative texts. Likewise, children participated more 

when expository texts were read. These researchers' acknowledged adhering to a zone of 

proximal development perspective via investigating the relations between the mothers' 

behaviors and various dimensions of children's participation ( e.g., responses germane to 

the storybook). 

Additionally, Plessow-Wolfson and Epstein (2005) investigated shared storybook 

reading between childten who were diagnosed as deaf and mothers with hearing intact. In 

support of the zone of proximal development, these researchers found that the mothers 

provided facilitative measures such as asking questions and the elicitation of concepts 

from their child during storybook reading. 

As established, adult questioning as a feature of shared storybook reading 

supports Vygotsky' s (1978) tenet that the child learns higher processes as a result of adult 

guidance. Within this perspective, for the child to acquire novel vocabulary from a 

storybook, it seems essential that adult and child discourse involves the target words. The 

demand level of this discourse. during shared storybook reading can vary in cognitive 
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demand level ( e.g., Blewitt, Rump, Shealy, & Cook, 2009; Justice, 2002; Reese & Cox, 

1999; van Kleeck, Gillam, Hamilton, & McGrath, 1997). When the cognitive demand 

placed on the child is low, children may not have to use language in a sophisticated 

manner (Tabors, 1997). Nonetheless, low demand questions may help children link the 

novel label and referent (Blewitt et al., 2009). 

Blewitt et al. (2009), in Experiment 1 and 2 investigated the extent of scaffolding 

like questions on novel vocabulary acquisition in the context of shared storybook reading. 

Their scaffolding hypothesis suggests that novel words become familiar by linking it to 

the referent, and that this association needs to occur before the child may benefit from 

high demand extratextual remarks. 

In Blewitt et al. ' s (2009) second experiment, 50 children participated in one of 

three conditions: low demand questioning, high demand questioning, and scaffolding like 

questioning. In the researchers scaffolding like condition the demand level increased with 

occurrences of the novel, target words, hence the name scaffolding like. In brief, the pre

test assessed general vocabulary and novel word comprehension and the intervention had 

four storybook sessions. The post-test, about 1 week after the last reading session, 

included a definition game with a puppet, a novel word comprehension measure, and 

general vocabulary measure. In the definition game, children were asked, "What is a 

(novel word here)?" and were prompted twice, if needed. Responses were analyzed to 

determine the type and quantity of information units provided. Blewitt et al. found that 

children in the scaffolding like condition responded with more information than children 
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whom received either the low or high demand questions. Prior to the scaffolding like 

condition, other researchers examined strictly low versus high demand questioning. 

For example, Reese and Cox (1999) investigated the effects of adult reading 

approaches on 4-year-olds' from middle class families' vocabulary learning. The 

researchers varied and crossed demand level (high vs. low) and commentary placement 

(throughout the storybook vs. before and after the storybook sharing experience) in their 

intervention. Reese and Cox found that the describer style which consisted of low

demand commentary during the story raised general vocabulary scores more than the 

performance-oriented style that featured high demand commentary prior to after the 

storybook reading. Children's initial vocabulary skills influenced benefits gained during 

the reading with children, with lower initial vocabulary skill learning more from the 

describer style than performance oriented style. Reese and Cox examined general 

vocabulary learning, whereas other researchers ( e.g., Justice, 2002; van Kleeck et al. , 

1997) have focused on novel vocabulary acquisition during shared storybook reading. 

Also interested in demand level, Justice (2002) investigated preschoolers' novel 

word learning during a I-week shared storybook intervention with two total storybook 

readings. A novel word was contained in both conditions--perceptual question condition 

(i.e. , low demand) and conceptual question condition (i.e. , high demand). An expressive 

pretest determined IO novel words for each child. Children in the perceptual question 

condition were asked questions about the target words such as "What color is the tulip?" 

Alternatively, children in the conceptual question condition were posed questions like 

"Why do you think the tulip is shaped so funny?" Justice found demand level did not 
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matter to novel word learning, meaning that children acquired the novel vocabulary 

words equivalently in both conditions. 

In accord with Justice (2002), Blewitt et al. 's (2009), experiment 1, assigned 

middle class 3-year-olds to low demand or high demand questions. Also consistent with 

Justice ' s study, Blewitt et al. included novel vocabulary words in all of the questions. 

Blewitt et al., however, varied the placement of the extratextual questions with half of the 

participants asked questions during a storybook reading and half of the participants were 

posed questions at the end of a storybook reading. In terms of target word comprehension 

and production, neither demand level of the questions nor placement of the commentary 

had any effects on immediate or delayed vocabulary tests. 

van Kleeck et al. (1997) investigated the abstraction level of parents' comments 

and questions during natural interactions in storybook reading to their 3 to 4 year olds. 

Level I comments and questions (e.g., "Find the ball.") were the most concrete and 

perceptually based. Level II commands and questions were designed to expose the child 

to some abstraction and Level III required the child to make some inferences. For Level 

IV, utterances ( e.g., "Well, owl doesn't have any fingers , so he ' s got to use his toes to 

sit.") centered on reasoning that dealt with high abstraction. van Kleeck et al. (1997) 

found that more parental input significantly occurred at Level I than Level IV. Parental 

input did occur at all levels and the researchers concluded that input at the lower levels 

may encourage success, while input at higher levels might promote learning as children 

explore abstract language. Moreover, more parental input occurred when the storybook 
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was unfamiliar compared to familiar to the child. Finally, one year later, children's ability 

to use abstract language was related to parental input from Levels, I, II, and IV. 

The demand level of adult extratextual utterances, however, has not been strictly 

managed in all work (e.g., Senechal, 1997; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). From the reviewed 

work, it seems that the current literature is inconclusive about the role of demand level of 

questions during shared storybook reading. As a group, the aforementioned studies 

delineate that extratexual adult utterances that are and are not cognitively demanding are 

important to children's language skills. van Kleeck et al.' s (1997) work delineates that 

further investigation of demand level of the questions warrants attention. At the very 

least, it seems that extratextual adult utterances should be at the same level. For example, 

employment in one study of only comments and/or questions, which are concrete and 

perceptually based, similar to van Kleeck et al.' s (1997) Level I seems important. Albeit 

Blewitt et al. (2009) crossed demand level with placement, their findings corroborated 

Justice's (2002) finding that demand level did not influence novel vocabulary learning. 

Blewitt et al. ' sand Justice's findings in light of van Kleeck et al. 's study suggest that a 

dichotomy of perceptual (i.e., low demand) and conceptual (i.e. , high demand) may not 

be as supportive as four levels of abstraction (van Kleeck et al. , 1997) to functioning 

within and capitalizing on Vygotsky' s (1978) zone of proximal development. 

In consideration of some findings from the aforementioned studies ( e.g., Blewitt 

et al. , 2009; van Kleeck et al. , 1997) and in keeping with sociocultural tenets, questions 

were asked at a low demand level within each storybook that is read. This occurred in the 
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vocabulary eliciting and vocabulary noneliciting conditions for children in Head Start 

classrooms. 

Vocabulary Leaming and Shared Storybook Reading 

Effective vocabulary intervention, such as repeated exposure to vocabulary in text 

or conversation, has to start early, in preschool (Nagy, 2005). Early vocabulary 

knowledge is a strong predictor of later academic success (Ard & Beverly, 2004; Ewers 

& Brownson, 1999; Weizman & Snow, 2001) as well as reading comprehension ability 

(Stanovich, 1986). Early vocabulary knowledge is also strongly related to children's 

novel word learning ability (Hart & Risley, 1995). Young learners have highly disparate 

vocabularies (Hart & Risley, 1995). Children with high initial vocabulary ability typically 

receive more benefits in vocabulary learning as determined in improvements in word 

knowledge after the storybook intervention (Penno, Wilkinson, & Moore, 2002; Reese & 

Cox, 1999). Coyne, Simmons, Kame'enui, and Stoolmiller (2004) stated the following: 

Children enter kindergarten with significant differences in critical early literacy 

skills, and these differences place many children at serious risk for failing to learn 

how to read and understand text. As a result, early intervention matters, and it 

matters more for children who enter with less. (p. 146) 

Storybook reading between the adult-child dyad is a powerful act to promote 

children's early vocabulary knowledge (Ninio, 1983) and acquisition of novel vocabulary 

(Stahl & Stahl, 2004). Shared storybook reading as developed by Holdaway (1982) 

simulates within a classroom setting the personal story experience that early readers 

engage in at home with adults. While shared storybook reading in the classroom is 
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typically conducted in group settings, it may also occur between the child and another 

individual dyad. The other individual may be a teacher, parent, adult (Clyde & Condon, 

2005) or a more experienced narrator (Liboiron & Soto, 2006). 

There have been differential effects on the skills children learn from a shared 

storybook reading. Evans and Saint-Aubin's (2005) study on 4 and 5 year old native 

French speakers' fixation on print during shared storybook reading found that children 

attended very minimally to the printed words on the page. Evans and Saint-Aubin found 

that children spent more time looking at the illustrations than the print. It is important to 

emphasize, as did Evans and Saint-Aubin that their experimental sessions were almost 

always a straight run through of the storybook by the adult with minimal extratextual 

references to the print. Evan and Saint-Aubin's concluded that benefits of shared 

storybook reading seem to be in the form oflanguage growth, particularly vocabulary 

development. In light of the present study, Evans and Saint-Aubin's work suggests that 

illustrations matter fat child vocabulary benefits. As a result, it seems important for 

storybook interventions to utilize colorful illustrations appropriate for the participants. 

There is variation in the way adults share storybooks with young children 

(Schickedanz, 1986). Clearly Evan and Saint-Aubin's (2005) study did not capture the 

rich adult qualitative variations that are typical of a shared storybook reading. A number 

of studies have indeed examined the relationship between adults' extratextual comments 

and questions-or reading style-and children's language and reading skill acquisition. 
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Extratextual Approaches to Shared Storybook Reading 

Most of the existing research on shared storybook reading centers primarily on 

cognitively oriented dimensions of parental reading style with monolingual children ( e.g. , 

Haden et al. , 1996; Justice, 2002; Leseman & de Jong, 1998; Reese & Cox, 1999; van 

Kleeck & Beckley-McCall , 2002). The focus of the following section of the current 

review is on approaches to shared storybook reading and the impact of adult reading style 

on children 's vocabulary growth. A number of experimental interventions of this ilk have 

been conducted (e.g. , Ard & Beverly, 2004; Reese & Cox, 1999; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006; 

Whitehurst et al. , 1988). 

For instance, Whitehurst and his colleagues have experimentally varied shared 

storybook reading approaches for children from middle-SES and low-SES families (e.g. , 

Whitehurst et al. , 1988; Whitehurst et al. , 1999; Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 1994; 

Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. , 1994; Zevenbergen, Whitehurst, & Zevenbergen, 2003). The 

Whitehurst studies have examined the effectiveness of a dialogic reading approach ( e.g. , 

Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. , 1994), which is intended to 

increase preschoolers ' responses to , and involvement with a storybook. Dialogue and 

dialogic are terms used interchangeably by some literacy researchers ( e.g. , Rogers, 

Marshall , & Tyson, 2006). To reiterate, dialogic reading has been extensively studied and 

advocated by Whitehurst and colleagues ( e.g. , Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. , 1994). Dialogic 

reading supports the child as storyteller and the adult ' s facilitation and expansion of the 

child ' s verbalizations. 
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Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. (1994) found that when preschoolers from a low-SES 

family experienced dialogic reading at school and home, their performance was better 

than children in a regular Head Start classroom (i.e. , without the emergent literacy 

intervention of dialogic reading) in the language domain of print concepts. While this 

finding does not directly address vocabulary, it is germane because it suggests that using 

an active storybook reading style, such as dialogic reading with of children who are 

enrolled in Head Start is beneficial to aspects of literacy development. 

Whitehurst et al. (1999) replicated the study conducted by Whitehurst, Epstein, et 

al. (1994 ). Whitehurst and his colleagues (1999) study included the original sample as 

well as a new sample of children in their investigation of an emergent literacy 

intervention. The positive gains in print concepts at the end of the Head Start intervention 

were replicated with a new sample. This corroborates the idea that slight modification to 

the Head Start curriculum results in literacy gains. In light of the present study, the 

aforementioned findings suggest that storybook reading interventions that actively 

involve the child ( enrolled in Head Start) in the storybook reading promote child 

language gains. 

A study that did look at the effects of dialogic reading on the vocabulary of low

SES children was completed by Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. (1994). The researchers 

employed a 6-week intervention during which time preschoolers participated in either 

dialogic reading at home only, dialogic reading both at home and at school, or no dialogic 

reading at all (i.e. , the control condition). At school, the preschoolers were read 

storybooks in small groups. At posttest, children in the reading conditions had more 
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vocabulary gains than children in the control group. This finding indicates that 

preschoolers with a low-SES may have improved vocabulary skills with dialogic reading 

participation. To reiterate, children in the experimental group had participated in more 

storybook reading interactions, compared to the non dialogic reading or control 

condition. Consequently, _it is difficult to conclude whether the dialogic style actually 

helped vocabulary knowledge or quantity of interactions intensified word learning. 

Collectively the findings of Whitehurst and colleagues (Whitehurst et al. , 1988; 

Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. , 1994) suggest that dialogic 

reading improves some vocabulary skills for low-SES preschoolers. These studies have 

not always sorted out the impact of quality ofreading from the amount of books, or 

quantity ofreading. Moreover, Reese and Cox (1999) mentioned that the dialogic style 

used by Whitehurst and colleagues (Whitehurst et al. , 1988; Whitehurst et al. , 1999; 

Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. , 1994; Zevenbergen et al. , 

2003) certainly increases children 's active involvement in the storybook reading 

experience, but in tum, a low cognitive demand is placed on children requiring them to 

use less sophisticated language skills. 

Alternatively, Reese and Cox (1999) investigated the effects of more specific 

dimensions of adult reading approaches on 4-year-olds ' vocabulary development. They 

varied demand level (high vs. low) and commentary placement (throughout the storybook 

vs. before and after the storybook sharing experience) in their intervention. The specific 

approaches studied were: a describer approach (a low demand approach), a performance-
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oriented approach ( a high demand approach), and a comprehender approach ( also a high 

demand approach). 

Reese and Cox's (1999) describer approach, similar to the low demand dialogic 

reading approach used by Whitehurst and his colleagues ( e.g., Whitehurst, Arnold, et al., 

1994 ), centered on labeling pictures throughout th~ story. The describer approach is also 

similar to what Ninio and Bruner (1978) referred to as the query utterance ( e.g. , What are 

those?) in their longitudinal study of expressions and interests that occurred during 

storybook reading that led to the mother's labeling. The query utterance is the hallmark 

of a labeling routine that occurred naturally between a mother and her infant during joint 

picture-book reading (Ninio & Bruner, 1978). 

Reese and Cox's ( 1999) comprehend er approach featured commentary throughout 

the story whereas their performance-oriented approach featured commentary prior to the 

beginning of the story and the end of the story; but both used high demand comments and 

questions such as requiring children to make inferences. A version of the PPVT, the 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) Form L (Dunn & Dunn, 1981), was 

one test used by Reese and Cox to determine initial general vocabulary. Reese and Cox 

found that children with lower initial vocabulary skill had greater vocabulary 

improvement from the describer style than the performance oriented style. 

Other researchers have also investigated demand level, but were concerned with 

novel vocabulary acquisition ( cf. , Reese & Cox, 1999). Similar to Justice (2002), Blewitt 

et al. ' s (2009), experiment 1, examined middle class 3-year-olds in either a low-demand 

or high-demand question condition. To start, Blewitt et al. summed and ranked novel and 
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general vocabulary scores and then randomly assigned children to one of five reading 

groups defined by kind and placement of extratextual questions. With the variation of 

placement of questions-half of the subjects were asked questions during the story in the 

interrupting groups and half at the end of the story in her non-interrupting groups- to 

determine whether demand level and/or placement of questions affects novel vocabulary 

learning. The novel target words were embedded in three different storybooks, each of 

which was read to children three times over a 6-week span. The novel words were 

represented in text and picture. Blewitt et al. included target novel words in all of her 

questions and included in the intervention an immediate posttest of administration of the 

New Word Production Test (NWPT) and the New Word Comprehension Test (NWCT). 

Additionally, there was a delayed posttest approximately 1 week following the fourth 

session in which the NWPT, NWCT, and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III 

(PPVT-Ill) were administered. 

Justice (2002) examined a low demand (i.e. , perceptual) or a high demand (i.e. , 

conceptual) question condition during a shared storybook reading with preschoolers to 

determine novel vocabulary learning. All questions, in both conditions, asked of children 

referred to the novel vocabulary in the story. Exposure to a storybook occurred twice 

over a 1 week period. Justice found that children learned novel vocabulary words equally 

well , regardless of demand level (i.e. , perceptual or conceptual in nature). This means 

that demand level of the questions did not have an effect when the novel words were 

included in questions children were asked. Furthermore, generally, receptive knowledge 

of the novel words was benefited more than expressive knowledge. 
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Similar to Justice (2002), Blewitt et al. (2009) first study found that children 

performed better or stayed the same as before in the delayed posttest. Blewitt et al. also 

found that children's production performance, or expressive knowledge, of the novel 

words was not good overall and no significant differences between groups were found. 

Additionally, Blewitt et al. found that children in all the interventions, which all used 

vocabulary noneliciting questions, performed better on receptive tests of new vocabulary 

than children in the control condition who were asked no questions. Recall that Blewitt et 

al. crossed both demand level and placement; therefore, the effectiveness of vocabulary 

eliciting questions was difficult to determine. Research that analyzes Blewitt et al. 's 

questions that contain the novel words directly compared to other types of questioning 

styles, such as vocabulary eliciting styles needs attention. 

Vocabulary Eliciting and Noneliciting Questions 

Senechal ( 1997) looked at an important issue-commentary that included novel 

vocabulary compared' to vocabulary eliciting questions. She found that the former helps 

receptive vocabulary, but the latter improves both receptive and expressive. It seems that 

Senechal 's commentary including the novel words and both Justice's (2002) and Blewitt 

et al.' s (2009) first study questions containing novel vocabulary had similar effects on 

children's vocabulary learning. Therefore, from these studies it is reasonable to conclude 

that when adults repeat novel vocabulary from a story in their extratextual remarks- a 

noneliciting approach-children's comprehension of the new vocabulary (i.e. , receptive 

vocabulary) benefits. 
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Very importantly, Senechal's (1997) study also indicated that asking children 

questions that require children to use the novel words-an eliciting approach- may 

benefit both their receptive and expressive vocabulary. There are other threads in the 

extant literature that suggest that asking children vocabulary eliciting questions has these 

beneficial effects. 

To start, Whitehurst and his colleagues (Whitehurst et al., 1988; Whitehurst et al. , 

1999; Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et al. , 1994; Zevenbergen et 

al. , 2003) examined the dialogic approach, which featured many types of questions, and 

included those that are vocabulary eliciting. While they consistently found effects on 

children ' s expressive vocabulary, the effects on receptive vocabulary were not as clear. 

Coyne et al. (2004) looked specifically at the effects of storybook reading on 

receptive vocabulary using secondary analyses of data from a larger study. According to 

Coyne et al. , the storybook intervention included: (a) reading engaging storybooks, (b) 

the use of questioning to elicit children' s responses, (c) discussion of the storybooks 

before and after readings, ( d) rereading the storybooks, and ( e) rereading storybooks in 

small groups. Coyne et al. found that storybook reading that emphasized the direct 

teaching of words resulted in vocabulary gains for kindergarteners ' at-risk for later 

reading development. Specifically, kindergarteners with low receptive vocabulary skills 

acquired more vocabulary in the storybook intervention group compared to 

kindergarteners with lower scores in the control group. Coyne et al. ' s findings suggest 

that storybook reading approaches that elicit children ' s responses about vocabulary words 

was beneficial to receptive vocabulary learning. 
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Taken together, the work of Whitehurst and his colleagues (Whitehurst et al. , 

1988; Whitehurst et al., 1999; Whitehurst, Arnold, et al., 1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et 

al., 1994; Zevenbergen et al., 2003) and Coyne et al. (2004) indicate that vocabulary 

eliciting questions benefit both expressive (e.g., Whitehurst, Arnold, et al.) and receptive 

(Coyne et al. , 2004) language, but in these studies vocabulary eliciting questions were 

part of the intervention, not the focus of it. This makes it difficult to sort out the effects of 

vocabulary eliciting questions from other aspects of the intervention on expressive and 

receptive vocabulary. Nonetheless, this literature suggests that vocabulary eliciting 

questions are possibly beneficial for both expressive and receptive vocabulary learning. 

Additionally, Senechal (1997) studied vocabulary eliciting questions and found 

expressive and receptive benefits, but again she compared questions to commentary that 

contained novel vocabulary. 

Similar to Senechal (1997), Ard and Beverly (2004) investigated the effects of 

questions and comments on preschooler' s novel vocabulary acquisition of nouns and 

verbs during storybook reading. Ard and Beverly varied adult reading style ( comments 

vs. questions vs. questions and comments) and novel vocabulary word exposure during 

the storybook reading. Forty preschoolers with age-appropriate vocabulary scores at the 

start of the study were randomly assigned to one of four shared storybook reading 

intervention conditions: ( a) questions, (b) comments, ( c) questions and comments, and ( d) 

no questions or no comments. The researchers made sure that participants with extreme 

initial vocabulary skill or age were not assigned to the same condition. Questions 

required children to respond with the novel target words from the story, meaning that 
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they were vocabulary eliciting questions. On the other hand, adult comments stated 

during the story contained the novel words, but did not require children to respond. 

Ard and Beverly (2004) found that children in all four shared storybook reading 

intervention conditions had benefits in expressive and receptive novel word gains. Ard 

and Beverly also found that children in the combined question and comment condition 

had higher posttest expressive vocabulary scores for the novel words. This finding is 

consistent with Whitehurst et al. 's (1988) emphasis that questions and comments often 

co-exist in shared storybook reading and often result in gains in expressive vocabulary. 

Similar to Coyne et al. (2004), Ewers and Brownson (1999) were interested in 

children's receptive knowledge of the new words. Ewers and Brownson (1999) 

specifically focused on active questions (vocabulary eliciting questions) compared to 

passive defining statements (comments) during their shared storybook reading 

intervention. Ewers and Brownson found that active questions were more beneficial for 

receptive vocabulary learning than if the adult defined the word for children. 

Some interventions like those employed by Blewitt et al. 's (2009) first study and 

Justice (2002) have asked questions that repeated novel words but did not elicit new 

words from the child. In these investigations, children's receptive vocabulary knowledge 

increased but there was minimal effect on their expressive vocabulary knowledge. 

Walsh and Blewitt (2006) considered the idea that while asking questions that 

repeat novel words is helpful to receptive vocabulary word learning, vocabulary eliciting 

questions might be the most effective technique for improving both expressive and 

receptive vocabulary outcomes. Consequently, Walsh and Blewitt specifically focused on 
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whether vocabulary eliciting questions are more effective for word learning than 

noneliciting questions in 3-year-old preschoolers in a 6-week intervention. 

Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) vocabulary eliciting question condition did not use 

the target words in the questions. For instance, a preschooler here was asked: "What does 

Sammy thinks smells so pretty?" A response of phlox was correct. Here, if the 

preschooler failed to produce the target word the experimenter provided it. 

On the other hand, the vocabulary noneliciting question condition provided 

preschoolers with a target word in the questions. The noneliciting questions did not 

require children to respond using the target word, similar to the questioning techniques of 

Justice (2002) and Blewitt et al. (2009). For example, in Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) 

noneliciting condition, the preschooler was asked: "What color is the grapple?" A 

response of orange was correct. 

In Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) control condition, children were asked no 

questions about the story or the target vocabulary words. The researchers assessed 

general vocabulary knowledge at pretest for all children.· Additionally, administration of 

novel word production and comprehension tests were completed at pretest as well as after 

the final intervention session with immediate posttest. 

Walsh and Blewitt (2006) found that children who were asked noneliciting 

questions performed better than controls on measures of novel receptive vocabulary, 

whereas children who were asked noneliciting questions showed no better performance 

than controls. Additionally, Walsh and Blewitt found that vocabulary eliciting questions 

did not have an effect on comprehension of the novel words that was different from 
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noneliciting questions. This finding corroborates a robust trend in the extant shared 

storybook literature that qualitative features are facilitative. Specifically, encouraging the 

child to actively participate in the storybook reading is almost always better than a 

straight run through a storybook (Ard & Beverly, 2004; Ewers & Brownson, 1999; 

Blewitt et al. , 2009; Senechal, 1997; Whitehurst et al. , 1988; Whitehurst, Arnold, et al. , 

1994; Whitehurst, Epstein, et al., 1994; Zevenbergen et al., 2003). There is not 

convergence in the extant literature as to a single qualitative questioning style over 

another, however. 

Novel Words 

Frequency of Encounters 

Researchers have conducted experimental interventions in order to more precis~ly 

examine the impact of the quantity of shared storybook reading on the acquisition of 

novel vocabulary featured in the storybooks. Robins and Ehri (1994), for example, found 

that kindergarteners exposed to somewhat novel target words in the context of a shared 

storybook reading showed a greater increase in the acquisition of these vocabulary words 

when they were presented four times as opposed to when they appeared twice in the 

storybook. In Ard and Beverly' s (2004) study, word exposure during the intervention was 

not equivalent. Specifically, in the question only condition and the comment only 

condition children encountered the novel vocabulary words six times during each of the 

four storybook reading sessions. In Ard and Beverly' s combined question and comment 

condition, children heard each target word nine times. To reiterate, Ard and Beverly 

found that children in all four shared storybook reading intervention conditions made 
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expressive and receptive vocabulary gains, but the gains were not equal across 

conditions. It is reasonable to speculate that unequal frequency of target word exposure 

during the storybook intervention may have contributed to differential word learning. As 

a result, it seems that equal frequency of target word exposure is important as in the case 

of Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) intervention. 

In Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) investigation, three storybooks each contained six 

novel target words in the text and six color illustrations that accompanied each target 

word. There were a total of nine novel target words with each target word appearing once 

in two of the books. In the vocabulary eliciting question and the noneliciting question 

conditions, children were asked six questions per storybook interspersed throughout the 

reading of the book. This means that there were six extratextual highlights of the novel 

words in the questioning conditions. Specifically, in the vocabulary eliciting question 

condition, the child either produced the novel word from the story, or the reader answered 

the question correctly if the child failed to produce the correct target word. In the 

noneliciting question condition, the reader said the novel target word in her questions. 

Receptive and expressive word learning is enhanced by repeated exposure to 

vocabulary words (Ard & Beverly, 2004; Penno et al. , 2002; Senechal, 1997; Walsh & 

Blewitt, 2006). At present, the extant literature is mixed as to the number of encounters 

that are either required or optimal for words to be acquired, either receptively or 

expressively. 

There is also some research that fails to corroborate the importance of frequency 

of book reading for word learning. Neuman ' s ( 1999) experimental study evaluated the 
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impact of increasing the accessibility of children's books on low-SES preschoolers' 

literacy skills in six literacy domains. Her intervention, known as Books Aloud, focused 

primarily on overall quantity of book reading. She provided preschoolers with five books 

per child and with appropriate storage for the books. Ten hours of training for the staff on 

theory and practices of reading development accompanied this book flooding. Books 

Aloud preschoolers improved significantly on four of six literacy measures, but receptive 

vocabulary was a domain that did not improve. For more information on the influence of 

the quantity of storybook reading on children's vocabulary acquisition, see the review of 

literature by Walsh (2008). 

As a whole, the weight of studies investigating the dimensions of the quantity of 

storybook reading to children indicate that reading has benefits for children's vocabulary 

acquisition, with the beneficial effects greater as reading increases. Many researchers 

have found, however, that neither quantity of storybooks read nor repeated reading of the 

same books, are the only important contributors to vocabulary learning. As we have seen, 

they propose that qualitative variations in shared storybook reading may also have a 

strong impact on children's word learning. Others in the literacy field maintain that the 

type of novel words is also of high importance to storybook reading interventions. 

Measures and Novelty 

Past methodology (e.g. , Blewitt et al. , 2009; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) has 

examined young children ' s novel word learning in the context of shared storybook 

reading by selecting novel words that have been expected to be unfamiliar to the children. 
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Then, vocabulary tests administered to the children determine children's expressive or 

receptive knowledge of the target vocabulary words. 

To measure comprehension of the target words, Blewitt et al. (2009) developed 

the New Word Comprehension Test (NWCT). The NWCT is similar to the PPVT-III 

(Dunn & Dunn, 1997). That is, children were presented with four illustrations on a test 

plate ( e.g., caliper, grapple, phlox, and pram). Children were asked to point to a target 

vocabulary word ( e.g. , Can you point to the pram?). Children received a point for correct 

responses. To measure the production of target words, Blewitt et al. (2009) created the 

New Word Production Test (NWPT). The NWPT is similar to the Expressive One-Word 

Picture Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (EOWPVT-III; Gardner, 2000). Here, there was 

one target vocabulary word per plate ( e.g., lynx). Children were asked to label the target 

vocabulary word ( e.g., What is this?). Again, children received a point for correct 

responses. Walsh and Blewitt (2006) used Blewitt et al.'s NWCT and NWPT in their 

investigation. Blewitt et al. 's NWCT and NWPT were similar in format to Justice's 

(2002) Novel Receptive Vocabulary measure and Novel Expressive Vocabulary measure, 

respectively. 

Blewitt et al. (2009) created storybooks that were unfamiliar and appropriate for 

3-year-olds. Studies ( e.g. , Ard & Beverly, 2004; Justice, 2002, Robbins & Ehri, 1994) 

that investigated children's novel vocabulary learning select target words due to the 

expected unfamiliarity of the words. Blewitt et al. (2009) used unfamiliar storybooks to 

study the effects of demand-level of questions and placement of questions on novel 

vocabulary acquisition. Walsh and Blewitt (2006) used the three storybooks used in 
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Blewitt et al. 's (2009) research. Thus, the nine words employed by Walsh and Blewitt 

(2006) were established by Blewitt et al. (2009) to be unfamiliar to 3-year-olds. The nine 

target words employed by Blewitt et al. and Walsh and Blewitt were: caliper, davenport, 

grapple, lynx, pagoda, phlox, pram, sloop, and trifle. The target words are at the 

subordinate level. 

Similarly, Justice's (2002) novel words were subordinate ( e.g. , dove) to basic 

level categories to birds and flowers. Justice utilized a commercially available children's 

book for a pool of 12 novel words which were birds (e.g. , hummingbird, sparrow, finch) 

and five flowers (e.g. , lilac). Justice's as well as Walsh and Blewitt's novel vocabulary 

words were all of the same word class-nouns (cf. , Ard & Beverly, 2004) due to Bloom's 

(2000) conclusion that, in English, nouns are often learned more easily than verbs. There 

is other support for this in typical English language acquisition- infants engage in 

naming (labeling) before they learn actions (verbs) when acquiring language (typically). 

For example, Tardif et al. (2008) examined parents ' reports on the MacArthur

Bates Communicative Development Inventories of their infants, ages 8 to 16 months with 

1 to 10 expressive words in their vocabularies. In this cross-linguistic study, parents were 

from one of three groups, thus their children were learning one of three languages: 

American English (from United States), Mandarin Chinese (from Hong Kong) , and 

Cantonese Chinese (from Beijing). The American English sub-sample included 265 

children. Tardif et al. (2008) found that English-speaking children were found to produce 

many more words that fell into the common nouns category ( e.g., bottle, banana) 
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compared to verbs. Specifically, there was an 18. 7% difference in favor of production of 

nouns. 

Shifting the Focus to Bilingual Language Learners 

Findings germane to bilingual language acquisition are less established as studies 

of groups of bilingual learning infants (in comparison to case studies) are rare. One of the 

first longitudinal groups studies of 24 Spanish- and English-language learning infants 

was conducted by Pearson (2002). The researcher investigated the language acquisition 

stage at which participants would show language behavior that evidenced bilingual 

language development. At the start of the study, infants were 3 months old and followed 

until 3 years of age and represented low and high SES. Throughout the duration of 

Pearson ' s (2002) study, infants were observed, ranging from twice monthly in the first 

year of the study to quarterly for the third year of life. For the most part, language 

samples were collected during laboratory observations and on occasion standardized 

assessments were employed. Pearson (2002) found that bilingual development is first 

evidenced in early words and not in earlier milestones, such as the harbinger of babbling. 

Bilingual children tend to produce their first words at about the same age of monolingual 

children--approximately 12 to 13 months (Patterson & Pearson, 2004). When looking at 

word production, it is important to note, as did Pearson (2002) that distinct phonetic 

characteristics of English or Spanish emerge in the beginning of the third year. 

There is paucity of research on bilingual word learning compared to monolingual 

word learning. Researchers have recently begun to direct their attention at how bilingual 

children learn languages. 
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Shared Storybook Reading and Bilingual Children 

In a parallel vein to the literature review on monolingual vocabulary learners, 

shared storybook reading and bilingual children is discussed. As we have seen, novel 

vocabulary acquisition in the context of a shared storybook reading has largely been 

studied with monolingual English learners. Consequently, there is a dearth of research in 

this literature with bilingual preschoolers. Barrera and Bauer (2003) reviewed the extant 

literature on storybook reading with children who were learning a second language or 

who already knew multiple languages beyond their own. Barrera and Bauer were 

interested in studies that focused on or included children in preschool to third grade. 

Their literature review, which directly addressed storybook reading in bilingual children 

in the aforementioned school periods, yielded a small number of studies. Specifically, 

Barrera and Bauer found 11 studies conducted in the United States and three 

internationally at the time of their literature review. Almost half of the reviewed studies 

included Spanish-speaking participants and/or Spanish-English speaking families. 

Additionally, the reviewed studies mostly focused on dyads of parent/caregiver and child 

interactions rather than storybook interactions in school (i.e. , teacher and child). 

With the exception of the studies reviewed by Barrera and Bauer (2003) there has 

been scant attention in the extant literature given to shared storybook reading and novel 

vocabulary acquisition in bilingual preschoolers; therefore peripheral research to the topic 

of shared storybook reading and bilingual Head Start preschooler's novel vocabulary 

acquisition conducted by Hammer and her colleagues ( e.g. , Hammer et al. , 2007; 

Hammer et al. , 2003; Hammer & Miccio, 2004) is first discussed. Moreover, because of 
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the limited attention given to novel vocabulary acquisition during a shared storybook 

reading with bilingual children, methodological considerations from studies conducted 

with monolingual children is also reviewed. 

Peripheral Home Literacy Bilingual Research 

A few studies have investigated the relationship between home literacy 

experiences and bilingual Head Start preschoolers' English pre-literacy skills. For 

example, in their initial study, Hammer et al. (2003) dichotomized children into two 

language groups based upon information provided by mothers prior to the investigation. 

Specifically, one group of children was considered as sequential (SE) bilingual learners 

(n = 15) and the other group of children was considered as simultaneous (SI) bilingual 

learners (n = 28). SEs learned Spanish from birth and English in Head Start, whereas Sis 

learned Spanish and English from birth (Hammer et al. , 2003). Mothers of SE learners 

reported speaking Spanish only to their children (70%) compared to mothers of SI 

learners (12%). On the other hand, mothers of SI learners reported speaking English only 

to their children (16%) compared to mothers of SE learners (0%). The preschooler' s 

home literacy experiences were assessed via a questionnaire completed by the mothers in 

the language of their choice. The researchers found no differences between mothers of SE 

and SI preschoolers with regards to value placed on literacy, quantity of mother-child 

book reading, and the availability of reading materials. Hammer et al. (2003) suggested 

that this lack of differences in quantity and accessibility to literacy may be a result of low 

socioeconomic status. 
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It seems that of equal importance to assessing home literacy experiences as 

reported by a parent is the investigation of the child's literacy skills in order to 

understand different types of bilingual acquisition and English literacy skills. Along this 

line, in the same study conducted by Hammer et al. (2003), preschooler's English literacy 

abilities were assessed twice via a test of early literacy abilities. A standardized, literacy 

assessment was administered in English to measure literacy skills, such as concepts about 

print and alphabet knowledge, and has high internal consistency and test-retest reliability 

(Hammer et al. , 2003). The researchers found no differences between the SE and SI 

groups of preschoolers as determined by the English literacy assessment at Time 1 (sixth 

month of first year of Head Start) or Time 2 (second month of second year of Head Start). 

Moreover, as a whole, both SE and SI children scored significantly lower than the test 

mean during the second year of Head Start compared to their first year. There was a 

significant difference between the whole group of children at time of test with children 

scoring lower on the literacy assessment at Time 2 compared to Time 1. These findings 

suggest that SE and SI groups of children may be at risk for low literacy outcomes in 

early childhood (Hammer et al. , 2003). Albeit these findings do not directly pertain to 

storybook reading and vocabulary development, they are important because they suggest 

that the study of English literacy abilities in bilingual Head Start preschoolers warrants 

more attention to help determine types of literacy experiences that lead to positive 

outcomes. 

One study conducted by Hammer and her colleagues has looked at storybook 

reading. For instance, Hammer and Miccio (2004) investigated book reading styles and 
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parent beliefs of 10 dyads of mothers identified as Puerto Rican with children enrolled in 

Head Start. It is important to note, as did Hammer and Miccio, that the mothers' reports 

as well as a researchers' observations showed that the children were all proficient in 

English, with one child fluid in Spanish. Additionally, the mothers were fluent in Spanish 

and English. During two session of the study, the researchers provided each dyad with 

four storybooks. The researchers employed a qualitative approach to investigate mothers' 

natural occurring utterances during sharing a storybook with their child. As a whole, the 

10 dyads revealed four storybook reading styles: text reading, labeling, child-centered, 

and combinational. Hammer and Miccio looked closely at four cases to further describe 

these storybook reading styles. 

Hammer and Miccio (2004) found that an example of the text reading style was 

evidenced by one mothers' utterances consisted of reading the text ( 60% of utterances). 

Alternatively, 13% of her utterances were extratextual commentary, such as labels or 

pictures and 3% were questions. In the labeling style, Hammer and Miccio found that 

41 % of the mothers' utterances were extratextual comments or labels germane to the 

storybook. Similarly, 27% of the mothers ' utterances complimented the labeling with 

"wh-" questions which warranted the child to respond with information, such as the name 

of a picture. In the labeling condition, 2% of the mothers' utterances were lines of text. 

Even in a case that was predominantly text reading, extratextual utterances in the forms 

of labels and questions did occur. Taken together, the two cases utilized extratextual 

commentary such as labels and questions 84% of the time and provided a straight run 

through the storybook (i.e. , read the lines of text) 62% of the time. Perhaps, then, mothers 
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of bilingual children enrolled in Head Start naturally provide extratextual utterances more 

so than reading the lines of text or a straight run through of the storybook. 

Methodological Considerations and Frameworks from Monolingual Studies 

Senechal, Thomas, and Manker (1995) investigated children's active participation 

in a storybook reading and vocabulary learning. In their first experiment, Senechal et al. 

(1995) investigated labeling and listening conditions during a shared storybook reading 

with 4-year-old children from mostly middle-class families. In both conditions, children 

participated individually in three sessions for a total of two storybook readings with 13 

novel words in each storybook. The words were considered novel based on previous 

unpublished work conducted by Senechal and colleagues. 

In Senechal et al.' s (1995) labeling condition, children were asked questions by 

the reader that required the children to label a picture of the target vocabulary word in the 

storybook. The experimenter asked what or where questions after reading each target 

word to prompt the child to label the illustration by saying the target word. For example, 

after reading the novel word "angling" in a sentence the experimenter would ask the child 

"What is Arthur doing?" (Senechal et al., 1995, p. 221 ). If the child did not include the 

target word in their initial response, the experimenter would ask the child what word the 

experimenter used. Finally, if the child still did not say the word, the experimenter stated 

the target word. 

Alternatively, Senechal et al.' s (1995) listening condition called for children's 

passive participation in a straight run through of the storybook similar to Walsh and 

Blewitt's (2006) control condition. While children in Senechal et al. 's labeling condition 
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produced more novel words, the quantity of exposure to the novel words in the 

extratextual labeling condition was not strictly managed. Children in the labeling 

condition had greater opportunity to hear and attend to the novel words (Senechal et al. , 

1995). 

Investigating the experimenter's additional production of the novel word in the 

form of a question or comment that draws attention to the novel word but does not 

warrant the child's response to include the target word is a strategy to control novel word 

exposure. Justice (2002) did just that. 

Justice's (2002) questions and labels were of the noneliciting type and were asked 

during a reading of Feathers for Lunch by Ehlert (1990), a commercially available book. 

In her questioning condition, the reader pointed to a word and simultaneously asked a 

question ( e.g., "Why do you think the tulip is such a bright color?"). Some children were 

asked perceptual questions ( e.g., "What color is the tulip?") and some children were 

asked conceptual questions ( e.g. , "Why do you think the tulip is such a bright color?"). 

On the other hand, in her labeling condition the novel words were pointed to and labeled 

by the adult ( e.g., "This is a tulip."). Storybook reading occurred twice over 1 week. 

Justice found that whether or not questions were perceptual or conceptual in nature did 

not matter. Questioning and labeling yielded similar gains in novel word learning for 

expressive vocabulary as determined by a novel receptive vocabulary measure created for 

Justice's (2002) study. On the other hand, Justice found that labeling resulted in greater 

gains for receptive vocabulary as measured by a novel receptive vocabulary test also 
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created for her study. All in all, receptive word learning was benefited more than 

expressive word acquisition. 

Silverman (2007) stated that research needs to be conducted examining English 

language learning (ELL) children's vocabulary learning that utilizes a vocabulary 

intervention previously implemented with monolingual English speakers. In light of 

Silverman ' s recommendation, Experiment 2 utilized Justice's (2002) work as a 

methodological guide. 

Virtually no research exists on questioning styles during storybook reading 

between an adult-child dyad with the outcome variable as novel vocabulary acquisition in 

bilingual preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. As a result, Experiment 2 helps to fill in a 

gap in the existing literature. Specifically, in Experiment 2, the effect of noneliciting 

questions and labels that include the novel vocabulary words used during storybook 

reading on the novel vocabulary acquisition of bilingual preschoolers was explored. 

Experiment 2 investigated extratextual remarks in the form of noneliciting questions and 

comments in Spanish and English intervention book reading groups with bilingual 

preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. 

Summary 

There is convergence among some findings in the shared storybook reading 

literature as to which qualitative features of style are facilitative. Encouraging the child to 

actively participate in the storybook reading is almost always better than a straight run 

through a storybook ( e.g. , Ewers & Brownson, 1999; Senechal, 1997; Whitehurst et al. , 

1988; Zevenbergen et al. , 2003). Past research, has not directly compared adult questions 
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that elicit vocabulary with noneliciting questions in a low SES population ( cf., Walsh & 

Blewitt, 2006). Consequently, Experiment 1 made this comparison of questioning styles 

with preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. 

There has been scant attention in the existing literature given to shared storybook 

reading and novel vocabulary acquisition in bilingual preschoolers. For example, Barrera 

and Bauer's (2003) literature review, which directly addressed storybook reading in 

bilingual children yielded a small number of studies. Peripheral home literacy bilingual 

research conducted by Hammer and her colleagues germane to bilingual children and 

storybook reading was reviewed. Hammer and Miccio (2004) found that mothers of 

bilingual children utilized extratextual commentary, such as questions and labels more so 

than a straight run through of the storybook. Virtually no research exists on questioning 

styles during storybook reading between an adult-child dyad with the outcome variable as 

novel vocabulary acquisition in bilingual preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. Silverman 

(2007) stated that research needs to be conducted examining English language learning 

(ELL) children's vocabulary learning that employs a vocabulary intervention previously 

implemented with monolingual English speakers. In light of the aforementioned 

recommendation, Experiment 2 utilized Justice's (2002) work as a methodological guide 

and helped to fill a gap in the extant literature. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Experiment 1 

Participants 

Forty-five children (20 females , 25 males) enrolled in regular Head Start 

classrooms participated in Experiment 1 of this study. The participating Head Start is 

located in an urban county of North Texas. The children participants ranged in age from 

31 months to 64 months, with a mean age of 51 months (SD = 8 months). It should be 

noted that the g*power analysis indicated that a minimum sample size of 88 would be 

needed for a moderate effect size (partial eta= .38), alpha of .05 , and power of .95. As a 

result, Experiment 1 had a small sample size. Nonetheless, the present results are still 

important as it is expected that this study will promote future inquiry on this topic that 

will work to solve power issues. 

Experiment 1, including the consent forms for this study, were approved by the 

participating school and school district's research and evaluation department, the 

University ' s Institutional Review Board, and the University's Graduate School. One 

hundred and twelve children were recruited through information packets sent home to the 

parents. Permission was received for 45 out of 112 children by either consent forms 

returned by mail directly to the researchers or by hand through an established return 
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method in the classroom. Prior to the fourth intervention session, there was attrition of 

one participant in the vocabulary noneliciting condition. 

Conditions 

In two conditions-vocabulary eliciting and noneliciting-children were asked 

torybook relevant questions during the shared reading. During storybook reading in the 

No Question Condition, no questions were asked of the child in the reading of the text. 

The dissertation investigator and one research assistant, a doctoral candidate, collected 

the data. The research assistant was approved by the University's Institutional Review 

Board to assist the dissertation investigator with data collection. The dissertation 

investigator trained the assistant on pre-, post-, and delayed test administration as well as 

on methods of the storybook intervention. The training session was 1 hour and no 

reliability between the protocol and the assistant's administration techniques was 

established at this session. 

Vocabulary eliciting question condition. Vocabulary eliciting questions required 

each child to respond with novel target words from the story. The reader answered the 

question correctly when no response was given or an inaccurate response was stated by 

the child. 

Noneliciting question condition. Noneliciting questions contained the novel target 

word. Children's responses did not need to contain novel target words. Similar to the 

vocabulary eliciting question condition, the reader provided the correct response when 

not response or an inaccurate response was stated by the child. 
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Materials 

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT-III). The Peabody Picture 

Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (PPVT-III) Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) is a general 

measure of vocabulary comprehension. It correlates highly with measure of verbal IQ 

(Hodapp & Gerken, 1999). It is designed for monolingual-English speaking populations 

(Hammer et al. , 2007). The test is individually administered. The experimenter showed 

the child a test plate of four black and white pictures. The experimenter verbally stated a 

word and the child responded (usually by pointing) to the word that matches the one 

spoken by the experimenter. The words represent different types of classes, nouns, verbs, 

and adjectives, for example. The 204 test items are displayed in increasing levels of 

difficulty. On average, an individual takes approximately five sets of 12 items each. In 

the current study, all children started with Set 1, which is appropriate for 3-year-olds. 

This became the automatic basal set. 

Also consistent with the protocol for the PPVT-III Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997), 

testing in this study continued until a ceiling set was established. The ceiling set is the 

highest set of items administered containing 8 or more errors. The number of errors in 

each set was recorded. The ceiling item, which is the last item in the ceiling set was 

subtracted from the total number of errors. The procedure yielded a raw score. The 

researcher utilized the Norms Booklet of the PPVT-III Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) 

and converted the raw score to a normative score. This conversion occurred by locating 

the section in the Norms Booklet that corresponded to the child ' s chronological age. The 

child ' s chronological age was derived by subtracting the child ' s date of birth (year, 
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month, and day) from the date of testing (year, month, and day). Once the appropriate age 

section was found ( e.g., 3-4 through 3-5) in the Norms Booklet, the researcher found the 

appropriate raw score (e.g. , 36) for Form III A. Finally, the researcher read right across 

the row and located the equivalent standard score ( e.g. , 95). The standard score was 

recorded in the scores box on the performance record. The PPVT-III Form A (Dunn & 

Dunn, 1997) was administered during the pretest in order to use the standard score of 

each child to rank order initial general vocabulary knowledge. 

Seasonal Word Production Game (SWPG). This test assessed children's ability to 

produce the nine target words contained in the storybooks. In others words, this test 

measured expressive vocabulary knowledge of the target words. Children were shown a 

laminated picture and asked to label it. Pictures of target items were interspersed with 

pictures of highly familiar recognizable items. Presentation of all items was randomized. 

All pictures were black and white. Children earned one point for each correct response to 

a target items, whereas incorrect responses were given no points. Albeit this is a power 

test, not a speed test, generally after about 15 seconds children were encouraged to state a 

response. Correct responses to a non-target item (two items total) did not effect scoring. 

The highest possible score was 9 points out of 9 points. The SWPG was created for 

Experiment 1, and the approach was based on previous measures. Specifically, this 

method of examining novel word production skill has been utilized in the extant literature 

(e.g. , Ard & Beverly, 2004; Blewitt et al. , 2009; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). The SWPG was 

administered at immediate post-test and delayed post-test prior to the novel word 
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comprehension measure (see immediately below) so that presentation of the target words 

in the comprehension test would not affect performance on the production test. 

Seasonal Word Comprehension Game (SWCG). This test assessed children's 

comprehension of the nine target words contained in the storybooks. In other words, this 

was a measure of receptive vocabulary knowledge of the target words. Word presentation 

followed the same procedure as that used in the PPVT-III to test general vocabulary 

knowledge. Children heard a word and selected one of four pictures as a match. For 

instance, each laminated test plate included the target word and three other black and 

white foils. To measure novel word comprehension, the SWCG was created for 

Experiment 1, but this approach to examine novel word comprehension has been 

employed in the extant literature ( e.g., Ard & Beverly, 2004; Blewitt et al. , 2009; Walsh 

& Blewitt, 2006). Similar to the scoring for the SWPG, children earned one point for a 

correct match of target items of the verbally presented target word and picture of it and 

no points were given to incorrect responses. Similar to the SWPG, the administration of 

the SWCG allowed children about 15 seconds to select the picture of his or her choice. 

The highest possible score was 9 points out of 9 points. The SWCG was administered at 

pre-test, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test. The SWCG was administered at pre

test to determine initial knowledge of the novel vocabulary words. 

Storybooks and Novel Words. Three storybooks were designed so that the stories 

would be unfamiliar, but appropriate for 3-year-olds. Each storybook contained six novel 

target words in the text and six color illustrations, with samples of storybook illustrations 

shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3 that accompanied each target word. See Appendices A, B, 
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and C for the complete text of each story. The nine target novel words were: hearth, 

iceberg, lodge, rink, skis, snowcap, snowshoes, toboggan, and winterboume. Each target 

word appeared once in two of the books. The storybooks were approximately 11 inches 

long and 8.5 inches wide. Each storybook had 12 pages of text (including the title page), 

and 11 pages contained illustrations corresponding to the text. See Table 1 for 

information on amount of words in each story. 

Figure 1. Illustration from Molly's Day in the Snow 
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Figure 2. Illustration from Patty Goes to a Birthday Party 
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Figure 3. Illustration from Gary Goes North 
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Table 1 

Word Information for Storybooks Including Text and Title Page 

Storybook M 1 SD1 Range1 

Molly's Day in the Snow 

Patty Goes to a Birthday Party 

Gary Goes North 

10.59 

13.05 

11.68 

11.55 

15.64 

13.56 

11-31 

8-42 

8-36 

Total2 

238 

293 

260 

Note. 1M , SD and Range include words in storybook text. 2Total contains words in the storybook title and 

text. 

Procedure 

Information packets including a cover letter, consent form, and addressed, 

postage-paid envelope were sent home to the parents via weekly folders sent home 

regularly by teachers. Parents had the option of returning the consent form to either the 

classroom teacher or directly to the researchers in a self-addressed, postage paid 

envelope. 

Pretest. Children were administered the PPVT-III and the Seasonal Word 

Comprehension Game in a quiet area in the preschool. The PPVT-III scores were used to 

assign via rank order participants to one of three intervention conditions. For instance, 

one of the three highest scoring children was randomly assigned to each of the 

Vocabulary Eliciting Question condition, the Noneliciting Question condition, and the No 

Question ( control) condition. Then, one of the next three highest scoring children was 

randomly assigned to each of the three conditions. This continued until all participants 
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were assigned. This procedure helped to make initial vocabulary skill equivalent across 

the three intervention conditions. 

Intervention Sessions 1-3. The sessions took place over a 6-week period. For each 

intervention session, 1, 2, and 3, children individually met with the adult reader in a quiet 

area in the preschool for storybook reading. Prior to reading, in all three conditions the 

experimenter used a friendly conversational approach (i.e. , pleasant extratextual 

comments) . Book presentation was counterbalanced, with two of the three books read in 

each session. In the Vocabulary Eliciting Question and the Noneliciting Question 

conditions, children were asked six questions per storybook. The questions were 

interspersed throughout the reading of the book. Participants' responses to the questions 

were recorded in writing by the adult reader. Similar to Ard and Beverly' s (2004) 

methodology, if the child correctly responded, the experimenter provided mild 

affirmations, such as "okay" or "good" and then proceeded. After an exaggerated 

response time, if the child did not respond the investigator continued to read. In the event 

that the child asked or provided his or her own extratextual remarks, the experimenter 

neutrally responded ("hmmm"). Each session was audio recorded in its entirety and the 

duration of each session was noted (Senechal & Cornell, 1993 ). This assured accuracy 

and allowed responses to be checked at a later time and location, if needed. In addition, 

whether or not the child responded accurately to each question was recorded in writing at 

the time ofresponse. Tables, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 show question scripts for the stories used 

with the noneliciting and eliciting groups. 
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Table 2 

Question Script for Noneliciting Intervention Group 

Storybook 

Molly's Day in the Snow 

Table 3 

Noneliciting Questions 

Who is in the lodge? (Molly, dog) 

How many children are on the rink? (three) 

Can you point to the skis? 

Who is in the toboggan? ( children, kids) 

Where are the snows hoes? ( feet, on boots) 

What is in the hearth? (fire, stone, or bricks) 

Question Script for Eliciting Intervention Group 

Storybook 

Molly's Day in the Snow 

Eliciting Questions 

What is the house called that Molly is staying in? (lodge) 

What are the children gliding on? (rink) 

What are these (point to skis)? (skis) 

What are the children sitting on? (toboggan) 

What are on the adults using on their feet? (snowshoes) 

What is the thing with the fire in it called? (hearth) 
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Table 4 

Question Script for Noneliciting Intervention Group 

Storybook 

Patty Goes to a Birthday Party 

Table 5 

Noneliciting Questions 

Can you point to the winterbourne? 

Can you point to the iceberg? 

How many penguins are on the rink? (three) 

Where are the skis? (Fred's feet, in the air) 

Who is sitting in the toboggan? (penguins) 

What color are the snowcaps? (white) 

Question Script for Eliciting Intervention Group 

Storybook 

Patty Goes to a Birthday Party 

Eliciting Questions 

What is Patty crossing over? ( winterbourne) 

What is this (point to iceberg)? (iceberg) 

What are penguins gliding on? (rink) 

What are these (point to skis)? (skis) 

What are the penguins sitting on? (toboggan) 

What is on top of the mountain? (snowcap) 
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Table 6 

Question Script for Noneliciting Intervention Group 

Storybook 

Gary Goes North 

Table 7 

Noneliciting Questions 

Who is on the iceberg? (Gary, goose) 

How many snowcaps do you see? (3 or 4) 

Can you point to the lodge? 

Where did the children put the snowshoes? ( on feet) 

What colors are in the winterbourne? (blue, green) 

Who is the hearth keeping warm? ( children) 

Question Script for Eliciting Intervention Group 

Storybook 

Gary Goes North 

Eliciting Questions 

What is Gary sitting on? (iceberg) 

What is on top of the mountains? (snowcaps) 

What is this building called? (lodge) 

What are the children putting on their feet? (snowshoes) 

What is the place with water that Gary lands in? (winterbourne) 

What are the children sitting by that has fire in it? (hearth) 
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Intervention Session 4 and Immediate Posttest. Children were read all three 

stories with order counterbalanced. In this last intervention session, children heard each 

target word twice during story reading. As always, questioning exposure and target word 

usage was suited to the child's reading intervention condition. For the Vocabulary 

Eliciting Question and the Noneliciting Question conditions, children were asked about 

each target word once, with a total of three questions to be asked during each story. The 

purpose of three questions during each storybook sharing is twofold. First, this helped to 

keep the last experimental session at a reasonable length. Second, this assured that 

children were asked only once about the novel target word; therefore, the results could be 

contributed to questioning style and not extratextual multiple exposures to the target word 

in one reading session. Administration of the Seasonal Word Production Game and 

Seasonal Word Comprehension Game immediately followed completion of the third 

storybook reading. The Seasonal Word Production Game was administered first for all 

children so that presentation of the target words in the Seasonal Word Comprehension 

Game would not affect performance on the Production Game. Each child received a 

storybook as a gift to thank them for reading and playing word games. 

Delayed Posttest. This occurred approximately 1 week following intervention 4. 

This time frame was utilized by others ( e.g., Blewitt et al. , 2009; Whitehurst, Arnold, et 

al. , 1994). Each child was administered the SWPG and SWCG, respectively. The plates 

were the same as those used during immediate posttest. 

Fidelity. Experiment 1 examined the readers ' fidelity to the condition and script, 

similar to Justice's (2002) study, to further assure integrity of the data. In the present 
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study three adult-child storybook readings for each reader was videotaped. There were 

two readers. There was a total of six sessions taped for the intervention. During the six 

taped intervention sessions, the videocamera was obscured as best as possible to the 

children as not to distract from the session. Each videorecorded session was then 

independently rated by two students (one graduate and one undergraduate) blind to the 

hypotheses of the study. Prior to their rating, the experimenter described the condition 

protocol to the raters and provided a script for each condition and storybook. The raters 

independently viewed the six recorded sessions to determine congruency to the condition 

protocol and consistency across the sessions. The raters independently examined each of 

the six sessions for presentation of the storybook, reader questions, and novel words as 

delineated by the protocol. The raters also rated the readers ' on the neutrality of the 

responses to children's accurate responses as well as management of children's 

spontaneous comments. Three scores were generated: 1) presentation of storybook with 

accurate interspersing of questions and adherence to script as delineated by the condition, 

2) presentation of the novel vocabulary words and storybook text, and 3) neutrality of 

readers ' responses to the children's responses to each of the six questions in each 

storybook. Each score was converted to a percentage which represented a fidelity score. 

Finally, an agreement score was generated. The purpose of the fidelity procedure was to 

assure that children ' s exposure to the novel words was strictly managed. 

For presentation of storybook with accurate interspersing of questions and 

adherence to script as delineated by condition, a score of 278 out of 288 was yielded, or 

97%. For this dimension, there was a possible of 12 points for each storybook and 24 
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points for each session. There were two raters, allowing for a possible 48 points for each 

of the six sessions on this dimension. 

For the dimension of presentation of the novel vocabulary words and storybook 

text, a score of 23 5 out of 264, or 89%, was obtained. For this dimension, a score of 11 

points for each storybook and 22 points for each session was possible to obtain. With two 

raters, there was a possible 44 points combined total for each of the six sessions. 

For the dimension of neutrality ofreaders' responses, a procedural fidelity score 

of 144 out of 144, or 100%, occurred. For this dimension a score of 6 points for each 

storybook and 12 points for each session was the maximum. Between the two raters, 

there was a possible of 24 points for each of the six sessions. 

To reiterate, the three overall fidelity scores included: 97% for presentation of 

storybook with accurate interspersing of questions and adherence to script as delineated 

by the condition; 89% for presentation of the novel vocabulary words and storybook text; 

and 100% for neutrality ofreaders' responses. Reliability analyses were conducted to 

assure integrity of the fidelity scores. Simple percentage agreements were calculated 

between the two raters' scores. The percent agreement has strong intuitive appeal and is 

easy to explain (Stemler & Tsai, 2008). An agreement score of 97% was yielded. In 

Stemler and Tsai's (2008) general guidelines for interpreting inter-rater reliability using 

percent agreement, 70% is considered an acceptable value. 

68 



Experiment 2 

Participants 

Fifty-four children (28 females, 26 males) enrolled in a bilingual, English

Spanish, Head Start classrooms participated in Experiment 2. The children participants 

ranged in age from 37 months to 66 months, with a mean age of 53 months (SD= 8 

months). Stated differently, the average age of the participants was 4 years and 5 months. 

The selected sample size was revealed using g*power, which indicated that a minimum 

sample size of 54 would be needed for a moderate effect size (partial eta= .38), alpha of 

.05, and power of .95. At the time that Experiment 2 commenced, 82 children were 

enrolled in bilingual classrooms (English-Spanish) at the participating school. The 

participating bilingual Head Start classrooms are located in one Head Start Center an 

urban county of North Texas. Experiment 2, including the consent forms for this study, 

was approved by the participating school and school district's research and evaluation 

department, the University' s Institutional Review Board, and the University' s Graduate 

School. Eighty-two children were recruited through information packets sent home to the 

parents. Permission was received for 55 out of 84 children by either consent forms 

returned by mail directly to the researchers or by hand through an established return 

method in the classroom. One child completed part of the pre-test and then did not wish 

to continue participation in the study. As a result, the sample was comprised of 54 

children. For the parent questionnaires, 56 out of 84 recruited homes had a parent 

complete the questionnaire. 
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Conditions 

Preschoolers were randomly assigned to one of four conditions: 1) Spanish 

vocabulary noneliciting questioning, 2) English vocabulary noneliciting questioning, 3) 

Spanish labels, and 4) English labels. Preschoolers in all conditions had equal exposure to 

each storybook. In all conditions, children's natural questions and comments were 

attempted to be handled equally and with minimal wordage and gesturing by the 

experimenter. One trained research assistant, a graduate student, who is a native Spanish 

speaker ran the conditions that required Spanish (Spanish vocabulary noneliciting and 

Spanish labels). A second trained research assistant, a graduate student, implemented the 

English conditions (English vocabulary noneliciting and English labels). Both research 

assistants were approved by the University's Institutional Review Board. The dissertation 

investigator trained the two assistants on the conditions in which they were assigned. 

Spanish vocabulary noneliciting questioning. The storybook was read in Spanish. 

Likewise, the questions were asked in Spanish and warranted a response in Spanish. 

Noneliciting questions contained the target vocabulary words. Similar to Justice's (2002) 

methodology, the experimenter pointed to the picture of the target word, while asking the 

noneliciting questions. The vocabulary noneliciting questions contained the novel words. 

Preschooler's responses did not need to contain the target word. If the preschool did not 

answer or did not answer correctly, the experimenter answered the question. Table 8 

shows the questions for the Spanish vocabulary noneliciting condition. 
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Table 8 

Questions for Spanish Vocabulary Noneliciting Condition 

Storybook 

Plumas Para Almorzar 

Spanish Vocabulary N oneliciting Questions 

iQue color es el geranio? (rojo, verde) 

iQue esta comiendo el petirrojo? (gusano, palillo) 

i,D6nde esta el pajaro carpintero? ( arbol, rama) 

iPuedes seiialar el tulipan? 

l D6nde esta la petunia? 

English vocabulary noneliciting questioning. The storybook was read in English. 

The questions posed were in English, in tum, children responded in English. The 

vocabulary noneliciting questions contained the novel words. The reader pointed to the 

target word, while asking each question. Preschoolers' responses did not need to contain 

the target word. If the preschooler did not respond or did not produce the correct 

response, the reader provided the correct response. Table 9 shows questions for the 

English vocabulary noneliciting condition. 
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Table 9 

Questions for English Vocabulary Noneliciting Condition 

Storybook 

Feathers for Lunch 

English Vocabulary Noneliciting Questions 

What color is the geranium? (red, green) 

What is the robin eating? (worm, stick) 

Where is the woodpecker? (tree, branch) 

Can you point to the tulip? 

Where is the petunia? 

Spanish labels that include novel words. The storybook was read and the labels 

were stated in Spanish. Extratextual questions were not asked of the child by the adult 

reader. The labels contained the target vocabulary words. The reader pointed to the 

picture of the target word, while labeling it. The labels did not warrant a response form 

the preschoolers. Table 10 shows the labels for the Spanish labels condition. 

Table 10 

Labels in Spanish 

Storybook 

Plumas Para Almorzar 

Spanish Labels 

Ese es un geranio. 

Este es un petirrojo. 

Ese es un pajaro carpintero. 

Ese es un tulipan. 

Esta es una petunia. 
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English labels that include novel words. The storybook was read and the labels 

were stated in English. Extratextual questions were not asked of the child by the adult 

reader. The English labels contained the target vocabulary words. Consistent with 

Justice ' s (2002) approach, the experimenter pointed to the picture of the target word, 

while labeling it. The labels did not warrant a response from the preschoolers. Table 11 

shows the labels for the English labels condition. 

Table 11 

Labels in English 

Storybook 

Feathers for Lunch 

Materials 

English Labels 

That's a geranium. 

This is a robin. 

That's a woodpecker. 

That's a tulip. 

This is a petunia. 

Similar to Justice ' s (2002) shared storybook reading intervention, the current 

study used a commercially available storybook Feathers for Lunch (Ehlert, 1990). In 

addition, the Spanish version of the aforementioned picture book-Plumas Para 

Almorzar- was used. Including the title but excluding the glossary, the English version 

contained 114 words, while the Spanish version included 108 words in the text. Both 

73 



versions are 27 pages in length. The English version on average had four words per page 

(M= 4.11 , SD= 4.15) with no words per page as the lowest number and 10 words per 

page as the highest. The Spanish version on average had four words per page (M= 3.89, 

SD= 4.14) with no words per page as the lowest number and 13 words per page as the 

highest. The target novel vocabulary words do not appear in the text of the storybook in 

either version. Additionally, the birds and flowers are illustrated in the text and while one 

target word is illustrated (forsythia) on two different pages, all of the other target words 

appear one time in the illustrations. 

Novel Words. Justice (2002) indicated that she selected this title because the text 

and illustrations included words that would be unfamiliar to preschoolers. Specifically, 

Justice noted 12 birds (robin, bluejay, cardinal, wren, woodpecker, blackbird, oriole, 

dove, flicker, hummingbird, sparrow, finch) as well as five flowers (geranium, forsythia, 

tulip, lilac, petunia). While Justice compiled a novel word set for each child as 

determined via pre-test, Experiment 2 used the same novel words for each child similar to 

previous shared storybook studies ( e.g. , Blewitt et al., 2009; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). 

Experiment 2 included five target words. The target words selected for Experiment 2 

were from the two versions (English vs. Spanish) of the featured storybook and included 

the following birds and flowers: geranium (geranios ), robin (petirrojo ), woodpecker 

(pajaro carpintero ), tulip (tulipan), and petunia (petunia). 

Parent Questionnaire. Consenting parents were asked to answer three questions 

in paper-pencil format about home language use. This brief questionnaire was developed 

for this study based on previous work by Hammer and her colleagues. Two questions 
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were patterned after those contained in a home language assessment investigating home 

literacy experiences and their relationship to bilingual preschoolers' literacy skills 

(Hammer et al. , 2003). For the current study, the two questions were slightly modified 

from Hammer et al. 's (2003) original usage and here the questions were asked in both 

English and Spanish. One question was added to determine language use of the spouse or 

significant other with the preschooler. The three questions required approximately I to 5 

minutes to complete. As an incentive, participants were offered the chance to win a 

$15.00 gift card to a department-like store for returning the completed questionnaire. See 

Appendix D for the parent questionnaire items in English and Spanish. 

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT-III). The Peabody Picture 

Vocabulary Test-Third Edition (PPVT-III) Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) is a general 

measure of vocabulary comprehension. The test is designed for monolingual-English 

populations (Hammer et al., 2007). The test was individually administered. The 

experimenter showed the child a test plate of four black and white pictures. The 

experimenter verbally stated a word and the child responded (usually by pointing) to the 

word that matches the one spoken by the experimenter. The words represent different 

types of classes, nouns, verbs, and adjectives, for example. Items are displayed in 

increasing levels of difficulty. It correlates highly with measure of verbal IQ (Hodapp & 

Gerken, 1999). The PPVT-III was administered during the pretest in order to obtain 

information about initial general vocabulary knowledge. 

The Test de Vocabulario Imagenes Peabody (TVIP). The Test de Vocabulario en 

Imagenes Peabody (TVIP; Dunn et al., 1986) was also administered during pretest. The 
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TVIP is similar in administration to its English counterparts (Fernandez et al., 1992). 

Additionally, the TVIP has 125 target words that derived from the original Peabody. The 

TVIP was standardized in Mexico and Puerto Rico (Fernandez et al., 1992) on a large 

number of children (Umbel et al., 1992). The TVIP does not provide normative data for 

bilingual children (Hammer et al., 2007). 

The test administrator was a native Spanish speaker. Testing continued until a 

ceiling set was established. The ceiling set was the highest set (8 items in a set) of items 

administered containing 6 or more errors. The number of errors in each set was recorded 

on the performance record. The ceiling item, which is the last item in the ceiling set was 

subtracted from the total number of errors. The procedure yielded a raw score. The 

administrator converted the raw score to a standard score. This conversion occurred by 

using the child's chronological age and raw score to locate the composite score, which 

was recorded as the standard score on the performance record. 

Novel Vocabulary Expressive Game (NVEG). This test assessed the preschooler's 

ability to produce the target words appearing in the storybook. Administration was 

similar to the New Word Production Test (Blewitt et al. , 2009; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) 

and the Seasonal Word Production Game in Experiment 1. Each preschooler was shown a 

laminated, colored picture of the target word. The illustration of the target word was 

identical to the illustration in the storybook ( cf. , Senechal et al. , 1995). There was one 

picture per card. Similar to Justice ' s (2002) methodology which included an expressive 

measure at pre-test and post-test, in the present study the same expressive test was used at 

pretest and posttest. One highly familiar item ( e.g. , a cat) was also included in the 
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assessment. Preschoolers were asked "What is that?" while the experimenter pointed to a 

picture for each test plate. For some children, "bird" or "flower" were common 

responses. In these cases, the test administrator followed up with "What kind of bird?" or 

"What kind of flower?" and the response to the follow up questions were scored. 

Presentation of the pictures were randomized. 

One point was earned for each correct response to a target item. Preschoolers' 

incorrect responses and correct responses to the highly familiar word did not receive 

points. The highest possible score on the NVEG was 5 points out of 5 points. All 

responses were coded during administration of the Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game 

(NVEG). 

Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game (NVRG). This measure investigated 

preschoolers' comprehension of the nine target words included in both versions of the 

storybook. The Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game (NVRG) is similar in format to the 

New Word Comprehension Test (NWCT; Blewitt et al. , 2009; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) 

and the Seasonal Word Production Game used in Experiment 1. Word presentation 

followed the same procedure as that used in the PPVT-111. The experimenter stated a 

word in a phrase ("Show me the geranium") and the preschooler selected one of four 

pictures as a match. Specifically, each laminated test plate included the target word and 

three other foils that featured birds, flowers , or illustrations taken from other books by 

Lois Ehlert. This procedure also occurred with one highly identifiable word. For 

example, the experimenter stated, "Show me the hat." The NVRG was in color and the 

pictures of the target items were identical to the illustration in the story. The foils were 
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taken from Feathers for Lunch and other storybooks by Lois Ehlert. Similar to the 

scoring for the SWPG used in Experiment 1, children earned one point for a correct 

match of the verbally presented target word to the picture of it. On the other hand, no 

points were given to incorrect responses or a correct response to the highly identifiable 

word. The highest possible score on the NVRG was 5 points out of 5 points. The NVRG 

was administered and posttest similar to Justice ' s (2002) time of administration of her 

novel receptive vocabulary measure. 

Procedure 

Information packets including a cover letter, consent form, addressed, postage

paid envelope, a cover letter with raffle ticket, and parent questionnaire were sent home 

in English and Spanish to the parents via weekly folders that the teachers send home. 

Parents had the option of returning the materials, in either English or Spanish, to the 

classroom teacher or to the researchers. 

Pretest. Individually, preschoolers were administered the PPVT-III Form A 

(Dunn & Dunn, 1997) in English in one session. The Test de Vocabulario en Imagenes 

Peabody-Adaptaci6n Hispanoamericano (TVIP-H; Dunn et al. , 1986) was administered 

in Spanish during a second session and by a different examiner consistent with Hammer 

et al. ' s (2007) methodology. While Hammer et al. (2007) did not provide an explicit 

rationale for this component of the procedure the current study employed this procedure 

to minimize child fatigue. The participating Head Start bilingual classrooms speak 80% 

Spanish and 20% English during their daily activities. For the intervention children were 

randomly assigned to either a Spanish or English storybook intervention, thus the pre-test 
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aimed to keep the languages separate to be congruent with the intervention. To reiterate, 

each child was administered two receptive vocabulary tests that measure verbal IQ ( cf. , 

Farver, Xu, Eppe, & Lonigan, 2006). Experiment 2, similar to Hammer et al. 's (2007) 

administration of the PPVT-III and TVIP, utilized two sessions, with one vocabulary test 

administered per session ( cf. , Umbel et al. , 1992). Stated differently, preschoolers 

administered the PPVT-III Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) in English in one session by a 

native speaker of English. The Test de Vocabulario en Imagenes Peabody-Adaptaci6n 

Hispanoamericano (TVIP-H; Dunn et al., 1986) was administered in Spanish during a 

second session and by a different examiner. 

The tests were administered to participants over 2 weeks. Order of testing and day 

of each session was randomly determined prior to pretest. 

The standard scores of the PPVT-III and TVIP-H were used to randomly assign 

participants to an intervention condition. The standard scores were used in the data 

analyses. The TVIP-H scores were used to assign participants to one of four intervention 

conditions: 1) Spanish vocabulary noneliciting questioning, 2) English vocabulary 

noneliciting questioning, 3) Spanish labels, and 4) English labels. For instance, one of the 

four highest scoring children on the TVIP-H was randomly assigned to one of the 

aforementioned conditions. Then, one of the next four highest scoring children was 

randomly assigned to each of the four conditions. This continued until all participants 

were assigned. This procedure helped to make initial Spanish vocabulary skill equivalent 

across the three intervention conditions. Once the groups were created, a one-way 
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ANOVA compared the groups' mean performance on the vocabulary tests (TVIP-H and 

PPVT-III), to test that groups were matched for initial general vocabulary knowledge. 

Intervention Session 1 with Novel Vocabulary Assessment. For intervention 

session 1, children individually met with an adult reader in a quiet area in the preschool 

for storybook reading. Prior to the novel vocabulary assessment and reading, the reader 

used a friendly conversational approach to help put the child at ease and the spoken 

language (English or Spanish) depended upon the condition. The children were 

administered the NVEG. The children were then read one storybook either the English or 

Spanish version of Feathers for Lunch by Ehlert (1990). Similarly, whether the children's 

extratextual remarks are vocabulary noneliciting questions or labels depended upon the 

condition. In all conditions, children were exposed to the novel vocabulary words five 

times during the shared storybook reading. The choice of five target words is consistent 

with the lower range value of novel words utilized in previous research on preschoolers' 

vocabulary acquisition from storybook reading. Specifically, Collins' (2005) materials 

included five to nine novel vocabulary words in the storybooks. 

Intervention Session 2 with Immediate Posttest. The storybook reading 

intervention spanned a 2-week period. Children were read the same storybook as in 

Session 1 again during Session 2. Extratextual commentary type (vocabulary noneliciting 

questions vs. labels) and version of storybook text and commentary (English vs. Spanish) 

was determined prior to the first intervention session. 

As usual, extratextual commentary was appropriate to the child ' s reading 

intervention condition. Administration of the NVEG and NVRG immediately followed 
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completion of the storybook reading. The NVEG was administered first. Then, the 

experimenter gave each child a storybook as a gift. After all posttesting was completed, 

the participating school was given a $100.00 gift card to a book store to purchase books 

for their school. 

Fidelity. In a similar vein to Justice's (2002) study, Experiment 2 examined the 

readers ' fidelity to the condition and script to further assure integrity of the data. In the 

present study, two adult-child storybook readings in each condition were videotaped. 

There was a total of eight sessions taped for the intervention, four for each of the two 

readers'. During the eight taped intervention sessions, the children may have noticed the 

videocamera, but no attention was drawn to it in order to not distract from the session. 

Each videorecorded session was then independently rated by one undergraduate who is a 

native speaker of Spanish and one graduate student, blind to the hypotheses of the study. 

Prior to their rating, the experimenter described the condition protocol to the raters. The 

raters independently viewed the recorded sessions to determine congruency to the 

condition protocol and consistency across the sessions. One rater (a native Speaker of 

Spanish) examined four sessions in Spanish for presentation of the storybook, reader 

comments or questions, and novel words as delineated by the protocol. The other rater 

examined four sessions in English on the same aforementioned dimensions as the Spanish 

rater investigated. The raters also rated the readers ' on the neutrality of the responses to 

children's accurate responses as well as children's spontaneous comments. Two scores 

were generated: one for the presentation of storybook with accurate interspersing of 

comments or questions as delineated by the condition, and the other score for the 
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presentation of novel vocabulary words. In addition, for procedural fidelity in the English 

and Spanish questioning conditions (four sessions total, two in each language), neutrality 

of readers' responses was also coded. Each score was converted to a percentage and thus 

represented a fidelity score. The purpose of the fidelity procedure wants to assure that 

children's exposure to the novel words was strictly managed. Fidelity scores the resulted 

in decimals were rounded to whole numbers. 

The fidelity scores for four sessions in the Spanish language were 95%, 95%, and 

100%. For the dimension of presentation of storybook with accurate interspersing of 

comments or questions ( as delineated by the condition), the fidelity score was 3 8 out of 

possible score of 40, or 95%. For the dimension of presentation of novel vocabulary 

words, the fidelity score was 53 out of a possible score of 56, or 95%. For the dimension 

of neutrality in response to the reader questions, the fidelity score was 10 out of 10, or 

100%. 

The fidelity scores for four sessions in the English language were as follows: 

100%, 95%, and 100%. For the dimension of presentation of storybook with accurate 

interspersing of comments or questions ( as delineated by the condition), the fidelity score 

was 40 out of a possible score of 40, or 100%. For the dimension of presentation of novel 

vocabulary words, the fidelity score was 53 out of 56, or 95%. In the two question 

conditions reviewed for procedural fidelity, the score was 10 out of 10, or 100%. 

Fidelity scores ranged from 100% to 95%. The average was 98%. 
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Summary 

The dissertation study consisted of Experiment 1 and Experiment 2. A consent 

form for parents or guardians to give parents permission for their child(ren) to participate 

in Experiment 1 and 2 was approved by the participating school and school district's 

research and evaluation department. Child consent forms (Experiment 1 and 2) and 

parent informed consent forms (Experiment 2) were approved by the University's 

Institutional Review Board. 

Experiment 1 employed the methodological framework used in previous 

experimental research on shared storybook reading: pretest, intervention, and posttest. 

Experiment 1 also utilized a delayed posttest. The participants were monolingual and 

were enrolled in preschool at Head Start. Pretest served to assess receptive vocabulary 

and verbal IQ as well as determine preschoolers' knowledge of the target words. The 

intervention included four reading sessions over a 6-week period. Each of the three 

storybooks included six out of nine total target words. Overall, children were read every 

book three times and heard each target word six times in the storybook reading context. 

The present study used original storybooks created for Experiment 1 in order to ensure 

that children did not have familiarity with the books. Posttest occurred at the end of the 

third storybook reading session (the fourth overall session) in order to determine 

preschoolers' knowledge of the target words. Both expressive and receptive knowledge 

was assessed. One week later a delayed posttest occurred which assessed expressive and 

receptive knowledge. 
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The participants in Experiment 2 were enrolled in Head Start bilingual (English

Spanish) classrooms. Assessments of general vocabulary in English and Spanish were 

administered at pre-test. In addition, participating parents completed a questionnaire 

(three questions in either English or Spanish) that assessed language experiences at home. 

The first storybook intervention session assessed both expressive and receptive 

knowledge of the target words. Also, a commercially available storybook, either the 

English or Spanish version, depending on the condition was read. The second 

intervention session, occurring 1 week later, included a reading of the same storybook 

and version as the first session and was followed by expressive and receptive 

assessments. 

Procedural fidelity occurred in Experiment 1 and Experiment 2. All participating 

children were given a brand new storybook as a gift. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Experiment 1 

The independent variables were type of questioning (i.e. , vocabulary eliciting vs. 

noneliciting). The dependent variables were preschoolers' scores on the Seasonal Word 

Production Game and Seasonal Word Comprehension Game at immediate and delayed 

posttest. Experiment 1 was guided by four research questions. 

Research Questions QI 

What is the general initial receptive vocabulary level of children emolled in Head 

Start? 

The PPVT-III Form A (Dunn & Dunn, 1997) scores were used to assign the 45 

participants to one of three intervention conditions. For instance, one of the three highest 

scoring children on the PPVT-III was randomly assigned to each of the Vocabulary 

Eliciting Question condition, the Noneliciting Question condition, and the No Question 

( control) condition. After the initial random assignment, the next highest scorers were 

randomly assigned to the three conditions. This process continued until all of the children 

were randomly assigned to the three conditions. This random assignment to condition 

made children's initial vocabulary skill equivalent across the three intervention 

conditions. To assure this equivalence, after the groups were created, a one way Analysis 

of Variance (ANOVA) compared the groups ' mean performance on the PPVT. The 
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results showed that no significant differences existed between groups, F (2, 42) = .09,p = 

.913. The Control group had the same PPVT-III score (M= 87.47, SD= 14.48) as the 

VocabularyNoneliciting group (M= 88.60, SD= 13.64) and the Vocabulary Eliciting 

group (M = 86.40, SD = 14.21 ). 

One child did not participate. A one way ANOV A also compared the groups' 

mean performance on the Seasonal Word Comprehension Game (SWCG). The results 

showed that no significant differences existed between groups, F(2, 41) = .30, p = .741. 

The control group had the same SWCG score (M= 4.87, SD= 1.41) as the Vocabulary 

Noneliciting group (M= 4.86, SD= 2.18) and the Vocabulary Eliciting Group (M= 4.40, 

SD= 1.96). Therefore, the three groups were equally matched for initial knowledge of the 

new words. 

Research Questions Q2 

What questioning style, if any, will result in more receptive vocabulary gains? 

A 3 (Intervention type: Control, Vocabulary Eliciting, Vocabulary Noneliciting) x 

2 (Time: Pre-test, Post-test) repeated measures ANOV A was conducted to determine the 

effects of the intervention condition on children's comprehension of the nine novel target 

words. The results showed that there was no significant interaction between time and 

intervention group on comprehension of the novel words identified, F (2 , 41) = .60, p = 

.552. Furthermore, the main effect of intervention type was not significant, F (2, 41) = 

1.44, p = .249. Comparisons using a Tukey HSD procedure did not show differences. The 

results did show a main effect of time, F (I , 41) = 101.36,p < .01. The overall means for 
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the SWCG at pre-test was 4.70 (SD= 1.84) and at post-test was 7.68 (SD= 1.74). See 

Table 12 for means by condition and time of test. 

Table 12 

Mean Number of Words Correctly Identified in the SWCG at Pre- and Post-Test 

Pre-Test 

Post-Test 

Conditions 

Vocabulary N onelici ting Vocabulary Eliciting 

4.86 (2.18) 
n = 14 

8.14 (1.61) 
n = 14 

4.40 (1.96) 
n = 15 

6.93 (2.19) 
n = 15 

Note. There was attrition of one participant. 

Research Questions Q3 

Control 

4.87 (1.41) 
n =15 

8.00 (1.07) 
n = 15 

To what extent will expressive (production) scores differ between conditions at 

immediate post-test? 

The means for the SWPG at post-test are displayed in Table 13. To determine the 

effects of the storybook condition on production of the nine novel words, a one-way 

ANOV A on the SWPG scores was conducted. The test was not significant, F (2, 41) = 

.82,p = .448. As shown in Table 13 , the Control group (M= 1.80, SD= 1.82) had the 
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same SWPG scores as the Vocabulary Noneliciting condition (M = 2.07, SD = 1.69) and 

the Vocabulary Eliciting condition (M = 2.53, SD= 1.58). 

Table 13 

Mean Number of Words Correctly Identified in the SWPG at Post-Test 

Conditions 

Vocabulary Noneliciting Vocabulary Eliciting 

Post-Test 2.07 (1.69) 
n = 14 

Note. There was attrition of one participant. 

Research Questions Q4 

2.53 (1.19) 
n = 15 

Control 

1.80 (1.82) 
n = 15 

To what extent will the results of the novel vocabulary scores as measured by the 

SWPG and SWCG on the immediate posttest differ from the results of the delayed 

posttest? 

When examining the extent to which children's SWPG vocabulary scores 

changed from post test to a delayed test conducted 1 week later, a 3 (Intervention group: 

Control , Vocabulary Nonelicitng, Vocabulary Eliciting) x 2 (Novel Word Production: 

Post-test, Delayed Post-test) repeated measures analysis was conducted to determine the 

effects of the intervention condition on children 's comprehension of the nine novel target 
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words. As shown in Table 14, the analysis demonstrated that children's SWPG 

vocabulary scores did not significantly change from the immediate post-intervention test 

to delayed post-intervention test, F(2, 41) = 0.88,p = .423. Children who were in the 

Vocabulary Noneliciting condition did not change in their ability to produce words 1 

week later (M = 0.22) than those in the Vocabulary Eliciting condition (M = -0.53) or 

those in the Control condition (M = -.07). This could be interpreted as meaning that the 

effect of the intervention does not decay over a short period of time. 

Table 14 

Mean Number of Words Correctly Identified in the SWPG at Post- and Delayed Post-Test 

Post-Test 

Delayed 
Post-Test 

Change scores 

Conditions 

Vocabulary Noneliciting Vocabulary Eliciting 

2.07 (1.69) 2.53 (1.19) 
n = 14 n = 15 

2.29 (2.52) 2.00 (1.41) 
n = 14 n = 15 

+0.22 -0.53 

Control 

1.80 (1.82) 
n = 15 

1.73 (1.75) 
n = 15 

-0.07 

When examining the extent to which children's SWCG vocabulary scores 

changed from post test to a delayed test conducted 1 week later, a 3 (Intervention group: 

Control, Vocabulary Nonelicitng, Vocabulary Eliciting) x 2 (Novel Word Production: 

Post-test, Delayed Post-test) repeated measures analysis was conducted to determine the 

89 



effects of the intervention condition on children's comprehension of the nine novel target 

words. As shown in Table 15, the analysis demonstrated that children's SWCG 

vocabulary scores did not significantly change from the immediate post-intervention test 

to delayed post-intervention test across conditions, F(2, 41) = 0.07, p = .935. Children 

who were in the Vocabulary Noneliciting condition did not change in their ability to 

comprehend words 1 week later (M = -0.57) than those in the Vocabulary Eliciting 

condition (M = -0.26) or those in the Control condition (M = -.40). This could be 

interpreted as meaning that the effect of the intervention for SWCG words does not 

significantly decay over time. 

Table 15 

Mean Number of Words Correctly Identified in the SWCG at Post-and Delayed Post-Test 

Conditions 

Vocabulary Noneliciting Vocabulary Eliciting Control 

Post-Test 8.14 (1.61) 6.93 (2.19) 8.00 (1.07) 
n = 14 n= 15 n = 15 

Delayed 7.57 (2.85) 6.67 (2.80) 7.60(2.61) 
Post-Test n = 14 n = 15 n = 15 

Change scores -0.57 -0.26 -0.40 

Secondary Findings 

In inspecting the participants' responses to adult questioning styles, either 

Vocabulary Noneliciting or Vocabulary Eliciting, during the intervention sessions 
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significant differences were shown in the four intervention sessions. A one way ANOV A 

compared the groups' (Vocabulary Noneliciting vs. Vocabulary Eliciting) mean 

performance for each storybook reading in each intervention session. For the first 

storybook reading in Intervention Session 1, the results showed a significant difference 

between questioning groups, F (I, 28) = 54.84, p < .001. The Noneliciting group (M = 

4.67, SD = 1.3 5) with 15 children significantly differed from the Eliciting group (M = 

1.27, SD = 1.16) with 15 children. For the second storybook reading in Intervention 

Session 1, the results showed a significant difference between questioning groups, F (I, 

28) = 18.64,p < .001. The Noneliciting group (M= 3.87, SD= 1.60) with 15 children 

significantly differed from the Eliciting group (M = 1.20, SD= 1. 78) with 15 children. 

In addition, a one way ANOVA compared the groups' (Vocabulary Noneliciting 

vs. Vocabulary Eliciting) mean performance for each storybook reading in Intervention 

Session 2, the results showed a significant difference between questioning groups, F( 1, 

28) = 60.67,p < .001. The Noneliciting group (M= 5.27, SD= .88) with 15 children 

significantly differed from the Eliciting group (M= 1.60, SD= 1.59) with 15 children. For 

the second storybook reading in Intervention Session 2, the results showed a significant 

difference between questioning groups, F(l , 28) = 48.79,p < .001. The Noneliciting 

group (M= 4.67, SD= 1.50) with 15 children significantly differed from the Eliciting 

group (M= 1.20, SD= 1.21) with 15 children. 

For Intervention Session 3, a one way ANOVA compared the groups' 

(Vocabulary Noneliciting vs. Vocabulary Eliciting) mean performance for each 

storybook reading. For the first storybook reading in this session, the results showed a 
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significant difference between questioning groups, F( 1, 28) = 82. 72, p < .001 . The 

Noneliciting group (M= 5.20, SD= .94) significantly differed from the Eliciting group 

(M= 1.53, SD= 1.25). Both groups had 15 children participants. For the second storybook 

reading in Intervention Session 3, the results showed a significant difference between 

questioning groups, F(l, 28) = 28.74,p < .001. The Noneliciting group (M= 5.13 , SD= 

1.55) with 15 children significantly differed from the Eliciting group (M= 2.00, SD= 

1.65) with 15 children. See Table 16 for means and standard deviations for the first and 

second storybook reading in Intervention Session 1, 2, and 3. 

Table 16 

Mean Target Words (Out of Six) Correct During Storybook Reading 

Vocabulary Noneliciting Vocabulary Eliciting 

Intervention Sessions M SD N M SD N 

Intervention 1 a 4.67 1.35 15 1.27 1.16 15 

Intervention 1 b 3.87 1.60 15 1.20 1.78 15 

Intervention 2a 5.27 .88 15 1.60 1.59 15 

Intervention 2b 4.67 1.50 15 1.20 1.21 15 

Intervention 3 a 5.20 .94 15 1.53 1.25 15 

Intervention 3 b 5.13 1.55 15 2.00 1.65 15 

Note. The superscript a indicates first storybook in the session and the superscript b indicates second 
storybook in the session. 

Recall that Intervention Session 4 differed in methodology from the previous 

sessions. Specifically, Intervention Session 4 included the reading of three storybooks 
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with three questions asked per storybook. This is different from the first three 

intervention sessions which included two storybooks per session and six questions per 

storybook. As a result, the three sessions in Intervention Session 4 were collapsed. A one 

way ANOV A compared the groups mean performance for Intervention Session 4. The 

results showed a significant difference between groups, F(l, 27) = 14.02,p = .001. The 

Noneliciting group (M= 7 .50, SD= 1. 79) with 14 children significantly differed from the 

Eliciting group (M= 4.07, SD= 2.96) with 15 children. 

Experiment 2 

The independent variables were 1) condition (vocabulary noneliciting questions 

vs. labeling) asked of preschoolers and 2) language (English vs. Spanish). The number of 

participants by condition were: Spanish labels (n = 13), Spanish questions (n = 13), 

English labels (n = 14), and English questions (n = 14). 

Home language use by parents as determined by a parental questionnaire response 

was used to generate descriptive information about children 's home language 

experiences. The within-group variables will be dependent variables, specifically, 

preschoolers' scores on the Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game and the Novel 

Vocabulary Expressive Game prior to and after the storybook intervention. Five research 

questions guided Experiment 2 and results are presented by question. 

Participants ranged in age from 37 months to 66 months, with a mean age of 

52.46 months (SD= 8.21). The scores of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test ranged 

from 40.00 to 88.00, with an average score of 56.53 (SD= 14.17). The scores for the 

TVIP-H ranged from 59.00 to 144.00, with an average score of 104.98 (SD= 18.07). 
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As in Experiment 1, participants were randomly assigned to condition. The means 

of the TVIP-H were compared using a one-way ANOVA for each of the groups. No 

significant differences were found between conditions, F(3 ,50) = .041 , p = .989. As 

shown in Table 17, those in the Spanish labels condition did not significantly differ in 

their TVIP-H scores (M= 105.00, SD = 16.44) than those in the Spanish vocabulary 

noneliciting questioning condition (M = 105.54, SD= 16.61 ), English labels condition (M 

= 105.86, SD= 19.74), nor the English vocabulary noneliciting questioning condition (M 

= 103.57, SD= 20.82). 

Table 17 

Mean Number of Words Correct on TVIP-H 

TVIP-H 

SL 

105.00 (16.44) 
n = 13 

Conditions 

SQ 

105.54 (16.61) 
n = 13 

EL 

105.86 (19.74) 
n = 14 

EQ 

103 .57 (20.82) 
n = 14 

Note . SL = Spanish Labels; SQ = Spanish Questions; EL = English Labels; EQ = English Questions 

The pretest means of the scores on the PPVT were also compared using a one

way ANOV A. No significant differences were found between conditions, F (3 ,50) = .05, 

ns. As shown in Table 18 , those in the Spanish labels condition did not significantly 

differ in their PPVT scores (M = 58.23 , SD= 15.30) than those in the Spanish vocabulary 

noneliciting questioning condition (M = 57.85 , SD = 16.44), English labels condition (M 
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= 57 .14, SD = 14.21 ), nor the English vocabulary noneliciting questioning condition (M = 

52.64, SD= 11.91). 

Table 18 

Mean Number of Words Correct on PPVT 

PPVT 

SL 

58.23 (15.30) 
n= 13 

SQ 

57.85 (16.44) 
n= 13 

Conditions 

EL 

57.14 (14.21) 
n = 14 

EQ 

5 2. 64 ( 11 . 91 ) 
n = 14 

Note. SL = Spanish Labels; SQ = Spanish Questions; EL = English Labels; EQ = English Questions 

Research Questions QI 

What is the relationship between adult language use at home and bilingual 

children's general initial receptive vocabulary level and do they differ by English 

counterpart versus Spanish counterpart of a vocabulary measure? 

In order to conduct the analysis for this research question, only those participants 

were selected whose parents or guardians stated they only spoke Spanish to their 

preschooler at home on the parent questionnaire. This was done due to the small number 

of participants who spoke "mostly Spanish," "same amount of Spanish and English," 

"mostly English," and "English only." A Pearson product-moment correlation was 

conducted to examine the relationship between adult language use at home (i.e. , Spanish 

95 



only) and children's general initial receptive vocabulary level. The results showed that 

there was a significant positive relationship between parents who spoke only Spanish to 

their preschooler and their initial PPVT-III scores, r (37) = .330, p < .05, indicating that 

the more parents spoke Spanish only to their bilingual children at home, the higher scores 

those children received on the PPVT-III. The results also showed that there was no 

significant relationship between parents who spoke Spanish only to their bilingual 

preschoolers and their TVIP scores, r (36) = -.166,p = .334. See Table 19. 

Table 19 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation of PPVT Scores and TVIP Scores to Spanish 
Speaking Pa rents/Guardians 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 

Test de Vocabulario en Imagenes Peabody 

Note . *p<.05. 

0.330* 

-0.166 

When examining the effects of administering an English questionnaire versus a 

Spanish questionnaire of the PPVT-III, an ANOV A was conducted. The results indicated 

that type of questionnaire did not have a significant effect on children's PPVT-III scores, 

F (I, 34) = .27,p = .609. When examining the effects of administering an English versus 

a Spanish questionnaire of the TVIP, an ANOV A was conducted. The results indicated 

that there was not a significant effect oflanguage version on children's TVIP scores 

when looking at only the parents/guardians who spoke only Spanish to their preschoolers, 

F (I, 34) = .66, p = .420. 
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Research Questions Q2 

To what extent do noneliciting questions versus noneliciting labels differentially 

impact novel vocabulary expressive and receptive word learning? 

To test the effect of adult extratextual style on novel vocabulary expressive word 

learning scores, an independent samples t-test was conducted. The results showed a 

marginally significant effect of extratextual style on expressive scores, t (52) = -1.849, p 

= .07. Children had more correct responses if they received questions (M = 0.52, SD= 

.48) than if they received labels (M = 0.19, SD= 0.48). To test the effect of extratextual 

style on novel vocabulary receptive knowledge, an independent samples t-test was 

conducted. The results showed that extratextual style did not have a significant effect on 

children's responses, t test (52) = .94, p = .353. See Table 20. 

Table 20 

Means and Standard Deviations of Novel Vocabulary Expressive Game (NVEG) Scores 
and Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game (NVRG) Scores 

NVEG 

Labels 

Questions 

NVRG 

Labels 

Questions 

N Mean 

27 

27 

27 

27 

97 

0.19 

0.52 

3.30 

2.93 

SD t p 

-1.85 .070 

0.48 

0.80 

0.94 .353 

1.38 

1.52 



Research Questions Q3 

What helps children understand or produce more novel vocabulary words with 

regard to Spanish vocabulary noneliciting questions versus Spanish labels? 

To examine the effect of extratextual type (i.e., labels versus questions) on 

children's responses to the Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game, or NVRG, an Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA) was conducted. Extratextual type did not have a significant effect on 

children's responses, F (l, 24) = .74, p = .397. Children who received labels had an equal 

number of correct responses (M = 2.85, SD= 1.52) as those who received questions (M = 

3.38, SD= 1.66). 

To examine the effect of extratextual type (i.e., labels versus questions) on 

children's responses to the Novel Vocabulary Expressive Game, an ANOVA was 

conducted. Extratextual type had a significant effect on children's responses, F ( 1, 24) = 

7.32, p < .05. Children who received questions had significantly more correct responses 

(M = 0.92, SD = .95) than those who received labels (M = 0.15, SD = .3 8). 

Research Questions Q4 

What helps children understand or produce more novel vocabulary words with 

regards to English vocabulary noneliciting questioning versus English labels? 

To examine the effect of extratextual type (i.e. , labels versus questions) on 

children's responses to the Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game, or NVRG, an ANOVA 

was conducted. Extratextual type had a significant effect on children 's responses, F (l , 

26) = 7.00, p < .05. Children who received labels had significantly more number of 

correct responses (M= 3.71 , SD= 1.14) than those who received questions (M= 2.50, SD 
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= 1.29). To examine the effect of extratextual type (i.e., labels versus questions) on 

children's responses to the Novel Vocabulary Expressive Game, an ANOVA was 

conducted. Extratextual type did not have a significant effect on children's responses, F 

(1 , 26) = .15, p = .699. Children who received questions had an equal number of correct 

responses (M = 0.14, SD= .36) as those who received labels (M = 0.21, SD= .58). 

children's responses, t test (52) = .94, p = .353. See Table 21. 

Table 21 

Means and Standard Deviations of NVRG and NVEG 

n Mean SD F p 

NVRG 7.00 .014 

Labels 14 3.71 1.14 

Questions 14 2.50 1.29 

NVEG 0.15 .699 

Labels 14 0.21 0.58 

Questions 14 0.14 0.36 
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Research Questions Q5 

What is the difference between parental home language use with children enrolled 

in a bilingual Head Start program and novel word learning? 

This question is designed to yield descriptive statistical information in three areas 

regarding home language usage. These include: parental home language use with 

preschoolers, home language use with other adults, and spouse or significant other home 

language use with preschoolers. Only children whose parents spoke Spanish only were 

selected for these analyses (n = 34) due to low numbers in the other four categories: 

Mostly Spanish Spoken, Equally English and Spanish Spoken, Mostly English Spoken, 

and English Only Spoken. 

As to the question "At home, what language do you speak with your 

preschooler?" 67.9%, (n = 38) spoke Spanish only with their preschooler whereas 32.1 % 

(n = 18) spoke some Spanish to only English. As to the question "At home, what 

language do you speak with other adults?" 76.8% (n = 43) spoke only Spanish to other 

adults at home whereas 23.2% (n = 13) spoke some Spanish to only English to other 

adults at home. As to the question "At home, what language does your spouse or 

significant other speak with your preschooler?" 71.4% (n = 40) the parent's spouse or 

significant other spoke only Spanish to the preschooler whereas 28 .6% (n = 16) spoke 

some Spanish to English only to the preschooler. 

When examining children's novel vocabulary expressive game post scores, a one 

sample t-test was conducted on parents who spoke only Spanish to their preschooler, 

other adults or their spouse/significant other spoke Spanish only on children ' s VEG 
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scores. The results revealed that children who had parents or other adults who only spoke 

Spanish had a significant effect on NVEG scores, t (31) = 3.48, p < .01. Children who 

had only Spanish spoken to them at home by their parents, their parents' significant 

others or wife, or by other adults at home had a mean score of .38 (SD = .61) on the 

NVEG post test. 

When examining children's novel vocabulary receptive game post scores, a one 

sample t test was conducted on parents who spoke only Spanish to their preschooler, 

other adults or their spouse/significant other spoke Spanish only on children's NVRG 

scores. The results revealed that speaking Spanish only had a significant effect on NVRG 

scores, t (31) = 14.53,p < .01. Children who had only Spanish spoken to them at home by 

their parents, their parents' significant others or wife, or by other adults at home had a 

mean score of 3 .3 8 (SD = 1.31) on the NVRG post test. 

Summary 

For Experiment 1, type of questioning style (vocabulary noneliciting vs. eliciting) 

did not have a significant effect on children's novel vocabulary receptive or expressive 

knowledge. Children's scores on the Seasonal Word Comprehension Game and Seasonal 

Word Production Game did not significantly change from immediate post-test to delayed 

post-test. Secondary findings showed that noneliciting questions compared to eliciting 

questions resulted in greater correct responses to adult questions asked during the 

intervention sessions. 

For Experiment 2, overall, type of extratextual reading style did not have a 

significant effect on children's novel vocabulary receptive responses as determined by 
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the Novel Vocabulary Receptive Game. There were no significant differences in 

children's responses if they received Spanish noneliciting labels, Spanish noneliciting 

questions, English noneliciting labels nor English noneliciting questions. Alternatively, 

type of extratextual reading style did have a significant effect on children's responses as 

measured by the Novel Vocabulary Expressive Game. Children who received Spanish 

noneliciting questions had significantly more correct responses than children in the other 

conditions (Spanish nonelicting labels, English noneliciting questions and English 

noneliciting labels). In looking at language and extratextual style, Experiment 2 revealed 

that English labels are more effective than English noneliciting questions for receptive 

knowledge. Spanish noneliciting questions lead to greater expressive word learning than 

Spanish labels. 

At home, most families spoke Spanish. The results showed a significant positive 

relationship between parents who spoke only Spanish to their preschooler and their initial 

PPVT-111 scores, indicating that the more parents spoke Spanish only to their bilingual 

children at home, the higher scores those children received on the PPVT-111. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Experiment 1 

The present experiment permitted the examination of the impact of questioning 

styles in the context of shared storybook reading on the novel vocabulary acquisition of 

monolingual preschoolers enrolled in Head Start. Similar to Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) 

intervention, preschoolers in the present study participated in one of three reading 

conditions, one with vocabulary noneliciting questions, one with vocabulary eliciting 

questions, and a control condition in which no questions were asked. Experiment 1 

allows for the comparison of the present findings to Walsh and Blewitt ' s (2006) results of 

novel word learning of preschoolers from middle- and upper-middle class families. 

Comparing the present findings to Walsh and Blewitt's (2006) study, similarities exist, 

particularly in that question type does not seem to be especially important to the novel 

vocabulary learning of preschoolers. Vocabulary noneliciting questions, eliciting 

questions, and no questions appear to be equally effective in the novel vocabulary 

acquisition of children enrolled in Head Start. One possibility for this lack of significance 

may be due to Experiment ls small sample size. Nevertheless, this experiment is useful 

as it offers a comparison of the current results to previous work with children from 

middle- and upper-middle class families and it may stimulate future research to solve 

sampling issues. 
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Shared storybook reading alone appeared to be sufficient for word learning. 

Questioning promotes receptive and/or expressive novel word learning ( e.g. , Ard & 

Beverly, 2004; Blewitt et al., 2009; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006) more so than a straight run 

through the storybook. This experiment may be an exception to this common finding. 

Children in all conditions made significant improvements in receptive novel word 

learning from pre-test to immediate post-test. Children may have benefited from the one

on-one reading sessions compared to group storybook sharing which is a common 

reading approach in the classroom. Scores on the receptive measure and production 

measure were not significant by condition at immediate post-test. These findings indicate 

that children experienced growth in novel vocabulary learning regardless of the adult 

reading style. Indeed it is possible that exposure to the novel words in the text might be 

enough to help novel word learning. Early childhood educators and other adults are 

encouraged to read storybooks that are thou~ght to include novel words and corresponding 

pictorial representations. One-on-one reading sessions may also benefit novel word 

learning. 

To extend the work of Walsh and Blewitt (2006), Experiment 1 included a 

delayed post-test session. In looking at the immediate and delayed post-test scores on the 

novel production test no significant difference was found. Similarly, inspection of the 

results of the immediate and delayed post-test on the novel comprehension test showed 

no significant difference. Taken together, these findings suggest that the effect of the 

novel word learning intervention does not decay over time. These findings are in line 

with Blewitt et al. 's (2009) first experiment, which supports that novel vocabulary 
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knowledge remains stable or increases from immediate post-test to a delayed post-test 

about 1-week later. 

Other shared storybook work (e.g., Blewitt et al., 2009; Justice, 2002; Walsh & 

Blewitt, 2006) has not reported findings of the childrens' responses to adult questions 

during the actual storybook reading. In the present secondary analyses, noneliciting 

questions compared to eliciting questions resulted in significantly higher correct 

responses to questions asked during the storybook reading. It is speculated that sharing 

storybooks that include the novel words in the text and pictorial representations and 

asking noneliciting questions results in immediate learning. This learning was not 

transferred as demonstrated by scores on the novel vocabulary measures at immediate 

post-test. The secondary findings suggest that noneliciting questions are important for 

providing initial experiences associating the novel label and the referent during the 

storybook reading. 

Conclusions 

The present findings suggest that noneliciting or eliciting questions do not seem to 

be especially important to novel word learning. The finding that questioning was as 

effective as the control may be an anomaly. Previous work (e.g., Senechal, 1997; Walsh 

& Blewitt, 2006; Whitehurst, et al. , 1988) indicates that the child's active participation in 

the storybook results in more vocabulary benefits than strictly reading the text. In light of 

the immediately aforementioned previous work and the present experiment, it is 

reasonable to conclude that adults should be encouraged to ask children questions, either 

eliciting or noneliciting, during shared storybook reading to promote novel vocabulary 
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learning and to draw attention to the referent. This is an issue that warrants further 

investigation. 

During the storybook reading, noneliciting questions were more effective than 

eliciting questions by resulting in more accurate responses during the shared storybook 

reading. Noneliciting questions seem to be important to providing initial experiences with 

associating the label and referent. 

Limitations and Future Research 

The g*power analysis indicated that a minimum sample size of 88 was needed for 

a moderate effect size (partial eta= .38), alpha of .05, and power of .95. To recall, 

Experiment 1 included 45 children at commencement and 44 at the finish. The present 

study did not have adequate power and this is accepted as a limitation of Experiment 1. 

Despite this limitation, it is expected that the results of the present study will play an 

important part in promoting future inquiry on this topic, research that is necessary to 

solve power issues. 

In addition to the small sample size, this experiment also faced a limitation in 

regard to methodology. Specifically, some of the questions (e.g. , Can you point to the 

skis?) in the noneliciting question required pointing as a correct response from the 

children. Alternatively, some noneliciting questions, for example, Who is sitting in the 

toboggan? required the children to state a word response, for example, "penguins." 

Future research should include homogenous response sets, either all verbal or all non

verbal responses. 
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The current experiment, in accord with previous work ( e.g., Blewitt et al. , 2009; 

Justice, 2002; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006), featured target words that were nouns. The 

employment of nouns is also consistent with Bloom's (2000) conclusion that, in English, 

nouns are often learned more easily than verbs. While Ard and Beverly (2004) 

investigated the effects of questions and comments on preschooler' s novel vocabulary 

acquisition of nouns and verbs during storybook reading, more empirical work is needed 

to elucidate the effects of verbs. Additionally, whether the present findings would 

generalize to children in pre-kindergarten or kindergarten, enrolled in schools serving 

lower or upper socioeconomic families deserves investigation. 

The present dissertation was guided by the sociocultural perspective ( e.g., Bruner, 

1983; Vygotsky, 1978). As established, adult questioning as a feature of shared storybook 

reading supports Vygotsky' s (1978) tenet that the child learns higher processes as a result 

of adult guidance. In light of Wood et al.' s ( 197 6) term of scaffolding, adult questioning 

could be viewed as a form of scaffolding, albeit falling short of true scaffolding involving 

child feedback and constant adjustment from the adult. In Experiment 1, the adult 

questions were all low demand and the questioning was viewed as a form of scaffolding. 

Low demand questions may help children link the novel label and referent (Blewitt et al. , 

2009). Blewitt et al. (2009) took the scaffolding like behavior of questioning one step 

further by combining low and high demand questions in one condition. Employment of 

scaffolding like questions (Blewitt et al. , 2009) that are of the noneliciting and eliciting 

type seems to be an important area of future inquiry. 
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The present Experiment 1 investigated novel vocabulary expressive and receptive 

knowledge by essentially assessing whether or not children could recognize a label and 

match it to its referent or verbally produce the label in response to the referent. In Blewitt 

et al.' s (2009) second experiment, children were administered a novel measure of 

receptive knowledge, but were also asked do define the novel words. This definition task 

is clearly important in assessing comprehension and knowledge of novel words. A 

replication of Experiment 1 with the incorporation of a measure, such as Blewitt et al. 's 

definition task, is needed to further elucidate what children learn about novel words in the 

context of a shared storybook reading. Intervention studies that examine how vocabulary 

learning could have beneficial short-term effects on phonological awareness and listening 

comprehension are also needed (Senechal, Ouellette, & Rodney, 2006). 

Despite the discussed limitations of Experiment 1, the current results add to the 

existing literature in important ways. The present results partially corroborate the work of 

Walsh and Blewitt (2006). The present results also support the robust trend in the extant 

literature that word learning was maintained from immediate to delayed post-test. The 

current study showed that noneliciting questions result in significantly more correct 

responses than eliciting questions during the actual storybook reading. 

Experiment 2 

There is paucity of research on bilingual word learning in the context of shared 

storybook reading compared to monolingual word learning. Experiment 2 explored the 

impact of extratextual style, either noneliciting questions or noneliciting labels, asked or 

stated by the adult in English or Spanish depending upon the condition. 
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Results revealed that speaking Spanish only at home is not significantly related to 

general vocabulary knowledge as measured by the TVIP-H. This is not surprising given 

that the TVIP does not provide normative data for bilingual children (Hammer et al. , 

2007). On the other hand, the more parents spoke Spanish only to their bilingual children 

at home, the higher scores those children received on the PPVT-III. It is important for 

Spanish speaking parents to know that speaking to their children in whatever language 

seems to be beneficial to their children's vocabulary development. Walsh, Buckley, Rose, 

Sanchez, and Gillum (2008) found that parents who completed the Spanish version as 

opposed to the English version of a parent involvement questionnaire expressed more 

agreement with the statement "I don't know how to help my child learn." The current 

finding germane to general vocabulary development may offer Spanish speaking parents 

some relief in knowing that they can and do help their children learn. Future research 

could investigate the possible explanations for this current finding. Perhaps parents who 

are speaking their native language use more varied and rich vocabulary than parents 

using English as a second language in the home or impoverished English-only speakers. 

In terms of shared storybook reading and children's expressive vocabulary 

learning, adult questioning was marginally significant over adult labeling. This was 

expected as Justice's (2002) monolingual study revealed similar gains for expressive 

vocabulary learning in her questioning and labeling conditions. 

Type of storybook style in Spanish did not have a significant effect on children' s 

novel vocabulary receptive knowledge. There were no significant differences in 

children's receptive knowledge if they received Spanish noneliciting labels or the 
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Spanish noneliciting questions. Perhaps the use of different storybooks, hence novel 

words, or a longer intervention would yield different findings. 

When comparing receptive scores for English labels versus English questions, 

children who received labels had significantly more correct responses than children who 

were asked questions on the novel receptive measure. Children learning English may 

have profited from adults explicitly connecting the novel label to the referent. Once the 

word becomes familiar to children, perhaps through adult labels, then questions may be 

appropriate. Adult labeling of novel words may spawn immediate attainment of receptive 

knowledge, while expressive growth may be more gradual (Justice, 2002). This 

immediate receptive attainment and embryonic expressive knowledge may hold 

especially true for bilingual children. It seems reasonable to suggest that when sharing a 

storybook with bilingual children, adult extratextual labeling may help the child make the 

first association of the novel label to the referent. 

Spanish noneliciting questions were more effective than Spanish labels on 

children ' s novel expressive vocabulary. In bilingual (Spanish and English) children ' s 

native language, it is plausible that questioning may be more effective than labeling for 

the production of novel words. 

This investigation also found that home environments that spoke Spanish only 

was the rule rather than the exception. On the parent questionnaire the other four 

categories of mostly Spanish, equally English and Spanish, mostly English, and English 

only, yielded low numbers. These findings are important to note, and in tandem with 

Hammer et al. ' s (2003) suggestion that when studying bilingual children home language 
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experiences need to be considered. Recall that in the two Spanish conditions (Spanish 

noneliciting questions and Spanish labels) children's expressive vocabulary benefited 

from the noneliciting questioning. The present finding differs from Justice (2002) in that 

in her monolingual study she found that questioning or labeling did not matter for 

expressive word learning. Experiment 2 is the first of its kind due to the bilingual sample 

and home language environment assessment. Experiment 2 ultimately shows that in the 

shared storybook literature monolingual findings do not extend to bilingual children. 

Conclusions 

A child's active participation in the storybook reading is better than a straight run 

through the storybook to encourage language and literacy skill acquisition ( e.g., 

Senechal, 1997; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006; Whitehurst, et al., 1988), but most of the 

existing literature examined monolingual children. In Justice's (2002) study with 

monolingual children, questions and labels were of the noneliciting type. Questioning and 

labeling yielded similar gains in novel word learning for expressive vocabulary (Justice, 

2002). On the other hand, Justice (2002) found that labeling resulted in greater gains for 

receptive vocabulary consistent with Senechal's (1997) finding. In Experiment 2, when 

comparing receptive scores for English labels versus English questions, children who 

received labels had significantly more correct responses than children who were asked 

questions on the novel receptive measure. Thus, consistent with Justice (2002) and 

Senechal (1997) findings, the present finding that labeling compared to questioning leads 

to greater receptive scores held true for bilingual children in the English conditions. 

111 



Experiment 2 may be the first to experimentally show the value for expressive 

vocabulary of noneliciting questions in Spanish compared to adult labels in Spanish, 

English labels, and English noneliciting questions. A previous qualitative, descriptive 

study investigated book reading styles and parent beliefs of 10 dyads of mothers, fluent in 

Spanish and English, identified as Puerto Rican with children enrolled in Head Start 

(Hammer & Miccio, 2004). In some of the 10 cases, extratextual commentary in the form 

of labels and questions was more prevalent than strictly adhering to the storybook text 

(Hammer & Miccio, 2004). Perhaps, then, mothers of bilingual children enrolled in Head 

Start naturally provide extrat_extual utterances more so than reading the lines of text or a 

straight run through of the storybook. Results of Experiment 2 suggest that adults with 

bilingual (Spanish and English) children are encouraged to ask questions in Spanish that 

incorporate the novel word label in their question. This noneliciting questioning style 

allows children to explore properties of the referent, such as the appearance or function of 

it, without producing the novel word in their response. Indeed, children who received the 

noneliciting questions were able to later produce the words as demonstrated by an 

expressive measure at immediate post-test. 

Limitations and Future Research 

Experiment 2s sample included bilingual (Spanish and English) preschoolers, thus 

the validity of the present findings to other bilingual combinations is not known. Studies 

of preschoolers with a different bilingual combination are needed to support conclusions 

about adult extratextual labels and questions to promote novel word learning in bilingual 

preschoolers. 
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There are several avenues of future inquiry as a result of Experiment 2. Future 

research may consider replicating the current study with bilingual preschoolers from 

middle- and upper-class families. It may also be beneficial to this field to utilize a longer 

storybook intervention of 6 weeks consistent with other work ( e.g., Walsh & Blewitt, 

2006; Whitehurst, Arnold, et al., 1994) and increase the target novel words from five to 

Collins' (2005) suggested upper range of nine words. A different storybook and thus 

target words may be utilized. Future work may include a delayed post-test in the 

methodological framework. In light of the relatively low novel vocabulary scores, future 

research that investigates novel vocabulary learning in bilingual (Spanish and English) 

preschoolers enrolled in kindergarten may shed light on bilingual vocabulary 

development. 

Another avenue of future research that holds promise may be examining 

noneliciting questions in comparison to eliciting questions on the effects of novel 

receptive and expressive vocabulary learning in bilingual (Spanish and English) 

preschoolers. Within the context of storybook reading and with bilingual (Spanish and 

English) preschoolers, with emphasis on their novel vocabulary acquisition, studies are 

needed that examine the demand level of the adult questioning, similar to Reese and 

Cox's (1999) monolingual investigation. In addition, investigating contrasting conditions, 

like Justice (2002) did, of extratextual nature ( questions vs. labels) and demand level 

(perceptual vs. conceptual) in bilingual (Spanish and English) children warrants inquiry. 
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Implications 

In addition to allowing researchers to generate new hypotheses and offering new 

avenues of inquiry, the knowledge generated from Experiment 1 and 2 has the potential 

to assist others working on behalf of young children. The results of Experiment 2 have 

the potential to fill a gap in the existing literature on novel vocabulary acquisition in 

bilingual children, providing much needed information to policymakers and educators, 

practitioners, and other adults who work with children. Following in the footsteps of 

prominent researchers in this field ( e.g., Justice, 2002) and viewing this phenomenon 

through a sociocultural lens (Vygotsky, 1978), while examining a population that has 

previously not received as much attention in the literature (Barrera & Bauer, 2003), 

Experiment 2 has the potential to provide educators, practitioners, and other adults 

working with this population much needed information on how to contribute to the 

acquisition of vocabulary in monolingual and bilingual language learners enrolled in 

Head Start. 

Suggestions for Policymakers 

The International Reading Association (IRA) provides resources and information 

from within and outside of their organization relevant to Head Start. The IRA's collection 

is known as the Head Start Library and is part of the Head Start Tapestry. Research on 

early childhood literacy and Head Start mandates comprise the Head Start Tapestry 

(International Reading Association, 2007). Part of the intent of the information and 

resources in the Head Start Tapestry are for presentations to policy councils (International 

Reading Association, 2007). Experiment 2 may be utilized by the IRA to help enrich the 
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Head Start Tapestry's guidelines, recommendations, and resources about vocabulary 

learning. 

Specifically, the Head Start Tapestry includes guidelines on how to help children 

make progress on literacy learning (International Reading Association, 2007). For 

example, developing children's book knowledge is one goal and the Head Start Tapestry 

suggests that reading aloud is one way to promote children's vocabulary (International 

Reading Association, 2007). The findings of Experiment 2 delineate how different read 

aloud strategies-adult questioning and labeling-- affect bilingual (Spanish and English) 

children's word learning. The Head Start Tapestry may consider weaving this research 

based literacy practice with Head Start guidelines. 

In addition, child care directors and public school administrators with 

predominant enrollments of bilingual (Spanish and English) children from low SES 

families may draw on the findings of Experiment 2 to create guidelines for classroom 

storybook reading practices that promote novel word learning. In creating these 

guidelines, directors and administrators should make clear that effective vocabulary 

intervention, such as repeated exposure to vocabulary in text or conversation, has to start 

early, in preschool (Nagy, 2005). In addition, early vocabulary knowledge is a strong 

predictor of later academic success (Ard & Beverly, 2004; Ewers & Brownson, 1999; 

Weizman & Snow, 2001) as well as reading comprehension ability (Stanovich, 1986). 

For instance, based on the findings of Experiment 2, directors and administrators may 

mandate that storybook reading sessions in the children' s dominant language (Spanish) 

include questions (in Spanish) asked by the teacher or other adult that contain the 
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suspected novel word(s). When teachers read a storybook in the children's less developed 

language (English), the prospective guideline would indicate that the adults state labels 

(in English) that include the novel word. 

Strategies for Practice 

Based on the results of Experiment 1 and 2, there are specific implications for 

educators, practitioners, and other adults who share storybooks with young children 

enrolled in Head Start. The following strategies may promote novel vocabulary learning. 

When reading with monolingual children, educators and other adults should select 

storybooks that are thought to include novel words. Exposure to the novel words in the 

storybook text and pictures may be adequate to promote novel word learning. 

During the storybook reading, it is important to ask noneliciting questions, ( e.g. , 

"Where are the snowshoes?"), or questions that include the novel words, but do not 

require children to include the novel word in their responses. This storybook reading 

strategy may help children form initial associations with the novel label and referent, 

more so than eliciting questions during the storybook reading. 

In the current work, after four reading book sessions over 6 weeks, novel 

vocabulary games were administered to the monolingual children. The results of these 

games demonstrated that children learned novel words from the storybook reading. 

Asking questions versus not asking questions appeared to be equally effective in terms of 

performance on the novel vocabulary games. There is a strong finding in the existing 

literature that active participation is better than a straight run through the storybook. As a 
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result, it is suggested that asking questions during the storybook reading that include the 

novel word will enhance learning more so than strictly reading the text. 

When sharing storybooks with bilingual (Spanish and English) preschoolers 

enrolled in Head Start, adult reading styles may differentially facilitate their word 

learning. For many bilingual (Spanish and English) children enrolled in bilingual Head 

Start classrooms, Spanish is the language heard and spoken at home. In addition, the 

Head Start bilingual classroom may favor that 80% of the school day instruction and 

activities are in Spanish. This was the case with the participating school in the second 

shared storybook reading study. When sharing a storybook in Spanish, educators and 

other adults should ask questions that include the novel word. For example, after seeing 

an illustration of the suspected novel word--petirrojo (robin), the reader may ask '\,Que 

esta comiendo el petirrojo?" This noneliciting questioning type requires the child to think 

about the label and referent of the novel word without producing it. On the other hand, 

when sharing a storybook in English with bilingual (Spanish and English) preschoolers 

enrolled in Head Start, labeling the novel word promotes word learning. For example, the 

adult reader would state, "That is a robin." 

Implications Summary 

Experiment 2 may be beneficial to policymakers, especially those involved with 

the International Reading Association's Head Start Tapestry. In addition, Experiment 2 

may assist directors and administrators with creating guidelines that inform practice to 

promote early word learning in bilingual (Spanish and English) children. Experiment 1 

and 2 have the potential to be instructive for early childhood educators, practitioners, and 
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other adults working with children enrolled in Head Start monolingual and bilingual 

classrooms, respectively. 
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APPENDIX A 

Molly's Day in the Snow 
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Molly was a good dog. She loved snow and cold weather. 

She was staying at a lodge with her family. It was dark and cozy! 

One cold afternoon, Molly wondered what was outside, so she strolled out the 

door and started on her way. 

She first saw some children wearing jackets, hats, and pants. The children were 

gliding on a rink. Molly put her paw on it and slipped. 

Next, Molly heard a soft swooshing sound. She walked toward the sound and saw 

some children traveling down a hill. They were wearing skis. 

Then, Molly walked by another hill. This time she saw three children sitting on a 

toboggan. It was long and made of wood. 

Molly barked at the children to say "hi," but the children were going too fast to 

hear Molly's bark. 

Molly continued on her walk and saw some grown-ups. Molly noticed that they 

had snowshoes attached to their boots. One man said, "hi there Molly" as he walked in 

the snow. 

Molly loved being outside and seeing all the people play in the snow. But Molly 

was getting tired and wanted to go back inside. 

When Molly was back inside, she snuggled up with her family. They all were 

sitting by the hearth. They were telling stories as they kept warm. 

After listening to one story, Molly fell asleep dreaming about her fun day outside 

in the snow. 
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APPENDIXB 

Patty Goes to a Birthday Party 
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Patty the penguin was called Patty because the sounds her flipper feet made on the 

hard ice. Her flippers would go, pat, pat, pat. But when she crossed the winterbourne, her 

feet would go splash, splash, splash in the stream of water. 

Patty the penguin was so excited. Today she was going to Fred's birthday party. 

Fred was a penguin too. 

First, Patty needed to go shopping for a present to give to Fred at his birthday 

party. On the way to the store, Patty tried to think of a gift. 

Patty went to a store that sold pictures. Patty knew that Fred loved to hang things 

on his walls. Patty saw many pictures, including a picture of an iceberg in the waters of 

the North Atlantic. 

The picture was too much money, so Patty went to another store. The next store 

had lots of nice things to play with. 

Patty saw skates for gliding on a rink. But the store did not have Fred's size. 

Patty still needed a present for Fred. She saw skis. But Patty thought that since 

Fred was clumsy he would get hurt if he used them to go down a mountain. 

Patty saw many nice things in the store. 

Patty still needed a present for Fred. Finally, she jumped for joy, when she saw 

the perfect present--a toboggan. Patty thought it was perfect because they could have fun 

sliding down a hill together. 

Patty also got some balloons for Fred's birthday party. 
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On the way to Fred's birthday party, Patty looked at the snowcap on the top of the 

mountain and the hills on the bottom. She was so excited about the wonderful time they 

would have at the party. 
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APPENDIXC 

Gary Goes North 
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It is a very hot day in the south. Gary the goose drinks some lemonade to cool off. 

Right now Gary lives in the warm south, but other times Gary flies up to the cold north. 

Gary misses the north. He misses the north so much that he decides to fly back to 

the north. 

First he looks down and sees dry land. 

As he keeps flying up to the north he begins to feel snow fall onto him. This 

makes him feel cold, but he keeps on flying. 

He looks down and sees something floating in the water, it is an iceberg. He lands 

on top· of it to take a break from flying. 

As he continues to fly, he sees mountains. He notices that the tops are pointy and 

each one has a snowcap. Gary also sees trees covered with snow. 

He begins to see a building. As he flies toward it, he realizes it is a lodge. 

He sees children outside putting on snowshoes to go for a walk. 

Gary lands right in a winterbourne. The flowing water gets Gary's feathers wet. 

Now he is really cold. 

Gary hears music. He moves toward the nice sounds and sees a bunch of people 

keeping warm by a hearth. The warm glow of the flames is a light for them as they sing 

songs. 

The warmness reminds Gary of the south. Gary knows that his visit to the north 

must end and that he needs to fly south, so he can be warm for the winter. 
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APPENDIXD 

Parent Questionnaire 
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1. At home, what language do you speak with your preschooler? 

Spanish only D 
More Spanish than English D 
Same amount of Spanish/English D 
More English than Spanish D 
English only□ 

2. At home, what language do you speak with other adults? 

Spanish onlU 

More Spanish than English D 
Same amount of Spanish/English D 
More English than Spanish D 
English only□ 

3. At home, what language does your spouse or significant other speak with your 

preschooler? 

Spanish onlY[J 

More Spanish than English D 
Same amount of Spanish/English D 
More English than Spanish D 
English only D 
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1. En casa, ien que idioma le habla usted a su hijo/hija? 

Espanol solamente D 
Mas espanol que el ingles □ 

La misma cantidad de espanol/ingles D 
Mas ingles que espanol □ 

Solo ingles □ . 
2. En casa, ien que idioma les habla usted a otros adultos? 

Espanol solamente D 
Mas espanol que el ingles □ 

La misma cantidad de espanol/ingles D 
Mas ingles que espanol □ 

Solo ingles □ 

3. En casa, ien que idioma le habla su conyuge o pareja a su hijo/hija? 

Espanol solamente D 
Mas espanol que el ingles □ 

La misma cantidad de espanol/ingles D 
Mas ingles que espanol □ 

Solo ingles □ 
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