
1 

TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND STORYBOOK READING:   

SUPPORTING ORAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

 

PAMELA CHALFANT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A DISSERTATION PRESENTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL 

OF THE UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT 

OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

 

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 

 

2013  



2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

© 2013 Pamela Chalfant 

 

 

 

 

  



3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This work is dedicated to Larry  

and our children: Melissa (Joe), Erin, & Ben.    

Thank you for your love and endless support.   

You are my inspiration!  

  



4 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This study was conducted with the support of numerous people.  I am sincerely grateful 

to everyone who assisted me with my dissertation and supported me in the completion of my 

doctoral program.  

First, to all the teachers and children and who were willing to participate in my study and 

allow me to come into their classrooms and lives, I owe tremendous gratitude.  Without their 

willingness, commitment, and hard work this dissertation would not have been possible.  

Next, I wish to thank Nancy Corbett, Ann Daunic, and Stephen Smith for their 

mentorship, support, and encouragement.  I also want to express my gratitude to Vicki, Michell, 

Shaira, Lynette, and Elizabeth for their kindness, assistance, and support throughout each phase 

of my doctoral program.   

I appreciate the support of my committee members, Hazel Jones, Paul Sindelar, and Ruth 

Lowery, for their patience, leadership, and willingness to ask hard questions to inspire me to 

think outside the box.  Special thanks go to Hazel for guiding me through the single-subject 

design and helping me make important decisions during crucial times of my study. 

I owe endless gratitude to Holly Lane, the chair of my doctoral committee, for being an 

awesome mentor and friend.  She had a vision for me far beyond what I could see and not only 

inspired me to reach for that dream, but to attain it.  I appreciate her kindness when I made 

mistakes, her gentle guidance, and her encouragement to “keep running the race.” 

I am sincerely grateful to all the ladies in my cohort who convinced me that I could do 

what I often thought was impossible and who encouraged me to hang in there when things were 

tough.  I want to thank Shaunte for her help with my study and other cherished friends who were 

always willing to lend an ear when I needed to talk things out.  I especially want to thank my 



5 

dear friend, Lourdes, for her willingness to assist with my study and for her patience, wisdom, 

laughter, and kindness that helped see me through my doctoral program. 

I am thankful to my parents for instilling in me a strong work ethic and commitment to 

persist until a job is done.  I appreciate their love and encouragement.  I am also grateful to my 

brother and sisters for their support and reassurance. 

I would like to thank my three children, Melissa, Erin, and Ben who inspired me to keep 

my priorities straight and my eye on the goal.  I will be forever grateful to my husband, Larry 

who was with me throughout my doctoral program and encouraged me every step of the way.  

Without his love, support, understanding, and reassurance this endeavor would not have been 

possible.   

Finally, I am grateful for everyone who lifted me up with prayer.  Without the combined 

love, support, and inspiration from my family, friends, mentors, and colleagues my dream could 

never have become a reality.  Most importantly, I thank God for his unending blessings and 

answer to prayers.  I ask that He continue to guide me as I put this accomplishment to work for 

His glory. 

 



6 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

 page 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ...............................................................................................................4 

LIST OF TABLES ...........................................................................................................................9 

LIST OF FIGURES .......................................................................................................................10 

ABSTRACT ...................................................................................................................................11 

CHAPTER 

1 INTRODUCTION ..................................................................................................................13 

The Importance of Teacher-Student Interactions in the Classroom .......................................18 

Designing Effective Professional Development .....................................................................22 

Purpose of the Study ...............................................................................................................26 

2 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ........................................................................................28 

Oral Language Skills ..............................................................................................................30 

Whole-Group Storybook Reading ...................................................................................32 

Small-Group Storybook Reading ....................................................................................37 

Vocabulary Skills ....................................................................................................................46 

Repeated Readings of a Story ..........................................................................................47 

Targeted Vocabulary Instruction .....................................................................................54 

Teacher-Student Interactions that Support Vocabulary Growth .....................................64 

Listening Comprehension .......................................................................................................66 

Summary and Implications .....................................................................................................68 

Implications for Practice ..................................................................................................69 

Implications for Future Research ....................................................................................70 

Conclusion ..............................................................................................................................72 

3 METHODS .............................................................................................................................73 

Setting .....................................................................................................................................73 

Schools ............................................................................................................................74 

Classrooms ......................................................................................................................75 

Participants .............................................................................................................................78 

Teachers ...........................................................................................................................78 

Students ...........................................................................................................................81 

Assessment Instruments ..........................................................................................................84 

Screening Instruments .....................................................................................................84 

Pretest and Posttest Instruments ......................................................................................86 

Interventions ...........................................................................................................................90 

Interactive Storybook Reading ........................................................................................90 



7 

Professional Development with Coaching ......................................................................92 

Materials ..........................................................................................................................96 

Dependent Variables .......................................................................................................96 

Observations, Videotaping, and Recording the Dependent Variables ............................99 

Design ...................................................................................................................................101 

Pre-Baseline Assessment ...............................................................................................102 

Baseline .........................................................................................................................102 

Intervention Phase: Teacher Professional Development with Coaching ......................103 

Intervention Phase:  Interactive Storybook Reading .....................................................103 

Maintenance ..................................................................................................................104 

Post-Assessment ............................................................................................................104 

Data Analysis ........................................................................................................................104 

Interobserver Agreement ......................................................................................................105 

Treatment Integrity ...............................................................................................................105 

Social Validity ......................................................................................................................106 

4 RESULTS .............................................................................................................................107 

Overview of the Study Procedures .......................................................................................107 

Reliability of Measurement ..................................................................................................110 

Interobserver Agreement ...............................................................................................110 

Interscorer Agreement for Student Assessments ...........................................................112 

Teacher Data .........................................................................................................................113 

Audrey ...........................................................................................................................116 

Deborah .........................................................................................................................118 

Christine ........................................................................................................................120 

Bethany ..........................................................................................................................122 

Summary ........................................................................................................................124 

Student Data ..........................................................................................................................135 

Statistical Analysis of the Data .............................................................................................138 

Social Validity Measures ......................................................................................................142 

Teacher Questionnaires .................................................................................................142 

Teacher Interviews ........................................................................................................143 

Summary ...............................................................................................................................146 

5 DISCUSSION .......................................................................................................................148 

Overview of the Study ..........................................................................................................149 

Effects of the Professional Development Intervention on Storybook Reading Practices ....149 

Overview of Changes by Teacher .................................................................................150 

Overview of Changes by Dependent Variable ..............................................................155 

Professional Development with Coaching Intervention .......................................................161 

Social Validity ......................................................................................................................165 

Limitations ............................................................................................................................167 

Implications of the Study ......................................................................................................169 

Implications for Practice ................................................................................................170 

Implications for Future Research ..................................................................................172 



8 

Conclusion ............................................................................................................................175 

APPENDIX 

A IRB DOCUMENTATION ....................................................................................................177 

B CLASSROOM LITERACY ENVIRONMENT CHECKLIST ............................................180 

C TEACHER BACKGROUND INFORMATION ..................................................................181 

D LIST OF TARGETED VOCABULARY .............................................................................182 

E EXPRESSIVE VOCABULARY MEASURE ......................................................................184 

F LISTENING COMPREHENSION MEASURE ..................................................................187 

G DEPENDENT VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS ....................................................................190 

H COMPONENTS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ................................................192 

I READ-ALOUD LESSON PLANNING FORM ..................................................................193 

J READ-ALOUD SESSION FEEDBACK FORM ................................................................197 

K BOOK TITLES AND SEQUENCE OF INTRODUCTION ................................................198 

L DATA COLLECTION FORM .............................................................................................199 

M TREATMENT INTEGRITY CHECKLIST .........................................................................200 

N SOCIAL VALIDITY CHECKLIST .....................................................................................201 

O TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS .............................................................................202 

P TEACHER RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW .......................................................................203 

Q PROMPTS FOR TEACHER RESPONSIVENESS .............................................................217 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................218 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH .......................................................................................................227 



9 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table  page 

 

3-1 Summary of teachers’ background information ................................................................80 

3-2 Summary of students’ demographic information ..............................................................82 

3-3 Summary of students’ pretest mean scores ........................................................................83 

3-4 Summary of treatment students’ mean pretest scores by teacher ......................................83 

3-5 Summary of control students’ mean pretest scores by teacher ..........................................83 

4-1 IOA for Dependent Variables ..........................................................................................111 

4-2 Interscorer reliability for pre- and post assessments ........................................................113 

4-3 Teacher means and range for rate and frequency of talk .................................................115 

4-4 Mean frequency and range for each dependent variable for Audrey ...............................118 

4-5 Mean frequencies and range for each dependent variable for Deborah ...........................120 

4-6 Mean frequencies and range for each dependent variable for Christine ..........................122 

4-7 Mean frequencies and range for each dependent variable for Bethany ...........................124 

4-8 Student means and range for rate and frequency of talk ..................................................135 

4-9 Distribution of subjects by race and gender .....................................................................138 

4-10 Means and standard deviations of pretests by group .......................................................139 

4-11 Independent samples t-test results ...................................................................................139 

4-12 Summary of treatment students’ mean posttest scores by teacher ...................................141 

4-13 Summary of control students’ mean posttest scores by teacher ......................................141 

4-14 Responses to social validity questionnaire ......................................................................142 



10 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure  page 

 

1-1 Gradual Release of Responsibility Model .........................................................................21 

1-2 Conceptual framework for professional development .......................................................26 

3-1 Feedback Form for read-aloud sessions .............................................................................95 

4-1 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for rate of teacher talk per minute  ......114 

4-2 Mean length of storybook reading sessions for each phase of the study by teacher .......116 

4-3 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for frequency of total teacher talk .......126 

4-4 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for each dependent variable ................127 

4-5 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for closed questions .............................128 

4-6 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for open questions ...............................129 

4-7 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for extended responses ........................130 

4-8 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for vocabulary support ........................131 

4-9 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for affirmations....................................132 

4-10 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for praise..............................................133 

4-11 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for clarifications ..................................134 

4-12 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for frequency of student talk ...............136 

4-13 Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for rate of student talk per minute .......137 

4-14 Pretest to posttest gains in expressive vocabulary for both groups .................................140 

4-15 Pretest to posttest gains in listening comprehension for both groups. .............................141 



11 

Abstract of Dissertation Presented to the Graduate School 

of the University of Florida in Partial Fulfillment of the 

Requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

 

TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND STORYBOOK READING: 

SUPPORTING ORAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT 

 

By 

Pamela Chalfant 

 

August 2013 

 

Chair: Holly B. Lane 

Major: Special Education 

 

Many students enter school with deficits in early literacy skills and oral language already 

in place.  Research shows that early literacy and oral language skills can be enhanced by rich 

interactions with adults, and the sooner these skills are developed; the more likely a child is to 

succeed.  Additionally, storybook reading supports teacher-student interactions, early literacy, 

and oral language skills.  Since the majority of kindergarten teachers report reading aloud to their 

students daily, using interactive storybook reading as a venue to support rich teacher-student 

interactions and oral language growth in at-risk kindergarteners seems like a feasible 

intervention. 

This goal of this single-subject study was to evaluate the effects of professional 

development (PD) with coaching on the successful implementation of interactive storybook 

reading strategies in the kindergarten classroom.  Key strategies used during storybook reading 

were examined and oral interactions between teachers and students measured.  In addition, the 

effects of teacher-student interactions were measured by assessing the students’ listening 

comprehension and expressive vocabulary skills.  To allow for comparison of growth, a small 

group of students was selected from a second kindergarten classroom in the same schools using 
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the same criteria.  These students were also pre and posttested on their listening comprehension 

and expressive vocabulary skills. 

Four kindergarten teachers from four elementary schools implemented the interactive 

storybook reading intervention with at-risk students using a multiple baseline across groups 

design.  The dependent variables were measured by counting the number of responses between 

teachers and students.  A maintenance phase was implemented two weeks after the completion of 

data collection to determine if the teachers continued using the strategies. 

Results indicated that the teachers increased both the quantity and quality of their 

interactions with students from baseline to the maintenance phase.  During the course of the 

intervention, an increase was observed in the mean frequency for all dependent variables:  

Furthermore, the participating students showed significant gains in expressive vocabulary.   

Social validity surveys and interviews demonstrated teachers’ positive responses to the 

intervention, their attitude toward the importance of using these interactive strategies, and the 

ease in which they have incorporated the strategies into their current practice.  . 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Learning to read is a highly valued skill in our society.  In fact, literacy is imperative for 

attaining knowledge in school and plays a huge role in the future success of a child (Carnine, 

Silbert, Kame’enui, Tarver & Jungjohann, 2006; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 2002).  Reading is the 

acquisition of meaning from written text and involves the readers’ ability to not only decipher 

the text, but to understand what the text means at the individual word, sentence, and passage 

level.  Such understanding is dependent upon an array of complex skills such as knowledge of 

vocabulary, syntax, semantics, verbal reasoning, and other structures of language (Scarborough, 

2003).  Recognizing the important role that early acquisition of language plays in later reading 

success, many researchers have focused their attention on the implementation of effective 

interventions to support the development of these critical language skills. 

Unfortunately, the mastery of reading is not easy for all children.  Indeed, many students 

experience significant problems in learning to read (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  According 

to Scarborough (1998), children who have difficulty learning to read often continue to have 

reading problems, whereas those who get off to a good start in reading generally maintain that 

success.  Furthermore, Stanovich (1986) noted that children with weak vocabularies read less, 

learn fewer words, and lag further and further behind their peers who read well.  The term 

“Matthew Effect” was used by Stanovich to describe the trend of good readers becoming more 

successful with reading and poor readers becoming increasingly inferior readers.  Other 

researchers add more specifically that children who fail to become proficient readers in the 

primary grades tend to remain poor readers into adulthood (Adams, 1990; Juel, 1988; Torgesen 

& Burgess, 1998). 
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Considering the bleak outlook for children who struggle to read, comprehensive reports 

have been funded to disseminate research evidence of how early literacy and language skills 

develop and what effective instructional strategies should be incorporated in classrooms.  The 

report of the National Reading Panel (NRP, 2000) reviewed evidence-based research studies and 

published their report on how to implement the most effective reading strategies in the 

classroom.  More recently, research on the development of early literacy skills in children from 

birth to five was synthesized and published, Developing Early Literacy: Report of the National 

Early Literacy Panel (NELP, 2008).  However, despite federal funding and the accumulation of 

knowledge about evidence-based reading interventions for at-risk students, there has been little 

success in closing the achievement gap (Carnine et al., 2006). 

As a result of the focus on learning more about at-risk students, researchers have found 

that many children enter school with large gaps in literacy skills already in place.  In addition, 

those children who are most at risk for learning difficulties often come from low-income 

families, have limited oral language knowledge, developmental delays, and fewer literacy related 

experiences.  Further, researchers have concluded that children identified with oral language 

deficits require support throughout their school years, and the earlier these problems are 

resolved, the more chance they have of being successful (Bishop & Adams, 1990; Dickinson & 

Tabors, 2001; Nation & Snowling, 2004; Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994; Snow, Porche, Tabors, 

& Harris, 2007; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). 

The early literacy skills that are crucial for building the foundation for reading success in 

later years generally fall into two broad classes: (a) letter knowledge and experiences with the 

sounds of the language, and (b) language skills including vocabulary and concept knowledge 

(Carnine et al., 2006; Cunningham & Zibulsky, 2011; Hart & Risley, 1995).  Literacy skills, 
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knowledge of many different concepts, and an extensive vocabulary impact children’s ultimate 

success in reading, reading comprehension (Neuman, Roskos, Wright, & Lenhart, 2007).  When 

children start school lacking the knowledge of concepts and skills needed to succeed, they almost 

immediately fall behind and often experience life-long setbacks in achievement (Carnine et al., 

2006; Mendelsohn, Dreyer, Brockmeyer, Berkule-Silberman, & Morrow, 2011; Shonkoff, 2000). 

A variety of early literacy skills including name writing, letter knowledge, and 

phonological awareness are supported through storybook reading (Aram, 2006; Bus, van 

IJzendoorn, &Pellegrini, 1995).  Whitehurst et al. (1988) found that reading stories interactively 

with children who are at risk for academic failure also increases their expressive and receptive 

language (as measured by standardized, norm-referenced tests).  Furthermore, outcomes of 

numerous research studies show increased acquisition of targeted words through the use of read 

alouds (Beck & McKeown, 2001; Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Coyne, Simmons, Kame’enui, & 

Stoolmiller, 2004; Elley, 1989; Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005; Loftus, Coyne, McCoach, 

Zipoli, & Pullen, 2010). 

In 1985, Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, and Wilkinson published a report that was influential 

in the field of reading research, Becoming a Nation of Readers: The Report of the Commission 

on Reading.  In this document, the authors state the following: “The single most important 

activity for building success in reading is reading aloud to children” (p. 23).  This declaration 

brought the importance of reading aloud to the forefront for parents and teachers all over the 

country and inspired researchers to further investigate the benefits of reading aloud (Lane & 

Wright, 2007).  In contrast, however, Scarborough and Dobrich (1994) reported a decade later 

that shared reading accounted for only a very small portion of the variance in reading ability in 

the primary grades. They also suggested that more studies be conducted to determine what 
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specific strategies used during storybook reading actually contribute to future literacy 

development. 

Despite the findings of Scarborough and Dobrich (1994), a number of studies have 

established evidence of the various benefits of reading aloud to children.  In their quantitative 

meta-analysis, Bus, van IJzendoorn, and Pellegrini (1995) found that storybook reading is related 

to language growth, emergent literacy, and reading achievement.  The studies they reviewed 

targeted young children from low-income homes and examined the effects of the frequency of 

storybook reading.  They concluded that the strength of the association between reading aloud 

and language skills (effect size = 0.67) is greater than one of the largest predictors of reading 

problems, phonemic awareness (effect size = 0.48). 

In addition, other researchers have strong evidence that interactive storybook reading is 

an important activity that contributes to the early literacy and language development of young 

children (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002; 

Whitehurst et al., 1994).  These researchers contend that through listening to stories, children are 

exposed to (a) vocabulary that they may not encounter in daily conversations, (b) the syntactic 

structure of language, and (c) concepts of print.  These language and early literacy skills are 

important aspects of reading and play a role in the development of decoding, print production, 

and comprehension skills (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001).  Vocabulary achievement, which has 

been linked to greater reading comprehension scores in later grades, is also enhanced by 

interactive storybook reading (Bus et al., 1995; Elley, 1989; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Senechal & 

LeFevre, 2002; Whitehurst et al., 1999). 

Mol, Bus, and de Jong, (2009) conducted a meta-analysis on the oral language and 

literacy benefits of interactive storybook reading in whole and small-group settings.  Results of 
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the 31 quasi-experimental studies that were quantitatively reviewed (n = 2,049 children) showed 

that the growth in oral language skills of young children who received interactive storybook 

reading interventions increased 28% more than their peers who were not part of the intervention. 

The authors concluded that both the quality and frequency of storybook reading are important 

factors that enhance oral language gains (Bus et al., 1995; Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994). 

Many children enter kindergarten already lagging behind their peers.  These children, 

who are most at risk for learning difficulties, often come from low-income families; have limited 

oral language knowledge, developmental delays and fewer literacy related experiences.  When 

children start school with oral language deficits, they almost immediately fall behind and often 

experience life-long setbacks in achievement.  Researchers have strong evidence that storybook 

reading contributes to the language development of young children when implemented 

effectively.  Additionally, storybook-reading activities generally take place daily in kindergarten 

classrooms.  A large survey of elementary reading practices in the United States shows that 

teachers spend a moderate to considerable amount of time reading aloud to children during the 

school day (Teale, 2003).  However, more studies need to be done to determine what specific 

strategies used during storybook reading actually contribute to literacy development (Brabham & 

Lynch-Brown, 2002; Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994).  After analyzing the body of research on 

children’s experiences with read alouds and subsequent reading achievement, Teale (2003) 

concluded that “…it is not merely the presence or frequency of reading aloud that is important, 

but the ‘what’ and ‘how’ of that practice” (p. 122).  In other words, researchers and educators 

need to gain greater insight into what actually happens during storybook reading in order for 

children to experience greater achievement from it. 
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The Importance of Teacher-Student Interactions in the Classroom 

Vygotsky (1978) explained that learning is a social activity.  He discussed language as a 

mechanism for thinking and concluded that all social interactions, past and present, influence 

cognitive construction.  Through dialogic interactions with peers and a supportive teacher, 

Vygotsky contends, students can develop a deeper understanding of certain concepts and 

activities that prepare them to engage in similar, subsequent activities.  Social interactions, 

according to Vygotsky, are necessary for development to occur (Bodrova & Leong, 1996).  

Learning then is shaped by interactions with others and is grounded in social activities.  These 

types of activities are made available through the dialogic scaffolds of teaching and learning.  

Vygotsky theorized that what children can do with the support of others might be more 

indicative of their mental development than what they can do on their own.  He stated, “What a 

child can do with assistance today, she will be able to do by herself tomorrow” (1978, p. 87). 

In support of Vygotsky’s theory, several researchers ascertain that when teachers provide 

information and clarifications in the classroom, allow students to express their opinions, and 

make personal connections, there are numerous benefits.  Interactions of this nature enhance 

student understanding, foster critical thinking, improve communication skills, and have positive 

effects on peer relationships (Gambrell, 1996; Hadjioannou, 2007; Wells, 2000).  Some 

researchers claim that active engagement is the best tool to increase learning for at-risk students 

(Palinscar & Klenk, 1992; Pressley, 1998). 

Contrary to these theories, observations reveal that teachers do most of the talking in 

classrooms, making about twice as many utterances as do students.  In other words, most 

classroom discussions are still dominated by teacher talk (Fisher, 2005).  In over half of the 

interactions between teachers and students, students do not produce any language.  Typically, 

when students do respond, they provide only simple information recall statements.  This pattern 
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of teacher-student interactions not only restricts students’ opportunities to create and manipulate 

language freely, but also limits their ability to engage in more complex learning (Ramirez, Yuen, 

& Ramey, 1991). 

In order for students to feel comfortable engaging in conversations, teachers should 

create a supportive environment where children feel safe asking questions.  Teachers can 

encourage rich dialogue by responding to students with praise and by showing a true interest in 

what a child has to say.  In this way, teachers may also reassure students who are reluctant to 

answer questions through encouragement and supportive teacher responses (Mohr & Mohr, 

2007). 

Teachers who support student discussion know that cognitive strategies improve with 

student practice.  These teachers also know that it is valuable to provide time for students to 

reflect, form ideas, and allow their thinking to evolve.  Students who are actively engaged in rich 

conversations can become reflective, critical thinkers with support and practice.  In other words, 

teachers need to encourage additional interactions, allow sufficient time for students to respond, 

and provide ample opportunities for practice (Fisher, 2005). 

One method of encouraging teacher-student interactions in the early grades is through 

dialogic or interactive storybook reading.  This well-validated technique is based on the theory 

that when children practice using language in authentic contexts such as storybook reading, their 

vocabulary and oral language development is enhanced.  In these dialogic interactions, teachers 

are encouraged to give students specific feedback regarding language, scaffold and extend 

student responses, and ask open-ended questions to encourage children to access their 

background experiences and make personal connections (Whitehurst et al., 1988). 
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Through questions and discussion, children are encouraged to engage in higher-level 

thinking.  By using the CROWD mnemonic developed by Whitehurst and his colleagues (1994), 

teachers are better able to remember the questioning techniques.  These question types include 

(a) Completion prompts, (b) Recall prompts, (c) Open-ended prompts, (d) Wh-prompts, and (e) 

Distancing prompts.  A modified version of the CROWD strategy was used in this study to 

design the majority of the dependent variables:  (a) asking closed or recall questions; (b) asking 

open questions (e.g., Why do you think that happened?); (c) extending responses; (d) repeating 

and affirming responses; and (e) praising responses. 

According to Vygotsky (1978) there are two developmental levels, the child’s actual 

developmental level and the zone of proximal development (ZPD).  The ZPD as described by 

Vygotsky as the distance between the actual developmental level, as determined by individual 

problem solving, and the developmental level as determined through problem solving under 

adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers.  Skills in a child’s ZPD have not yet 

fully matured, but with some assistance the child can reach his full potential and these skills will 

fully develop or emerge.  Another way to explain this concept is by using the term scaffolding. 

An effective scaffold in the classroom provides support just beyond a child’s potential.  

Scaffolding allows a child to experiment with new concepts and strategies in ways that normally 

would not be possible without assistance.  Over time, with much practice, a child will develop 

expertise and then share those expert skills with others.  The model that explains this type of 

learning is called the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983).    

This optimal learning model developed by Pearson and Gallagher (1983) illustrates the 

scaffolded support that is consistent with Vygotsky’s ZPD and Wood, Bruner, and Ross’s (1976) 

theory on scaffolded instruction.  Pearson and Gallagher’s (1983) model suggests that the teacher 
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moves from taking most of the responsibility for performing a task to gradually transferring that 

responsibility to the student.  Through this process of gradually assuming more of the 

responsibility, students become more competent and independent learners (Fisher & Frey, 2008). 

These theories surmise that more learning occurs through rich, purposeful interactions 

with others.  According to Fisher and Frey (2008), however, these interactions should not be 

limited to adult and child exchanges.  A more complete model of implementation for the gradual 

release of responsibility moves from modeled to guided instruction, which is then followed by 

collaborative learning, and then independent practice as shown in Figure 1-1. 

 
 

Figure 1-1. Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (adapted from Pearson & Gallagher, 1983 

and Fisher & Frey, 2008) 

This guidance provided by teachers to students can take the form of interactions during 

storybook discussions.  In interactive storybook reading, teachers model reading a story fluently, 

think aloud to demonstrate metacognition, support thinking by asking open-ended questions, and 



 

22 

assist students in recalling and summarizing the story.  In time, teachers will gradually release 

this responsibility as the students become more comfortable participating in oral discussions with 

the teacher and each other and making connections to create meaning from a narrative text.  The 

goal is to eventually release total responsibility to the readers as they begin to read on their own, 

ask questions about what they are reading, make connections to the story, and discuss their ideas 

with others as they develop a clear understanding of the story. 

For this type of instruction to be effective, teachers must establish a purpose for the 

lesson, model their thinking during the reading of the story, ask strategic questions, support 

student responses, and guide the discussions.  All this is done while maintaining a flow to the 

story being read, keeping students on track, and providing opportunities for student engagement.  

Not surprisingly, supporting student interactions does not come easily to all teachers of young 

children.  Although teachers read aloud to students daily, they may not be skilled in supporting 

rich language interactions.  According to the National Research Council (Snow, Burns, & 

Griffin, 1998), an effective teacher is one who recognizes the individual needs of students and 

implements the right combination of instructional strategies that will enable them to succeed.  

Because each child has different needs, teachers must have sufficient knowledge of many 

efficient strategies in order to make informed decisions about which strategies will work best.  

Additionally, teachers must use their instructional time strategically in order to ensure that all 

students meet expected learning standards.  This study sought to enhance the content knowledge 

and skills of kindergarten teachers to enable them to provide their at-risk students with the 

language support they need through effective storybook reading intervention. 

Designing Effective Professional Development 

According to a recent report from the National Staff Development Council (NSDC; 

2009), sustained and intensive professional development for teachers is related to student 
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achievement gains.  Furthermore, high quality professional development (PD) is essential if 

teachers are expected to implement research-based practices in their classrooms and ultimately 

impact student outcomes (Zaslow, Tout, Halle, Whittaker, Lavelle, & Trends, 2010).  Because 

the link between teacher quality and student achievement is fairly clear (Sanders & Rivers, 

1996), it is crucial to try and provide teachers with ongoing professional development and 

support in an attempt to improve the effectiveness of reading instruction and student 

achievement. 

One of the key factors in determining if instruction will promote the desired increase in 

language skills of young students is whether or not the training includes strategies to help 

teachers scaffold children’s language through meaningful interactions (Wasik, 2010).  More 

specifically, training teachers to have rich conversations with students can lead to increased 

opportunities for children to talk, acquire new vocabulary, and use descriptive language 

(Dickinson & Tabors, 2001).  In addition, teachers’ conceptual and procedural knowledge is a 

key component in determining whether instruction will promote increased oral language skills 

(Wasik, 2010). 

There have been recent studies that link certain models of professional development to 

change and sustainability of effective literacy practices in elementary classrooms.  One such 

model linked partnership and collaboration, similar to that of a coaching model, to guide teacher 

activities leading to change and sustainability of practice (Greenwood, Tapia, Abbott, & Walton, 

2003).  This model provided in-depth rationale, classroom demonstrations, and adequate time to 

practice the new strategies.  In addition, as the new practices were implemented in the classroom, 

teachers were provided with extra support to adapt the instructional strategies to the demands and 

needs of their classrooms. 
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Several studies have concluded that coaching support may enhance the likelihood of 

change in teacher practices and increase student outcomes (Blachowicz, Obrochta, & Fogelberg, 

2005; Costa & Garmston, 2002; Joyce & Showers, 2002: Wasik & Hindman, 2011).  One study 

provided a coaching model of support for the teachers and identified six essential coaching 

strategies that effectively supported change in teacher practice and student achievement 

(Blachowicz, Obrochta, & Fogelberg, 2005).  The first coaching technique that the researchers 

found effective was to connect new strategies to ongoing and current literacy practices.  In this 

way, new learning could be built on current strengths and best practices were identified.  Other 

strategies supporting change in practice included (a) choosing to focus on generative practices, 

(b) establishing credibility, (c) focusing on student learning, (d) differentiating teacher support, 

and (e) using video to record teachers’ use of effective practices.  Use of these strategies 

maximized the effect of PD on teacher practice and led to improved student achievement.  

Additionally, Garet, Porter, Desimone, Birman, and Yoon (2001) discovered that PD that 

“focuses on academic subject matter (content), gives teachers opportunities for ‘hands-on’ work 

(active learning), and is integrated into the daily life of the school (coherence), is more likely to 

produce enhanced knowledge and skills” (p. 935). 

Keeping in mind that the professional development activities in this study were created to 

facilitate instruction that supports oral language skills in young children, the main goals were to 

increase teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge and instructional skills in the following areas:  

(a) foundations of the early literacy development of young children, (b) oral language 

development, and (c) scaffolding children’s language through meaningful interactions. 

This study was situated in the current theory of professional development and teacher 

learning as proposed by Desimone (2009).  Desimone suggests a conceptual framework for 
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studying PD specifically for teachers.  Within this framework, are her theory of change and her 

theory of instruction.  Desimone’s research on teacher learning and PD led to the identification 

of five essential features of PD that foster teacher learning, promote change in beliefs and 

classroom practice, and lead ultimately to increased student learning.  These factors are (a) 

content focus, (b) active learning, (c) coherence, (d) duration, and (e) collective participation.  

These components of teacher learning and change establish an operational theory of the 

influence of PD on teacher practice and student achievement. 

The essential features of Desimone’s (2009) conceptual framework were integrated into 

the structure of the PD for this study.  To be more specific, the content focus of the PD included 

(a) foundations of the early literacy development of young children, (b) oral language 

development, and (c) scaffolding children’s language through meaningful interactions.  In 

addition, active learning was incorporated through discussion, modeling, role-play, practice, self-

assessment, and reflection.  By allowing teachers to share their beliefs about teaching and 

learning, prior knowledge, and experiences, coherence was addressed.  Furthermore, Desimone 

recommends PD activities are of sufficient duration and that teachers have at least 20 hours of 

contact time over the semester.  However, due to the nature of this study, teachers attended an 

individualized PD session and received coaching with specific feedback after each read-aloud 

session over the course of the study.  Because the training was individualized and coaching and 

feedback were ongoing, it is believed that this amount of time was of sufficient duration.  

Finally, teachers in the study were encouraged to interact with other teachers in their school in 

order to establish collective participation, a powerful tool for teacher learning. 

Figure 1-2 illustrates an adaptation of Desimone’s conceptual framework for professional 

development.  The adapted framework was used to guide this study. 
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Figure 1-2. Conceptual framework for professional development (adapted from Desimone, 2009) 

Purpose of the Study 

The goal of this study was to examine the effects of professional development with 

coaching on interactions between teachers and students during read alouds in the kindergarten 

classroom.  In addition, this single-subject study examined the effectiveness of a structured 

framework for implementing this type of storybook reading intervention.  Although most 

kindergarten teachers read aloud to their students daily, this intervention assisted them in using a 

framework to guide their development of questioning strategies and responses to students during 

storybook reading.  As teachers became more comfortable with this process, they were able to 

draw on these strategies to support rich interactions with their students.  Effectiveness of the 

intervention was measured by increased interactions between teachers and students.  After data 

collection was complete, students’ oral language skills were assessed by researcher-created 

measures of expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension.  The following questions were 

addressed in this study: 
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1. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of closed and open questions with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

2. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of affirmative responses and praise with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

3. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of extending responses with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

4. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

vocabulary instruction with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

5. If increases in teacher-student interactions occur during storybook reading, what effect do 

those increased interactions have on kindergarten students’ oral language skills (i.e., listening 

comprehension and expressive vocabulary)? 

The review in the next chapter provides an analysis of the research related to (a) oral 

language instruction and later reading comprehension achievement; (b) the specific oral language 

needs of at-risk children in the primary grades; and (c) interactive storybook and dialogic reading 

strategies that support oral language development.  The remaining chapters provide a description 

of the study’s methods and results, and a discussion of the findings.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter presents a review of research focused on the effects of storybook reading 

strategies on the oral language development of young children.  It begins with a brief 

introduction and overview of the effects of storybook reading, and then continues with how the 

studies were selected for review.  The remainder of this review is organized by the main effects 

of storybook reading including (a) oral language, (b) vocabulary, (c) teacher-student interactions, 

and (d) listening comprehension. 

Educators and researchers both agree that many children experience great difficulty in 

learning to read.  Those children most at risk come to school with deficits in early literacy skills 

such as phonological awareness, print awareness, and oral language skills (Lonigan & 

Whitehurst, 1998).  Because early language development has been linked to later comprehension 

and reading success, (Catts, Fey, Tomblin, & Zhang, 2002; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998), it is 

important to focus on the development of these skills as early as possible.  Therefore, it is 

important to determine how to effectively address the oral language needs of at-risk kindergarten 

students. 

Interactive storybook reading, or dialogic reading, is an important activity that 

contributes to the early literacy and language development of young children (Hargrave & 

Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002; Whitehurst, Arnold, 

Epstein, Angell, Smith, & Fischel, 1994).  Through listening to stories, children are exposed to 

vocabulary that they may not encounter in daily conversations.  They are also exposed to the 

syntactic structure of language and the concepts of print.  These language skills are important 

aspects of literacy and play a role in the development of decoding, print production, and 

comprehension (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001).  Vocabulary achievement is strengthened by 
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interactive reading and is linked to greater comprehension scores in later grades (Bus, van 

IJzendoorn, & Pellegrini, 1995; Elley, 1989; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002; 

Whitehurst, Zevenbergen, Crone, Schultz, Velting, & Fischel, 1999). 

The selected studies were identified through an extensive review of four databases: 

EBSCO Host, Academic Search Premier, PsycINFO, and Google Scholar.  To perform the 

search, the following key terms were used in various combinations: dialogic reading, early 

reading interventions, interactive storybook reading, oral language, repeated reading, shared 

reading, storybook reading, vocabulary, preschool, kindergarten, student interactions, and 

primary grades.  In addition, hand searches were conducted of relevant journals in the field of 

education (e.g., The Reading Teacher, Reading Research Quarterly, Early Childhood Research 

Quarterly, and The Journal of Educational Psychology).  Professional books were also searched 

including the following titles:  Handbook of Early Literacy Research, Volumes 1, 2, and 3; On 

Reading Books to Children; and Young Children Learning at Home and School: Beginning 

Literacy with Language. 

Ancestral searches were also conducted in an attempt to make the review as exhaustive as 

possible.  The studies meeting the following criteria were then selected for inclusion in this 

review:  (a) the primary intervention used was storybook reading with authentic literature; (b) the 

interventions were conducted in school settings, with the exception of a seminal study by 

Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) that includes reading aloud in the home in addition to reading in 

preschool settings; (c) participants were preschool or primary grade students (K-2); (d) the 

studies were conducted by a teacher or researcher (as opposed to technology based); and (e) the 

interventions focused on interactions to strengthen oral language skills (e.g., expressive and 

receptive vocabulary and listening comprehension).  The search was delimited to English 
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speakers, peer-reviewed studies, and studies taking place in the last 15 years, with the exception 

of a few seminal research articles.  A total of 23 research studies met the inclusion criteria.  The 

studies selected were organized according to main effects of storybook reading with young 

children including (a) oral language, (b) vocabulary, and (c) listening comprehension. 

For each study the purpose of the researchers is explained, participants and interventions 

described, and results reported.  Each section ends with an analysis of the findings.  All 

significant outcomes, unless otherwise noted, are reported at .05 alpha.  Effect sizes will also be 

included if they have been reported in the reviewed study.  At the conclusion of this chapter, a 

general discussion of the findings along with implications for practice and research will be 

discussed. 

Oral Language Skills 

Oral language experiences can be described as including (a) receptive and expressive 

vocabulary knowledge, (b) language use, and (c) listening comprehension skills.  An explanation 

of these individual skills is as follows.  Receptive vocabulary describes the language children 

understand, such as listening to speech or reading and understanding print.  Whereas, expressive 

vocabulary describes the language used to communicate with others.  Listening comprehension 

refers to the ability to process and understand spoken language.  The purpose of these oral 

language skills is to obtain and share knowledge and experiences.  Oral language skills provide a 

way for children to learn about the world through communication and interactions with others.  

Therefore, because learning is language-based, more fully developed oral language skills allow 

children to refine their thinking, learn about new concepts, and continue to deepen their 

knowledge (Baker, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 1998).  It is through this process that oral language 

abilities support learning and the development of reading ability. 
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Over the past two decades, researchers have determined that young children’s 

experiences with interactive storybook reading are correlated to the development of oral 

language skills (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Karweit, 1989; Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, 

Dyer, & Samwell, 1999; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Whitehurst et al., 1994).  This is an 

important finding because the early development of language skills has been clearly linked to 

later success in reading comprehension (Nation & Snowling, 2004; Snow et al., 2007).  In a 

longitudinal study of language and literacy development in children from preschool to fourth 

grade, Storch and Whitehurst (2002) found a strong relationship between oral language ability in 

preschool and the development of reading ability in later grades.  In addition, Snow and her 

colleagues (2007) followed a sample of children from preschool (3-years-old) through 

graduation from high school and tested them on vocabulary and reading comprehension skills 

throughout their school years.  Results indicated strong correlations between kindergarten 

receptive vocabulary scores and reading comprehension performance in tenth grade.  

Kindergarten vocabulary scores also correlated as strongly with fourth, seventh, and tenth grade 

vocabulary scores as they did with reading comprehension performance.  Those students who 

started out with larger vocabularies and stronger emergent literacy skills had better reading 

comprehension scores in subsequent grades, all the way through high school. 

Although it is encouraging to know that reading storybooks to young children supports 

oral language skills, some researchers have found that it is more than just reading aloud that 

produces these effects.  The way in which an adult interacts with children while reading aloud is 

what is related to the language gains obtained (Teale, 2003).  When children are given the 

opportunity to actively participate in reading experiences, they show greater language gains than 
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when books are read aloud without purposeful interactions (Dickinson, 2001; Dickinson & 

Smith, 1994; Karweit, 1989; Whitehurst, Arnold, & Lonigan, 1990; Whitehurst et al., 1988).   

 In the following four studies, positive effects were found on children’s oral language 

development after participating in storybook reading sessions.  Although there is evidence that 

small group settings increase the benefits of storybook reading (Dickinson & Smith, 1994; 

Karweit & Wasik, 1996; Morrow & Smith, 1990), these read alouds took place in whole-group 

settings and did not examine the effectiveness of storybook reading in groups of differing sizes. 

Whole-Group Storybook Reading 

Karweit (1989) investigated the effects of a storybook reading intervention on the early 

language and literacy development of preschool children from low-income families in a pretest-

posttest design study.  Key features of the intervention included: (a) opportunities for the 

children to retell the story to an adult, (b) questioning strategies to encourage the children’s 

active involvement in the stories, and (c) elaboration by the teacher on targeted vocabulary 

words.  The oral language achievement of children attending two Chapter 1 prekindergarten 

classrooms and participating in the intervention was compared with children in two 

prekindergarten classrooms that participated in storybook reading in their regular curriculum.  

Children were matched across classrooms based on demographic factors and their scores on the 

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts at the beginning of the school year. 

At the end of the school year, positive effects were found for the treatment group on 

students’ expressive and receptive language and on listening comprehension skills.  The effect 

sizes from pre to posttest for the experimental classrooms as compared to the comparison 

classrooms were 0.51 for receptive vocabulary as measured by the Test of Oral Language 

Development (TOLD), 0.73 on expressive language, as measured by the TOLD Sentence 

Imitation, and 0.52 on story comprehension, as measured by the Merrill Language Screening 
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Test.  The authors concluded that participating in storybook reading sessions that included 

opportunities for the children to (a) retell the story, (b) respond to questions encouraging active 

involvement, and (c) have opportunities to hear and use targeted vocabulary words increased the 

development of oral language skills in preschool children. 

In a similar study, Dickinson and Smith (1994) investigated the effects of teachers’ 

approaches to storybook reading on young children’s oral language abilities.  Four-year-olds in 

25 different preschool classrooms were targeted for this study.  The participants were enrolled in 

subsidized preschool programs for children from low-income families.  Like the Karweit study 

(1989), this study also took place over the course of the school year.  Teachers were videotaped 

during storybook reading sessions and the tapes were subsequently transcribed and coded.  The 

researchers then identified three different approaches to book reading:  (a) teachers and children 

engaged in extended, cognitively challenging, analytical conversations during the reading and 

limited talk before and after reading; (b) teachers questioning children about factual details in the 

story during and after reading; and (c) teachers and children engaged in limited discussions 

during reading, with extended discussion following the story. 

Results revealed a strong association between receptive vocabulary development as 

measured by the PPVT-R and teacher-child engagement in analytical discussions.  Moderate 

effects were also evident between story interactions and listening comprehension scores as 

measured by a listening comprehension indicator designed by the researcher’s Home-School 

Study research team.  This comprehension measure included recall and inferential questions.  

Regression analyses done at the utterance level revealed strong effects of analytical talk on 

vocabulary (effect size = 0.51) and moderate effects on listening comprehension (effect size = 

0.25). 
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The outcomes suggest that the proportion of teacher and child interactions during reading 

that includes predictions, analysis of characters or events, and discussion of vocabulary is 

significantly related to an increase in vocabulary and story comprehension.  The authors 

concluded that teachers could support children’s vocabulary and listening comprehension growth 

using different read-aloud approaches as long as they include the child in analytical discussions 

about the story.  Results also indicate that talk before and after the story is beneficial; however 

lengthy discussions during the story are not necessary.  Furthermore, study outcomes suggest 

that the use of a various genres of authentic literature as opposed to a majority of predictable 

books is most valuable. 

Dickinson (2001) also reported positive effects of storybook reading on the oral language 

outcomes of 4- and 5-year-olds.  His research is based on the findings of the longitudinal Home-

School Study of Language and Literacy Development that began in 1987 by a collaborative team 

of researchers, including Dickinson.  When the study began the children were 3-years old.  

However, Dickinson’s (2001) study only reports information from the preschool to kindergarten 

period.  The 74 children in the sample attended 61 different center-based preschool classrooms.  

Of these children, 66 were followed into 58 kindergarten classrooms.  The children in the study 

were from racially diverse, English speaking, and from low-income families.  According to the 

author, this sample of children was selected because research indicates this population to be at a 

higher risk of literacy-related difficulties.  Storybook reading sessions between teachers and 

students were observed in their classrooms, audio taped, and videotaped.  The sessions were then 

transcribed and coded.  Finally the teachers were interviewed about their read-aloud practices. 

Findings revealed a moderately strong relationship (r = 0.39, p <
  
.001) between students’ 

kindergarten receptive vocabulary (PPVT-R) scores and their engagement in conversations 
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during storybook reading that were both interactive and analytical.  Children’s listening 

comprehension in kindergarten was also related to their opportunities to engage in interactive, 

reflective conversations when they were 4-years old (r = 0.25, p < .04, n = 25).  Analyses of the 

results of all classrooms supported these findings.  A positive correlation was also found between 

the teacher’s use of questions (e.g., Why, How, and When), comments during storybook reading, 

and children’s receptive vocabulary scores at the end of kindergarten (r = 0.36, p < .003, n = 65).  

Models that included this interactional variable accounted for over half the variance of the 

kindergarten children’s receptive vocabulary scores. 

Dickinson (2001) concluded that teacher-student interactions during storybook reading 

significantly increase students’ listening comprehension and receptive vocabulary skills.  This 

study sheds light on typical book-reading practices of teachers in preschool classrooms serving 

low-income families and brings to the forefront the most effective storybook reading practices. 

Wasik and Bond (2001) also explored the effects of interactive storybook reading on the 

oral language development of 4-year-olds from low-income families.  One hundred twenty-seven 

children participated in this study from four different Title I early-learning centers.  Both the 

morning and afternoon classes at the centers participated.  Teachers were randomly assigned to 

intervention and control conditions.  The intervention was conducted for 15 weeks and consisted 

of teachers being trained in interactive reading techniques and extension activities which 

included defining targeted vocabulary words, asking open-ended questions, and providing 

children with opportunities to talk about the story.  Because the read alouds took place in whole-

group settings, teachers were given guidance in techniques to help the children listen when 

others were speaking. 
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Targeted vocabulary was reinforced by presenting concrete objects representing the 

words and by providing several opportunities for children to use the targeted words.  Teachers in 

the control group were given the same storybooks used in the intervention classrooms and read 

the books the same number of times.  Both groups followed similar daily schedules and the same 

curriculum themes.  A comparable amount of time was spent on read alouds in both the 

treatment and control classrooms. 

Children in the intervention group scored significantly higher than those in the 

comparison group on receptive vocabulary tasks as measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

Test-III (PPVT-III) and on researcher developed receptive and expressive vocabulary tasks 

which assessed 44 randomly selected words from the 100 words targeted in the stories.  The 

authors concluded that interactive storybook reading activities enhance the development of 

receptive and expressive oral language abilities in young children. 

Results of the studies reviewed in this section indicate that participation in read-alouds 

that include opportunities for children to retell the story, respond to questions, and use targeted 

vocabulary words increase the development of oral language skills (Karweit, 1989).  Further, 

Dickinson (2001) concluded that students’ listening comprehension and receptive vocabulary 

skills significantly increase when teachers and students interact during storybook reading.  In 

addition, talk before and after the story is beneficial, however lengthy discussions during the 

story are not necessary (Dickinson & Smith, 1994) and may actually be detrimental.  Wasik and 

Bond (2001) caution that when read alouds take place in whole-group settings, teachers need 

guidance in management techniques to help children listen when others are speaking. 

Oral language gains are enhanced when teachers use specific strategies during storybook 

reading: (a) elaborate on vocabulary, (b) ask open-ended questions, (c) encourage students to 
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retell the story, and (c) provide opportunities for children to discuss the story analytically.  As 

demonstrated in the Dickinson (2001) study, these gains are still evident into the primary grades.  

Furthermore, these studies all took place during read alouds with the whole class, which may 

account for some of the small to moderate effect sizes. 

In the next section, studies are reviewed in which oral language gains continue to be the 

primary focus, however, children are read to in small-group settings.  Additionally, a specific 

reading technique called Dialogic Reading (Whitehurst et al., 1988) will be explained and 

research using this technique will be examined. 

Small-Group Storybook Reading 

Dialogic reading is a well-validated reading technique based on the theory that when 

children practice using language in authentic contexts, receive specific feedback regarding 

language, and experience appropriately scaffolded adult-child interactions during story reading, 

language development is facilitated (Whitehurst et al., 1988).  More specifically, dialogic reading 

involves an adult reading aloud to one or more children while incorporating standardized 

methods for enhancing vocabulary development and expressive language skills.  Three general 

principals guide dialogic interactions: (1) Adults explain and discuss targeted vocabulary.  (2) 

Adults encourage children to actively participate in the story by asking open-ended questions.  

(3) Adults affirm and expand students’ responses to the questions by providing positive feedback 

and eliciting thoughtful responses that gradually lead the child to become more skillful at 

retelling the story. 

When engaging in dialogic reading with young children, adults prompt children to think 

about the story in a more analytical way by making predictions about the story and making 

personal connections to the content of the story.  Children are encouraged to engage in this 

higher level thinking through questions and discussion.  The acronym CROWD was developed 
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by Whitehurst et al. (1994) to assist adults in remembering the questioning techniques.  The 

question types are as follow: 

1. Completion prompts:  Children complete a statement from the story (e.g., When Goldilocks 

sat in Baby Bear’s chair it ________.). 

2. Recall prompts:  Questions that require children to recall details from the story (e.g., What 

did Goldilocks do when she saw the bears?). 

3. Open-ended prompts: These questions encourage children to make inferences from their own 

experiences (e.g., How do you think Baby Bear felt when he saw that his chair was broken?). 

4. Wh-prompts: What, where, and why questions, (e.g., What is this called?  Why did 

Goldilocks eat Baby Bear’s porridge?). 

5. Distancing prompts: Questions that encourage children to make connections from the story to 

life outside the text (e.g., Tell about a time when you felt afraid.). 

These questioning techniques can be modified to suit the individual needs of children at 

various developmental levels.  Despite the level of support needed, dialogic reading techniques 

are designed to scaffold children’s understanding of the story and enhance vocabulary 

knowledge. 

Upon examining the effects of dialogic reading with small groups of children in Head 

Start programs, Whitehurst and colleagues (1994) found there were significant effects for 

enhanced writing skills and concepts of print in addition to increased expressive vocabulary.  

Further, according to Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998), the frequency of dialogic reading in the 

preschool setting positively affected both receptive and expressive vocabulary development.  The 

following section will examine the research evidence on the effects of dialogic reading practices 

on the oral language skills of young children in preschool and primary grade settings. 

Whitehurst et al. (1994), sought to examine the effects of their standardized dialogic 

reading intervention for Head Start centers.  In this study, 73 English-speaking 3-year olds from 

low-income families were read to in small groups of no more than 5 children.  The language 
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skills of these children were all below average as measured by standardized language tests.  

Books were provided for the reading intervention to ensure the materials were appropriate for the 

intervention.  It was expected that the children who were read to regularly by teachers and at 

home would show the largest gains in language ability because of the increased frequency of the 

shared reading interaction. 

Children were randomly assigned within classrooms to one of three conditions: (a) school 

reading, (b) school plus home reading, and (c) a control group.  The parents and teachers were 

trained using the dialogic reading style videotape training developed by Whitehurst, Arnold, and 

Lonigan (1990).  Both parents and teachers kept logs noting the time spent reading, titles of 

books read, and length of the books.  The intervention lasted 6 weeks, after which the children 

were posttested.  In addition, children were assessed 6 months later as a follow-up. 

Results revealed that dialogic reading interventions produce significant effects on both 

the expressive and receptive vocabulary scores of preschoolers from low-income families when 

implemented in school and in the home.  Children participating in the school and home group 

performed better on all expressive vocabulary tests than the children in the school only condition 

and better than those in the control group.  However, children in the school only condition 

outperformed the children in the control group on expressive and receptive language scores.  The 

effects of the dialogic reading intervention obtained on both measures of expressive vocabulary 

were still evident 6 months after the intervention. 

In a follow-up study, Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) sought to replicate and extend the 

research findings of Whitehurst et al. (1994) who found dialogic reading to be effective when 

used in day care settings and by low income parents of 3-year-old children.  In addition, Lonigan 
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and Whitehurst wanted to analyze the effects of using dialogic reading in the home versus school 

settings with preschoolers from low-income families. 

One hundred fourteen 3- and 4-year-old children from English speaking families who 

attended child care centers in high-poverty areas were randomly assigned to one of four 

experimental conditions: (a) school group, (b) home group, (c) home plus school group, and (d) 

control group.  These children entered the program with language skills significantly below age 

level as measured by standardized language tests. 

The children in this study were pre- and posttested on measures of receptive and 

expressive vocabulary skills and verbal fluency.  In addition, verbal productions were assessed 

through their responses to open-ended questions posed by the teacher or parent during a 

structured reading interaction.  Alternate forms were used on each test during the pre- and post-

test sessions.  All tests had moderately high reliability across time and form. 

Teachers and parents were trained in the dialogic reading strategy using a videotape 

training method over a period of two sessions lasting approximately 30 minutes each.  The 

intervention sessions occurred in small groups of no more than 5 children for approximately 10 

minutes, 5 days a week, for 6 weeks.  Students in the home group were involved in one-on-one 

reading with their parents, which occurred 3 to 5 times per week.  Teachers and parents filled out 

daily log sheets that included how often reading occurred and what books were used.  Post- 

testing occurred at the end of the 6-week intervention.  Well-trained doctoral students or Ph.D. 

level clinicians conducted all assessments. 

Results revealed that the correlation between the expressive language posttest and the 

frequency with which the children in the school and the school plus home conditions reported 

using the dialogic reading intervention was significant.  However, only 60% of parents returned 
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their reading logs.  There was no significant correlation between parents’ reading frequency and 

children’s scores on the outcome measures. 

The overall effect for the dialogic reading intervention on expressive language was 

impressive with the combined intervention groups scoring significantly higher on expressive 

vocabulary scores than the control group.  Surprisingly, expressive language scores in the home 

group were higher than scores in the school group, the home plus school group, or the control 

group.  Outcomes on the receptive language scores at posttest revealed no significant effects for 

any group.  According to the study results, the dialogic reading intervention was more effective 

in some centers than others.  Stronger effects were obtained in centers with more frequent shared 

reading.  The correlation between the posttest of expressive language and the frequency of the 

intervention was significant. 

The following year, Lonigan et al. (1999) conducted a pretest-posttest, randomized, 

controlled study on the effects of dialogic reading interventions on the oral language skills of 95 

at-risk preschool children attending five urban child-care centers.  The language skills of these 

children were below average as measured by standardized tests at the beginning of the study.  

The researchers pretested and randomly assigned children to an experimental dialogic reading 

group and a comparison condition where typical shared book reading took place with the teacher.  

In the treatment condition, children were read to in small groups of 3 to 5 children for 10 to 25 

minutes per day, across a six-week period.  Children in the no-treatment comparison group 

engaged in their regular preschool curriculum.  Following the intervention, children in the 

treatment group showed significant growth from pretest to posttest on the Verbal Expression 

subscale of the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA-VE).  Effect sizes were 0.77 for 

the dialogic reading group and 0.55 for the typical reading group.  On the listening 
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comprehension task, as measured by the Woodcock Johnson Listening Comprehension (WJ-LC), 

subtest effect sizes were 0.70 and 0.36 respectively for the dialogic reading and typical reading 

groups.  No significant effects were reported for the intervention group as compared to the 

typical reading group on the expressive and receptive vocabulary tasks, as measured by the 

EOWPVT-R and the PPVT-R.  However, children’s scores increased over time across groups. 

Lonigan and his colleagues concluded that their findings were in line with the growing 

body of research indicating shared storybook reading can facilitate oral language growth and that 

typical shared reading can also promote the development of literacy skills in young children.  

The researchers did not evaluate the techniques used by the teachers in the typical reading group.  

However, it was noted that the children in the typical reading group may have experienced a 

more disciplined approach which allowed them to pay closer attention to the story than the 

students in the dialogic reading group.  Lonigan and colleagues surmised that typical shared- 

reading formats may provide groundwork for a more interactive form of shared reading for 

children with limited prior experiences to these types of interactive literacy activities. 

 In a similar study, Hargrave and Senechal (2000) examined the effects of dialogic 

reading on the vocabulary acquisition of preschool children with poor expressive vocabulary 

skills.  The purpose was to compare whether children made greater gains in vocabulary by being 

an active participant in dialogic reading or by participating in typical shared-reading situations.  

In this study, the ratio of children to teacher during the reading sessions was 8:1.  According to 

the authors, this ratio more realistically mirrors the true preschool setting where providing 

interventions with a 5:1 or 3:1 ratio, as done in the Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) and the 

Whitehurst et al. (1994) studies, is not likely.  The teachers read the books daily during their 

regular circle-time routine with their pre-assigned groups of 8 children. 
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The participants were 36 English-speaking children between the ages of 3 and 5-years 

old.  Children were recruited from 2 day-care centers.  In one center the regular shared-reading 

condition was implemented and in the other center, the dialogic reading condition.  Both centers 

primarily cared for children from low SES families where 98% of the families qualified for 

government subsidy to cover child-care expenses. 

As in the previous studies reviewed, receptive vocabulary skills were measured using 

standardized tests of receptive and expressive vocabulary.  Teachers from each day care center 

read the same 10 books provided by the researcher over the 4-week period.  To the best of the 

authors’ knowledge, these were all books that the children had not been exposed to previously. 

Teachers were trained using the dialogic reading training video produced by Whitehurst 

et al. (1990).  All of the teachers were provided with logbooks.  They were instructed to record 

the titles of the books they read along with the date of the reading.  Observations were made of 

each of the teachers in the two centers prior to and during the intervention period to determine 

fidelity of the dialogic reading intervention. 

Results of this study showed no significant differences in the receptive vocabulary scores 

between the pre- and posttests.  This outcome is consistent with the findings of Lonigan and 

Whitehurst (1998).  However, the children in the dialogic reading group showed a significant 

difference in their expressive vocabulary scores compared to the children in the regular reading 

group (effect size = 0.79).  The children in the regular shared-reading group learned new words, 

but at a lesser rate than those in the dialogic reading group. 

Children who were actively engaged in the dialogic reading intervention made 

significantly greater gains in expressive vocabulary than those in the regular shared-reading 

condition.  In contrast to the studies conducted by Whitehurst and colleagues (1994, 1998) the 
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results of this study also show that dialogic reading can be beneficial in larger groups with a 

teacher-child ratio of 1:8.  In addition, the beneficial effects of dialogic reading were produced 

with only 4 weeks of intervention.  The fact that the intervention was effective in increasing 

language skills over a shorter period of time is added incentive to extend and maintain the 

dialogic reading strategy over longer periods. 

Several limitations of the study should be considered:  Children in the regular shared 

reading group attended childcare for only 15 days, as opposed to 17 days for the dialogic reading 

group.  Also, teachers in the dialogic reading condition may have read for longer periods of time.  

In spite of the fact that there were some time discrepancies between the intervention and control 

groups and that this was a sample of convenience, the findings were still consistent with the 

findings of other studies of dialogic reading. 

Hargrave and Senechal concluded that small groups of children who were involved in 

interactive reading could significantly increase their expressive vocabulary after listening to as 

little as two readings of a story in which targeted words were discussed and pointed out in 

illustrations. 

In a meta-analysis examining the effects of reading aloud on the literacy and language 

development of preschool children, Karweit and Wasik (1996) focused on school-based 

storybook reading with disadvantaged children as opposed to reading practices taking place in 

the home.  Sixty empirical studies of shared reading were reviewed that took place between the 

years of 1980 to 1996 and included children between the ages of 4 and 5. 

Karweit and Wasik found, from their extensive review of the research, that the most 

positive effects on vocabulary growth and story comprehension occurred when teachers 

discussed the story before and after reading, provided direct instruction of targeted vocabulary 
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words, and limited questions to story analysis and predictions during the reading.  In addition, 

the authors’ findings revealed that teachers provided the most positive comments and spent the 

most time supporting conversations about the story in small groups, rather than in whole class or 

individual reading sessions.  They concluded that preschool teachers need additional support in 

strengthening their understanding of oral language development and the role storybook reading 

plays in the development of vocabulary and comprehension skills. 

In summary, these studies reveal that dialogic reading interventions produce significant 

effects on both the expressive and receptive vocabulary scores of preschoolers from low-income 

families when implemented in small group settings in preschool (Whitehurst et al., 1994).  In 

addition, Lonigan and Whitehurst’s (1998) study found that stronger effects were obtained in 

centers with more frequent shared reading.  Hargrave and Senechal (2000) also determined that 

children who were actively engaged in a dialogic reading style intervention made significantly 

greater gains in expressive vocabulary than those in a regular shared reading condition.  In a 

surprising finding, Lonigan et al. (1999) concluded that typical shared reading, as well as 

dialogic reading, promotes the development of oral language and literacy skills in young 

children.  It was noted that the children in the typical reading group may have experienced a 

more disciplined approach from their teacher which allowed them to pay closer attention to the 

story than the students in the dialogic reading group. 

The conclusion drawn from these studies is that interactive storybook reading in small-

group settings can be an effective intervention for improving the listening comprehension and 

expressive language skills of young children who are considered to be at-risk for reading 

difficulties (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan et al., 1999; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; 

Whitehurst et al., 1994).  Further, the benefits of interactive storybook reading were apparent 
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when interventions lasted only 4 to 6 weeks.  Researchers noted that the frequency with which 

the interventions took place also had an effect on oral language development (Lonigan & 

Whitehurst, 1998).  Storybook reading, whether implemented in small or large group, has oral 

language benefits for young students.  These benefits, apparent over a school year when 

incorporated in whole group, seem to be enhanced in smaller group settings.  In the next section, 

storybook-reading techniques that focus specifically on increasing receptive and expressive 

vocabulary learning will be reviewed. 

Vocabulary Skills 

Skilled readers can obtain a significant amount of new vocabulary through wide, 

independent reading (Anderson & Nagy, 1993).  Children in the primary grades, however, who 

are not yet fluent readers, must learn words in a different way.  Nonreaders are able to gain this 

exposure to unfamiliar vocabulary through oral language experiences such as those that occur 

during storybook reading (Beck & McKeown, 2001; Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Elley, 1989).  

Due to the varied opportunities for using decontextualized language during story discussions, 

interactive storybook reading is an excellent way to assist students in their language and 

vocabulary development (Dickinson & Snow, 1987; Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & 

Whitehurst, 1998).  Another benefit of reading aloud to children is the exposure to vocabulary 

they may not hear otherwise.  The complexity of the words found in authentic children’s 

literature is greater than in all adult conversations, with the exception of courtroom testimony 

(Hayes & Ahrens, 1988).  Although some researchers have discovered that children can learn 

words through incidental exposure during storybook reading (Elley, 1989; Penno et al., 2002; 

Robbins & Ehri, 1994), specific strategies have been found that further enhance vocabulary 

acquisition.  One of those strategies is repeatedly reading a storybook containing sophisticated 

vocabulary.  In the next section, research will be examined that investigates the effects of 
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repeated storybook reading practices on the vocabulary development of young children in 

preschool and primary grade settings. 

Repeated Readings of a Story 

In a seminal study, Robbins and Ehri (1994) sought to determine whether kindergarten 

students from low and middle SES families would increase their receptive vocabularies by 

listening to stories more than once and hearing unfamiliar vocabulary repeated in the stories.  

Fifty-one kindergarteners participated in the study.  Using a standardized test of receptive 

vocabulary, PPVT-R, the authors initially screened all the participants.  Next, children with 

extremely high and extremely low scores were excluded to control for regression.  Only those 

with standard scores within 1 standard deviation below or 2 standard deviations above the mean 

were included in the sample.  Children were then separated into 3 ability groups; low, medium, 

and high, based on their vocabulary scores.  Children in each ability group were then randomly 

assigned to listen to one of two stories. 

Targeted words, unfamiliar to the students, were selected from the stories and contexts 

were chosen that supported the clarification of the meanings of the targeted words.  Each child 

listened to a story read by the researcher containing 11 of the targeted words.  The story was 

heard twice on separate occasions with 1 to 4 days between readings.  The child sat next to the 

researcher and observed the text and illustrations.  No word meanings were explained; but the 

story was discussed briefly.  After the readings were completed, subjects were tested on 22-

targeted words.  Eleven of the words were from the story and 11 words were not heard during the 

story reading.  A posttest only design was used, since a pretest would familiarize the children 

with the targeted words.  Students were assessed for receptive vocabulary knowledge of the 

words heard and the words not heard in the stories.  The instrument used for this assessment was 

a multiple-choice test designed by the authors. 
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Robbins and Ehri (1994) concluded that the children’s performance on the words heard in 

the story reliably exceeded their performance on the words not heard.  More precisely, listening 

to the stories more than once was an effective means of expanding the receptive vocabularies of 

the children.  Other variables were examined using a regression analysis to see if sex, age, story 

group, or the standardized vocabulary test influenced the difference in performance between 

words heard and words not heard.  Scores on the receptive vocabulary test were the only variable 

that moderated differences in performance on the targeted versus non-targeted words.  That is, 

students with higher receptive vocabularies as determined by the PPVT-R were able to identify 

more of the targeted words.  These results indicate that reading stories aloud to primary grade 

students contributes to their vocabulary growth and that children with larger vocabularies are 

more likely to learn new words from listening to stories than children with lower vocabularies.  

In addition, the number of times children hear words seems to be associated with higher rates of 

vocabulary acquisition.  The authors also concluded that teachers should explain words and 

actively involve children in the stories read in order to facilitate increased vocabulary learning, 

especially for those children with weaker vocabularies. 

Senechal (1997) conducted a similar vocabulary intervention study using storybooks with 

3- and 4-year olds in a daycare setting.  In this pretest-posttest design, receptive vocabulary was 

measured by the PPVT-R.  Expressive vocabulary assessment consisted of asking the children to 

name the targeted vocabulary by their pictorial representations.  This study incorporated three 

experimental conditions that included a single reading of the story, a repeated reading, and a 

questioning condition.  The story was read 3 times to children in both the questioning and the 

repeated-reading conditions.  The children in the questioning condition were asked to name the 

targeted items during the reading of the story.  Ten target words were chosen that represented 
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familiar concepts; however words were chosen that were not likely to be known by the students.  

All children were pretested for knowledge of the selected words, listened to the story being read, 

and then were posttested.  At the conclusion of the intervention, children in the questioning 

condition performed 3.7 times better than those in the repeated-reading condition.  Children in 

the questioning condition also performed better on the receptive vocabulary posttest.  The 

average performance in the repeated-reading conditions was superior to the single-reading 

condition (effect size = 1.06).  However, children in the group that answered questions during the 

three readings learned more than those who only listened to the story three times (effect size = 

.56).  Very few targeted words were produced after listening to a single reading of the story, 

whereas children produced the most words after three readings of the story (effect size = 1.50).  

As expected, children in the questioning condition produced more words than those in the 

repeated-reading condition (effect size = 1.75). 

Senechal concluded that different instructional strategies have differing impacts on 

children’s acquisition of expressive and receptive vocabulary.  Increased exposure to readings of 

a story influenced receptive and expressive vocabulary acquisition fairly equally, whereas 

actively responding to questions during repeated readings enhanced expressive vocabulary more 

than receptive vocabulary scores.  In other words, children learned more words after three 

readings of a book than after a single reading, so repeated exposures to a story is a good way to 

build word learning.  In addition, even more gains were made when questions were asked during 

repeated readings of a story that allowed children to actively interact and use novel words.  

Therefore, the strategies adults use when reading books to children may have a greater impact on 

word learning than was previously believed (Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994). 
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Penno, Wilkinson, and Moore (2002) conducted a similar study to those of Robbins and 

Ehri (1994) and Senechal (1997) with primary grade students and reported comparable results.  

The purpose of the study was to examine the vocabulary benefits of repeated exposures to a story 

and the additional effects of explaining the meanings of the targeted vocabulary for children with 

differing language abilities. 

Penno et al. (2002) selected 47 English-speaking children from two classrooms in a 

suburban school in Auckland, New Zealand.  The children in the study ranged in age from 5- to 

8-years old and were all at the beginning stages of learning to read.  Participants were chosen at 

this stage to ensure that vocabulary gains could be attributed to listening to the story and not to 

reading of the text. 

Children were pretested using the Renfrew Action Picture Test (RAPT) and the Word 

Finding Vocabulary Scale (WFVS).  The RAPT is an expressive language test that measures the 

subject’s ability to give information in response to a picture and question stimulus.  Whereas, the 

WFVS is a vocabulary test that requires subjects to name the object in a picture.  These 

expressive vocabulary measures were used to provide information about the children’s language 

and vocabulary skills 1 to 2 months before treatment began.  The children were also pretested for 

vocabulary knowledge 1 week prior to the story reading using multiple-choice picture tests.  The 

stories were then read to the children in small-group settings. 

Children were randomly assigned to two groups: the explanation group and the no- 

explanation group.  In the explanation group, the targeted words were explained in context using 

three different strategies.  The targeted words were (a) repeated using a familiar synonym or a 

definitional explanation, if necessary; (b) illustrated by use of role-play, or in other words, using 

voice or demeanor to convey the word’s meaning; and (c) pointed out by picture representation.  
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If a targeted word appeared again in the text, the reader would repeat the definitional 

explanation. 

For the no-explanation group, there was no discussion about the stories.  During the first 

reading, only a brief introduction to the story was given.  If a child asked what a word meant, the 

reader would acknowledge the question as being interesting and then respond, “Let’s keep on 

reading.”  At the end of the story, for both groups, the children returned to their classroom and 

were called back individually by the researcher, in random order, to retell the story.  Each story 

was read and then retold, with each session separated by a week.  One week after the third 

reading and retelling, the multiple-choice posttest was administered. 

A multiple-choice test was designed for each story to measure children’s familiarity with 

the targeted words.  A retelling task was also designed to measure the child’s use of the targeted 

words.  These measures were designed to test both receptive and expressive vocabulary skills.   

The results were consistent with those of other research studies, which found that pre-

readers are able to learn vocabulary from the story context (Elley, 1989; Robbins & Ehri, 1994) 

and that listening to stories is related to significant expressive language growth and reading 

achievement (Bus et al., 1995).  The researchers also found that a single reading of a story can 

result in word learning, but a second and third reading resulted in more accurate usage of the 

words in retelling tasks.  Although some vocabulary growth was evident through incidental 

learning while listening to a story, students made more significant vocabulary gains when the 

reader provided an explanation of the targeted words. 

Biemiller and Boote (2006) also investigated the effects of repeatedly reading a story on 

vocabulary learning.  The participants attended regular kindergarten, first, and second grade 

classrooms in a school with a large population of English Language Learners.  The study was a 
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pretest-posttest design with the purpose of investigating the differing effects of repeatedly 

reading a story compared to word meaning instruction during storybook reading on the 

acquisition of vocabulary.  In each grade, two books were read twice and another book was read 

four times.  An author-designed vocabulary test similar to the PPVT-R was used.  To assess the 

targeted vocabulary, students were asked to tell the meaning of the word in a given sentence.  

Responses were then coded as “known” (1 point), “possibly known” (.5 points), or “not known” 

(0 points). 

At the conclusion of the experiment, results indicated a significant interaction in gains 

between the grade of the student and reading the text two versus four times.  Kindergarten 

students’ gains were 6% higher when a text was read four times as opposed to only two times.  

For students in first grade, the gains were 7% higher when a text was read four times.   However, 

for students in second grade, gains were slightly lower when a story was read four times as 

opposed to twice.  However, across grades, gains were still the largest when words were 

instructed (23% increase) versus non-instructed (8% increase). 

The authors concluded that it was beneficial for kindergarten and first graders to hear 

stories repeatedly even when meanings of words were not directly taught, keeping in mind that 

there was even more of an increase in word learning when words were instructed.  In second 

grade, similar gains were made when stories were read either two or four times.  Biemiller and 

Boote surmised that the difference in word gains between grades could be due to kindergarten 

children’s enjoyment of hearing stories repeatedly.  In addition, if a story is read four rather than 

two times the students may be more likely to learn different words in subsequent readings. 

In summary, reading stories aloud to young children has been found to contribute to their 

vocabulary growth.  Additionally, children with larger vocabularies are more likely to learn new 
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words from listening to stories than children with lower vocabularies.  Further, the number of 

times children hear the targeted words seems to be associated with higher rates of vocabulary 

acquisition (Robbins & Ehri, 1994).  Different instructional strategies, as expected, have 

differing impacts on children’s acquisition of expressive and receptive vocabulary.  Senechal 

(1997) concluded that multiple readings of a story impacted receptive and expressive vocabulary 

acquisition fairly equally, whereas actively responding to questions during repeated book 

readings enhanced expressive vocabulary more than receptive vocabulary scores.  Penno et al. 

(2002) found that a single reading of a story can result in word learning, but a second and third 

reading resulted in more accurate usage of the words in retelling tasks.  Similarly, Biemiller and 

Boote (2006) concluded that it was beneficial for kindergarten and first graders to hear stories 

repeatedly even when meanings of words were not directly taught.  However, in second grade, 

similar word gains were made when stories were read either two or four times, indicating that in 

higher grades reading a story more than twice may not be as beneficial. 

Although hearing a story repeatedly has been found to increase word learning, these types 

of activities may not be as effective for children who are at risk for reading difficulties.  Children 

with lower vocabulary scores are less likely to learn words from incidental exposure during 

storybook reading than children with higher vocabulary scores (Coyne et al., 2004; Hargrave & 

Senechal, 2000; Robbins & Ehri, 1994).  With this in mind, researchers have investigated 

whether it is more beneficial for at-risk children if teachers provide direct instruction of targeted 

vocabulary during storybook reading activities (Beck & McKeown, 2007; Biemiller & Boote, 

2006; Justice et al., 2005; Loftus, Coyne, McCoach, Zipoli, & Pullen, 2010; Robbins & Ehri, 

1994).  In the next section of this paper, the effects of direct instruction of targeted words on 

vocabulary acquisition through storybook reading will be analyzed. 
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Targeted Vocabulary Instruction 

In the first of two seminal studies, Elley (1989) conducted a vocabulary intervention of 

168 first grade students from seven classrooms in seven different schools who spoke English as 

their first language.  One story was read aloud to the students three times in the course of seven 

school days.  The teachers implementing the intervention were teachers from the school, but 

were not the students’ regular classroom teachers.  These teachers conducted the first and third 

reading of the story, whereas the classroom teacher read it the second time.  No definition was 

given of the targeted vocabulary word at any time in the first study and no control group was 

used.  Results indicated that after three readings of the story, the students made a mean 

vocabulary gain of 15 to 20%.  Therefore the authors of the study concluded that storybook 

reading was a significant source of incidental vocabulary acquisition. 

In the second study, 140 students in second grade from six schools and six different 

classrooms participated in the same intervention design with different stories and different 

targeted words.  Both stories were unfamiliar to the students and included enough challenging 

words for the purposes of the study.  For the group that heard three readings of the story without 

explanation, the mean vocabulary gain from pretest to posttest was 14.8 %, very similar to the 

group in the first experiment.  The mean vocabulary gain for the group that heard the reading 

with explanations of the targeted words was 39.9%.  The control group, however, showed an 

improvement from pre- to posttest of only 2%.  In addition, the mean gain for all groups on the 

five control words, words not occurring in either story, was close to zero for all groups. 

Elley’s results indicate that children learn some vocabulary incidentally after having 

illustrated stories read to them.  However, teachers’ explanations of targeted words, as they are 

read, can significantly increase vocabulary gains.  Children who received explanations of the 

meanings of words during book reading made greater gains in vocabulary than those who just 
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listened to the story.  In addition, students who were explicitly taught the vocabulary words in 

the story were more likely to remember the words and use them in the correct context.  Further, 

children who started out with less vocabulary knowledge gained as much or more from the 

readings as their classmates, and the learning was found to be relatively permanent. 

Elley also found that several features of the stories appeared to account for a large portion 

of the variance in the probability that children will learn the targeted words:  (a) the frequency 

that the word occurs in the story, (b) the helpfulness of the story context, and (c) the frequency of 

the pictorial representations of the targeted word.  Instructional strategies shown to be most 

effective were the use of familiar synonyms to define the new word, role-playing using a voice 

or demeanor to help explain the word’s meaning, and pointing to a picture or depiction of the 

word.  It is apparent from this empirical research study that characteristics of storybooks along 

with explanation of targeted words are both critical in the contribution to children’s vocabulary 

learning. 

More than a decade later, Coyne et al. (2004) conducted a longitudinal study with 96 

kindergarten children from seven different schools to determine effective methods of increasing 

vocabulary knowledge and enhancing listening comprehension.  These children were considered 

at risk for developing reading difficulties based on pretest scores.  The participants in the study 

were randomly assigned to1 of 3 groups with only one group receiving targeted vocabulary 

instruction during storybook reading.  A second group received instruction in phonologic and 

alphabetic skills, and the remaining group received letter-sounds instruction from a reading basal 

series.  All three groups received 30 minutes of intervention daily in a small group from 

November through May for a total of 108 sessions.  The interventions were 30-minute lessons 

that accompanied classic or award winning stories.  Three targeted words were selected and 
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directly taught from each story.  Lessons were sequenced in 20, six-day cycles.  Two stories 

were completed in each cycle. 

At the conclusion of the experiment, the group receiving the storybook intervention 

scored significantly higher than the other two groups at posttest on an author-designed 

expressive vocabulary measure of the targeted vocabulary.  The effect size for the storybook 

intervention group in comparison with the code-based group was 0.73, whereas the effect size for 

the storybook group in contrast with the control group was 0.85. 

The researchers concluded that direct instruction focusing on targeted vocabulary 

produced moderate effects in vocabulary growth and can increase the literacy skills of children at 

risk for reading difficulties.  More specifically, they suggest, “explicitly teaching word meanings 

within the context of shared storybook reading is an effective method for increasing the 

vocabulary of young children at risk of experiencing reading difficulties” (p. 152). 

In a comparable study, Justice, Meier, and Walpole (2005) examined the impact of 

elaborated versus non-elaborated encounters with new words during storybook reading.  Fifty-

seven kindergarteners were randomly assigned to a treatment or comparison group.  All children 

in the study were pre- and posttested on targeted words from ten storybooks.  The treatment 

group received direct instruction on specific vocabulary words and no instruction on other words.  

The comparison group received storybook reading as typically occurred in the classroom.  The 

children in the treatment group showed significantly greater gains from pre to posttest for 

elaborated words (effect size = 1.22) verses non-elaborated words (effect size = 0.53) and, as 

expected, outperformed the comparison group on elaborated words.  Surprisingly, children with 

lower vocabulary scores on the pretest made the greatest gains on elaborated words (effect size = 

1.34). 
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The following year, Biemiller and Boote (2006) conducted a study on the word-meaning 

acquisition of primary-grade children attending schools serving a high population of lower-

income families.  The sample included 43 kindergarteners, 37 first graders, and 32-second 

graders.  These children were served in regular classrooms with a population of 50% English 

Language Learners.  The classroom teachers in this study provided vocabulary instruction 

embedded in storybook reading.  The study design was pretest-posttest with evaluation of the 

effect of word meaning instruction during storybook reading.  Children were divided in each 

classroom into two groups matched on general vocabulary pretest scores.  In each grade, the 

children in the group that received instruction of word meanings during storybook reading were 

taught 12 word meanings from books read twice during one week.  Six meanings were taken 

from each book.  Twelve non-instructed word meanings from these books were also pre- and 

posttested.  During the second week of instruction, 12 more meanings were taught while reading 

a third book.  The 12 additional word meanings were again pre- and posttested.  Children in the 

comparison group did not receive targeted vocabulary instruction during the reading. 

Across grades, gains from pretest to posttest were 22% for instructed words and 12% for 

non-instructed words; almost double the gains for instructed words.  The authors of the study 

concluded that targeted vocabulary instruction is a promising practice in assisting students in 

acquiring new vocabulary. 

Silverman (2007) conducted two studies comparing three different methods of 

vocabulary instruction during read alouds with children in kindergarten and first grade.  The 

three methods of instruction included:  (a) contextual, connecting targeted words to their use in 

books and to the children’s personal experiences; (b) analytical, enhancing contextual instruction 
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with semantic analysis of words in contexts other than books and experiences; and (c) anchored, 

augmenting analytical instruction with attention to the written and spoken forms of words. 

Classroom teachers implemented the interventions with 94 children in six different 

kindergarten classrooms.  Approximately one-third of the children were English Language 

Learners who attended two demographically diverse public schools.  Classrooms from each 

school were randomly assigned to each condition.  The interventions took place over a period of 

six weeks.  Teachers used a researcher-designed curricula consisting of a three-day lesson plan 

format.  Lessons lasted 30 minutes and were conducted three times per week.  The three methods 

of vocabulary instruction differed in the levels of discussion of the targeted words, analysis of 

the words outside the context of the story, and focus on the sounds and letters in the words. 

Results of this study revealed that children in the analytical and anchored instruction 

classrooms learned significantly more words on the receptive vocabulary subtests than those in 

the contextual condition.  The effect sizes on the anchored and analytical conditions as compared 

to the contextual condition were 1.02 and 0.67, respectively.  Children in the contextual 

condition learned only an average of three out of thirty words during the 6-week intervention as 

opposed to the students in the analytical condition who learned an average of 5.9 words, and 

those in the anchored condition who learned an average of 6.7 words.  Likewise, on the 

expressive vocabulary subtests, children in the anchored and analytical instruction classrooms 

learned more words than those in the contextual condition.  Effect sizes of the anchored 

condition were 1.19 and for the analytical condition 0.85 as compared to the contextual 

condition.  Children in the contextual instruction classroom learned an average of 2.2 words on 

the expressive subtest, whereas children in the anchored and analytical conditions learned an 

average of 7.7 and 6.9 words, respectively. 



 

59 

Silverman’s second study followed 50 of the 94 students from Study 1 into first grade to 

measure the long-term effects of the three methods of instruction.  Students were again tested on 

the same measures used in Study 1.  Follow-up results revealed students from low-SES families 

in the analytical condition performed better than students from low-SES families in the 

contextual and anchored conditions. 

The results of this study suggest that engaging children in active discussions of word 

meanings during storybook reading promotes more learning of new words than instruction in 

which children relate words to the story context and personal experiences in a less analytical 

way.  Furthermore, Silverman concluded that teachers should read stories that expose children to 

rich vocabulary besides the words that are directly taught.  In addition, teachers should include 

wide reading of books to children for various purposes at different times of the day in order to 

provide opportunities to develop comprehension and socio-emotional communication skills. 

Beck and McKeown (2007) reported results from two vocabulary intervention studies 

they conducted with kindergarten and first graders from low-income families.  In these schools, 

teachers provided explicitly designed vocabulary instruction of targeted words from 36 trade 

books over a period of ten weeks.  Before the studies began, the students did not differ 

significantly on their pretest scores for receptive vocabulary as measured by the PPVT-III.  In the 

first study, the researchers compared the number of vocabulary words learned by 52 children 

who received the vocabulary intervention during storybook reading to the number of words 

learned by 46 children who received no vocabulary instruction, but listened to the same stories. 

Results of the study indicate the students who received direct and explicit instruction 

learned significantly more words.  The mean gain of the kindergarten students in the 

experimental classrooms was 5.58 words, whereas the mean gain for kindergarten students in the 
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comparison classrooms was 1.04 words.  The effect size for the experimental group was 1.17.  

Additionally, first graders’ mean gain in the experimental classrooms was 3.64 words and for 

those first graders in the comparison classrooms it was 1.74.  The effect size for those in the 

experimental group was 1.71. 

In the second study, the authors’ purpose was to determine whether increased vocabulary 

instruction enhances vocabulary learning.  Therefore, the students in the experimental group 

received the same instruction as those in Study 1 with additional instruction for a subset of the 

targeted words.  This additional instruction was the same explicit vocabulary instruction, but it 

occurred more frequently and for a longer time.  Study 2 took place in a different school, 

however the population of students was similar in that 81% of the students were eligible for free 

or reduced-priced lunch.  All three kindergarten and first grade classrooms at the school 

participated in the study.  In all, 36 kindergarten children and 40 first graders joined the study.  

The interventions took place over a period of nine weeks. 

Results for kindergartners indicated the pre- to posttest gains for the targeted words that 

received more instruction were significantly larger than the gains for the group that received no 

extra instruction of the selected words.  The mean gain for more instruction was 8.17 words for 

expressive knowledge (effect size = 2.09) and 8.03 words for receptive vocabulary knowledge 

(effect size = 2.71).  For the group that did not receive extra instruction, the mean gain was 2.5 

words for the expressive task (effect size = 0.87) and 2.97 for receptive knowledge (effect size = 

1.04). 

The pre- to posttest gains for first graders who received more instruction was also 

significantly higher than the group that did not receive extra instruction.  The mean gain for 

those that received additional instruction was 6.90 words on the expressive test (effect size = 
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2.09) and 6.88 words on the receptive test (effect size = 2.71).  The mean gain for those who did 

not receive additional instruction was 3.8 words on the expressive vocabulary test (effect size = 

0.869) and 3.10 words on the receptive vocabulary test (effect size = 1.04). 

Although the number of words learned increased across both groups for all the words 

taught, the students learned more of the words with additional instruction at a faster rate than 

those who did not receive additional instruction.  The researchers concluded that the combination 

of techniques which include explanations of words, questioning, and discussion during storybook 

reading are effective methods of enhancing the vocabulary acquisition of primary grade students. 

In a similar study design, Loftus, Coyne, McCoach, Zipoli, and Pullen (2010) examined 

the effectiveness of a vocabulary intervention designed to supplement classroom vocabulary 

instruction in an urban public elementary school.  Participants included 43 kindergarten students 

who were divided into two groups based on their pretest receptive vocabulary scores on the 

PPVT-III.  Twenty students with the lowest PPVT-III scores across three classrooms received 

the supplemental vocabulary intervention.  The students received the intervention in small 

groups for approximately 30 minutes daily following the classroom-based instruction.  During 

the intervention, students participated in extended vocabulary activities based on two targeted 

words from each of the selected storybooks; two other words received no instruction.  At-risk 

students received a total of four additional 30-minute sessions in the course of two weeks and the 

not at-risk students received a total of four hours of instruction over two weeks. 

Following the intervention, the students who received the supplemental instruction 

obtained higher scores on the targeted vocabulary than on words that were only taught during the 

classroom-based instruction on three of four measures.  Effect sizes for the intervention were 

found ranging from 0.42 to 0.69 indicating a significant difference between the amounts of word 
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learning in the two conditions.  Prior to the study, students had no appreciable knowledge of the 

targeted vocabulary.  However, after the supplemental instruction they demonstrated both 

expressive and receptive knowledge of the words.  The positive effects on word learning in this 

study are consistent with other research findings that explicit vocabulary instruction on targeted 

words within the context of storybook reading can lead to gains in vocabulary knowledge (Beck 

& McKeown, 2007; Elley, 1989; Justice et al., 2005; Robbins & Ehri, 1994). 

Pullen, Tuckwiller, Konold, Maynard, and Coyne (2010) report on the results of a 

vocabulary intervention based on shared storybook reading in the field of special education.  

This quasi-experimental study took place at three elementary schools.  Two hundred twenty-four 

first-grade students, 98 identified as at risk for reading disability, were the participants in this 

study.  Prior to the intervention, the PPVT-4 was administered to assess receptive vocabulary 

skills and to identify at-risk students.  Initial receptive vocabulary scores have been found to 

correlate with students’ response to vocabulary intervention (Coyne et al., 2004; Loftus et al., 

2010; Penno et al., 2002).  At-risk students were then randomly assigned to a treatment or 

comparison group.  Following a two-week intervention, students in the treatment group received 

vocabulary instruction from the classroom teacher along with small group vocabulary instruction 

from a research assistant in education.  Students in the comparison group only received 

vocabulary instruction from the teacher.  In the comparison group, a storybook was read aloud 

by the classroom teacher twice a week and approximately 30 minutes of vocabulary instruction 

took place after reading.  On the day following the classroom instruction, the research assistant 

provided the supplemental vocabulary intervention in a small group setting to the students in the 

treatment group. 
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Students in the treatment group achieved significantly higher posttest scores on receptive 

and contextual levels of word knowledge compared to the comparison group.  Four weeks after 

the intervention, both groups demonstrated a loss of word knowledge, suggesting that 

supplemental vocabulary instruction must be maintained over time and opportunities to use and 

interact with the targeted words must be provided to ensure sustainability of learning. 

In sum, researchers have consistently found that storybook reading enhances the 

vocabulary development of primary grade students.  Although some children learn vocabulary 

incidentally through storybook reading, students who are explicitly taught vocabulary words 

from stories are more likely to remember the words and use them in the correct context (Elley, 

1989).  Further, Biemiller and Boote (2006) found that across grade levels, gains from pretest to 

posttest were almost double for instructed words.  In addition, students who start out with lower 

vocabulary scores have been found to make greater gains and benefit more from targeted 

instruction than their classmates (Coyne et al., 2004; Elley, 1989; Justice et al., 2005).  Use of 

authentic literature that supports the targeted vocabulary through the context of the story and 

illustrations has also been found to enhance vocabulary learning (Elley, 1989).  Other findings 

suggest that students who receive additional instruction learn more targeted words at a faster rate 

than those students who do not receive additional instruction (Beck & McKeown, 2007; Loftus 

et al., 2010).  Although these vocabulary gains are promising, vocabulary instruction must be 

maintained over time and students must be provided opportunities to interact with and use the 

targeted words to ensure sustainability of learning (Pullen et al., 2010).  Silverman (2007) 

suggests that engaging children in active discussions of word meanings during storybook reading 

promotes more learning of new words than instruction in which children relate words to the story 

context and personal experiences in a less analytical way. 
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Through research, several instructional strategies have been established as effective for 

enhancing primary grade students’ vocabulary knowledge during storybook reading.  In addition 

to repeated readings, questioning strategies, and explicit instruction of targeted words, story 

interactions have also been found to enhance vocabulary acquisition. 

Teacher-Student Interactions that Support Vocabulary Growth 

Senechal, Thomas, and Monker (1995) conducted a vocabulary intervention study with 4-

year-old children from middle-income homes who were classified as either having larger or 

smaller vocabularies based on their PPVT-R scores.  Children who differed in word knowledge 

were chosen because the authors theorized that having larger vocabularies might enhance a 

child’s ability to make connections between unknown words and familiar concepts.  Therefore, 

the authors surmised that children with larger vocabularies might learn as much from passively 

listening to a story as from being actively involved and answering questions.  To support this 

thinking, Robbins and Ehri (1994) found that children with larger vocabularies learned more 

words during repeated readings than those with smaller vocabularies.  Senechal and colleagues 

also believed that children with smaller vocabularies would benefit more from being actively 

involved and answering questions during storybook reading because research has shown that 

interactions assist the acquisition of unknown words. 

Subsequently, children were randomly assigned to either a condition in which they 

listened passively to a story read to them twice or a labeling condition in which they pointed to 

illustrations representing the targeted vocabulary during two readings of a selected story.  Each 

child participated individually in three sessions:  Sessions 1 and 2 occurred on consecutive days 

when the story was read, and the third session occurred one week later.  After the third session, 

children were posttested for expressive and receptive vocabulary knowledge.  The expressive 

vocabulary assessment consisted of asking children to name the illustrations depicting the 
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targeted words in the storybook.  According to the authors, this method was used successfully in 

a previous study by one of the authors (Senechal, 1993).  To assess receptive vocabulary, the 

authors used a previously designed test similar to the PPVT-R (Senechal & Cornell, 1993, p. 

365). 

The findings of this study revealed that children with larger vocabularies produced more 

novel words than children with smaller vocabularies.  In addition, children who labeled or 

pointed to illustrations in response to questioning during the story comprehended better and 

produced more words than those who passively listened to the story.  On the receptive 

vocabulary posttest, children identified 57% of the words they had spoken twice when 

responding to questions during the reading.  Further, they correctly identified 35% of the words 

they had spoken once, but only 30% of the words they did not speak during the storybook 

readings.  Not surprisingly, children who spoke the words remembered more words than those 

who only pointed.  Subsequently, the conclusion was made that both verbal and nonverbal 

responding are effective ways to enhance vocabulary acquisition, especially when the story had 

rich illustrations and narrative context. 

 Senechal, Thomas, and Monker’s (1995) investigation supports previous research that 

children with larger vocabularies produce more novel words than children with smaller 

vocabularies (Elley, 1989; Robbins & Ehri, 1994).  Further, children who answered questions 

during interactive storybook reading understood the story better and produced more words than 

those who passively listened to the story. 

 In addition to building vocabulary through repeated readings, explaining targeted words, 

and supporting interactions, researchers have also focused on the impact of storybook reading on 

listening comprehension (Morrow, O’Connor, & Smith, 1990).  In the following section, studies 
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will be reviewed that examine storybook reading strategies that scaffold students’ acquisition of 

the skills and strategies necessary to comprehend stories that are read aloud. 

Listening Comprehension 

Recent research has established that effective read alouds contribute to students’ 

background knowledge, language development, and listening comprehension skills (Beck & 

McKeown, 2001; Dickinson, 2001; Dickinson & Smith, 1994; Karweit & Wasik, 1996; Lonigan 

et al., 1999).  Comprehension is associated with students’ understanding of language, and their 

ability to draw upon their background experiences and vocabulary knowledge to construct 

meaning from text (Coyne et al., 2009).  The goal of comprehension is to understand what is 

heard or what is read.  Therefore, supporting student understanding should be the goal of reading 

instruction.  For primary grade students who are just beginning to read or those who struggle 

with reading, it makes sense that listening comprehension strategies be supported through 

storybook reading. 

Morrow, O’Connor, and Smith (1990) examined the effects of storybook reading on the 

listening comprehension skills of at-risk kindergarten students.  Sixty-two children who attended 

schools with a high population of students from low-SES families participated in the study over 

the course of the school year.  Participants were randomly assigned to the treatment or control 

group.  The children in the experimental group were not found to be superior to the control group 

on standard reading readiness skills as measured by the California Achievement Test (CAT).  

Thirty-two children in the experimental group participated in planned, teacher-led storybook 

reading activities while the 30 children in the control group engaged in regular kindergarten 

curriculum activities. 

Results of the study revealed large positive effects on listening comprehension from pre 

to posttest.  On the author created Retelling and Recall of Story Comprehension Tests, effect 
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sizes were 2.12 and 0.98 respectively.  The authors concluded that purposeful storybook reading 

activities have a positive effect on the listening comprehension skills of kindergarten students. 

Santoro, Chard, Howard, and Baker (2008) conducted a study using interactive storybook 

reading with explicit comprehension instruction and active discussions about the text to promote 

vocabulary and comprehension growth in at-risk first graders.  The performance of students most 

at risk for reading and comprehension difficulties, as well as those who were considered to be on 

grade level, were assessed prior to the intervention.  The intervention consisted of enhancing 

read alouds with comprehension strategies and text-based discussions.  Students who participated 

in the interactive read-aloud intervention classrooms were compared with students from 

classrooms where teachers used their own read aloud and comprehension strategies. 

Results indicated that students in the intervention classrooms out-performed those in the 

control-group classrooms.  Participating students achieved higher levels of vocabulary 

knowledge and comprehension skills and included higher-quality information in story retellings.  

The researchers believe several components of the intervention contributed to their positive 

outcomes:  (a) the intentional emphasis of text structure, (b) the use of visual prompts to 

facilitate retellings of the story, (c) daily practice of student retellings, and (d) discussions about 

the text.  In conclusion, Santoro and colleagues found that interactive storybook reading 

promotes listening comprehension and vocabulary development even in students who are still 

learning to read. 

Coyne et al. (2009) examined the role of storybook reading on improving comprehension 

skills of first grade students in general education classrooms.  Forty-two first grade teachers 

participated along with 210 at-risk and average-achieving first grade students.  The intervention 

included a 16-week read-aloud program focused on living things with accompanying storybooks 
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that included these same creatures as main characters.  In the course of a two-week unit, teachers 

read one informational text and one storybook daily, spending approximately four days on each 

book.  Instruction included dialogic interactions designed to extend discussions and facilitate 

connections to the text.  Differences between students in the treatment and comparison 

classrooms included (a) the quality of student retellings of the stories, (b) vocabulary knowledge, 

and (c) metacognitive understanding of the differences between expository and narrative texts.  

Results suggest that effective use of interactive strategies during storybook reading improved the 

comprehension skills of the first graders participating in the intervention. 

Researchers have concluded that storybook reading activities produce large positive 

effects on the listening comprehension skills of kindergarten students (Morrow, O’Connor, & 

Smith, 1990).  Additionally, Santoro et al. (2008) found that interactive storybook reading can 

promote listening comprehension and increased vocabulary development in at-risk first graders.  

Finally, Coyne et al.’s (2009) results suggest that effective use of interactive strategies during 

storybook reading improves the comprehension skills of first graders.  These strategies include 

dialogic interactions designed to extend discussions between students and teachers and facilitate 

students’ abilities to make connections to the text. 

Summary and Implications 

The studies analyzed in this review clearly link oral language skills to later success in 

reading comprehension (Nation & Snowling, 2004; Snow, Porche, Tabors, & Harris, 2007).  

Interactive storybook reading is a valuable tool for increasing the oral language skills of young 

children.  Researchers have found in large-group settings that listening comprehension and 

receptive vocabulary skills significantly increase when teachers and students interact during 

storybook reading (Dickinson, 2001; Karweit, 1989).  In small-group settings, dialogic 

interactions produced significant effects on both the expressive and receptive vocabulary scores 
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of young children from low-income families (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & 

Whitehurst, 1998; Whitehurst et al., 1994).  In addition, multiple readings of a story enhanced 

receptive and expressive vocabulary skills and the number of times students heard a word was 

associated with higher rates of vocabulary acquisition (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Penno et al., 

2002; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Senechal, 1997).  Further, students who were more at-risk 

increased their vocabulary growth when they received direct instruction of targeted vocabulary 

(Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Coyne et al., 2004; Elley, 1989) and actively discussed word 

meanings (Senechal, Thomas & Monker, 1995; Silverman, 2007).  Additional instruction of 

targeted vocabulary words helped students learn even more words at a faster rate than those who 

did not receive additional instruction (Beck & McKeown, 2007; Loftus et al., 2010).  Finally, 

extending discussions and encouraging students to make connections to the text during storybook 

reading resulted in positive effects on listening comprehension (Coyne et al., 2009; Morrow, 

O’Connor, & Smith, 1990; Santoro et al., 2008). 

Implications for Practice 

Research on the language benefits of storybook reading has revealed several key 

practices that directly impact receptive and expressive vocabulary, as well as comprehension 

skills.  In order to enhance the oral language skills of young children, teachers get better results 

when they (a) use read aloud approaches that include direct explanation of vocabulary words and 

involve the children in analytical discussions and questions about the story (Beck & McKeown, 

2007; Dickinson & Smith, 1994; Wasik & Bond, 2001; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst, et 

al., 1999); (b) limit questions to story analysis and predictions during the reading (Karweit 

&Wasik, 1996); (c) repeatedly read stories, three or more times, especially in kindergarten and 

first grade (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Robbins & Ehri, 1994; Senechal, 1997; Senechal, Thomas, 

& Monker, 1995); (d) conduct read alouds in small groups when possible (Karweit &Wasik, 
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1996; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Morrow & Smith, 1990 ); (e) explicitly teach targeted words 

within the context of the story (Coyne et al., 2004; Elley, 1989); (f) read stories that expose 

children to rich vocabulary other than the words that are directly taught (Silverman, 2007); (g) 

provide opportunities to use and interact with the targeted vocabulary over time to ensure 

sustainability of learning (Pullen et al., 2010); and (h) facilitate students’ understanding of the 

story with discussions about the text (Coyne et al., 2009; Santoro et al., 2008). 

Implications for Future Research 

In their meta-analysis, Mol et al. (2009) reported that children’s early language and 

literacy skills were more likely to improve when they engaged in whole-group interactive 

storybook reading as opposed to small-group storybook reading.  This is in direct contrast to the 

Karweit and Wasik (1996) finding that teachers should read in small groups to maximize oral 

language benefits.  One possible explanation for this finding, as explained by Mol and her 

colleagues, is that extraneous talk during small group may be distracting if each child in the 

group is allowed to elaborate on personal experiences.  Future research is needed to determine 

how educators can maximize storybook reading benefits for young children in whole and/or 

small group. 

It is interesting to note that researchers seem to obtain greater effects with interactive 

storybook reading interventions than teachers (Mol et al., 2009).  Additionally, in their meta-

analysis, Karweit and Wasik (1996) concluded that teachers of primary grade students need more 

support to strengthen their understanding of oral language development and the role storybook 

reading plays in the development of vocabulary and comprehension skills.  Since interactions 

during storybook reading are so important, further research should be conducted to shed more 

light on how to best support teachers’ understanding of the development of oral language skills. 
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Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) found that the frequency of dialogic reading in the 

preschool setting positively affected both receptive and expressive vocabulary development. 

Other researchers have also concluded that the quality and frequency of book reading are 

important factors that enhance oral language gains (Bus et al., 1995; Scarborough & Dobrich, 

1994).  It appears that additional teacher professional development with coaching may be 

necessary in order to provide teachers with the support they need to implement effective 

interactive storybook reading interventions during the school day. 

Storybook attributes are another consideration for future research.  Which books allow 

for the greatest growth in vocabulary and comprehension?  The following story features are 

recommended for effective storybook reading interventions:  (a) colorful illustrations that help 

children narrate and retell the story; (b) unfamiliar vocabulary that helps students build their 

vocabulary; (c) illustrations that help clarify unknown vocabulary; (d) diverse content relatable 

to all children; and (e) appropriate length (Beck & McKeown, 2007; Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; 

Justice, Meyer, & Walpole, 2005).  Storybook reading appears to be a promising practice to 

support the oral language development of preschool and primary grade students and is worth the 

attention of educators and researchers. 

Research consistently links early literacy and oral language skills to later success in 

reading (Nation & Snowling, 2004; Scarborough, 2003; Snow et al., 2007).  In addition, 

researchers have concluded that interactive storybook reading strategies have the potential to 

improve the oral language skills of young children (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & 

Whitehurst, 1998; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002; Whitehurst, Arnold, Epstein et al., 1994). If 

teachers effectively implement the major components of interactive storybook reading, this 
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intervention could have significant positive effects on the oral language development of children 

and assist them in becoming successful readers throughout their lives. 

Conclusion 

For over a decade, researchers have confirmed the benefits of effective read alouds for 

young children (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Senechal & LeFevre, 

2002; Whitehurst, Arnold, Epstein et al., 1994).  Additionally, according to numerous 

researchers, there is a clear correlation between early oral language skills and later success in 

reading (Nation & Snowling, 2004; Scarborough, 2003; Snow et al., 2007).  However, previous 

studies on the effectiveness of storybook reading have focused on student outcomes rather than 

on the process of promoting effective practices among primary grade teachers.  Furthermore, the 

studies have not discussed a systematic method of assisting teachers in purposefully planning for 

read alouds with the objective of increasing teacher-student interactions. 

Bridging the gap from research-based knowledge to implementation in the classroom is 

one of the greatest challenges in the field of education (Carnine, 1999; Gersten & Dimino, 2001).  

Therefore, it is worth researching how to help teachers purposely plan for and implement the 

major components of interactive storybook reading that are linked to the positive effects on the 

oral language development of children (Brabham & Lynch-Brown, 2002).  We still need to know 

whether teachers who participate in professional development activities and receive coaching to 

promote the use of interactive storybook reading strategies will effectively implement the 

intervention in their kindergarten classrooms. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

A single-subject multiple baseline across groups design was implemented to measure 

teacher-student interactions during storybook reading before and after professional development 

activities and coaching occurred. An overarching question guided this study:  Can professional 

development with ongoing coaching increase the effectiveness of teachers’ storybook reading 

practices?  More specifically, the following questions were investigated: 

1. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of closed and open questions with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

2. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of affirmative responses and praise with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

3. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of extending responses with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

4. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

vocabulary instruction with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

5. If increases in teacher-student interactions occur during storybook reading, what effect do 

those increased interactions have on kindergarten students’ oral language skills (i.e., listening 

comprehension and expressive vocabulary)? 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a detailed description of the methods used to 

implement this investigation.  The following sections describe the (a) setting; (b) participants, 

including selection criteria; (c) assessment instruments; (d) intervention; (e) dependent variables; 

(f) design; (g) data analysis; (h) interobserver agreement; (i) treatment integrity, and (j) social 

validity. 

Setting 

This study was conducted in four elementary schools in north-central Florida.  As 

required by the University of Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB), the researcher obtained a 

letter of consent from each of the four participating teachers, as well as parental consent for the 
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student participants.  In addition, an application to conduct research in the selected district was 

submitted for approval.  Copies of the IRB approval can be seen in Appendix A. 

For the 2012-2013 school year, the racial/ethnic composition of the district was 59.6% 

White, 19.4% Black, 14.6% Hispanic, 1.5% Asian, .6% American Indian, and 4.3% Multiracial.  

Approximately 54% of the students in the district participate in the free or reduced-price lunch 

program (FLDOE, 2012). 

Schools 

School A is a Title 1 school that serves kindergarten through fifth grade students, but did 

not participate in Reading First.  Approximately 59% of the school’s students participated in the 

free or reduced-price lunch program in 2012-2013.  Enrollment at the school, during that same 

year, was 692 students.  Of these, approximately 93 students were in kindergarten.  The racial 

composition of the school was 64% White, 16% Black, 14% Hispanic, 1.4% Asian, and 4% 

Multiracial (FLDOE, 2012).   

School B is also a Title 1 school that serves kindergarten through fifth grade students.  

Approximately 72% of the school’s students participated in the free or reduced-price lunch 

program in 2012-2013.  Enrollment at the school, during that same year, was 811 students.  Of 

these, 141 students were enrolled in kindergarten.  The racial composition of the school was 58% 

White, 13% Black, 24% Hispanic, .5% Asian, .4% American Indian, and 4% Multiracial 

(FLDOE, 2012).  The school is a former Reading First school and school personnel have 

engaged in frequent in-service opportunities to promote literacy in all grades.  As a result, 

storybook reading occurs frequently and is a regular experience of the children in kindergarten 

classrooms. 

School C is another Title 1 school that also served as a Reading First school.  Enrollment 

during the 2012-2013 school year was 635 students of which 72% are White, 6% are Black, 17% 
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are Hispanic, .8% American Indian, and 5% are Multiracial (FLDOE, 2012).  Approximately 

80% of the students participated in the free or reduced-price lunch program in 2012- 2013.  

Approximately 90 students were enrolled in kindergarten for the 2012-2013 school year.   

School D is a Title 1 school, but did not participate in Reading First.  Enrollment during 

the 2012-2013 school year was 754.  Approximately 68% of the students participated in the free 

or reduced-price lunch program in 2012-2013.  The racial composition of the school was 

approximately 45% White, 17% Black, 27% Hispanic, 4% Asian, and 7% Multiracial (FLDOE, 

2012).  In this school, 130 students were enrolled in kindergarten.  

Classrooms 

Classrooms in each school are described using information gathered during classroom 

observations and according to teacher reports.  In addition, the Classroom Literacy Environment 

Checklist (Appendix B) was created by the researcher and completed during the researcher’s 

visits to the classrooms.  The Literacy Environment Checklist was adapted from the Early 

Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Toolkit (ELLCO; Smith & Dickinson, 2002) and 

the Classroom Literacy Checklist from the National Center for Learning Disabilities and 

developed by Whitehurst (2004).  To maintain anonymity, participating teachers were assigned 

the following pseudonyms:  Audrey, Bethany, Christine, and Deborah. 

In school A, Audrey’s kindergarten classroom had a thoughtfully designed area for the 

display and use of books.  Floor cushions and comfortable furniture were accessible to children 

in the reading area.  There were at least 20 or more picture books available of various genres for 

the children’s enjoyment and learning.  Books were organized on shelves and were easily 

accessed by the students.  Books were of fair quality with some newer titles and books, but 

consisted mostly of older books and titles.  According to Audrey, storybook reading was part of 

the daily classroom routine and occurred at least once a day in whole-group settings.  This 
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classroom was decorated with pictures, posters, student work, poetry charts and printed words, 

however access to printed materials such as signs, labels, and dictionaries was not evident.  

Areas were designated for small and large group reading activities including a listening center 

with songs and stories on tape or compact disc.  A word wall was displayed in the classroom, but 

there was no evidence that the students used it.  Classroom materials were well organized, 

accessible to students, and coordinated with learning goals.  Overall, Audrey’s classroom 

appeared to be a literacy-rich environment supportive of the oral language and early literacy 

needs of young children.  

In school B, Bethany’s kindergarten classroom also had an area designed for the display 

and use of books.  There were at least 50 or more picture books of various genres and reading 

levels available for the students’ enjoyment and learning.  Books were of fair quality with mostly 

older books that belonged to the teacher personally. There was evidence that storybook reading 

was part of the daily classroom routine with Bethany reporting that she read aloud to students at 

least once a day, usually in whole-group settings.  In this classroom, students had access to a 

variety of printed materials such as poetry charts, printed words, and student work.  There were 

designated areas for small and large-group reading activities along with a listening center with 

songs and stories on tape or compact disc.  There was no evidence of a word wall displayed in 

the classroom.  Classroom materials were well organized, accessible to students, and coordinated 

with learning goals.  Overall, Bethany’s classroom seemed to be a literacy-rich environment 

supportive of the oral language and early literacy needs of young children.  

In school C, Christine’s kindergarten classroom had a designated area for the display and 

use of books with a table and chairs available for reading.  There was a limited amount of age-

appropriate books available for children’s learning and enjoyment.  The books that were 
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available were of good quality with some newer books and other older titles.  Christine reported 

that she read aloud to students at least once a day, usually in whole-group settings. This 

classroom was decorated with student work, story maps, and main character maps.  There were 

designated areas for small and whole-group reading activities, along with a listening center with 

songs and stories on tape or compact disc.  There was not a word wall displayed in this 

classroom, but there was a list of verbs on chart paper visually accessible to children.  Classroom 

materials were fairly well organized, accessible to students, and coordinated with learning goals.  

Overall, Christine’s classroom appeared to be a literacy-rich environment supportive of the oral 

language and early literacy needs of young children.  

In school D, Deborah’s kindergarten classroom had a thoughtfully designed area for the 

display and use of books.  The reading center was inviting to students with comfortable seats in 

the corner of the room.  There were at least 20 or more picture books available of various genres 

for children’s enjoyment and learning.  Books were of good quality with mostly newer titles. 

There was evidence that storybook reading was part of the daily classroom routine, with Deborah 

reporting that she read aloud to students at least once a day, usually in whole-group settings.  In 

this classroom appropriate resources were displayed to support literacy such as poetry charts, 

students’ work, pictures, and illustrations.  There were designated areas for small and large-

group reading activities along with a listening center with songs and stories on compact disc.  A 

word wall was displayed in the classroom with evidence that students use it during instruction 

and independent center activity time.  Classroom materials were well organized, accessible to 

students, and coordinated with learning goals.  Overall, Deborah’s classroom appeared to be a 

literacy-rich environment that supports the oral language and early literacy needs of young 

children.  
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Participants 

Participants included four kindergarten teachers in four Title 1 elementary schools in 

north-central Florida and five of their students, who were considered to be at risk for reading 

difficulties.  To allow for comparison of growth, a small group of students was selected from a 

second kindergarten classroom in the same schools using the same criteria.  The purpose of this 

section is to provide details about the teachers and students who participated in this study, the 

selection criteria, and the selection process.  Descriptions of each teacher are self-reported as 

taken from the Background Information Sheet (see Appendix C) teachers completed prior to the 

beginning of the study. 

Teachers 

The researcher contacted the principals and kindergarten teachers from the participating 

elementary schools and discussed the goals of the study, teacher commitment, timeline, and the 

benefits of the study.  Four teachers, who are currently teaching kindergarten in the selected 

public schools, volunteered to participate in the study.  Teachers who had not previously 

participated in dialogic or interactive storybook reading trainings were given priority.  In 

addition, the teachers agreed to be videotaped while conducting read-aloud sessions 2 to 3 times 

weekly with a small group of five at-risk students.  At this initial meeting with the researcher, 

teachers filled out the Background Information Sheet. 

Following is a description of each teacher’s self-reported background information.  This 

information includes (a) gender, (b) years of teaching experience, (c) years of teaching 

kindergarten, (d) different grade levels taught and for how long, (e) types of degrees and 

certifications, (f) hours of professional development in reading, and (g) hours of professional 

development in storybook reading strategies.  
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Audrey was a white female who had been teaching elementary school for 27 years.  She 

taught kindergarten for 12 years, first grade for 12 years, and second grade for 3 years.  She 

earned a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and was ESOL (English for Speakers of 

Other Languages) endorsed.  For the 2012-2013 school year, Audrey reported having 

approximately 3 hours of in-service training in Language Arts and approximately 4 hours of 

training in the Common Core State Standards.  She reported that she has never had training or 

participated in professional development activities focused on storybook reading strategies.  

Audrey was interested in participating in this study because she loves story time and reading 

aloud to her students.  She reported having an expansive children’s library and has taught units 

based on author studies and books about holidays. 

Bethany was also a white female who had been teaching elementary school for 18 years.  

Of that time, she spent 6 years teaching kindergarten, 3 years teaching preschool, 3 years 

teaching 4
th

 grade, and approximately 6 years teaching art in a private elementary school.  

Bethany had a bachelor’s degree in elementary education and was ESOL endorsed.  For the 

2012-2013 school year, she reported attending approximately 20 hours or more of professional 

development activities focused on the Common Core State Standards.  Bethany has never had 

professional development in the area of storybook reading strategies.  She explained that she 

wanted to be part of this study because she is looking for new ways to meet students’ needs and 

is always open to new opportunities to support students’ skills and learning. 

Christine was a white female who had 17 years teaching experience.  She taught 

kindergarten for 5 years, first grade for 12 years, and tutored students in various grade levels for 

10 years.  She was alternatively certified, holding a California teaching license for grades K-12 

and a Florida teaching certificate to teach grades K-6.  Christine was also ESOL endorsed.  She 
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reported attending approximately 10 hours of professional development activities in reading in 

the 2012-2013 school year, but did not participate in training specifically focused on storybook 

reading strategies.  Christine wanted to join the study because she believed it would be a good 

experience for her and would benefit the students in her classroom. 

Deborah taught for a total of 8 years.  Seven of those years were spent teaching in the 

kindergarten classroom, and one year teaching first grade.  She had a bachelor’s degree in 

elementary education and was ESOL endorsed.  Deborah reported attending approximately 3 

hours of reading-related professional development in the 2012-2013 school year.  She had never 

attended training specifically focused on storybook reading strategies.  Deborah explained that 

she wanted to be part of this study because most of her training is in math strategies and she 

wanted to strengthen her knowledge and skills in reading.  Background information on the 

participating teachers can be found in Table 3-1. 

All treatment teachers received a set of 10 storybooks to read during the baseline phase of 

the study and a set of 20 storybooks for the intervention phase of the study, all of which they 

were allowed to keep.  At the conclusion of the study, teachers received a $200 Target gift card 

as a token of appreciation for participating in the study. 

Table 3-1.  Summary of teachers’ background information   

Name Gender 
Years 

teaching 

Years teaching 

kindergarten 

Degrees/ 

Certifications 

Hours of 

PD in reading 

2011-12 

Hours of 

PD in 

SBR 

Audrey Female 27 12 El. Ed/ ESOL 7 0 

Bethany Female 18 6 El. Ed/ ESOL 25 0 

Christine Female 17 5 El. Ed/ ESOL 10 0 

Deborah Female 8 7 El. Ed/ ESOL 3 0 
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Students 

Kindergarten students in each participating teacher’s classroom were screened initially 

using the expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension sections of the Florida Assessment 

for Instruction in Reading (FAIR).  Following the identification of students at risk by the 

researcher and the teacher, receptive vocabulary was assessed using the PPVT-4 to further 

determine which students were most at risk for reading difficulties.  Five students with the lowest 

raw scores on the PPVT-4 were then selected to participate in the intervention by the teacher and 

the researcher.  Next, the selected students were pretested to determine their knowledge of 20 

targeted words selected from the storybooks used during the intervention phase of the study.  In 

addition, participating students were pretested on a listening comprehension measure designed 

by the researcher.   

Four comparison classrooms from the same schools were added to control for any threats 

to internal validity, such as maturation.  Students from the comparison classrooms were 

identified in the same way students were identified in the treatment classrooms and received the 

same pre and post assessments.  These four control classrooms received the same 10 storybooks 

the treatment teachers received for baseline to insure the children in these classrooms had access 

to authentic children’s literature similar to the books in the treatment classrooms.  Although 

teachers in the control classrooms kept the books, no professional development or coaching was 

provided for them.  

A total of 65 students, approximately eight from each classroom, who scored most at risk 

on the expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension portions of the Florida Assessment for 

Instruction in Reading (FAIR) were selected by their teachers and the researcher for further 

screening.  Letters of consent were sent home to the parents or guardians of these students asking 

permission for their child to participate in the study, if they qualified, and for the researcher to 
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conduct further assessments.  A total of 44 students obtained parental consent to participate in 

the project (fewer students from the control classrooms returned consents, presumably because 

no intervention was being offered).  The PPVT-4 was then administered to these students to 

identify which were most at risk for reading difficulties.  Up to five students from each 

classroom, with the lowest raw scores on the PPVT-4, were then chosen to participate in the 

study.  Additional criteria used to select the 36 students in this study included (a) first time in 

kindergarten, (b) no severe cognitive delays, (c) completed the FAIR assessment successfully, 

and (d) scored below the norm for children his or her age on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 

Test-4 (PPVT-4).   

Table 3-2 provides a summary of the student participants’ demographic information, 

which was obtained through teacher report and school records.  This information includes age, 

gender, race, English language learner (ELL) as identified by the school, qualified for free or 

reduced-price lunch, and exceptional student services (ESE) as identified by the school.  

Table 3-2.  Summary of students’ demographic information 

 Treatment Group 

n=20 

Control Group 

n=16 

Mean Age at Pretest 5 years 5 months 5 years 7 months 

Males 14 13 

Females 6 3 

White 12 7 

Black 5 6 

Multiracial 0 1 

Hispanic 2 2 

Asian 1 0 

ESE 1 4 (speech) 

ELL 1 1 

Free or reduced-price 

lunch 

19 13 

Mean PPVT-4 Raw Score 80 84 
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A summary of the pretest mean scores for all measures and groups are summarized in 

Table 3-3.  Tables 3-4 and 3-5 summarize pretest scores for the treatment and control groups by 

teacher.  There were no significant differences between groups on these pretest scores. 

 

Table 3-3.  Summary of students’ pretest mean scores 

Dependent Measure 
Treatment Group Mean  

(Std. Dev.) 

Control Group Mean 

(Std. Dev.) 

    

FAIR Expressive Vocabulary 34.15 

(15.86) 

33.38 

(13.73) 

FAIR Listening Comprehension 36.00 

(23.03) 

38.75 

(33.04) 

SOLID Expressive Vocabulary 16.45 

(9.10) 

17.69 

(11.58) 

SOLID Listening Comprehension 15.90 

(4.587) 

17.38 

(15.90) 

 

 

Table 3-4.  Summary of treatment students’ mean pretest scores by teacher 

Teacher 
FAIR Vocabulary 

Percentile 
FAIR LC 

SOLID 

Vocabulary 
SOLID LC 

Audrey 31 48% 24% 14 

Bethany 43 28% 15% 18 

Christine 28 36% 12% 14 

Deborah 36 32% 15% 17 

 

 

Table 3-5.  Summary of control students’ mean pretest scores by teacher 

Teacher 
FAIR Vocabulary 

Percentile 
FAIR LC 

SOLID 

Vocabulary 
SOLID LC 

Control A 35 53% 12% 17 

Control B 42 60% 31% 19 

Control C 35 30% 15% 17 

Control D 24 20% 13% 20 
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Assessment Instruments 

There were two types of assessment instruments administered to the student participants 

in this study.  Screening instruments were used to determine which students were at risk for 

reading difficulties.  In addition, pretest-posttest instruments were used to measure student 

growth in expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension. 

Screening Instruments 

As part of the process of selecting students for the study, students’ scores on two 

measures of reading performance were analyzed to determine eligibility:  Florida Assessments 

for Instruction in Reading (FAIR) and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test–4 (PPVT-4).  FAIR 

scores were used in this study, because they are the primary indicator of risk for reading failure 

used in Florida’s schools.  The PPVT-4 was used at pretest as a risk indicator because receptive 

vocabulary knowledge is a strong predictor of language and comprehension outcomes and 

responsiveness to vocabulary intervention (Coyne et al., 2009; Penno et al., 2002; Scarborough, 

2005). 

Florida Assessments for Instruction in Reading.  The FAIR assessments are given to 

students in grades K-12 three times per year in Florida schools.  In grades 3-12, the FAIR is a 

web-based assessment taken on the computer.  In grades K-2, teachers give the assessments.  In 

kindergarten, the FAIR is a mandatory instrument used for screening purposes.  Results of the 

FAIR predict end of the year performance on standardized tests.  The FAIR consists of Broad 

Screen/Progress Monitoring Tools for all children and a Broad Diagnostic Inventory for all 

children.  A Targeted Diagnostic Inventory is provided for students who are considered at risk 

for reading difficulties.  The letter naming and sounds, phonemic awareness, listening 

comprehension, and expressive vocabulary sections of the FAIR are administered to all students 

in kindergarten at the beginning of the year.  Scores are reported in Success Zones:  (a) Green = 
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85% probability of scoring on grade level or above on the Stanford Early School Achievement 

Test (SESAT), (b) Yellow = 16% - 84% probability of scoring on grade level or above on 

SESAT, and (c) Red = 15% or less probability of scoring on grade level or above on SESAT.  

Scoring on the FAIR is conducted and reported through the Progress Monitoring and Reporting 

Network (PMRN).  According to the State of Florida Department of Education (2009), the end of 

the year performance for kindergarten students (N = 516) on the FAIR vocabulary test is reported 

as M = 11.35 with a standard deviation of 4.03.  Test-retest reliability between the first and 

second assessments during the school year was moderate for kindergarten (0.45).  Estimates 

when examining consistency between the second and third administration were larger (0.69) and 

remained at a moderate level between the first and third administrations (0.44).  For the 

kindergarten listening comprehension portion of the FAIR, individual passage total scores were 

correlated with the same passages over three time points to assess the strength of consistency 

over time.  The average test-retest correlation was 0.61.  Content validity for the FAIR was 

derived from national standards for the primary grades, while predictive validity was based on 

the relationship to the end of the year SESAT in kindergarten.  Results from the kindergarten 

multiple regressions indicated that 26% of the variance in SESAT scores was accounted for by 

performance on the Letter Sounds and Phonological Awareness Tasks, during the second 

assessment period.  During the first assessment period, 105 of the 122 students who were not at 

risk on the FAIR screen were also not at risk on the SESAT.  The concurrent validity of the 

expressive vocabulary measure on the FAIR was determined by examining its relationship to the 

Expressive Vocabulary Test (EVT-2; Williams, 2007).  In kindergarten, the observed correlation 

between the FAIR vocabulary test and the EVT-2 was 0.83. 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test–4 (PPVT-4).  Before the baseline phase of the study 
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began, the 44 students identified as at-risk in each of the four treatment and four control 

classrooms were pretested using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-4 (PPVT-4), a 

standardized test of receptive language ability.  The PPVT-4 is one of the most widely used 

norm-referenced instruments for measuring the receptive vocabulary of children and adults.  The 

fourth edition PPVT was developed to increase the accuracy of test scores, update stimulus 

words and pictures, and replace black and white item illustrations with full-color art that is more 

current, realistic, and offers a balance of sex, race, and ethnicity.  The authors report internal 

consistency reliability and split-half reliability as having median scores of .94 or above.  The 

alternate-forms reliability is reported as M = 0.89 and the test-retest reliability is M = 0.93.  

Additionally, the authors report the PPVT-4 was correlated with well-known standardized 

language, intelligence, and vocabulary measures as evidence of construct validity.  The 

correlations of the PPVT with these other measures demonstrate the pattern expected of a valid 

vocabulary measure (Dunn & Dunn, 2007).  The raw score of the PPVT-4 was used to further 

screen students’ language ability and target those who are most at-risk for reading difficulty. 

Pretest and Posttest Instruments 

Pre- and post intervention measures were created by the researcher to evaluate the effects 

of the storybook reading intervention on targeted students’ expressive vocabulary and listening 

comprehension skills.  To assess the proximal effects of the intervention, a measure of targeted 

word knowledge was developed.  The listening comprehension measure was created based on the 

Developmental Reading Assessment - 2
nd

 Edition (DRA2 K-3; Beaver, 2006). 

Measure of expressive vocabulary.  Researchers who have used standardized measures  

of vocabulary have found that these assessments are not sensitive enough to detect small 

increments of student learning.  Therefore, it is much less likely that growth in vocabulary skills 

would be detected in a short amount of time (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Lonigan & 
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Whitehurst, 1998).  Based on previous research, a proximal measure aligned with the vocabulary 

targeted for instruction by the teachers was designed by the researcher to more effectively 

evaluate the effects of the interactive storybook reading intervention on the students’ expressive 

vocabulary skills (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Coyne et al., 2010; Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005; 

Robbins & Ehri, 1994).  The researcher-designed protocol is similar to one designed by Michael 

Coyne and his colleagues and used in his previous studies (Coyne et al., 2010; Coyne, Simmons, 

& Kame’enui, 2004).  The 20-targeted words include nouns, verbs, and adjectives selected from 

the 20 storybooks used in the intervention phase of the study.  These words were common across 

the stories and classified as Tier Two words according to Beck, McKeown, and Kucan’s (2002) 

well-known approach to vocabulary instruction.  Tier Two words can be described as being new 

words for familiar concepts that are a useful addition to the students’ current repertoire of words.  

Students should be able to explain these words using words already known to them (e.g., “tend” 

can be explained as “to take care of” and would be a useful addition to a student’s lexicon 

because it can be used across content areas).  Beck and her colleagues also recommend defining 

new vocabulary with words the students already know.  These explanations of the words are 

called, student-friendly explanations.  Student-friendly explanations were provided to the 

teachers in the study along with the targeted words.  The list of words and their student-friendly 

explanations are provided in Appendix D. 

Students’ definitions were assessed as indicators of their knowledge of the targeted words 

(e.g., What does enormous mean?).  Examining definitions as outcome variables is a way to 

approximate growth in word knowledge focused more on incremental movement toward 

decontextualized vocabulary understanding than on the students’ general sense of the word 

(Beck et al., 2002).  Definitions have been used as outcome variables in several studies of 
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kindergarten students’ vocabulary development (Coyne et al., 2010; Justice et al., 2005; Penno, 

et al., 2002).  Because giving a word definition is a difficult skill for a kindergarten student, the 

vocabulary measure also allowed students the opportunity to give an example of the word 

meaning (e.g., What is something enormous?). 

The 20-targeted words were presented to students at pretest and posttest.  Students were 

tested individually, and told by the researcher that she was going to say some words and she 

wanted to find out if the child knew the words.  For each noun, students were asked, “What is a 

_______?”  Next, a follow-up question was given so each student had the opportunity to explain 

the word further.  For example, “What would you do with a _______?” or “Where would you see 

a ______?”  For each verb, the student was asked, “What does ______ mean?”  The follow-up 

question, “When would someone _______?”  For adjectives, “What does ______ mean?”  “Tell 

me about something that would be______?”  or “Tell me when you might feel ______?”  For 

definitions, responses were given 2 points for a complete and accurate response, 1 point for a 

partially complete or partially accurate response, and 0 points for an unrelated or incorrect 

response.  For the examples, or follow-up questions, each student was given 1 point for a correct 

example and 0 points for an incorrect example.  The range of points available for the expressive 

vocabulary measure was 0-40 for Part A (definitions) and 0-20 for Part B (student examples).  

Total points possible on the expressive vocabulary measure were 60.  Students were posttested 

on the same vocabulary words to assess their word knowledge at the conclusion of the study (see 

Expressive Vocabulary Measure Appendix E). 

Measure of listening comprehension.  Listening comprehension skills of the 

participating students were also measured before and after the intervention.  The researcher-

designed measure is adapted from the Developmental Reading Assessment -2
nd

 Edition (DRA2 
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K-3; Pearson Learning Group, Beaver, 2006).  This assessment and rubric can be seen in 

Appendix F.  Listening comprehension skills were assessed through a story retelling, along with 

students’ answers to open-ended questions.  Story retelling allows the researcher to assess the 

degree of information students’ recall, the accuracy of their inferences, use of targeted 

vocabulary in context, and recall of the story sequence (Puranik, Lombardino, & Altmann, 

2008). 

Students were assessed individually immediately after hearing a narrative story read by 

the researcher.  Each student was asked to start at the beginning of the story and tell what 

happened.  All testing sessions were audio-recorded.  If the retelling was limited, one or more 

prompts were given to the students to obtain further information.  Next, each student was asked 

to think about the story and prompted as follows. “What part of the story did you like best?  Tell 

me why you liked that part.”  Finally, each student was asked to make personal connections to 

the story by responding to the prompt: “What did you think about when you heard this story?” or 

“What did this story make you think of?”  Similar to the DRA-2, students received a listening 

comprehension score ranging from 6-48 points based on the listening comprehension rubric 

developed by the researcher.  Reported scores included (a) the number of details recalled in 

sequence from the story, (b) the use of language and vocabulary from the text, (c) naming 

characters from the story, (d) the need for prompts, (e) thinking about the story, and (f) 

thoughtful personal connections to the story that reflected a deep understanding.  Levels ranged 

from emerging story understanding to advanced understanding based on the final score from the 

rubric.  Scores from 6-12 reflected an emerging level of listening comprehension.  Scores in the 

range of 13-24 reflected developing listening comprehension.  Scores from 25-36 are considered 

independent understanding and scores above 36 reflected an advanced understanding.  These 
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levels of story understanding are based on the DRA-2.  All students were assessed on the same 

story at pretest, Bear’s Bargain by Frank Asch.  A different story of similar length, Skyfire by 

Frank Asch, was used for all students at posttest.  The listening comprehension assessment is 

designed for use with any story read aloud to primary age students (see Listening 

Comprehension Measure Appendix F). 

Interventions 

The independent variables in this study include professional development (PD) in the 

implementation of effective storybook reading practices, providing accuracy feedback through 

coaching, and the interactive storybook reading intervention.   

Interactive Storybook Reading 

Interactive storybook reading is an intervention that is correlated to the development of 

oral language skills in young children (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Karweit, 1989; Lonigan et al., 

1999; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Whitehurst et al., 1994).  As stated previously, this is 

important because the early development of language skills has been clearly linked to later 

success in reading comprehension (Nation & Snowling, 2004; Snow et al., 2007).  Additionally, 

Snow et al. (2007) followed a sample of children from preschool (3-years old) through 

graduation from high school and tested them on vocabulary and reading comprehension skills 

throughout their school years.  Results indicated that those students who started out with larger 

vocabularies and stronger emergent literacy skills had better reading comprehension scores in 

subsequent grades, all the way through high school. 

Although these research results are promising, it is more than just reading aloud that 

produces these effects.  The way in which an adult interacts with children while reading aloud is 

what is related to the language gains obtained (Teale, 2003).  When children are given the 

opportunity to actively participate in reading experiences, they show greater language gains than 
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when books are read aloud without purposeful interactions (Dickinson, 2001; Dickinson & 

Smith, 1994; Karweit, 1989; Whitehurst, Arnold, & Lonigan, 1990; Whitehurst et al., 1988).  In 

their meta-analysis of the language and literacy benefits of storybook reading, Mol, Bus, and de 

Jong (2009) concluded that both the quality and frequency of storybook reading are important 

factors that enhance oral language gains.  A high quality storybook reading session is 

characterized by (a) direct explanations of targeted vocabulary and involving students in 

analytical discussions and questions about the story (Beck & McKeown, 2007; Dickinson & 

Smith, 1994; Wasik & Bond, 2001; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst, et al., 1999); (b) 

questions that support story analysis and predictions during the reading (Karweit & Wasik, 

1996); (c) explicit teaching of targeted words within the context of the story (Coyne et al., 2004; 

Elley, 1989);  and (d) facilitation of students’ understanding of the story with discussions about 

the text (Coyne et al., 2009; Santoro et al., 2008).  Further, it is suggested that conducting read 

alouds in small-group settings when possible further enhances oral language gains, especially for 

children who are at-risk for reading difficulties (Dickinson & Smith, 1994; Karweit &Wasik, 

1996; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Morrow & Smith, 1990). 

Interactive storybook reading is based on the theory that when children practice using 

language in authentic contexts, such as those that occur during read alouds, their vocabulary and 

oral language development is enhanced.  In these dialogic exchanges teachers are encouraged to 

(a) give students specific feedback regarding language, (b) scaffold and extend student 

responses, (c) ask specific questions about and clarify new vocabulary, and (d) ask open-ended 

questions that encourage children to access their background experiences and make personal 

connections (Whitehurst et al., 1988).  Through questions and discussion, children are provided 
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with opportunities to engage in higher-level thinking, become familiar with story elements, 

encounter new vocabulary, and make personal connections to a story.   

In this study, teachers purposefully planned for their small group interactive storybook 

reading session by (a) previewing and reading the selected story, (b) writing the objective of the 

lesson, (c) planning for vocabulary instruction, (d) building background, (e) setting a purpose for 

reading, (f) formulating strategic questions to support students’ higher level thinking, and (g) 

thinking about responding to students’ questions and comments in a way that would encourage 

interactions and support language development.  Although all of these elements are important 

components of interactive storybook reading, in this study, the dependent variables were 

measured by recording the frequency in which the teachers (a) asked closed questions (e.g., 

What did the pig ask for?), (b) asked open questions, (e.g., Why do you think that happened?), 

(c) supported vocabulary understanding, (d) extended student responses by adding to what the 

student said, (e) repeated and/or affirmed student responses, (f) praised student responses, and 

(g) clarified student responses.  Student responses were also tallied and categorized as either on 

topic or off topic.  See Appendix G for a detailed description of each dependent variable. 

Professional Development with Coaching 

The researcher provided a professional development (PD) session individually to each 

teacher after they completed the baseline phase of the study.  The planned duration of the PD 

session was approximately 90 minutes, although the actual length varied from teacher to teacher.  

For each teacher an overview was provided of the foundations of early literacy and oral language 

development.  Other topics addressed during the PD included (a) book selection, (b) vocabulary 

instruction, (c) building background, (d) creating strategic questions and prompts, (e) responding 

to students, and (f) allowing sufficient wait time for students to respond (see Appendix H for 
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components of the PD sessions).  The researcher modeled each instructional strategy and 

demonstrated an interactive storybook reading session.   

During the individualized PD session, the teachers were given all 20 storybooks for the 

intervention phase.  In addition, they each had the opportunity to look through the books, 

practice storybook reading strategies, and reflect on current practice.  For example, after the 

researcher demonstrated an interactive read-aloud, a discussion ensued about selecting books for 

read-alouds, the important types of questions to ask, and the length of the read aloud.  Teachers 

reflected about introducing and providing explicit instruction of targeted vocabulary from the 

story.  They also (a) previewed the student-friendly explanations of the words, (b) thought about 

providing examples and using illustrations from the story to support understanding, and (c) 

considered how to create strategic questions that would assist students in making personal 

connections to the story.  As the teachers continued to reflect about the essential components of 

the upcoming read-aloud sessions, the researcher answered questions about how to effectively 

(a) build background and introduce vocabulary before the read aloud, (b) ensure that questions 

during the read-aloud did not interrupt the flow of the story, and (c) prompt students to answer 

questions after the story to support understanding and reinforce targeted vocabulary. 

A posttest was administered to the participants after each PD session to measure teachers’ 

understanding of the strategies.  The posttest consisted of developing a lesson plan for a read-

aloud session.  The lesson plans were evaluated to ensure they included (a) 3 to 4 targeted 

vocabulary words for a particular story; (b) lesson focus (objective); (c) background building 

information for students; (d) setting the purpose for reading; (e) open and closed questions to be 

asked before, during, and after the story, along with the page number where the question would 

be asked; (f) possible student and teacher responses; and (g) a wrap up to the lesson.  If 
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participants’ plans were missing any of these elements, they received additional assistance to 

ensure that they understood all the components of effective storybook reading and how to 

prepare a read-aloud lesson plan before beginning the intervention phase of the study.  See 

Appendix I for an example of the lesson planning form and sample lesson.  Teachers 

successfully completed the PD session when their lesson plan included all of the essential 

components.  Within two to five days after the PD session, teachers conducted their first read-

aloud session in the intervention phase. 

To further assist the teachers in implementing effective storybook reading sessions during 

the intervention phase, the researcher observed each read-aloud session and provided coaching.  

Coaching consisted mainly of providing feedback to teachers using the Feedback Form (see 

Appendix J).  Feedback to teachers was focused on increasing their use of all of the interactive 

strategies, with particular emphasis on key elements of high quality storybook reading, such as 

open questions, vocabulary support, and extending student responses.  These strategies were 

targeted because they are widely considered to be hallmarks of an effective read aloud session 

and likely to promote on-topic student talk and foster children’s oral language development. 

Coaching also included assisting teachers when essential lesson components were 

missing from the read-aloud session.  For example, if a teacher forgot to introduce the targeted 

vocabulary before reading and did not clarify or support vocabulary during reading, she was 

reminded about including vocabulary instruction for the next read-aloud session and was given 

examples of how to incorporate this instruction.  Coaching sessions were very quick since the 

teacher was in the middle of her instructional day.  Use of the Feedback Form allowed the 

researcher to give teachers (a) specific information about the number of essential lesson 

components that were observed, (b) a tally of all the dependent variables present in the read-
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aloud, and (c) examples, when necessary, without taking too much time.  Figure 3-1 provides an 

example of a completed Feedback Form.  

 

Figure 3-1. Feedback Form for read-aloud sessions 

The researcher has previous experience in the creation and implementation of teacher PD 

across the state of Florida and has conducted PD specific to storybook reading practices.  In 

addition, she has been a literacy coach and a leader and trainer of literacy coaches in all grade 

levels and has created and implemented PD for literacy coaches across the state of Florida. 

The PD sessions were videotaped and analyzed for treatment integrity.  An unbiased 

observer familiar with read-aloud strategies completed the Treatment Integrity Checklist (see 

Appendix M).  However, there was a problem with the video recording possibly due to the length 

of the PD sessions.  Subsequently, because the independent observer did not attend the PD 

sessions, but relied solely on the video to complete the integrity checklists, it was not possible to 

score all of the checklists accurately.  The researcher was meticulous about covering all 
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components of the PD and visually went through the checklist for each PD session verifying that 

100% of the criteria were met. 

Materials 

The books selected for the storybook reading intervention in this study were high-quality, 

authentic children’s literature that included a range of older and newer titles.  Criteria for book 

selection included stories that (a) were developmentally appropriate and of high interest for 

kindergarten children, (b) were narrative and of appropriate length, (c) had a clear story 

structure, (d) represented culturally and ethnically diverse groups, (e) had colorful illustrations 

that added to the context of the story, (f) were likely to be unfamiliar to the students, (g) 

contained topics of concern to kindergarten children, and (h) had a rich vocabulary selection and 

fostered the likelihood of reader-child interactions (Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Justice et al., 

2005).  Teachers read the books in a pre-selected order to make the read-aloud sessions among 

the participating teachers more readily comparable.  See Appendix K for book titles and 

sequence of introduction. 

For the baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases of the study a video camera, 

audio-recorder, tripod, microphone, and laptop computer were utilized.  The Feedback Form (see 

Appendix J) was used to provide teachers with data about their implementation of the strategies 

during each session.  The Data Collection Form (see Appendix L) was used to record the 

frequency of the teachers’ and students’ questions and responses during the baseline, treatment, 

and maintenance phases of the study.  In addition, the participants received a binder with the 

power point slides and all handouts during the PD session.   

Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables in this study represented the various types of effective teacher 

talk during storybook reading.  These included (a) asking closed questions, (b) asking open 
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questions, (c) supporting vocabulary development, (d) extending responses, (e) affirming and/or 

repeating student responses, (f) praising student responses, and (g) clarifying student responses.  

The total of each of these dependent variables during each read aloud session is the total 

frequency of teacher talk.  In the following section, each dependent variable is described in 

detail. 

Closed questions are those that have a definitive answer from the story (e.g., Where did 

the bears go when they left the house?).  Questions with yes or no answers are also considered to 

be closed questions.  Sometimes teachers pose questions and expect students to fill in the blank 

(e.g., At the party, the pig wore her _______.)  This is also considered to be a closed question.  

For this study, if a teacher repeated a closed question or rephrased a question to clarify 

understanding, it was counted only once.  In addition, any time the teacher asked students to 

retell events from the story; the question was counted as a closed question. 

Open questions are defined for this study as inference-type questions in which there is no 

right or wrong answer (e.g., Why do you think she said that? or What do you think will happen 

next?).  Many open questions begin with “why” and ask students to think or infer about 

something that happened in the story or predict what might happen next.  Open questions are 

generally considered more desirable than closed questions, because they are more effective at 

promoting children’s language use. 

Vocabulary support, for this study, is defined as introducing the targeted words for the 

story, providing an explanation for the word that is easy for the students to understand, and 

reinforcing the word with a variety of examples.  Vocabulary support occurred when the teacher 

provided meaningful explanations and examples of the targeted word.  For example, the teacher 

might say, “If someone feels joyful, they are very happy.  The pig in the story felt joyful when 
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her friends gave her a party.  You might feel joyful when you get to go to the park.”  In this 

example, there were three instances of vocabulary support because the teacher explained the 

meaning of the word and gave two examples, one from the book and another the students could 

relate to.  Further, if the teacher decided to explain another word from the story, it was also 

coded as vocabulary support using the same criteria as the targeted words.  However, if the 

targeted word was mentioned and not supported with an explanation or an example, it was not 

coded as vocabulary support.   

Extending a response occurred when the teacher repeated what the students said and then 

added a few more words.  For example, if a student responded to a question by saying, “mom 

was upset” the teacher might extend the response by adding, “That’s right, her mother was upset 

about the enormous mess in the kitchen.”  An extended response from the teacher also occurred 

when the student responded with a grammatically incorrect answer such as, “her sitted down.”  

The teacher might reply, “Yes, she sat down in the chair.”  In this case, the teacher is modeling a 

grammatically correct sentence without drawing attention to the error and also extending what 

the student said by adding more detail. 

Affirming or repeating responses occurred when the teacher confirmed correct student 

responses by nodding, repeating what the student said, or giving an affirmative answer (e.g., 

“That’s right” or affirming and then repeating, “Yes, she went to the store.”).  For the purposes 

of this study, if the teacher nodded and said yes at the same time, only one tally was given for the 

affirmation.  Sometimes teachers responded to students with a question (e.g., He went to the 

store?).  This was coded as an affirmation, and not a closed question when the teacher did not 

expect an answer from the student or when the student did not reply. 
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An example of praising a student response was, “That’s a great answer!” or, “Good 

thinking!”  An ambiguous response from the teacher, such as “wow” was coded as an affirmation 

and not praise because the teacher was simply acknowledging the student’s response rather than 

providing specific praise that would likely reinforce the student’s responding behavior. 

Clarifying student responses occurred when the teacher made an attempt to support 

understanding or cleared up any misunderstandings, other than those related to vocabulary.  For 

example, if the teacher explained why animals at Busch Gardens do tricks, but that most wild 

animals do not do tricks, it would be coded as a clarification.  In addition, the teacher might 

spend some time clarifying if a student responded with an incorrect or partially incorrect answer 

to a question.  Only one tally was given for each idea that was clarified, no matter how much 

explaining was done. 

Observations, Videotaping, and Recording the Dependent Variables 

The researcher monitored the effectiveness of the teachers’ strategy use by observing, 

videotaping, and recording the frequency of teacher and student talk during baseline, 

intervention, and maintenance phases of the study.  During baseline, only two read-aloud 

sessions were videotaped by one of the teachers.  Although videotapes were used for data 

collection, the researcher was present for all subsequent read-aloud sessions.  Being present in 

the classroom gave the researcher a context for each read-aloud and a greater understanding of 

the classroom dynamics.  For example, one read aloud started later than usual because a student 

had a nosebleed.  Conversation during that read-aloud session was cut short because the class 

was scheduled to go to the media center.  This information could not have been observed on the 

video of the session.  More importantly, being present during each session allowed for the 

researcher to tally teacher talk in real time and to provide immediate feedback to the teacher.  



 

100 

Before each read aloud, the researcher made sure the camera was charged, the 

microphone was working properly, the audio-recorder was in place, and the tripod was 

strategically located out of high traffic areas, but in a place where all of the students and the 

teacher could be seen in the video.  An audio-recorder was used for each session in case the 

teacher or the students could not be heard on the videotape.   

As previously mentioned, although the session was being videotaped, the researcher 

tallied all teacher and student talk on the Data Collection Form while present.  Following each 

read-aloud session during the intervention phase, the total occurrences of each dependent 

variable and lesson elements were then transferred to the Feedback Form and shared with the 

teacher.  Because the frequency of the occurrences of each dependent variable was more 

meaningful to the teachers than rate per minute, only the frequency counts were given to the 

teacher.  Coaching in the form of positive reinforcement and suggestions for improvement was 

provided immediately after the read aloud.   

Later, but usually the same day, the researcher watched the video of the read aloud in a 

quiet location with no distractions and recorded the dependent variables and total teacher talk on 

the Data Collection Form.  Often, this process was repeated to make sure data collection was 

accurate for each session.  The researcher met with the independent observer numerous times 

during all phases of the study to make sure data were reliably coded.  The frequency of each 

dependent variable and total teacher talk from the videotaped sessions was then recorded and 

plotted on simple line graphs.  Repeated measurements of teacher and student talk were recorded 

until a stable trend was established during each phase.  When the data were stable for the 

baseline phase of the study, the intervention phase began, and when the data were stable for the 

intervention phase, the maintenance phase was implemented. 



 

101 

Design 

This study implemented a single-subject multiple baseline across groups design to 

determine the effects of professional development (PD) with coaching on teachers’ storybook 

reading practices.  A structured framework for planning and delivering interactive storybook 

reading was used to support teachers’ questioning strategies and responses to students during the 

read-aloud sessions.  The activities during the PD provided teachers with pedagogical content 

knowledge, active learning, practice, and coaching support in the effective use of interactive 

storybook reading interventions to support children’s oral language development.  The goal was 

to increase the quality and quantity of interactions between these kindergarten teachers and their 

students during storybook reading time.  This design was used because single-subject research is 

a practical methodology for assessing experimental effects under typical classroom conditions.  

Secondly, it allows for measurement of the process of teacher change, as well as the product of 

that change.  In addition, both maintenance and initial effects can be easily analyzed.  Further, 

single-subject studies provide a means of analyzing the relationship between individualized 

interventions and the change in the dependent variables (Horner, Carr, Halle, McGee, Odom, & 

Wolery, 2005). 

The researcher spent time in the classroom prior to the start of the study to minimize the 

reactivity threat.  Prior to the beginning of the study, the Classroom Literacy Environment 

Checklist was completed for each participating teacher’s classroom by the researcher.  The 

purpose of the checklist was to assist the researcher in describing the learning environment in 

each of the four treatment classrooms. 

In this multiple baseline design, four teachers were paired with five of their at-risk 

students to evaluate the effects of teacher professional development (PD) with coaching on 

teacher-student interactions during storybook reading.  This study consisted of five phases, pre-
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baseline assessment, baseline, intervention, maintenance, and post assessment.  A detailed 

description of each phase is provided in the next sections. 

Pre-Baseline Assessment 

All students who were identified by their teacher and the researcher as at risk for reading 

difficulty based on their FAIR assessment scores were invited to participate.  Those who 

returned a signed parental informed consent form were pretested individually by the researcher 

on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test–4 (PPVT- 4), a measure of receptive vocabulary.  The 

researcher has had previous training on the assessment procedures of the PPVT-4.  Of these 

students, up to five of those most at risk in each classroom were selected to participate in the 

study.  Those five selected students were then pretested by the researcher on the researcher-

created measures of expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension skills. 

Baseline 

During the baseline phase, each teacher was observed and videotaped while reading 

aloud to her five at-risk students 2 to 3 times per week using her typical read-aloud methods.  For 

each session, teachers read a narrative story of their choice (from a collection of 10 preselected 

books).  The researcher was present for each session and the dependent variables were measured 

by recording the frequency in which the teacher (a) asked closed questions, (b) asked open 

questions, (c) supported vocabulary development, (d) extended student responses, (e) repeated 

and/or affirmed student responses, (f) praised, and (g) clarified student responses.  Read-aloud 

sessions during baseline lasted approximately 12 minutes.  During the read aloud, the researcher 

tallied teachers’ questions and responses and student responses on the Data Collection Form (see 

Appendix L).  The videotapes of the sessions were later viewed and the data were recorded, 

graphed, and graphs visually analyzed to identify trends.  All four groups of students and 

teachers started the baseline phase at the same time.  When one of the groups showed no 
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significant increases or decreases in the dependent variables, they moved to the intervention 

phase of the study. 

Intervention Phase: Teacher Professional Development with Coaching 

After the completion of the baseline phase, teachers individually participated in the 

professional development (PD) session provided by the researcher.  The individual PD session 

was planned for 90 minutes, but varied according to each teacher.  The following topics were 

addressed: (a) foundations of early literacy development, (b) effective storybook reading 

strategies, (c) selecting books, (d) selecting vocabulary, (e) questioning strategies, (f) extending 

student responses, (g) supporting vocabulary development, (h) responding to students, and (i) 

praising, affirming, and clarifying student responses.  In addition, storybook reading intervention 

strategies were demonstrated and teachers had opportunities to practice the intervention, create 

questions, and develop a sample lesson plan for a read-aloud session.  After successful 

completion of the PD activities, the teachers implemented the storybook reading intervention.  

Coaching and specific feedback occurred after each read-aloud session to assist teachers in 

effective implementation of the intervention. 

Intervention Phase:  Interactive Storybook Reading 

Within two to five days after participating in the PD session, teachers began the 

interactive storybook reading intervention.  During this phase, teachers were observed and 

videotaped by the researcher 1 to 2 times per week while conducting a read aloud with their five 

at-risk students.  The stories read during this phase of the study were preselected by the 

researcher and read in a pre-determined order.  Incidents of teacher talk and student responses 

were tallied and recorded.  Repeated measurements of the targeted behaviors were collected until 

there was a steady increase or until stability was established.  Two weeks after the responses 

across all teachers were stable, the maintenance phase of the study began. 
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Maintenance 

The maintenance phase took place two weeks following the completion of data collection 

for each of the four teachers.  Read-aloud sessions were observed and videotaped during the 

maintenance phase and frequency counts were taken on all dependent variables.  This phase 

lasted until at least three sessions were recorded, or until the data showed a stabilized trend. 

After data collection was completed, participants were asked to anonymously complete a 

social validity checklist focused on whether or not they felt the PD and storybook reading 

interventions were beneficial, if they noticed a difference in the oral interactions of the children, 

and if they thought their teaching effectiveness improved (see Appendix O).   

Post-Assessment 

All students participating in the study were posttested after data collection was complete.  

Results of the Listening Comprehension and Expressive Vocabulary subtests of the Florida 

Assessment for Instruction in Reading (FAIR) were collected from each classroom teacher.  In 

addition, the researcher posttested each student individually on the researcher-created measures 

of expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension. 

Data Analysis 

The dependent variables in this study were the major components of the interactive 

storybook reading intervention:  (a) asking closed questions, (b) asking open questions, (c) 

supporting vocabulary development, (d) extending responses, (e) repeating and/or affirming 

student responses, (f) praising student responses, and (g) clarifying student responses.  The 

teachers were observed and videotaped 1 to 2 times per week while reading the selected stories 

to their five at-risk students.  The researcher recorded all targeted responses of the teachers and 

students on the Data Collection Form (see Appendix L).  Both rate and frequency of teacher talk 

were recorded, but frequency data were used to make decisions about trends and phases.  The 
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frequency with which individual teachers used each of the dependent variables was calculated 

and scores were plotted on a simple line graph.  Total frequency of teacher talk was determined 

by adding the occurrence of each dependent variable during a read-aloud session.   

Data were analyzed using systematic visual comparison of responding across conditions 

(Horner et al., 2005).  In visual analysis, data points are graphed to observe the pattern types that 

emerge over time.  Visual comparison of the data points allowed the researcher to identify 

changes in the frequency of the dependent variables as a result of the independent variables (PD, 

coaching, and the storybook reading intervention).  Data were then analyzed by observing trend 

lines and overall means for each teacher. 

Interobserver Agreement 

Interobserver agreement was calculated on 33% of the read-aloud sessions divided evenly 

across the baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases of the study.  The researcher and a 

doctoral student knowledgeable in read-aloud practices independently watched the video of the 

read-aloud sessions and recorded the number of times the teachers used each of the dependent 

variables on the Data Collection Form.  The results were then compared using the Total 

Agreement of Frequency ratio:  smaller total, divided by the larger number, and multiplied by 

100 (Gast, 2010).  

Treatment Integrity 

The researcher used the treatment fidelity checklist to ensure that all PD sessions were 

implemented as defined.  At least 90% of the components outlined in the PD intervention section 

of this proposal were completed to ensure there was integrity of treatment.  The average length 

of the PD session for each of the four treatment teachers was 115 minutes with all teachers 

scoring 100% on written and verbal checks after each PD session.  The PD session for each 

teacher was videotaped and analyzed for treatment integrity.  The researcher was very thorough 
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about covering all components of the PD and completed a checklist for each PD session 

verifying that 100% of the criteria were met.  An unbiased observer, familiar with read-aloud 

strategies, completed the treatment integrity checklist (see Appendix M).  However, a problem 

occurred with the video recording possibly due to the length of the PD sessions.  Subsequently, 

because the independent observer did not attend the PD, but relied solely on the video to 

complete the integrity checklists, it was not possible to score the checklists accurately.  

Social Validity 

Following the completion of the study, participants were asked to anonymously complete 

a social validity questionnaire (Appendix N) to obtain information regarding their satisfaction 

with the storybook reading and PD intervention with coaching.  Questions focused on whether or 

not the participants felt the interventions were helpful, if they noticed a difference in the 

responses of the children, and whether they thought their teaching effectiveness improved.  

Teachers responded to each question using a 5-point Likert scale.  Because teachers responded 

so favorably to the social validity measure, a follow-up interview was conducted with each of the 

four treatment teachers to further explore teachers’ perspectives about the intervention.  

Interview questions can be found in Appendix O.  Results of the interview will be discussed in 

detail in Chapters 4 and 5. 
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CHAPTER 4  

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of a structured framework for 

implementing storybook reading.  This framework was designed to increase the quality and 

quantity of teacher-student interactions during read alouds in kindergarten classrooms with 

students who are at risk for reading difficulties.  For this purpose, a multiple baseline across 

groups design was implemented to measure teacher-student interactions before and after 

professional development and coaching occurred.  In addition, students in both the treatment and 

control groups were pre and posttested on measures of vocabulary and listening comprehension 

to determine their response to the intervention.   

The overarching question in this study was the following:  Can professional development 

with ongoing coaching increase the effectiveness of teachers’ storybook reading practices?  More 

specifically, the following questions were investigated: 

1. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of closed and open questions with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

2. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of affirmative responses and praise with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

3. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of extending responses with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

4. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

vocabulary instruction with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

5. If increases in teacher-student interactions occur during storybook reading, what effect do 

those increased interactions have on kindergarten students’ oral language skills (i.e., listening 

comprehension and expressive vocabulary)? 

Overview of the Study Procedures 

To investigate the research questions, 4 teachers and 33 kindergarten students 

participated in this study.  The teachers all had bachelor’s degrees in elementary education and 
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volunteered to participate in the study.   The researcher and teachers identified students based on 

their listening comprehension and expressive vocabulary scores on the Florida Assessment for 

Instruction in Reading (FAIR), along with below average scores on the PPVT-4.  Five students 

from each classroom were then selected and assessed on researcher-created measures of 

expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension.  To allow for comparison of student growth, 

a small group of students was selected from a second kindergarten classroom in each school 

using the same criteria, and students were assessed on the same researcher-created measures. 

Participating teachers conducted small-group storybook reading sessions with the 

selected students, and each session was videotaped.  The researcher was present for each read-

aloud session and tallied each use of the following dependent variables: (a) asking closed 

questions, (b) asking open questions, (c) supporting vocabulary development, (d) extending 

student responses, (e) repeating and/or affirming student responses, (f) praising student 

responses, and (g) clarifying student responses.  Later, when there were no distractions, the 

researcher watched each video of the read-aloud sessions and more accurately recorded the 

occurrences of each dependent variable on the Data Collection Form (see Appendix L).  During 

each session, student responses were also recorded.  This data-collection procedure was followed 

for all phases of the study.  

During the baseline phase, each teacher conducted 2 to 3 storybook reading sessions per 

week with her group of at-risk students using her typical read-aloud methods.  No coaching or 

feedback was provided during baseline. 

At the beginning of the intervention phase, each teacher participated individually in a 

professional development (PD) session that was planned to last approximately 90 minutes, 

however the actual length varied from teacher to teacher.  The PD session addressed (a) 
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foundations of early literacy, (b) oral language development, (c) elements of effective read 

alouds, (d) selecting books, (e) effective vocabulary instruction, (f) building background, (g) 

setting a purpose for reading, and (h) creating strategic questions and prompts.  During the PD 

session, the researcher demonstrated effective storybook reading strategies.  Next, the teachers 

practiced these methods and created a lesson plan utilizing all the components of the interactive 

storybook reading framework.  After the teachers successfully completed the PD session by 

creating a lesson plan using all of the lesson components, they began implementing the 

interactive storybook reading intervention with their small group of at-risk students.   

The effects of the storybook reading intervention were then measured by tallying the 

number of dependent variables used by the teacher during each storybook reading session.  The 

researcher was present for each read-aloud session and, using the Feedback Form (see Appendix 

J), gave teachers specific information about the number of occurrences of each dependent 

variable and other critical lesson components.  Teachers were coached on what they were doing 

well, how to increase the use of specific variables, and how to include variables that were not 

observed.  Two weeks after data during the intervention phase became stable, the maintenance 

phase began.   

During the maintenance phase, data were collected while the teacher read any book of her 

choice (either fiction or non-fiction).  Lesson plans were not required during this phase and 

teachers did not receive feedback or coaching.  The purpose of this phase was to determine if 

teachers’ use of interactive strategies would continue after the intervention phase ended.  Three 

read-aloud sessions were observed, and data were collected for each of the four teachers during 

the maintenance phase.   
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The goal of this chapter is to present results of the analyses of data from this study.  First, 

the reliability of measurement is provided for the read-aloud sessions and assessments.  Second, 

the statistical model is described according to each teacher’s progression through the 

investigative phases.  Third, the results of the data analyses are presented.  Finally, results of the 

social-validity measures are provided. 

Reliability of Measurement  

Procedures were implemented during the study to establish reliability of measurement for 

each dependent variable.  The researcher and a research assistant independently viewed and 

coded 33% of the read-aloud session videos and calculated interobserver agreement for each 

dependent variable.  For the pre- and posttests, a second research assistant rescored 25% of the 

expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension assessments.  

Interobserver Agreement 

To ensure that the dependent variables were recorded and measured with integrity, 

interobserver agreement (IOA) was established between the researcher and an independent 

observer by watching videos of read alouds and discussing definitions of each dependent 

variable.  Dependent variables were specifically defined (see Appendix G) and the researcher 

and observer met several times to ensure reliability of coding.  IOA was calculated for 33% of 

the read-aloud sessions divided evenly across the baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases 

for each teacher.  The Data Collection Form (see Appendix L) was used to record the 

occurrences of teacher and student talk for each read-aloud session.  The observer was a doctoral 

student familiar with teacher questioning and response during storybook reading.  IOA was 

calculated using the formula recommended by Gast (2010):  Divide the smaller total by the 

larger total and multiply by 100. 
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For the baseline phase, IOA was calculated on 33% of the read-aloud sessions (i.e., 2 of 6 

sessions for Audrey, 3 of 9 sessions for Bethany, 3 of 8 sessions for Christine, and 2 of 7 

sessions for Deborah).  IOA for teacher talk during baseline ranged from 77.7% to 92.8%, with a 

mean of 87.1%.  IOA for student talk ranged from 72% to 92%, with a mean of 84.2%.   

For the intervention phase IOA was calculated on 33% of the read-aloud sessions (i.e., 5 

of 15 sessions for Audrey, 4 of 11 sessions for Bethany, 1 of 4 sessions for Christine, and 4 of 14 

sessions for Deborah).  IOA for teacher talk during the intervention phase ranged from 81.7% to 

98.2%, with a mean of 90.8%.  IOA for student talk ranged from 78% to 100% during the 

intervention phase, with a mean of 90.4%. 

For the maintenance phase, IOA was calculated on 33% of the read-aloud sessions (i.e., 1 

of 3 sessions for each of the four teachers).  IOA for teacher talk during the maintenance phase 

ranged from 88% to 94%, with a mean of 90.5%.  IOA for student talk ranged from 83% to 99%, 

with a mean of 91%.  The means and range of IOA for each dependent variable is presented in 

Table 4-1.   

Table 4-1.  IOA for Dependent Variables 

 Baseline Intervention Maintenance 

 Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 

Teacher Talk 87% 78-93% 91% 82-98% 91% 88-94% 

Closed 91% 80-100% 93% 77-100% 93% 88-100% 

Open 93% 75-100% 89% 75-100% 86% 80-100% 

Extend 98% 78-100% 86% 73-100% 81% 78-83% 

Vocabulary 100% -- 87% 70-100% 92% 80-100% 

Affirm 79% 70-100% 85% 70-97% 83% 72-91% 

Praise 98% 83-100% 96% 80-100% 95% 80-100% 

Clarify 75% 60-100% 80% 67-97% 84% 80-93% 

Student Talk 84% 72-92% 90% 78-100% 91% 83-99% 

  

It is apparent that IOA means for clarifications and affirmations are lower than the other 

variables.  This is because the second observer had a tendency to count repeated comments and 
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remarks by the teacher that the researcher considered to be meaningless.  The researcher was 

more conservative during coding and did not count these repeated comments.  To correct this 

lack of agreement, clearer definitions of the dependent variables were created to make the coding 

more reliable. 

Interscorer Agreement for Student Assessments 

Interscorer agreement checks were made to obtain reliability on the pre- and posttests for 

both the treatment and control groups.  The researcher conducted and scored all pretests and 

posttests.  To establish interscorer agreement, a research assistant knowledgeable in assessment 

procedures, but unfamiliar with the study, used the same scoring procedures and scored 25% of 

the expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension assessments for both pre- and posttests.  

Interscorer agreement was calculated by dividing the total agreements by the sum of agreements 

plus disagreements multiplied by 100 (Gast, 2010).  The following formula for calculating 

interscorer agreement was used. 

 

 

 

For expressive vocabulary pretests, the interscorer agreement ranged from 80% to 100%, 

with a mean agreement of 91%.  For the listening comprehension pretests, interscorer agreement 

was 100%.  For the expressive vocabulary posttests, scores ranged from 85% to 100%, with a 

mean agreement of 93%.  For the listening comprehension posttests, agreement was 100%.  

Since a rubric was used to score the listening comprehension assessments, scores needed to be 

within 2 points for each category.  Table 4-2 shows the calculations for interscorer reliability for 

both the pre and posttests. 

 

Agreements 

 

x 100 = 

 

Percent of agreement 
Agreements + Disagreements 
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Table 4-2.  Interscorer reliability for pre- and post assessments 

 Expressive Vocabulary Listening Comprehension 

Pretest 

Posttest 

80% - 100% (M = 91%) 

85% - 100% (M = 93%) 

100% 

100% 

 

Teacher Data 

The focus of this study was on teacher talk during read aloud sessions.  Sessions were 

observed to examine the occurrence of specific types of teacher talk: (a) asking closed questions, 

(b) asking open questions, (c) supporting vocabulary development, (d) extending student 

responses, (e) repeating and/or affirming student responses, (f) praising student responses, and 

(g) clarifying student responses.  The first approach to analyzing these data was to examine the 

rate at which each dependent variable occurred and the rate for total teacher talk.  Figure 4-1 

provides an illustration of these data. 

A visual inspection of these data reveals minimal changes as a result of the introduction 

of the independent variable (i.e., professional development with coaching).  The change in the 

mean rate of teacher talk is minimal.  This result is not surprising, because rate alone is 

insufficient to look at these data.  In fact, the most desirable features of storybook reading 

include asking open questions, allowing sufficient wait time for students to respond, and 

encouraging more on-topic student talk.  Because each of these features of effective read-alouds 

takes time, their use inherently decreases the rate of teacher talk.  In addition, the interactions 

between teachers and students in the baseline phase reflected mostly closed questions from 

teachers and one-word responses from students.  These types of interactions occur frequently and 

quickly, however, they do not reflect the effectiveness of the read-aloud session.  For example, 

Figure 4-1 illustrates that Audrey’s final read-aloud session during baseline shows a marked 
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increase in her rate of talk per minute.  This is deceiving because this was only a 6-minute read 

aloud and contained mostly closed questions that required only a yes or no answer from the 

students and very little think time.  Subsequently, the rate per minute spiked.  This example 

illustrates why rate of teacher talk per minute alone is an inadequate way to examine interactions 

during read-aloud sessions.   

 

Figure 4-1. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for rate of teacher talk per minute (all 

dependent variables combined) for all four teachers during each read-aloud session 
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The dependent variables that support effective read-alouds can be measured best by 

counting the frequency in which they occur during each read-aloud session.  Therefore, in the 

next section, total teacher talk during storybook reading will be discussed as a frequency count 

for each phase of the study.  Total teacher talk is the frequency of the occurrences of all the 

dependent variables for each teacher during a read-aloud session.  

Frequency of teacher talk was also a more meaningful measure than rate for the teachers 

because they were able to see the frequency of the more desirable types of talk per read-aloud 

session (e.g., open questions and support for vocabulary learning).  Consequently, frequency 

information was provided to them after each read-aloud session.  These data were plotted on a 

simple line graph and decisions about movement from one phase to the next were made based on 

each teacher’s frequency of total teacher talk.  At the end of each phase of the study, mean rates 

per minute and frequency of teacher talk were calculated.  A summary of each teacher’s means 

for rate and frequency of talk for each phase of the study is provided in Table 4-3. 

Table 4-3.  Teacher means and range for rate and frequency of talk 

 Teachers 

  Audrey Bethany Christine Deborah 

Baseline Rate 5.3 5.0 4.8 5.5 

 Range 2.6–8.8 3.1–6.9 2.6–8.1 4.0–10.3 

 Frequency 54.16 58 56.12 68.71 

 Range 26–106 51–82 27–77 56-93 

Intervention Rate 7 7.5 6.2 7.1 

 Range 5.8–9.1 6.1–8.8 4.7–7.9 5.1–8.6 

 Frequency 131.73 190.81 124.75 118.92 

 Range 95–165 133–265 102–158 77-164 

Maintenance Rate 8.1 8.4 6.4 7.0 

 Range 7.7–8.7 7.8–9.0 6.1–6.8 6.7–7.3 

 Frequency 159.66 198.33 173 123.66 

 Range 143–179 194–203 158–184 109-146 

Note:  Rate refers to number of observations of the dependent variables per minute.  Frequency refers to the total 

number of observations of the dependent variable per read-aloud session. 
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As a result of increases in the use of more desirable strategies, read-aloud sessions 

increased not only in the frequency of teacher talk, but also in length.  The mean length of a 

read-aloud during baseline was 12 minutes.  During the intervention phase, the mean length of a 

storybook reading session increased to 20 minutes.  For the maintenance sessions, the mean 

length expanded to 22 minutes.  Figure 4-2 illustrates the increase in read-aloud session times 

both by teacher and phase of the study. 

 

Figure 4-2. Mean length of storybook reading sessions for each phase of the study by teacher 

In the following section, results are presented by teacher.  Each teacher’s progress 

through the phases of the study is explained and data for each teacher are reported, including the 

mean frequency of teacher talk, the range of mean scores, and the difference in mean scores 

between baseline and intervention, as well as between intervention and maintenance. 

Audrey 

A total of 6 baseline sessions were observed and videotaped for Audrey over the course 

of two weeks.  During baseline, the teachers were unaware of what strategies were being 

observed and were asked to conduct a read aloud with the targeted students as they normally 
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would.  They selected one of the ten books provided for the baseline phase.  Audrey’s total 

frequency of teacher talk for the baseline phase ranged from 26 to 106 occurrences per session.  

Her mean frequency of teacher talk was 54.16.  

After six read-aloud sessions, Audrey’s baseline data for frequency of teacher talk were 

stable.  Audrey then participated in a PD session that was scheduled at her convenience.  The 

session was held in her classroom after school and lasted 95 minutes.  At this time, Audrey 

received information on the importance of supporting conversations with her students and on 

how to increase teacher-student interactions.  She also received 20 storybooks for the 

intervention (see Appendix K for the list of titles and sequence of introduction), 20 targeted 

vocabulary words with student-friendly explanations (Appendix D), a sample lesson plan and 

lesson planning form (Appendix I), and a handout that explained several ways to provide 

scaffolding and prompts for students responses (Appendix Q).  At the end of the PD session, 

Audrey was able to complete a lesson plan on a story of her choice with 100% accuracy.  

Components of the lesson plan included (a) detailing the objective of the lesson; (b) introducing 

and supporting targeted vocabulary; (c) building background; (d) setting the purpose for reading; 

and (e) creating strategic open and closed questions to be used before, during, and after reading 

the story.  Finally, Audrey was able to verbally explain how she would respond to and scaffold 

certain student questions and comments with 100% accuracy.  During the PD, Audrey reflected 

on her current practice and realized that although she was a veteran teacher and frequently 

conducted read-alouds with her students, she did not focus on asking open questions or on 

supporting vocabulary learning during storybook reading.  Audrey looked forward to starting the 

storybook reading intervention, which began two days after the completion of her PD session. 
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Intervention data for Audrey were collected over 15 sessions.  Her frequency of teacher 

talk during her read-aloud sessions ranged from 95 to 165 occurrences.  Her mean frequency of 

teacher talk was 131.73.  This was a positive change of 143.22% from baseline to intervention.  

Audrey finished the intervention phase of the study after her frequency of teacher talk showed a 

stable increase.  Two weeks after she completed the intervention, she began the maintenance 

phase of the study.  

For the three read-aloud sessions Audrey conducted during the maintenance phase, she 

chose the books and read aloud to her four targeted students (one student moved during the 

intervention phase).  Audrey’s frequency of teacher talk ranged from 143 to 179 during 

maintenance and her mean frequency of teacher talk was 159.66.  This was another increase of 

21.2% from the intervention to the maintenance phase.  A summary of Audrey’s mean frequency 

and range for each dependent variable during each phase of the study is presented in Table 4-4. 

Table 4-4.  Mean frequency and range for each dependent variable for Audrey 

 Baseline Intervention Maintenance 

 Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 

Teacher Talk 54.2 26-106 131.7 95-165 159.7 143-179 

Closed 24.8 10-54 37.2 29-58 40.6 37-43 

Open 3 2-5 8.2 2-13 13.6 12-15 

Extend 2.3 0-6 7.9 4-16 12.3 7-20 

Vocabulary 1.3 0-3 14.3 7-20 13 11-17 

Affirm 19.8 11-35 44.7 25-65 55.3 51-62 

Praise .7 0-2 3.7 0-9 3 1-4 

Clarify 5 1-11 15.3 4-25 24.7 17-30 

 

Deborah   

Seven baseline sessions were observed and videotaped for Deborah over the course of 

four weeks.  Frequency of teacher talk ranged from 56 to 93 occurrences, with a mean frequency 

of 68.71.  Interactions during baseline between Deborah and her students were characterized by 
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many closed questions and yes or no answers from the students.  When intervention data for 

Audrey were showing an increasing trend and Deborah’s baseline data were stable, she 

participated in the PD session.   

The 90-minute PD session was conducted in Deborah’s classroom, as she requested, after 

the students were dismissed from school.  As in the other schools, the other kindergarten teachers 

were invited to attend the PD session.  All the kindergarten teachers from Deborah’s school 

chose to attend.  They received the same information as Deborah until the one-on-one part of the 

PD when Deborah began to complete her read-aloud lesson plan on a book of her choice.  

Deborah received the 20 storybooks for the intervention, along with the 20 targeted words, 

student-friendly explanations, and lesson planning forms.  With the researcher’s assistance, 

Deborah was able to complete a lesson plan for a storybook reading session with 100% accuracy 

detailing an objective for the lesson, introducing vocabulary, building background, and planning 

for open and closed questions to be used before, during, and after reading the story.  Deborah 

was also able to verbally describe how she would respond to and scaffold her students’ questions 

and comments with 100% accuracy.  Deborah expressed concern that she had never been 

informed about the importance of introducing targeted vocabulary before reading a story.  She 

was a little bit worried that this change in her storybook reading routine would be challenging for 

her to remember.  Because Deborah’s PD session took place just before Thanksgiving break, 

Deborah began the intervention phase of the study five days after completing the PD activities. 

Intervention data were collected over 14 read-aloud sessions for Deborah.  Her frequency 

of teacher talk ranged from 77 to 164 per session during this phase of the study.  The mean 

frequency of teacher talk for Deborah was 118.92.  Her mean frequency increased 73.07% from 

baseline to intervention.  After the completion of 14 read-aloud sessions, Deborah’s data for 
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frequency of teacher talk were showing a stable increase.  Two weeks after concluding the 

intervention, Deborah began the maintenance phase of the study. 

During the maintenance phase, Deborah’s frequency of teacher talk ranged from 109 to 

146, and her mean frequency was 123.66.  This was an increase of 3.9% from intervention to 

maintenance.  A summary of Deborah’s mean frequency and range for each dependent variable 

during each phase of the study is presented in Table 4-5. 

Table 4-5.  Mean frequencies and range for each dependent variable for Deborah 

 Baseline Intervention Maintenance 

 Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 

Teacher Talk 68.7 56-93 118.9 77-164 123.7 109-146 

Closed 18.7 9-33 32.9 19-52 30.7 28-34 

Open 4 0-8 8.9 0-17 6.8 3-10 

Extend 4.7 3-9 5.7 2-11 11.3 9-14 

Vocabulary 4.3 0-8 12.9 6-22 12.3 7-20 

Affirm 21.4 16-31 33.5 26-53 45.7 39-52 

Praise .1 0-1 .1 0-1 0 0 

Clarify 16.1 10-27 17.9 9-30 17 6-29 

 

Christine   

During the baseline phase, eight read-aloud sessions were observed and videotaped over 

the course of six weeks for Christine.  Teacher talk for Christine ranged from 27 to 77 

occurrences, with a mean frequency of 56.12.  Interactions between Christine and her students 

consisted of mostly closed questions and affirmations.  When data were showing a stable 

increase for both Deborah and Audrey, and Christine’s baseline data were showing a stable 

trend, Christine participated in the PD session.   

The PD session was conducted in Christine’s classroom, as she requested, after the 

students were dismissed for the day.  The PD session lasted 2 hours and 45 minutes.  Christine’s 

PD session was much longer than the others because she had numerous questions about the 



 

121 

intervention and frequent conversation ensued as she reflected on her current instructional 

practices.  Christine was excited about receiving the 20 storybooks and at the opportunity to 

support her targeted students’ oral language development through her read alouds.  However, she 

expressed concern about managing the rest of her students while she was conducting the read-

aloud with her small group.  This issue was resolved by scheduling the teacher assistant she 

shared with the other kindergarten teachers to come into her classroom at the time the read-aloud 

was planned.  Due to her concern about creating a lesson plan, Christine asked for assistance 

from the researcher in planning for the first read-aloud session in the intervention phase.  She 

successfully completed the lesson plan by the end of the session with 100% accuracy.  She also 

achieved 100% accuracy in verbally explaining how she would scaffold student responses.  Two 

days following completion of the PD activities, Christine began the intervention phase. 

Christine conducted only two storybook reading sessions before Winter Break.  During 

the first week back to school in January, Christine conducted two more storybook reading 

sessions.  On the same day as her fourth read-aloud session in the intervention phase, a tragic 

family emergency occurred.  Because it was unknown whether or not Christine would return to 

work, she was released from the study the following week.  Christine’s frequency of teacher talk 

during intervention ranged from 102 to 158 per session.  Her mean frequency of teacher talk was 

124.75.  This was a positive change of 122.29% in the frequency of teacher talk from baseline to 

intervention.   

After the researcher discovered in February that Christine had returned to work, she was 

invited to re-join the study for the maintenance phase.  This happened approximately seven 

weeks after Christine dropped out of the study during intervention.  Frequency of teacher talk for 

Christine ranged from 158 to 184 for the maintenance phase.  Her mean frequency of teacher talk 
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was 173.0.  This is an additional increase of 39.27% from the intervention to the maintenance 

phase.  The researcher discovered that, surprisingly, Christine had continued with the storybook 

reading intervention after she returned to work, which explains why the dependent variables 

continued to increase.  Christine explained that when she returned to the classroom, even though 

she was no longer in the study, she knew the interactive strategies she used during storybook 

reading were making a difference in her targeted students’ oral language development.  

Therefore, she continued to read the books that were given to her, introduce and support 

vocabulary, and implement the storybook reading framework and strategies according to what 

she had learned during the PD session and her four coaching sessions.  A summary of Christine’s 

mean frequency and range for each dependent variable during each phase of the study is 

presented in Table 4-6.  

Table 4-6.  Mean frequencies and range for each dependent variable for Christine 

 Baseline Intervention* Maintenance 

 Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 

Teacher Talk 56.1 27-77 124.8 102-158 173 158-184 

Closed 10.9 6-18 27.3 23-34 45 37-51 

Open 2.3 1-7 6.3 5-8 10.7 9-12 

Extend 1.9 0-3 3 1-5 5.7 4-9 

Vocabulary 2 0-5 16 12-23 19.3 13-26 

Affirm 25.3 12-36 56.3 35-70 69.7 68-73 

Praise 1.4 0-5 4 2-6 6 3-8 

Clarify 12.9 8-21 11.8 8-18 16.7 14-20 

*This represents an abbreviated intervention phase. 

Bethany   

During each of her nine baseline sessions, Bethany was observed by the researcher and 

videotaped while reading aloud to her five at-risk students.  Bethany spent the longest time in 

baseline, which occurred over the course of 11 weeks (this included winter break).  Frequency of 

teacher talk ranged from 51 to 82 occurrences per session, with a mean frequency of 58.0.  

Interactions between Bethany and her students consisted mostly of closed questions and 
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affirmations.  When Bethany’s data were stable in baseline, and the other teachers’ data showed 

an increasing trend (other than Christine who had been released from the study), Bethany 

participated in the PD session.   

The 2-hour PD session took place in Bethany’s classroom, at her request, after the 

students were dismissed for the day.  Bethany expressed enthusiasm about the 20 books she 

received for the intervention and had many questions about the interactive strategies.  She was 

surprised that she needed to write a lesson plan for her read-alouds, but she gladly completed the 

plan with the researcher’s assistance.  She chose to write a lesson plan for her first read-aloud in 

the intervention phase to make sure she was adequately prepared.  Bethany completed the lesson 

plan, including all the components, with 100% accuracy and was also able to verbally explain 

how she would respond to and scaffold certain student questions and comments with 100% 

accuracy.  Bethany started the storybook reading intervention three days after the PD session. 

Intervention data were collected over the course of five weeks and eleven sessions for 

Bethany.  Her frequency of teacher talk during read-alouds ranged from 133 to 265 per session.  

Mean frequency of teacher talk was 190.81.  Bethany’s mean frequency increased by 228.98% 

from baseline to intervention.  When Bethany’s data showed a stable increase, she completed the 

intervention phase of the study.  Two weeks after the conclusion of the intervention phase, 

Bethany started the maintenance phase of the study. 

During the maintenance phase, Bethany conducted the three read alouds with books of 

her choice.  Her frequency of talk ranged from 194 to 203, with a mean frequency of 198.33.  

Her frequency of teacher talk increased from intervention to maintenance another 3.94%.  A 

summary of Bethany’s mean frequency and range for each dependent variable during each phase 

of the study is presented in Table 4-7. 
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Table 4-7.  Mean frequencies and range for each dependent variable for Bethany 

 Baseline Intervention Maintenance 

 Mean Range Mean Range Mean Range 

Teacher Talk 58 51-82 190.8 133-265 198.3 194-203 

Closed 20.8 14-28 56.1 38-77 59.7 53-67 

Open 2.4 0-4 12.8 5-25 15 9-21 

Extend 1.2 0-3 7.3 4-11 10 6-16 

Vocabulary .7 0-2 13.1 6-23 13.7 10-17 

Affirm 21.4 19-24 82.5 63-115 80.7 79-84 

Praise .4 0-2 5.2 2-9 2.3 2-3 

Clarify 10.9 6-23 12.5 8-20 17 15-19 

 

Summary  

In the following section, an overview is provided of teacher gains in frequency of teacher 

talk and the frequency of the more desirable types of talk (e.g., open questions, vocabulary 

support, and extending student responses) for each phase of the study.  These data are 

summarized by phase. 

Baseline phase.  During the baseline phase, Deborah had the highest mean frequency of 

teacher talk with 69 occurrences.  She also had the highest mean occurrences per session for 

open questions (4), extending responses (4.7), and vocabulary support (4.3).  In contrast, 

Audrey’s mean frequency of teacher talk was the lowest overall with a mean of 54, however her 

instances of closed questions per session (24.8) were the highest of the four teachers.  Christine 

had the lowest mean occurrence of open questions (2.3) during baseline.  Bethany, however, had 

the lowest mean occurrences of extending questions (1.2) and supporting vocabulary knowledge 

(.7).  During the baseline phase, the overall mean frequency of teacher talk was 59 occurrences 

per session.   

Intervention phase.  During the intervention phase, the mean frequency of teacher talk 

increased to a level as high as 265 occurrences per read-aloud session.  This is an increase in the 
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mean frequency of teacher talk from baseline to intervention of 141.89%.  During intervention, 

Bethany improved from having one of the lowest means for open questions and the lowest mean 

of extending student responses to having the highest mean occurrences per session of open 

questions (12.8) and a mean of 7.3 occurrences of extending student responses, second only to 

Audrey who had a mean of 7.9 occurrences of extending responses.  Christine had the highest 

occurrences of vocabulary support with a mean of 16 per session.  

Maintenance phase.  Overall, the frequency of teacher talk continued to increase during 

the maintenance phase to a mean level of 163.66, with an overall increase from intervention to 

maintenance of 16.1%.  During maintenance, Bethany continued to increase her open questions 

with a mean of 15 occurrences per session.  Christine’s vocabulary support continued to rise 

during maintenance with a mean occurrence per session of 19.3.  Audrey had the highest mean 

occurrence of extending responses during maintenance with a mean of 12.3.  The fact that 

Christine increased the frequency of every dependent variable from intervention to maintenance 

was surprising since she dropped out of the study after only four intervention sessions.  In 

addition, seven weeks had passed since she had been observed or videotaped reading aloud.   

The following section provides the graphic displays of the results. Figure 4-3 represents 

the frequency of total teacher talk during the read-aloud sessions.  Figure 4-4 illustrates all of the 

dependent variables that calculated together equal total teacher talk.  Although increases in 

closed questions, affirmations, and clarifications are fairly easy to identify on this graph, the 

number of open questions, vocabulary support, and extending responses represent some of the 

more important interactions for increasing the effectiveness of the read aloud and the increase is 

more difficult to detect.  For this reason, each dependent variable is illustrated individually in 

Figures 4-5 through 4-11.  
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Figure 4-3. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for frequency of total teacher talk (all 

dependent variables combined) for all four teachers during each read-aloud session 
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Figure 4-4. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for each dependent variable 
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Figure 4-5. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for closed questions  
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Figure 4-6. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for open questions 
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Figure 4-7. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for extended responses 
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Figure 4-8. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for vocabulary support 
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Figure 4-9. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for affirmations 
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Figure 4-10. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for praise 
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Figure 4-11. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for clarifications 
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Student Data 

The main focus of this study was to increase the quality and quantity of teacher-student 

interactions during storybook reading.  The emphasis on certain types of teacher talk was to 

support teachers in being more purposeful about prompting and encouraging students to engage 

in rich conversations during storybook reading.  In this section, outcomes are discussed for the 

frequency of student talk.  Student talk was recorded as the total frequency of students’ on-topic 

verbal responses during each read-aloud session.  Student data were recorded along with teacher 

data for the baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases of the study.  Mean rates of 

frequency of student talk and student talk per minute for each phase of the study are displayed in 

Table 4-8. 

Table 4-8.  Student means and range for rate and frequency of talk 

  Audrey’s Bethany’s Christine’s Deborah’s 

Baseline Rate/min 4.4 3.5 3.8 4.6 

 Range 2.6–6.8 2.3–6.6 1.7–7.0 3.4–7.8 

 Frequency 44.66 40.44 44.50 57.85 

 Range 23–81 29-56 17-63 41-0 

Intervention Rate/min 4.9 6.0 4.4 6.1 

 Range 3.6–6.1 4.8–7.0 3.1–5.9 4.7–8.0 

 Frequency 87.86 152.72 87.0 94.78 

 Range 54–129 93-197 59-101 64-141 

Maintenance Rate/min 5.8 7.2 4.8 7.1 

 Range 5.4–6.7 6.6-8.2 4.2–5.7 6.6–7.5 

 Frequency 114.33 167.33 129 124.33 

 Range 108–124 140–188 112-148 114-144 

Note:  Rate refers to number of observations of the dependent variables per minute.  Frequency refers to the total 

number of observations of the dependent variable per read-aloud session. 

 

During baseline, student talk was the most frequent in Deborah’s group with a mean 

frequency of 57.85.  For the other three teachers, total frequency of student talk averaged 40-45 

occurrences per session.  Student talk per minute during the baseline phase ranged from 3.5 to 

4.6 with a mean rate per minute of 4.0.   
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Student talk increased significantly during the intervention phase with a mean frequency 

of 107.80 per session.  This reflects an increase of 133.42% from baseline to intervention.  

During the maintenance phase, student talk continued to increase with a mean level of 133.74 

occurrences per session.  This indicates an overall increase of student talk from intervention to 

maintenance of 24%.  Figures 4-12 illustrates the frequency of student talk per sessions and 

Figure 4-13 the rate of student talk per minute. 

 
 

Figure 4-12. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for frequency of student talk 
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Figure 4-13. Baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases for rate of student talk per minute 

 

 

 



 

 138 

Statistical Analysis of the Data 

The data were analyzed to determine if there were differences between the treatment and 

control groups of students on any of the pretest and posttest measures.  This section includes a 

description of the analyses and the results. 

To determine if any preexisting differences existed between the experimental and control 

groups, a chi-square (X
2
) test was used to compare the two groups by race and gender.  The X

2
 

revealed no differences between groups by race (results) or gender (results).  Table 4-9 provides 

a summary of the distribution of subjects by race and gender. 

Table 4-9.  Distribution of subjects by race and gender 

Group Male Female Black White Hispanic Asian Multiracial 

Treatment 14 6 5 12 2 1 0 

Control 13 3 6 7 2 0 1 

 

The means of pretest scores for the treatment and control groups were calculated using 

independent samples t-tests.  Next, the pretest scores of the treatment and control groups were 

compared to determine if any differences between the two groups existed.  Although the scores 

of the treatment group were slightly lower than the control group on all pretests except the FAIR 

Expressive Vocabulary assessment, no significant differences between the two groups’ pretest 

means were found.  Table 4-10 includes the means and standard deviations for the two groups 

and the t-test results from the analysis.  Since the two groups showed no significant differences 

on the pretest, the use of the pretest measures as covariates was appropriate to reduce the size of 

the error.  
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Table 4-10.  Means and standard deviations of pretests by group 

Dependent Measure Treatment Group 

(n = 20) 

Control Group 

(n = 16) 

 Mean  

(Std. Dev.) 

Mean 

(Std. Dev.) 

FAIR Expressive Vocabulary 34.15 

(15.86) 

33.38 

(13.73) 

FAIR Listening Comprehension 36.00 

(23.03) 

38.75 

(33.04) 

PPVT - 4 80.00 

(12.13) 

84.00 

(14.98) 

SOLID Expressive Vocabulary 16.45 

(9.10) 

17.69 

(11.58) 

SOLID Listening Comprehension 15.90 

(4.587) 

17.38 

(15.90) 

 

An assumption of homogeneity of the slope was tested.  A violation of this assumption 

was found for each of the measures, which negated the use of an analysis of covariance 

(ANCOVA).  Therefore, an independent samples t-test was conducted for each of the dependent 

measures:  FAIR Expressive Vocabulary, FAIR Listening Comprehension, SOLID Expressive 

Vocabulary, and SOLID Listening Comprehension.  The independent variable for each of these 

t-tests was group (control vs. treatment).  The covariate was the corresponding pretest.  The 

results of the t-tests for each of the dependent variables are provided in Table 4-11. 

Table 4-11.  Independent samples t-test results 

 Levene’s Test for Equality 

of Variances 

t-test for Equality o Means 

 F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

FAIR Expressive 

Vocabulary 

1.230 .276 -.600 30 .553 

FAIR Listening 

Comprehension 

.044 .836 .282 30 .780 

SOLID 

Expressive 

Vocabulary 

6.792 .014 4.321 30 .000 

SOLID Listening 

Comprehension 

1.004 .324 .782 30 .440 
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The independent samples t-tests showed no significant effects by group for any of the 

dependent variables except the researcher-created expressive vocabulary measure. 

Although the treatment group scored lower at pretest than the control group for the 

researcher-created measures of expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension, they made 

greater gains than the control group.  Although the gains for listening comprehension were not 

considered significant by the t-tests, the trend was toward greater gains.   

A graphic illustration of these gains is provided in Figures 4-14 and 4-15.  Each graph 

shows pretest and posttest performance means on one dependent measure.  The graphs illustrate 

the difference in gains between the treatment and control groups for each measure. 

 
Figure 4-14. Pretest to posttest gains in expressive vocabulary for both groups  
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Figure 4-15. Pretest to posttest gains in listening comprehension for both groups. 

Although the treatment group scored significantly higher than the control on the targeted 

vocabulary, the control group scored higher on the FAIR assessments.  Tables 4-12 and 4-13 

illustrate a summary of the mean posttest scores for the treatment and control groups by teacher.   

Table 4-12.  Summary of treatment students’ mean posttest scores by teacher 

Teacher 
FAIR Vocabulary 

Percentile 
FAIR LC SOLID Vocabulary SOLID LC 

Audrey 57.3 60% 45.5% 25 

Bethany 39.6 32% 49.4% 22.2 

Christine 46.8 56% 31.6% 25.8 

Deborah 39 80% 49.8% 25.4 

 

 

Table 4-13.  Summary of control students’ mean posttest scores by teacher 

Teacher 
FAIR Vocabulary 

Percentile 
FAIR LC SOLID Vocabulary SOLID LC 

Control A 55 90% 17% 25.5 

Control B 57 40% 35% 26 

Control C 68.3 66.7% 25.7% 24.3 

Control D 41 66.7% 18.4% 20.4 
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Social Validity Measures 

In addition to the investigative phases of data collection and analysis of data from pretest 

and posttest measures, the social validity of the intervention was measured through 

questionnaires and interviews of the teachers.  This section includes a summary of the social 

validity data and the teacher interviews. 

Teacher Questionnaires 

The intervention used in this study was designed for use as part of regular classroom 

instruction, therefore the teachers who participated in this study were asked to provide their 

perceptions of the intervention strategies and their satisfaction with the intervention.  Each 

teacher was asked to complete a questionnaire with questions focused on whether or not they  

(a) thought the intervention was helpful, (b) noticed a difference in the responses of the students, 

and (c) felt their teaching effectiveness increased.  Teachers responded to each question using a 

5-point Likert scale.  A summary of the teachers’ responses is provided in Table 4-14. 

Table 4-14.  Responses to social validity questionnaire 

Question 1 

strongly 

disagree 

2 3 4 5 

strongly 

agree 

The PD prepared me to implement the intervention    x xxx 

The PD took too much time xxxx     

My students’ oral language skills have improved    x xxx 

I will continue to use SBR intervention strategies     xxxx 

Other teachers might be interested in learning the 

SBR intervention strategies 

   x xxx 

I am a more effective teacher after participating in 

the study 

    xxxx 

Feedback and coaching were helpful components of 

the PD 

    xxxx 

 

Three of the four teachers noticed oral language improvements in their students who 

participated in the intervention.  All four teachers stated that they would continue to use the 

storybook reading intervention strategies in their classrooms, and all teachers thought they were 
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more effective teachers after participating in the study.  In addition, all four teachers reported 

that the feedback and coaching components of the professional development were very helpful to 

them.  Three of the four teachers agreed that other teachers at their school would be interested in 

the intervention.  Overall, the teachers responded very favorably to implementation of the 

intervention in their classrooms. 

Teacher Interviews 

Because the teachers seemed to have so much to say about the intervention on the 

questionnaires, the researcher requested and received an amendment to the IRB (see Appendix 

A) to include individual teacher interviews.  Three to four weeks after the maintenance phase of 

the study, all four teachers were interviewed individually regarding the generalizability and 

feasibility of the storybook reading interventions and their opinions about the effectiveness of the 

intervention.  See Appendix P for the detailed results of the teacher interviews. 

The first question in the interview focused on whether the teachers had noticed any 

changes in their reading instruction since taking part in the study.  They were asked to provide 

examples of these changes.  All of the teachers explained that their instruction had changed as a 

result of their participation in the intervention.  For example, Audrey explained, “Yes, I find that 

I take more time with my storybooks.  I ask more questions along the way.  We’re going more in 

depth…quality over quantity of books being read.”  Deborah focused on the nature of how she 

prepares for the read aloud:  “ I’m thinking ahead more about what questions I’m going to ask 

…and introducing the vocabulary and building prior knowledge …” Christine was able to note 

specific strategies she started using:  “I noticed that I use a lot of the strategies, especially like 

the vocabulary preview… I’m actually taking the time to preview the material that I’m going to 

read…to preselect books I’m going to use.”  Bethany explained how the PD activities changed 

the way she approached read alouds: “I think I have truly learned to read through my book first 
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before I present it to the class, so that it begins to just ignite some questions I want to ask, some 

key points….”   

All teachers agreed that they would definitely continue using the interactive strategies 

now that the study was complete.  However, when asked if they would use the strategies with 

read-alouds in small group, they had mixed responses.  Audrey thought she might meet with her 

small group of at-risk students once a week.  She explained, “My small groups happen every 

day, but I’ll probably read the storybooks in small group every other Wednesday depending on 

what else I have going on that week.  It has definitely left an impact.”  Deborah was not sure she 

could find time to conduct read-alouds with her small group, although she stated that she wanted 

to make some changes for next year.  Similar to Audrey, the other two teachers thought they 

would conduct small-group read alouds at least once per week. 

When asked about changes they saw in the participating students’ oral language skills, 

the teachers noticed several changes.  Audrey discussed students who had low vocabulary scores 

at the beginning of the school year:  “I think the students continue to be more verbal in class, as 

far as discussions, they’re more apt to raise their hands and give answers than they would’ve 

done before.  I do feel like this project probably benefitted Tanya more than the others.  Even 

though Jesse’s vocabulary scores shot up and both Lenny and Jason are completely comfortable 

talking in (whole) group.  I just feel like this really helped. This is impressive!”   

Deborah noticed that her students were asking more questions.  She explained:  “They’re 

definitely asking questions more, and if they don’t understand something, they want to know it.  

If there’s a word they don’t know, they ask about it which is very different from the beginning of 

the study.”  Christine described the increases her students made:  “They all had increases.  Jared 

had more opportunities to share and to talk in a non-threatening environment and to be able to 
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make those connections in his own way.  Even when he reads aloud by himself now, his level of 

confidence is amazing!  And now Karen will sit on the rug and talk about books with other 

kids…  I put out library books in the morning and they read together.  They help each other read 

and they talk about the story. They’re realizing and understanding the purpose of reciprocal 

communication and they’re learning from each other and you can see it now in class. They’re 

reading together and talking about the stories.  I was like, ‘YES!’  It is awesome!”   

Bethany noticed a change in the confidence level of her group and explained:  “They tend 

to want to ask themselves more questions, and are more confident.  They’re more willing to 

participate and ask those questions now.”  Teachers also noticed changes in the students’ class-

wide assessments in the areas of listening comprehension and vocabulary knowledge. 

The teachers commented about how helpful the professional development activities and 

coaching were to facilitate change in their instruction.  Audrey discussed the importance of 

writing lesson plans for each read aloud.  Deborah commented specifically on the coaching 

component of the intervention:  “I thought it was really helpful.  The first time I implemented 

this intervention, you gave me suggestions on how to make it better, make it better…so that’s 

what you need is that coaching part.  Otherwise, I wouldn’t have kept changing, and I wouldn’t 

have increased my interactions and gotten to that level.”  Christine liked the fact that she got 

specific feedback.  Whereas Bethany commented on the scaffolded support she received:  “It was 

very straightforward…what I needed to do.  You walked me through the first lesson and then 

after each one you’d ask if I had questions or was unsure how to do something…  It was very 

thorough.” 

Teachers discussed the positive and negative aspects of the intervention and all agreed 

that the only negative was the extra time it took to write the lesson plans for each lesson.  On the 
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other hand, they all also agreed that writing the lesson plans was an integral part of learning to 

conduct effective read alouds.  Audrey explained, “…having to write the extra lesson plan for the 

book was a job, another task, but like I said, it was so necessary.  We couldn’t skip that part and 

make it okay, we really needed it!”  Christine also described how the time invested was worth 

the effort:  “The only negatives would be the time it takes to prepare a lesson, because though 

valuable, I don’t see where I could do it on an everyday basis for every book that we read. 

Although, I can definitely prepare a lesson much more quickly than I did before.”   Bethany had 

similar feelings:  “The only major negative is the fact that I had to sit and do my lesson plans.  

But the positive was that by the end, I could read a story one time and already tell you all the 

questions I wanted to ask, because I had trained myself at that point of what I wanted to pull 

out.” 

All four teachers recommended that the other kindergarten teachers in their school be part 

of a similar professional development experience and be able to receive feedback and coaching 

on supporting oral language development through interactions.  Bethany’s comment summed up 

the responses of all the teachers:  “I think it needs to be shared next year with all of our 

kindergarten teachers at the beginning of the year.  It really has changed how I’m teaching and 

how I’m doing read alouds, and more importantly just reading. …  I just feel empowered to share 

that with the kids!  It’s really neat!! It has changed how I will present read-alouds forever!” 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to determine if following professional development with 

coaching, teachers would effectively implement specific strategies during storybook reading that 

support oral language development of at-risk kindergarten students.  In addition, the researcher 

investigated the effects of these oral language supports on the expressive vocabulary and 

listening comprehension skills of the participating students, and evaluated the generalization of 
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these strategies to the classroom.  The data reveal that the participating teachers substantially 

increased their implementation of the strategies during storybook reading.  The data also show 

that when the teachers increased their use of the strategies, there was growth in the expressive 

vocabulary and listening comprehension skills of the participating students.  Further, two weeks 

after the completion of the intervention phase of the study, all four teachers continued to use 

interactive storybook reading strategies at a higher rate than in either baseline or the intervention 

phases of the research.  Christine, who dropped out of the study for seven weeks, continued to 

use the strategies and increased her mean average of each dependent variable from intervention 

to maintenance.   

The results of the social validation measure were also favorable.  All the teachers agreed 

that their instruction was more effective after participating in the professional development and 

receiving feedback and coaching.  They also commented that they saw improvements in the oral 

language skills of their students.  Most importantly, they said they would continue to use the 

interactive storybook reading practices in their classrooms during reading and in the content 

areas. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

A single-subject, multiple baseline across groups design was implemented to determine 

the effects of professional development with coaching on teachers’ storybook reading practices.  

A structured framework for planning and delivering interactive storybook reading was used to 

support teachers in asking strategic open and closed questions, scaffolding vocabulary 

development, and responding to students in ways that encourage rich interactions and support the 

oral language development of at-risk students.  Children who begin school lacking early literacy 

and oral language skills often fall behind.  Oral language skills, however, can be supported and 

enhanced through rich conversations in the classroom.  Storybook reading, if done effectively, 

provides a rich context in which teachers can support their students’ growth in expressive 

vocabulary and listening comprehension skills (Dickinson, 2001; Dickinson & Smith, 1994; 

Karweit, 1989; Whitehurst, Arnold, & Lonigan, 1990; Whitehurst et al., 1988).  The framework 

used in this study was designed to guide teachers in becoming more intentional about asking 

strategic questions and responding to students in such a way that teacher talk becomes a scaffold 

and student talk is more prevalent. 

In this chapter, a discussion of the findings of this study and their implications is 

presented.  The chapter includes a discussion of both (a) the effects of professional development 

(PD) with coaching on the interactive strategies used by teachers during storybook reading and 

(b) the effects of the increased interactions on the expressive vocabulary and listening 

comprehension skills of their students.  First, the questions investigated by the study and the 

findings are summarized.  Second, the teacher responses to the social validity questionnaire and 

interviews are presented.  Third, limitations of the study are addressed.  Finally, implications for 

teacher practice and future research are discussed. 
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Overview of the Study 

This study was designed to examine kindergarten teachers’ use of questioning and 

interaction techniques during storybook reading in response to a professional development 

intervention.  In addition, the researcher examined the effects of increased interactions on the 

expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension skills of kindergarten students who are at 

risk for reading difficulties.  The main question in this study was the following:  Can 

professional development with ongoing coaching increase the effectiveness of teachers’ 

storybook reading practices?  More specifically, the following questions were investigated: 

1. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of closed and open questions with at-risk students during storybook reading?  

2. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of affirmative responses and praise with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

3. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

use of extending responses with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

4. What are the effects of professional development with coaching on kindergarten teachers’ 

vocabulary instruction with at-risk students during storybook reading? 

5. If increases in teacher-student interactions occur during storybook reading, what effect do 

those increased interactions have on kindergarten students’ oral language skills (i.e., listening 

comprehension and expressive vocabulary)? 

Effects of the Professional Development Intervention on Storybook Reading Practices 

The intervention phase of this study consisted of two parts: the PD session and the 

storybook reading intervention.  After completing the baseline phase, each teacher participated in 

a PD session that lasted approximately 90 minutes.  This session provided an overview of (a) the 

foundations of early literacy and oral language development, (b) book selection, (c) vocabulary 

instruction, (d) setting a purpose for reading, and (e) creating strategic questions and prompts to 

support student interactions.  Following the overview, the researcher modeled the interactive 

strategies by demonstrating a read-aloud session.  Then, teachers had an opportunity to practice 
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the strategies, ask questions, and preview a sample lesson plan.  Finally, they chose a book and 

created their own lesson plan for a read-aloud using the framework presented in the PD session.   

After completing the PD activities, the teachers implemented the storybook reading 

intervention in their classrooms using the framework for supporting interactions with their 

participating at-risk students.  The intervention phase was conducted to determine whether the 

PD with coaching would increase the quality and quantity of teacher-student interactions and, if 

so, whether these more effective storybook reading sessions would make an impact on the 

targeted students’ expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension skills.  Expressive 

vocabulary skills were measured by asking students to define the targeted words they had 

discussed during the read alouds and to give an example of each word.  Listening comprehension 

was measured by retelling a story.  After each read-aloud session, the researcher provided 

coaching by giving specific feedback to the teachers.  This feedback focused on the number of 

times they used each type of teacher talk.  Dependent variables included (a) asking closed 

questions, (b) asking open questions, (c) supporting vocabulary development, (d) extending 

student responses, (e) repeating and/or affirming student responses, (f) praising student 

responses, and (g) clarifying student responses.  The total of all the dependent variables for each 

read-aloud session was calculated as the total teacher talk for that session. 

Overview of Changes by Teacher  

All four teachers demonstrated noteworthy changes in their storybook reading practices. 

They each increased the frequency of teacher talk across the most desirable dependent variables 

(e.g., open questions, vocabulary support, and extending student responses) and also increased 

the duration of the storybook reading sessions.  These increases were likely due to the coaching 

with specific feedback that was provided after each read-aloud session.  In most cases, teachers 

improved the quality of the read aloud after each implementation.  That is, the teachers began 
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using more of the read-aloud strategies that have been shown to promote oral language growth.  

A high quality storybook reading session is characterized by (a) direct explanations of targeted 

vocabulary and involving students in analytical discussions about the story (Beck & McKeown, 

2007; Dickinson & Smith, 1994; Wasik & Bond, 2001; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst, et 

al., 1999); (b) questions that support story analysis and predictions during the reading (Karweit 

&Wasik, 1996); and (c) discussions about the text (Coyne et al., 2009; Santoro et al., 2008).   

Components of the PD that possibly contributed to these changes include (a) content 

focus (i.e., oral language development), (b) active learning (i.e., discussion, demonstration, and 

practice), (c) coherence (i.e., alignment of content with prior teacher knowledge), (d) duration 

(i.e., coaching over the course of the intervention), and (e) collective participation (discussion 

with other teachers).  These essential features of PD, according to Desimone (2009), foster 

teacher learning, promote change in beliefs and classroom practice, and lead ultimately to 

increased student learning.   

It is also important to note that teachers apparently understood the value of the 

intervention because they dedicated additional instructional time to the small-group read alouds 

during both the intervention and maintenance phases of the study.  The decision to increase the 

length of the read-aloud sessions was entirely up to the teachers, and they all increased the lesson 

duration despite initial reservations that several teachers expressed about the amount of time the 

intervention would take.  In the following section, change in teacher practice will be discussed 

for each participating teacher.  

 Audrey.  Although she was a veteran teacher and a finalist for the district teacher of the 

year award, Audrey admitted that she never thought of using storybook reading to enhance the 

oral language skills of her students.  After completing the PD session, Audrey realized that she 
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had overlooked the importance of asking open questions, providing wait time, and supporting 

vocabulary development during her read alouds.  Due to this realization, her beliefs about what 

constitutes an effective read aloud changed.  As a result, Audrey was determined to add these 

more effective strategies to her current read-aloud practice.  With specific feedback after each 

read-aloud session, she refined her instruction during storybook reading.  She became skilled at 

introducing vocabulary before the reading and often brought in objects that represented the 

targeted vocabulary or demonstrated the meaning of words.  In addition, she asked strategic open 

questions that helped students make personal connections to the story and expanded their 

thinking.  Further, Audrey became masterful at reminding other students to be patient in order to 

allow wait time for one particularly reluctant student to respond.  On several instances, when this 

little girl was given extra time, she came up with surprisingly insightful answers to inference 

questions.  Although data were collected on only 15 read-aloud sessions during intervention, 

Audrey voluntarily read all 20 books she had been given for the intervention phase.  She 

commented that she felt it was important to continue with the intervention, even after the 

intervention phase concluded, because she understood the benefits of implementing the 

interactive strategies during read alouds and supporting the targeted vocabulary.  Apparently a 

change in Audrey’s beliefs about the purpose and value of storybook reading led to a change in 

her instructional practice. 

Bethany.  During baseline, Bethany’s read alouds consisted mostly of closed questions 

and affirmations.  Additionally, teacher talk dominated the interactions between her and her 

students.  Her storybook reading sessions averaged about 12 minutes during baseline.  She 

admitted that she often did not take the time to read aloud, and when she did, she rarely 

previewed the book first.  
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During the PD session, Bethany asked for assistance in completing the lesson plan for her first 

read-aloud session.  She expressed concern that she had not completed such a comprehensive 

lesson plan since her undergraduate days.  Over the course of the storybook reading intervention, 

Bethany not only used the interactive strategies with her targeted students, but she also reported 

implementing them during math and whole-group read alouds.  Visible changes she reported in 

her students included (a) increased engagement, (b) improved vocabulary knowledge, and (c) 

motivation to verbally contribute to discussions by expressing opinions and asking questions.  

The changes she observed in her students prompted her to continue supporting vocabulary, 

extending responses, and ask more open questions during her read alouds.  By the end of the 

intervention phase, Bethany had the highest mean frequency of open questions per session.  In 

addition, her students made the second highest gains from pretest to posttest on the SOLID 

expressive vocabulary measure. 

Christine.  Alternatively certified to teach grades K-6, Christine expressed concern 

during the PD session that she did not have adequate knowledge about instructional strategies 

that support students’ oral language development.  She recognized the needs of her at-risk 

students, but she was never sure if the strategies she implemented would provide the support they 

needed to make gains in vocabulary and listening comprehension.  Christine asked many 

questions during the PD session and was enthusiastic about learning to implement effective 

strategies.  She was also excited about receiving feedback on her instruction to help her become 

more successful in supporting the needs of her students.  During intervention, Christine had the 

highest mean frequency of vocabulary support of the four teachers.  Although Christine only 

received four coaching sessions with feedback during the intervention phase, she noticed visible 

differences in her students and strongly believed that the interactive strategies she was 
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implementing during her read-alouds improved in her instruction.  Therefore, she continued 

implementing the framework for effective storybook reading even after she was released from 

the study.  When she re-joined the study for the maintenance phase, she sustained the highest 

mean of the four teachers for supporting vocabulary.  Although her students did not make the 

highest gains in expressive vocabulary of the four classes, Christine did report noteworthy 

differences in their verbal abilities and self-confidence, characterized by their willingness to 

contribute to class discussions and ask questions. 

Deborah.  Only in her eighth year of teaching, Deborah had a natural talent for reading 

aloud with her students.  She was patient about allowing her students time to interact and her 

questioning prompts contained numerous open questions.  During baseline, Deborah had the 

highest mean frequency of asking open questions and extending student responses per session.  

However, Deborah was not intentional about planning her read-alouds and was not aware of the 

importance of the strategies she was using.  During intervention, she became more purposeful 

about her support of student interactions and implemented even more effective storybook reading 

sessions.  Deborah made gains in each of the dependent variables from baseline to intervention 

with the exception of praising students.  Deborah maintained a steadfast belief from her 

undergraduate education that students should not receive praise.  In fact, the range of praise 

during baseline and intervention was 0-1.  During maintenance, her instances of praise were 0.  

Despite this unfortunate obstacle, Deborah’s read-aloud sessions improved in many other ways.  

As she observed improvements in her students’ learning and behavior, she changed her 

instructional routine to include (a) introducing targeted vocabulary before reading the story, (b) 

supporting vocabulary during and after reading, (c) prompting students to repeat the targeted 

vocabulary, (d) allowing more time for students to talk, and (e) prompting students to make 
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connections to text.  Her students made the highest gains from pre to posttest on the SOLID 

expressive vocabulary measure and one of her at-risk students scored the highest in her class on 

the FAIR Expressive Vocabulary subtest. 

Overview of Changes by Dependent Variable 

In the following section, each dependent variable is discussed, detailing changes in the 

frequency for each phase of the study and changes in implementation of the dependent variables.  

In addition, an explanation of how the changes recorded can be interpreted as an overall 

improvement in read aloud quality is presented. 

Closed questions.  Teachers noticeably increased their use of closed questions from 

baseline to the maintenance phase of the study, but what is especially important is the change in 

the types of closed questions.  For example, during baseline Bethany read a line in the story that 

said the fish was scary.  She immediately asked the students, “Was the fish scary?”  The students 

replied, “Yes.”  Toward the middle of the intervention phase, Bethany started asking different 

types of closed question during her read alouds (e.g., “What was Peter so surprised about when 

he went in Susie’s room?”).  Although this is a closed question because the answer is in the 

story, this prompt stimulated different and more complex answers from the students because 

Peter was surprised about a few things.  During the intervention and maintenance phases, 

teachers asked more intentional closed questions that required deeper thinking from the students 

and were more related to vocabulary and details about the story.  Such text-dependent questions 

are recommended by the developers of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) as a way to 

promote close reading (Coleman & Pimentel, 2012).  Although their recommendations relate to 

text that students read themselves, learning to answer text-dependent questions during read-

alouds may prepare students for independent close-reading skills.  Learning to plan more 
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effectively for interactive storybook reading sessions leads teachers to create closed questions 

that support students’ thinking and encourage rich interactions (Paul & Elder, 2008). 

Open questions.  The use of open questions showed a marked increase from baseline to 

maintenance, and like the closed questions, they were much more thoughtfully planned.  A good 

example of this is that Audrey usually asked only 1 or 2 open questions for each read aloud 

during baseline.  One of those open questions during baseline was, “How do you think Ferdinand 

was feeling?”  This is an open question, however the answer was unanimous and required only 

one word from the students, “mad.”  During intervention, Audrey’s open questions increased to 

an average of 10 per session.  One of those questions was, “Why did Peter tell Archie to go a 

different way?”  This required the students to connect with the characters in the story and make 

inferences about the younger boys’ strategy in outsmarting the older boys.  This involved much 

more thinking and problem solving.  As a result, this prompt produced rich conversation as 

students talked about their ideas.  It was also fairly common during baseline for teachers to 

ignore questions by students.  One student asked a great open question about a character in a 

story, “Why did he do that?”  Unfortunately, the teacher did not acknowledge it.  However, as 

teachers became more comfortable with supporting interactions during the intervention and 

maintenance phases of the study, they were much more likely to take advantage of any 

opportunity that encouraged higher level thinking, questions, and responses from their students.  

Overall, teachers’ use of open questions increased from a mean of 2.5 per session during baseline 

to a mean frequency of 9.5 per session during intervention, and a mean of 11.2 occurrences per 

session during the maintenance phase of the study.  Asking open questions encourages children 

to think for themselves, share their ideas, and engage in conversations with other students and 

their teacher (Denton, 2007).  In addition, when students learn to apply strategies that foster 
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understanding, such as inferencing, their overall comprehension tends to improve (Block, 

Gambrell, & Pressley, 2002).   

Vocabulary support.  Vocabulary support also increased from baseline to the 

maintenance phase.  When teachers became more aware of targeting specific vocabulary words 

in a story, introducing those words using a student-friendly explanation, and reinforcing the 

words with examples from the story and in other contexts, they increased their vocabulary 

support from a mean frequency of 2 occurrences during baseline to a mean of 16.5 occurrences 

per session during the intervention and maintenance phases.  The teachers reported that they 

continued to reinforce the targeted vocabulary when other stories were read and when 

opportunities arose during the school day.  This increased focus on vocabulary seemed to lead to 

an increase in word consciousness that became apparent when the students began asking what 

unknown words meant during read-aloud sessions.  Explanations of targeted words are critical to 

children’s vocabulary learning (Elley, 1989).  Additionally, targeted vocabulary instruction has 

been found to assist students in acquiring new language (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Coyne, 

Simmons, Kame’enui, & Stoolmiller, 2004.)  Further, the number of times children hear the 

targeted words seems to be associated with higher rates of vocabulary acquisition (Justice, 

Meier, & Walpole, 2005; Robbins & Ehri, 1994).  

Extending responses.  The teachers’ use of extending responses increased from a mean 

frequency of 2.5 occurrences per session in baseline, to a mean of 5.5 occurrences during each 

read aloud in the intervention phase, and a mean frequency of 9.75 occurrences per session in the 

maintenance phase.  The teachers extended responses unintentionally during baseline, and when 

they discovered the benefits of intentionally modeling complete sentences and adding to 

students’ responses, they began to listen for opportunities to extend responses.  Teachers can 
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increase and improve the language use of their students by extending and modeling the use of 

sophisticated language (Mohr & Mohr, 2007).  Further, when teachers give students feedback by 

extending responses, students are likely to follow the teacher’s example when interacting with 

peers, such as with students trained in reciprocal teaching.  Use of these types of strategies lead 

students to reflect on their thinking processes, become more actively engaged in conversations, 

and deepen their understanding of the text (Palinscar & Brown, 1984). 

Repeating and affirming student responses.  Affirmations of student responses 

increased during the intervention and maintenance phases of the study, but most importantly, 

teachers became more conscious and intentional about repeating and affirming students’ 

responses.  Most of them, during baseline, were not aware that they were modeling and 

reinforcing students’ correct answers.  If students’ correct answers are affirmed it helps them 

gain confidence and encourages them to participate more in the conversation.  In addition, by 

repeating a student’s correct answers, the teacher is modeling back to the student that their 

language usage is not only correct, but understood (Mohr & Mohr, 2007).  Such feedback likely 

contributed to the increased interactions of the at-risk students that teachers reported noticing in 

other instructional settings.  It is quite possible that students were more likely to participate in 

class discussions and to volunteer to answer questions because they had gained confidence as a 

result of teachers’ repetitions and affirmations during read alouds. 

Praising student responses.  The incidences of praise increased for 3 of the 4 teachers 

during the intervention and maintenance phases of the study.  When the teacher whose praising 

did not increase was encouraged to praise her students’ responses more frequently, she replied 

that she was told in her pre-service courses not to praise students because it would make the 

others feel badly.  The researcher suggested that she try specific and sincere praise to encourage 
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students, but her occurrences of praise did not increase.  The other teachers, however, became 

more conscious of praising students and occurrences increased from an average of 2 to 3 

instances of praise per read-aloud session during baseline, to an average of 5 or 6 per session in 

the intervention phase.  During maintenance, a mean frequency of 3 instances of praise occurred 

per session.  According to Brophy (1981), praise can be used effectively to reinforce students’ 

efforts when it is delivered in response to a certain behavior, is spontaneous and sincere, and 

when success is attributed to the student’s effort and ability, implying that similar success is 

likely in the future. 

Clarifications.  Teachers’ use of clarifications was not addressed by one of the research 

questions, but was added as a dependent variable after the study began.  When the researcher 

began recording the questions and responses of the teachers during the baseline phase, it became 

apparent that the teachers often made comments or clarified student understanding in ways that 

were not reflected in any of the dependent variables.  Because the teachers’ clarifications and 

comments were an important part of supporting student understanding, this variable was added to 

the Data Collection Form.  Although clarification was not specifically addressed in each PD 

session, clarifications increased overall from baseline to maintenance, as other teacher talk 

increased.  This increase was probably a result of the teachers becoming more conscious of the 

need to support and clarify student understanding of the story.  Students often have limited 

background knowledge and their responses may reflect incorrect or only partially correct 

understanding.  By clarifying these student responses, teachers can refine students’ thinking, 

illuminate their knowledge, and consequently lead students to new learning (Mohr & Mohr, 

2007). 
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Quality of read alouds.  As mentioned previously, it is not just reading aloud, but the 

way in which an adult interacts with children while reading aloud that is important (Teale, 2003).  

When children are provided with the opportunity to participate actively in reading experiences, 

they show greater increases in oral language skills than when books are read aloud without 

purposeful interactions (Dickinson, 2001; Dickinson & Smith, 1994; Karweit, 1989; Whitehurst, 

Arnold, & Lonigan, 1990; Whitehurst et al., 1988).  In their meta-analysis of the literacy and 

language benefits of storybook reading, Mol, Bus, and de Jong (2009) reported that both the 

quality and frequency of read alouds are important factors that encourage language gains.  The 

main components of high-quality read alouds include (a) direct explanations of targeted 

vocabulary and involving students in analytical discussions about the story (Beck & McKeown, 

2007; Dickinson & Smith, 1994; Wasik & Bond, 2001; Whitehurst et al., 1994; Whitehurst et al., 

1999); (b) questions that support story analysis and predictions during the reading (Karweit & 

Wasik, 1996); and (c) facilitation of students’ understanding of the story with discussions about 

the text (Coyne et al., 2009; Santoro et al., 2008).   

By using the structured framework for planning and delivering interactive read alouds, 

teachers in this study became more purposeful and strategic about the questions they asked and 

provided more scaffolds to promote student conversation.  Because the teachers delivered more 

intentional instruction, they increased the frequency of the dependent variables that contribute to 

high-quality read alouds.  Further, as they became more conscious of scaffolding vocabulary 

development and responding to students in ways that encouraged increased interactions, their 

students’ gained confidence in their thinking and speaking abilities and were more willing to 

interact during the read-aloud sessions. 
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Professional Development with Coaching Intervention 

The professional development (PD) activities in this study were created to facilitate 

instruction that supports oral language skills in young children.  Therefore the main goals were to 

increase teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge and instructional skills in the following areas:  

(a) foundations of the early literacy development of young children, (b) oral language 

development, and (c) scaffolding children’s language through meaningful interactions. 

Prior to participating in this intervention, the teachers reported that they enjoyed reading 

aloud to their students, but never thought about their goals and objectives for storybook reading.  

Further, they did not realize that read alouds could be a powerful intervention for fostering oral 

language development.  Reading to children is promoted as being effective, but most teachers do 

not know what makes some read alouds more effective than others.  Without PD and extra 

support on implementing effective storybook reading practices, the focus may be on less 

important features of read alouds, such as how dramatic or expressive the reading is.  The real 

value of storybook reading is in the questioning and prompts that encourage children to think, 

infer, make connections, problem solve and ask questions to clarify their own understanding. 

The literature on professional development supports the use of models that include 

theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, and ongoing coaching to ensure the transfer and use of 

the instructional procedures (Desimone, 2009; Joyce & Showers, 2002).  Several studies have 

concluded that coaching support may enhance the likelihood of change in teacher practices and 

increase student outcomes (Blachowicz, Obrochta, & Fogelberg, 2005; Costa & Garmston, 2002; 

Joyce & Showers, 2002: Wasik & Hindman, 2011).  In addition to including these essential 

components, several features of Desimone’s (2009) conceptual framework were also integrated 

into the structure of the PD intervention in this study.  For example, active learning was 

incorporated through discussion, modeling, role-play, practice, self-assessment, and reflection.  
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In addition, teachers in the study were encouraged to interact with other teachers at their school 

and the researcher in order to establish collective participation, a powerful tool for teacher 

learning.  Subsequently, teachers reported discussing lessons and books from the study with 

teachers in their grade levels, as well as teachers in other grade levels.  One teacher reported 

having a dozen or more conversations with other kindergarten teachers about the lessons, 

strategies, and books.  Consideration of these features in the creation of the professional 

development likely contributed to the successful implementation of the interactive storybook 

reading intervention.   

In the PD sessions, teachers were informed of the link between the development of oral 

language skills and later reading comprehension performance.  The researcher explained the 

impact of the lack of vocabulary knowledge in young children (Hart & Risley, 1995; Nation & 

Snowling, 2004; Snow et al., 2007) and how to support vocabulary learning through read alouds 

(Beck & McKeown, 2001; Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Karweit, 1989; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 

1998).  In order to provide teachers with a theoretical foundation for the research, the researcher 

modeled how to (a) choose strategic vocabulary to enhance students current understanding (Beck 

& McKeown, 2001); (b) select books with rich vocabulary (Beck & McKeown, 2001; Justice et 

al., 2005; Hargrave & Senechal, 2000); (c) create strategic open and closed questions for use 

before, during, and after reading (Whitehurst et al., 1988); and (d) respond to students in a way 

that encourages them to think and respond to the prompts (Mohr & Mohr 2007; Wasik, 2010.).   

In addition, all the interactive storybook reading strategies were demonstrated with an 

interactive read aloud using the book, Tops & Bottoms by Janet Stevens (1995).  Both 

demonstration and time for teachers to practice the new strategies are important factors in 

determining whether or not teachers will incorporate the strategies into their current instructional 
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practices (Greenwood, Tapia, Abbott, & Walton, 2003).  The teachers then participated in 

activities to provide practice and checks of understanding (Blachowicz, Obrochta, & Fogelberg, 

2005; Desimone, 2009).  Rich discussions with the researcher took place throughout the PD 

session, and the researcher gave frequent specific feedback during teacher practice.  Teachers 

responded positively to this feedback, stating:  “I would say having someone count how many 

interactions I had with the group was so eye opening…”  Other comments about the coaching 

and feedback included:  “So that’s what you need is that coaching part. Otherwise, I wouldn’t 

have kept changing and I wouldn’t have increased my interactions and gotten to that level.”   

The last activity in the PD involved the teachers choosing a story and creating a lesson 

plan using the storybook reading framework.  Garet and colleagues (2001) discovered that PD 

that “focuses on academic subject matter (content), gives teachers opportunities for ‘hands-on’ 

work (active learning), and is integrated into the daily life of the school (coherence), is more 

likely to produce enhanced knowledge and skills” (p. 935).  Key elements of the lesson plan 

included (a) focusing on an objective; (b) introducing and supporting targeted vocabulary; (c) 

building background; (d) setting a purpose for reading; (e) creating strategic closed and open 

questions to be used before, during, and after reading; and (f) closing with a lesson wrap up.   

Although teachers didn’t necessarily enjoy writing a lesson plan for each read-aloud 

session, they later commented on how much it helped improve their practice:  “…and then 

having to write the lesson plans for each story, even though I dreaded it, it really made me focus 

on what I was getting the kids to focus on.  It really did help!”  Another teacher stated, “The only 

major negative is the fact that I had to sit and do my lesson plans.  But the positive was that by 

the end, I could read a story one time and already tell you all the questions I wanted to ask, 



 

 164 

because I had trained myself at that point of what I wanted to pull out… the positives were the 

increase in comprehension was phenomenal!” 

Additionally, the context of each PD session was taken into consideration.  Penuel, 

Fishman, Yamaguchi, and Gallagher (2007) suggest that there are many factors that influence 

whether what teachers learn in PD sessions will be applied to classroom teaching.  One of those 

factors is whether the PD takes place at times and locations that are convenient for the 

participants.  With this in mind, the PD sessions in this study were conducted in individual 

sessions at times that were chosen by each teacher. 

The PD sessions contributed to the successful implementation of the interactive strategies 

during the read-aloud sessions.  However the specific feedback and ongoing coaching were the 

most powerful elements of the PD, according to the teachers.  Teachers’ interviews provided 

evidence regarding the importance of coaching.  They appreciated knowing exactly which 

strategies they were implementing effectively and which ones were not observed.  Their 

comments included, “The first time I implemented this intervention, you gave me suggestions on 

how to make it better…  So that’s what you need is that coaching part.”  Christine was unsure 

how her teaching looked to an outside observer and asked if she could see some video clips of 

her teaching.  This is important because as Blachowicz et al. (2005) found in their research, 

using video to record teachers’ use of effective practices supports change in practice.  Further, 

research on video self-modeling promotes the value of watching yourself implement something 

successfully (Bandura, 1997; Bray & Kehle, 1996).  Christine’s comments included, “I really 

liked when you came back and showed me the video clips and highlights.  It helped me to reflect 

on the things I’m doing.”  Finally, one teacher remarked on how helpful it was to receive specific 

feedback, “…just getting the reminder of the different level of questions and hitting the open-
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ended ones (was helpful)…and it would be nice if just once they (other teachers) had somebody 

come in and make tally marks to give them some feedback on how many comments they make.” 

All four teachers expressed appreciation and enthusiasm for being a part of the study.  

Although they were not sure at the beginning of the study if the intervention would make a 

difference in the vocabulary and listening comprehension skills of their students, they were all 

willing to learn new strategies that had the potential of making their teaching more effective.  

During the intervention phase, the teachers observed changes in their instruction and 

improvements in their students.  The evidence that what they were doing made a difference for 

their students affected their beliefs about the purpose of reading aloud, the role of reading aloud 

in student language development, and how to conduct an effective storybook reading session.  

These changes in beliefs contributed to a modification of the teachers’ read-aloud practices that 

was maintained beyond the intervention.  By the end of the study, all the teachers expressed how 

much they loved the stories, how beneficial the intervention was for them and their students, and 

how it changed their teaching for the better.  Bethany stated, “I think it needs to be shared next 

year with all of our kindergarten teachers at the beginning of the year.  I’d really like to see about 

it for next year, because it really has changed how I’m teaching!”  

Social Validity 

Social validation refers to the social significance of the goals, procedures, and effects of a 

study with the importance being determined by the participants themselves (Gast, 2010).  In 

order for an intervention to be implemented by teachers, and its use maintained, participants 

must be pleased with the effects of the intervention, believe the intervention produces a 

significant outcome, and be able to feasibly implement the intervention without difficulty. 

A social validity questionnaire was given to teacher participants after data collection 

ended to determine the importance and feasibility of this intervention.  All four teachers 
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indicated that they felt the use of interactive strategies during read alouds were important and 

could be easily integrated into their current teaching practice.  They also agreed that the use of 

these strategies supported oral language development in their students and were keys to 

increasing expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension.  Further, they all continued to use 

the strategies in other subject areas, with all their students following the conclusion of the study. 

During the teacher interviews that were conducted after teachers completed the social 

validity questionnaire, one teacher remarked:  “It has changed how I will present read alouds 

forever!”  When asked about specific changes in their instruction, the teachers all responded that 

they are using the strategies throughout their instruction including other content areas.  Audrey 

described how she uses the questioning strategies in her classroom:  “Now I take the extra time 

during science and social studies.  Usually, I’ll pull a reading story in that goes with that and use 

the same strategies for asking questions, predicting, especially using the vocabulary.  In social 

studies and sciences, you’re introducing a lot of unfamiliar vocabulary, so it works really well 

for that.”  Deborah talked about the value of supporting student talk:  “Before I just wanted to 

hurry because you only have so much time.  But now that I realize the importance of 

interactions, I’m letting them talk more…  A lot of times I would try to get the whole-group 

instruction done quickly.  I didn’t realize how important the interaction was with them actually 

talking about their prior knowledge.  So now, I’m letting them speak more.”  Christine explained 

that she preselects vocabulary in the content areas:  “Well, I use the vocabulary preview, of 

course, in the content area also.  So, in the books we’re using in science and social studies, I 

preview that a lot more and frontload that vocabulary….”  Bethany discussed how she uses the 

strategies in math:  “I started introducing even my math differently because now we do a lot 

more talking about it and turning to your partner, and asking them questions.”  The teachers’ 
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positive responses to the intervention, their attitude toward the importance of using these 

interactive strategies, and the ease in which they have incorporated the strategies into their 

current practice have contributed to the effective implementation, generalization, and 

maintenance of using interactive storybook reading strategies in the kindergarten classroom.   

Limitations 

This study had several limitations.  The first limitation is the lack of random selection and 

small sample size.  One of the common criticisms of single-subject design is that the results of 

the study may not be generalized to larger groups of subjects due to the limited sample size 

(Gast, 2010).  To increase the external validity and generalizability of the results of this study, it 

would need to be systematically replicated. 

Second, because this study was conducted with kindergarten students and teachers only, 

the results cannot be generalized to teachers and students in preschool or other grade levels.  

Although early literacy and oral language intervention is important for children who are just 

starting school (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Torgesen & Burgess, 1998), there is also a need 

to support language development for older students who struggle.  The results of this study 

cannot be generalized to that population of students. 

The third limitation is that the storybook reading intervention occurred in a small-group 

setting with five students, 1 to 2 times per week.  Although the participating teachers reported 

noticing the benefits of the small group setting, they say time does not permit them to meet with 

their at-risk students on a regular basis in small group.  One of the teachers’ main concerns at the 

beginning of the study was finding time to meet with students in small group.  Another teacher 

expressed apprehension about what her other students would be doing while she conducted the 

small group read-aloud session since she only had a teacher assistant in the room periodically.  

This concern was addressed by scheduling the assistant to be in the room when she conducted 
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the read aloud.  Another teacher addressed this issue by having a volunteer in the room during 

her read-aloud sessions.  The other two teachers had assistants in the room consistently during 

their scheduled read-aloud time, so this was not an issue.  The results of this study are limited to 

small-group implementation and it is not known whether the outcomes would have been the 

same if instruction had occurred in a whole-group setting, although the teachers did report using 

the questioning and prompting techniques with their whole class. 

A fourth limitation could have resulted from the presence of the researcher and the use of 

a video camera in the classroom.  The teachers may have increased their use of interactive 

strategies during their read alouds while the researcher was present.  It is unknown whether or 

not the teachers will continue to use these strategies when the researcher is no longer present.  

Further, the presence of the video camera in the classroom may have changed the regular 

behavior of both the teachers and the children. 

Another limitation is that the researcher chose the books and determined the sequence in 

which the books would be read.  These books were authentic children’s literature with rich 

vocabulary, a clear narrative structure, of appropriate length, had interesting content for 

kindergarten children, and contained illustrations that supported retelling the story.  It is unclear 

whether teachers will choose stories that contain similar components on their own.  However, 

during the maintenance phase teachers chose both narrative and non-fiction books that had rich 

vocabulary, clear structure, illustrations that supported understanding, and were of an appropriate 

length and interest for kindergarten students.  Additionally, targeted vocabulary was previously 

chosen for the teachers in the study to use with each story and the researcher created the student-

friendly explanations for each word.  Targeted words were common across the 20 narrative 

stories selected for the study.  There is no way of knowing if teachers in the future will choose 
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words from stories that are likely to add to a student’s lexicon or whether the teacher will create 

explanations of the targeted words that are consistent and understood by the students. 

Finally, there is a limitation in the way the PD and ongoing coaching were provided 

during the study.  PD sessions took place one-on-one, with the exception of Deborah.  All the 

kindergarten teachers at each school were invited to attend the PD, however only the teachers at 

Deborah’s school attended.  There were no observable differences in the outcomes of the 

teachers who participated in the individual PD sessions and Deborah, who attended the group 

session.  In addition to the PD, coaching was provided after each read-aloud session.  The 

researcher gave each teacher specific praise and feedback concerning the interactive strategies 

used and those that were unobserved.  It is doubtful that any future PD will provide teachers with 

this much scaffolding as they learn to implement the interactive strategies.  However, it is 

possible that pairs of teachers could collaborate by planning together, observing each other, 

counting the number of interactions, and providing coaching-type support.  With the use of a 

video camera, teachers could evaluate their own read-aloud sessions by monitoring their use of 

the interactive strategies and reflecting on their practice.  It is also worth noting that although 

Christine only received four coaching sessions, she continued to implement the intervention for 

seven weeks.  The gains she made on the dependent variables were comparable to the other 

teachers, and her students made impressive gains in expressive vocabulary.  Given the gains of 

Christine and her students, it appears that less coaching may still be sufficient.  

Implications of the Study 

The results of this study provide evidence that after PD with ongoing coaching, the 

interactive storybook reading practices of teachers increased in both quantity and quality.  The 

use of the interactive strategies was successfully implemented by all four teachers following the 

PD and, with ongoing coaching and feedback given after each read-aloud session, teachers 
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continued to improve.  Further, the participating students showed impressive gains in listening 

comprehension and significant gains in expressive vocabulary.   

The intervention was generalized in each of the classrooms with all teachers reporting 

that they will not only continue to use the strategies, but that they will use the strategies in 

content areas besides reading, such as science, social studies, and math.  For three of the four 

teachers, there appears to be evidence that they will continue to use the interactive strategies.  

Deborah was restructuring her centers to provide more time for individualized and differentiated 

instruction.  Additionally, Audrey and Christine were incorporating the strategies into their 

small-group reading instruction once or twice a week.  Because the teachers observed changes in 

their students’ academic gains, verbal skills, and confidence levels, there is a good chance they 

will continue to use the strategies.  The social validity questionnaire and individual interviews 

also revealed that the professional development, coaching, and feedback were powerful tools in 

scaffolding teachers’ incorporation of the strategies into their storybook reading instruction.  

Furthermore, teachers commented that they believe these strategies are necessary for all teachers.   

This research adds to the literature base in finding an effective framework to support 

teachers, who have generally been found to be less effective than researchers, when 

implementing interactive storybook reading (Mol et al., 2009).  In addition, the study has 

implications for research and practice to support oral language skills in at-risk children.  Further, 

there is evidence that a structured framework for using these interactive strategies while reading 

to children and professional development with ongoing coaching support assists teachers in 

implementing effective read-aloud strategies in their classrooms. 

Implications for Practice 

The findings of this study have implications for future professional development for 

teachers, the content of pre-service preparation programs, and teacher practice.  Although 
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storybook reading is an activity that most teachers utilize in their classrooms, teachers may not 

be sure what makes read alouds effective (Lane & Wright, 2007).  After attending professional 

development and receiving specific feedback and coaching, the teachers in this study 

successfully implemented strategies that increased both the quality and quantity of their 

interactions with students during read-alouds.  As a result, these strategies supported the critical 

development of at-risk students’ oral language skills.  

This study reinforces the notion that professional development activities should include 

opportunities for active learning, observation, and feedback in order for the new strategies to be 

integrated into classroom practice (Garet et al., 2001).  Providing teachers with specific feedback 

and coaching led to effective implementation of the intervention.  The fact that all four teachers 

in this study were able to successfully implement the storybook reading intervention and that 

their at-risk students made gains in listening comprehension and expressive vocabulary indicates 

that, with support, teachers can implement effective read-aloud strategies and maintain the use of 

those strategies over time.   

Another implication is that teachers need more professional development with an 

emphasis on supporting students’ vocabulary knowledge.  Teachers in this study were concerned 

about their students’ lack of verbal and vocabulary skills, but were not aware of the significance 

of targeting and explicitly teaching vocabulary (Beck & McKeown, 2001; Biemiller & Boote 

2006; Coyne et al., 2004; Elley, 1989; Justice, Meier, & Walpole, 2005; Loftus et al., 2010).  

Knowing what words to teach and supporting vocabulary learning through read-alouds is 

especially important for early educators, since oral language skills are a critical indicator of 

future reading success (Nation & Snowling, 2004; Snow et al., 2007).  It is apparent that teachers 

need to learn more about (a) language development, (b) effective vocabulary instruction, and (c) 
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successful storybook reading practices not only during professional development, but during pre-

service preparation, as well.   

Findings from this study have particular relevance for schools given the recent emphasis 

on the Common Core Standards.  All of the teachers mentioned that they are currently receiving 

training in the Common Core State Standards (CCSS).  Professional development on effective 

storybook reading practices could be incorporated into CCSS trainings since read alouds provide 

a context for teachers to meet listening and speaking, language, and reading standards 

(Strickland, 2013).   

Clearly, teachers should be encouraged to spend more time using effective read-aloud 

strategies with their students to allow for richer interactions, support students’ thinking and 

questioning skills, and build background knowledge.  Storybook reading, if conducted 

purposefully, can become a powerful intervention for students who are at-risk for reading 

difficulties.   

Finally, teachers should be encouraged to enhance their classroom libraries with books 

that promote deeper discussions and provide students with opportunities to interact with the 

books and their peers (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002).  One of the teachers mentioned in her 

interview that, as a result of the intervention, she began putting out books instead of providing 

worksheets for the students in the morning.  She noticed that her students were beginning to help 

each other read, talk about the books, and ask each other questions about the stories.  Instead of 

busywork, students were purposefully reading together, acquiring a love for reading, and 

expanding their thinking, communication skills, and knowledge. 

Implications for Future Research 

There is much room for additional research on methods for helping teachers improve the 

quality of their interactions with students.  First, the video recordings of the read-aloud sessions 
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in this study could be further analyzed for additional data.  For example, it would be interesting 

to record the mean length of utterance (MLU) of the students from baseline to maintenance.  It 

was observed that students not only increased their responses, but that they were speaking in full 

sentences and asking higher level questions toward the end of the study.  It would also be 

worthwhile to conduct a sequential analysis of the videos to determine what types of teacher talk 

led to specific types of student responses.  Further, vocabulary outcomes of students could be 

investigated in light of the nature of vocabulary instruction they received during the interactive 

storybook reading sessions.  For instance, once Deborah learned the importance of introducing 

and supporting vocabulary before, during, and after the read aloud, she made sure to ask 

questions that led her students to say the targeted words.  Perhaps because they verbally repeated 

the targeted vocabulary, allowing them to create a phonological representation of the words 

(Beck et al., 2002), Deborah’s students made some of the greatest gains in expressive 

vocabulary.   

Due to the significant outcomes obtained from this study, a logical next step would be to 

use a large N randomized control-group design to test the effectiveness of the interventions with 

larger groups of teachers and students.  A study of this nature could shed more light on the 

effects of professional development with coaching on change in teacher practice, the feasibility 

of implementing effective storybook reading strategies in other classrooms, and the effects of 

interactive storybook reading strategies on the oral language skills of primary grade students. 

Future research could also be conducted on the use of questioning strategies to support 

interactions with students in other grade levels.  The teachers in this study reported using the 

strategies effectively in the content areas and with non-fiction books.  Further investigation could 

determine whether teachers of older students would incorporate these strategies effectively in 
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other content areas.  In addition, it would be interesting to examine what gains might occur with 

preschool students or students in the upper grades. 

Another area of future research would be to incorporate the strategies with large groups 

of students.  Although research supports the effectiveness of explicit and systematic instruction 

with groups of 4 to 5 at-risk students, it would be worthwhile to investigate whether oral 

language gains are limited to small groups of students with interactive storybook reading 

interventions, or if at-risk students would make the same gains if the interventions were 

implemented in large-group settings. 

Because the one-on-one PD and extended coaching provided in this study are probably 

not realistic in most settings, further research could investigate whether other methods of PD 

would yield similar results.  For example, it is important to know the effects of the PD 

intervention when implemented with teachers participating in a group.  It would also be worth 

investigating how much coaching is necessary to yield changes in teacher talk and whether 

coaching by teachers paired to observe each other could be effective.  

Given the pressure of time that most teachers experience as they schedule their daily 

instruction, future research should examine how much reading aloud is optimal in kindergarten. 

Scarborough and Dobrich (1994) found that shared reading accounted for only a very small 

portion of the variance in reading ability in the primary grades, but these findings were related to 

naturally occurring read alouds.  Perhaps more frequent and intentional read alouds would yield 

different results.   

Further research could also be conducted on the type of book used for read alouds.  The 

use of high-quality children’s literature provides exposure to (a) vocabulary that students are not 

likely to encounter in daily conversations, (b) the syntactic structure of language, (c) concepts of 
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print, and (d) story structure.  In addition, colorful illustrations in authentic literature support 

vocabulary knowledge and story retelling.  Books with these features offer an ideal context for 

rich discussion, however, some of the teachers in the study mentioned using the interactive 

strategies in other contexts like math, science, and social studies.  It would be interesting to 

investigate further the role of books in student outcomes.  That is, are the differences in effects 

on students’ language skills related to the use of authentic, high quality children’s literature?  Or, 

are changes simply due to teachers’ use of more effective interactive strategies?   

Finally, future research could focus on the effectiveness of read-alouds when teachers are 

provided with professional development and ongoing coaching support, but are free to choose 

their own books and targeted vocabulary from the story.  In the present study, these variables 

were controlled, but it would be interesting to find out what types of books teachers would 

choose, what vocabulary they would target, and whether those decisions would lead to favorable 

increases in students’ thinking, interactions, questioning, and oral language skills.  During the 

maintenance phase of the study, teachers chose their own books and targeted vocabulary.  

Although they chose appropriate books and provided some vocabulary support, it was apparent 

that there was a need for (a) a deeper understanding of tier two words, (b) how to create clear and 

consistent explanations of the words, and (c) a better understanding of how to provide examples 

of the words in different contexts.  

Conclusion 

This study was conducted to investigate the effects of professional development with 

ongoing coaching on read-alouds conducted by kindergarten teachers.  In addition, the effects on 

the oral language skills of at-risk kindergarten students were examined.  The results indicated 

that the teachers increased both the quantity and the quality of their interactions with students 

from baseline to the maintenance phase of the study.  During the course of the intervention, an 
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increase was observed in the mean frequency for all dependent variables:  (a) asking closed 

questions, (b) asking open questions, (c) supporting vocabulary development, (d) extending 

responses, (e) affirming and/or repeating student responses, (f) praising student responses, and 

(g) clarifying student responses.  Subsequently, teachers and students had richer conversations.  

Teachers reported that students (a) exhibited higher-level thinking skills, (b) made more 

connections to the stories, (c) began asking higher-level questions, (d) became more word 

conscious, and (e) demonstrated more confidence in their oral language abilities.  Furthermore, 

the participating students showed significant gains in expressive vocabulary as measured by the 

targeted words they could define from pre-to posttest.  Listening comprehension outcomes of the 

treatment group, although not significant, were also slightly higher than children in the control 

group.   

The findings of this research hold important implications for the use of storybook reading 

as an effective intervention to support vocabulary and listening comprehension skills.  Teachers 

spent an average of 12 minutes conducting read-alouds during the baseline phase.  During 

intervention, they spent an average of 20 minutes reading to students and supporting interactions.  

By adding just 8 minutes per day to their read aloud time, teachers can significantly enhance the 

effectiveness of their interactions, which has the potential to boost vocabulary and listening 

comprehension skills of students who are at-risk for reading difficulties.  Reading aloud, given 

its current popularity in kindergarten classrooms, holds much potential for improving children’s 

language skills.  With effective professional development, this potential can be realized. 
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APPENDIX A 

IRB DOCUMENTATION  

 

The following are approval letters from the University of Florida Institutional Review 

Board.  The IRB approved the initial proposal and two amendments.  The first amendment was 

to add a control group, and the second was to add teacher interviews for social validity. 
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APPENDIX B 

CLASSROOM LITERACY ENVIRONMENT CHECKLIST 

Classroom Literacy Environment Checklist  

YES 

 

NO 
1. There is a thoughtfully designed area designated for the use and display of 

books.  
  

2. The classroom library area of room is inviting and stocked with age 

appropriate books at different reading levels for both enjoyment and learning. 

Quality of books: 

  

3. At least 50 picture books are available for children’s use with a variety of 

genres and characters that reflect the diversity and abilities of students. 

Quantity of books: 

  

4. There is evidence that storybook reading is a part of the daily classroom 

routine. 
  

5. Students have access to assistive technology to provide access to literacy 

(object books, software, audio texts, hardware, communication devices) 

  

6. Students have access to a variety of  printed materials (phone books, 

dictionaries, menus, recipes, labels, signs, printed directions, student work, 

alphabet displays) 

  

7. Listening center is available with songs and stories on tape    

8. Classroom has a designated area for shared large group reading    

9. Classroom has a designated area for small group learning.   

10. Classroom has appropriate resource books for daily activities (poetry, art, 

drama, hand rhymes, music, science, cooking)  

  

11. Word walls are displayed and there is evidence they are used by students 
  

12. Instruction is intentionally focused on expanding students’ expressive 

vocabulary  
  

13. Classroom is decorated with pictures, illustrations, students’ work, and 

printed words from thematic lessons 

  

14. A variety of media is available for writing (letter stamps, large writing charts, 

graphs, pockets charts, enlarged recipe cards, write-on boards) 

  

15. Classroom management strategies exist and are enforced in ways that respect 

students and encourage purposeful engagement. 

  

16. Teachers engage students in conversations that facilitate a mutual exchange 

of ideas, opinions, and feelings. 

  

17. Teachers understand the role that extended discourse plays in students’ 

learning and oral language development. 

  

18. Classroom materials are well-organized, accessible to students, and 

coordinated with learning goals. 

  

19.  Students are purposefully engaged in appropriate learning activities.   

20. Students appear to enjoy engaging in literacy and language activities.   
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APPENDIX C 

TEACHER BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

Teacher                Date  

 

 

1.  How many years of teaching experience do you have?  

2. How many years have you taught kindergarten? 

3. What other grade levels have you taught?   For how long? 

4. What type of degrees, certifications, and/or endorsements do you have? 

5. How many hours of professional development in reading have you had in the past year?   

6. Over the course of your career, how many hours of professional development have you had in 

storybook reading strategies specifically? 

 

7. Briefly explain why you would like to be part of this study. 
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APPENDIX D 

LIST OF TARGETED VOCABULARY  

1. awful – If something is awful, it is very bad.  If you don’t like the way something tastes, 

you might say it tastes awful. 

 

2. bother - It might bother someone, if you talk to them or interrupt them when they’re 

busy.  If something bothers you, it annoys (bugs) you. 

 

3. branch – A branch is the part of a tree that grows out from the trunk. 

 

4. decide – If you decide to do something, you choose to do it.  You might decide whether 

to play with puzzles or go to the computer. 

 

5. enormous – Something very large in size is called enormous.  If something is enormous, 

it is huge like a giant. 

 

6. frightened – If you are frightened of something, it means you’re afraid or scared.  You 

might be frightened if you hear a loud noise. 

 

7. gasp – Gasp is when you take in a short, quick breath through your mouth. 

(Demonstrate.) If something surprises you, you might gasp.  

 

8. huddle – If you huddle somewhere, you sit, stand, or lie holding your arms and legs close 

to your body.  You can also huddle together with others.  You might huddle if you are 

cold or frightened. 

 

9. interrupt – If you interrupt someone who is speaking, you say or do something that 

causes them to stop.  You might interrupt the teacher, if you start talking when she is 

talking. 

 

10. joyful – If you feel joyful, it means you are very happy.  You might feel joyful about 

getting something you’ve wanted for a long time.  

 

11. lonely -  If you are lonely, you are unhappy because you are all alone or because you 

don’t have any friends.  You might be lonely when you don’t have anyone to play with. 

 

12. mutter – If you mutter, you speak very quietly so you can’t be heard.  Sometimes you 

mutter when you are complaining about something and don’t want to be heard. 
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13. nod – If you nod, you move your head up and down to answer yes to a question.  You 

might nod if you want to answer yes. 

 

14. patient – A person who is patient, waits without getting upset, even if something takes a 

long time.  You might have to be patient when you wait your turn for a drink at the water 

fountain. 

 

15. roar – If something roars, it makes a very loud noise.  This noise is called a roar.  A lion 

roars.  It makes a very loud noise when it roars. 

 

16.  snout - A snout is an animal’s nose and jaws.  The nose of a pig is a snout. 

 

17. spoiled – If something is spoiled, it is no longer good.  If you tell someone the ending of 

the story before they hear it, you might spoil the story. 

 

18. tame – An animal is tame if it is not afraid of people (and doesn’t hurt them).  Your pet 

dogs and cats are tame. 

 

19.  vet – A vet is a doctor who takes care of sick animals.  When your dog or cat is sick, you 

might take them to see the vet. 

 

20. worry – If you worry, you keep thinking about a problem or something bad that could 

happen.  You might worry about what would happen if you missed the bus or someone 

didn’t come to pick you up from school on time. 
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APPENDIX E 

EXPRESSIVE VOCABULARY MEASURE 

Student Name: _______________________________  Date: ___________________ 

School: _____________________________________   Teacher: ________________ 

Directions:  I’d like to ask you a few questions about some words you might know.   

Tell me what you know about these words. 
 

1. awful 

A. What does awful mean?  _____/2    (If something is awful, it is very bad.)  

B. Tell me about something that would be awful.  _____/1  

2. bother 

A. What does bother mean?  _____/2   (If something bothers you, it annoys or bugs you.) 

B. Tell me about a time when someone bothered you.  _____/1 

3. branch 

A. What is a branch?  _____/2   (A branch is the part of a tree that grows out from the 

trunk.) 

 

B. Tell me where you might see a branch.  _____/1 

4. decide 

A. What does decide mean?  _____/2   (If you decide to do something, you choose to do it.)  

B. Tell me when you had to decide something.  _____/1 

5. enormous 

A. What does enormous mean?  _____/2   (Something very large in size is called enormous.)  

B. Tell me about something enormous.  _____/1 

6. frightened 

A. What does frightened mean? _____/2   (If you are frightened, it means you’re afraid or 

scared.)   

 

B. Tell me when you might be frightened. _____/1 

7. gasp 

A. What does gasp mean?  _____/2   (Gasp means you take in a short, quick breath through 

your mouth.) 
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B. Tell me when someone might gasp.  _____/1 

8. huddle 

A. What does huddle mean?  _____/2   (To sit, stand, or lie holding your arms and legs close 

to your body.)  

 

B. Tell me when someone or something might huddle.  _____/1 

9. interrupt 

A. What does interrupt mean?  _____/2   (If you interrupt someone who is speaking, you say 

or do something that causes them to stop.)   

 

B. Tell me when someone interrupted you.  _____/1 

10. joyful 

A. What does joyful mean?  _____/2   (If you feel joyful, it means you are very happy.)   

B. Tell me when you might feel joyful.  _____/1 

11. lonely 

A. What does lonely mean?  _____/2   (If you’re lonely, you’re unhappy because you’re all 

alone or because you don’t have any friends.)  

 

B. Tell me when you might feel lonely.  _____/1 

12. mutter 

A. What does mutter mean?  _____/2 (If you mutter, you speak very quietly so you can’t be 

heard.)   

 

B. Tell me when you might mutter.  _____/1 

13. nod 

A. What does nod mean?  _____/2  (If you nod, you move your head up and down to answer 

yes to a question.)   

 

B. Tell me when you might nod.  _____/1 

14. patient 

A. What does patient mean?  _____/2 (A person who is patient, waits without getting upset, 

even if something takes a long time.)    

 

B. Tell me when you needed to be patient.  _____/1 

15. roar 

A. What does roar mean?  _____/2   (If something roars, it makes a very loud noise.)  
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B. Tell me when something might roar.  _____/1 

16. snout 

A. What is a snout?  _____/2    (A snout is an animal’s nose and jaws.)   

B. Tell me where you might see a snout.  _____/1 

17. spoiled 

A. What does spoiled mean?  _____/2   (If something is spoiled, it is no longer good.)   

B. Tell me when something might be spoiled.  _____/1 

18. tame 

A. What does tame mean?  _____/2   (An animal is tame if it is not afraid of people and 

doesn’t hurt them.)   

 

B. Tell me about something that is tame.  _____/1 

19. vet 

A. What is a vet?  _____/2   (A vet is a doctor who takes care of sick animals.)   

B. Tell me something a vet might do.  _____/1 

20. worry 

A. What does worry mean?  _____/2   (If you worry, you keep thinking about a problem or 

something bad that could happen.)  

 

B. Tell me when you might worry.  _____/1 

Scoring 
Part A (definition)  

 0 = no response/unrelated response 

 1 = partial knowledge 

 2 = full knowledge 

Part B (student example) 

 0 = not applicable 

 1 = applicable response 

Total number of points possible 

Per section 

 Part A (definition) – 2 x 20 = 40 

 Part B (student example) – 1 x 20 = 20 

Overall total – 60 points 

Total student score 

Per section 

 Part A (definition) - ______/40 = _____% 

 Part B (student example) -_____/20 = _____% 

 

Overall total – _____/60 = _____% 
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APPENDIX F 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION MEASURE 

Student Name:  _____________________________________Date:  ___________________ 

School:_____________________________________ Teacher:________________________ 

Title of Story  _______________________________________________________________ 

Recording Sheet 

Part 1 Retelling the Story 

 

Say:  “Starting from the beginning, tell me what happened in this story.” 

 

Beginning 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Middle 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

End 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

If necessary, prompt the student to obtain more information about the story.   

Keep track of how many and which prompts are used. 

Prompts: 

1. Tell me more. 

2. What else do you remember about the story? 

3. What happened at the beginning? 

4. What happened after/ before  (an event the student told about) 

5. How did the story end? 
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Part 2 Thinking about the story 

 

Ask:  “What part of the story did you like best?   Tell me why you liked that part?” 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Part 3 Making personal connections to the story 

 

Ask:  “What did you think about when you heard the story?”  (What did this story make you 

think of?) 

 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Listening Comprehension Score Sheet 

 EMERGING DEVELOPING INDEPENDEN

T 

ADVANCED 

1. Retelling: 

Sequencing 

Events 

Includes  

1 or 2 details or 

events from the 

story 

Includes at least 3 

details or events, 

may be in random 

order 

Includes most 

important events 

from the 

beginning, 

middle, and end 

generally in 

sequence 

Includes all 

important events 

from beginning, 

middle, and end in 

sequence 

Score (circle 

score) 

1    2  3    4 5    6 7    8 

2. Retelling: 

Language/Vocab

ulary 

Uses general terms 

from text, limited 

understanding of 

key words and 

concepts 

 Uses some 

vocabulary from 

text/ language, has 

some 

understanding of 

key words and 

concepts 

Uses vocabulary 

from text/ 

language, has 

general 

understanding of 

key words and 

concepts 

Uses important 

vocabulary from 

text/ language, has 

good 

understanding of 

key words and 

concepts 

Score (circle 

score) 

1    2 3    4 5    6 7    8 

3. Retelling: 

Characters 

Refers to characters 

using pronouns, 

may not give 

correct information 

Refers to 

characters using 

correct pronouns, 

may give some 

incorrect 

information 

Refers to most 

characters by 

name and 

includes mostly 

correct details  

Refers to all 

characters by 

name and gives 

most of the 

important details 

Score (circle 

score) 

1    2 3    4 5    6 7    8 

4. Retelling: 

Need for prompts 

Retells story with 5 

or more prompts 

Retells story with 

3 or 4 prompts 

Retells story 

with only 1 or 2 

prompts 

Retells story with 

no prompts 

Score (circle 

score) 

1    2 3    4 5    6 7    8 

5. Thinking about 

the story 

No response,  

no reason for 

opinion, or 

unrelated response 

Limited response 

or general reason 

for opinion 

Gives relevant 

reason for 

response, and 

specific story 

event 

Gives response 

and reason that 

reflect higher 

level thinking 

Score (circle 

score) 

1    2 3    4 5    6 7    8 

6. Making 

personal 

connections to the 

story 

No response, or 

makes unrelated 

connection 

Makes connection 

that reflects 

limited 

understanding of 

the story 

Makes literal 

connection that 

reflects a basic 

understanding of 

the story 

Makes thoughtful 

personal 

connections that 

reflects a deep 

understanding of 

the story 

Score (circle 

score) 

1    2 3    4 5    6 7    8 

Total Score 6-12 13-24 25-36 37-48 
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APPENDIX G 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE DESCRIPTIONS 

Comments 

 When the teacher makes a statement that doesn’t fall into any other category (e.g., Look 

at her.  Look at this picture.  Kids shouldn’t hurt each other.) 

 Comments related to vocabulary, should be tallied as vocabulary 

 Setting the purpose for reading (e.g., In this story, listen to find out why Peter is jealous.) 

 When the teacher says no to an incorrect answer but doesn’t clarify 

 Many teachers out of habit say, “let’s find out!” numerous times during a read aloud.  

Only code this as a comment if the teacher is setting the purpose for reading or helping 

students make a prediction. 

 

Clarifications  

 An explanation to support understanding other than a vocabulary clarification 

 Any time the teacher clarifies a concept from the story or explains something during 

conversations (e.g., At Busch gardens the wild animals sometimes do tricks, but most 

wild animals don’t do these kinds of tricks) 

 When the teacher explains after the student gives an incorrect answer 

 

Vocabulary  

 Teachers sometimes pose a question when they introduce vocabulary (e.g., What does 

celebration mean?) Code this as a closed question, and then code it as vocabulary when 

the meaning of the word is provided 

 Count targeted words as vocabulary again when teachers refer to the same word during 

the reading, or ask questions about the word  

 Make a tally mark under the same vocabulary word each time teacher gives an example 

of the word.  (e.g., Party - A party is a celebration.  That’s right birthdays are a time when 

you might have a party. This comment would receive a tally for the vocabulary word and 

a tally for an example of the word.) 

 Count each time the word is reinforced during the story 

 

Vocabulary words targeted:  awful, bother, enormous, frightened, gasp, huddle, interrupt, 

joyful, lonely, mutter, nod, patient, roar, snout, tame, vet, worry 

 

Closed questions  

 Questions with yes/no answers or a specific answer (e.g., what do you see here?  What 

did the pig ask for?)   

 Teachers sometimes pose questions as a “fill in the blank. “  (e.g., at the party, the pig 

wore her _______________.)  Code this as a closed question. 

 If the teacher repeats or rephrases the same question, and/or asks each child to respond to 

the same question, only give one tally. 

 If the teacher asks students to retell events from the story, this is a closed question. 
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Open questions 
Inference questions or questions with no right or wrong answer (e.g., Why do you think the pig 

wanted balloons? Why did she put on her favorite dress?) . 

 

Praise 

If the teacher says something like, “that’s a great answer, very good, or good idea” code as 

praise.   

 

Affirm 

 When the teacher says something affirmative:  yes, uh huh, okay, that’s right or nods her 

head, code as affirmation.   

 Sometimes teachers will affirm with a question like, “really, he did?”  Code this as an 

affirmation. 

 If the teacher nods, count it as an affirmation. 

 If the teacher nods as she says, “uh, huh” count it as only one tally. 

 

Repeat 

 When the teacher repeats a student’s response, code as a repetition.  If the teacher repeats 

the student’s response and then says “that’s right” to the same student, tally as a 

repetition and an affirmation. 

 If the teacher repeats a response, and corrects grammar, but doesn’t extend, tally as a 

repetition. 

 Sometimes teachers repeat what the student says as a question.  Count it as a repetition 

unless teacher is really asking a question.  (e.g., the dog ran into to street? After the 

student just said “a dog ran into the street) 

 

Extend  
When the teacher repeats, but adds to what the student says in a complete sentence correcting 

grammar, code as extend. 

 

Student Responses 

 When students respond chorally to a closed question, count only once. 

 Code each student response as either on-topic or off-topic. 
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APPENDIX H 

COMPONENTS OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

1. Foundations of the early literacy and oral language development of young children 

2. Discussion of the importance of supporting early literacy and oral language development in 

the primary grade classroom 

3. Share effective storybook reading research  

4. Discuss the elements of effective storybook reading procedures 

a. Creating a designated area for storybook reading 

b. Ensuring that all children are seated so they can see the illustrations of the story and 

easily interact the teacher and each another 

c. Reading the story to a small group (4-5) of children 

d. Allowing all children an opportunity to interact 

e. Following the child’s interest 

f. Asking closed questions 

g. Providing ample wait time 

h. Asking open-ended questions 

i. Praising, affirming, and extending the child’s responses 

5. Model the elements of interactive storybook reading 

a. Setting the objective 

b. Choosing vocabulary 

c. Building background 

d. Setting the purpose for reading 

e. Creating prompts and questions to support understanding of the text 

f. Responding to students 

6. Allow participants to practice the targeted elements of storybook reading  

7. Supply participants with accuracy feedback and clarification of implementation  

8. Provide a question and answer time for further clarifications of expectations 

9. Administer a posttest consisting of an opportunity for teachers to demonstrate their 

understanding and application of the dependent variables.  (Participants will be given a 

storybook and asked to create a lesson plan containing all of the targeted elements of 

storybook reading.) 
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APPENDIX I 

READ-ALOUD LESSON PLANNING FORM 

Title of Story:  ___________________________________________________________ 

Materials:  ______________________________________________________________ 

Targeted Vocabulary:  _____________________________________________________ 

Objective(s):  ____________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Building Background:   

 

Setting the Purpose for Reading:  

 

Read the Story/Prompts:  
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Wrap Up  
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Teacher Sample Lesson Plan 

Title of Story:  Ira Sleeps Over by Bernard Waber 

Targeted Vocabulary: worry, embarrassed 

Objective(s):  RL.K.1. With prompting and support, ask and answer questions about key details; 

L.K.5. With guidance and support from adults, explore word relationships and nuances in word 

meanings.  

 

Building Background:   

Sometimes we might be afraid to share what we’re thinking and feeling because we’re worried 

about what others will think or say. We may be afraid we’ll be embarrassed. If you’re 

embarrassed, you might feel shy or worried about something.  

When you’re embarrassed you might be worried that someone will laugh or make fun of you. I 

felt embarrassed the other day when I noticed I had a piece of spinach stuck in my front teeth. I 

wondered if anybody saw it and thought I looked silly. 

 

Setting the Purpose for Reading:   

The story we’re going to read today is about a little boy named Ira who feels embarrassed about 

something and has trouble telling his thoughts and feelings to his best friend, Reggie. As I read 

the story, think about what Ira is embarrassed about.  

 

Read the Story /Prompts:  

 Pages 8-9 

When you worry, you keep thinking about something bad that might happen. 

 

Does Ira seem worried about NOT sleeping with his teddy bear? 

 

 Pages 14-15 

Ira has now decided NOT to take his teddy bear to Reggie’s for the sleepover. 

 

Why do you think Ira changed his mind? 

(He’s worried that Reggie will laugh at his teddy bear’s name and he’ll feel 

embarrassed.) 

 

I bet there are times when you feel embarrassed, too.  When have you felt embarrassed? 

 

 Pages 18-19 

Ira asked Reggie twice what he thinks of teddy bears and Reggie didn’t answer. 

Why do you think Ira asks Reggie what he thinks about teddy bears? 

 (He’s still worried and trying to decide whether to take his bear to Reggie’s house.) 

 

What do you think Ira will decide?  Why? 

 (Accept all reasonable responses.) 

Let’s see what happens. 
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 Pages 44-45 

Why is Ira no longer worried that Reggie will laugh? 

(Reggie sleeps with a teddy bear, too.) 

 

Wrap Up:  Because the boys didn’t express their thoughts and feelings to each other, they didn’t 

know that they both slept with teddy bears. Sometimes WE have trouble expressing our thoughts 

and feelings, too because we’re worried about feeling embarrassed. But, unless we express our 

feelings and talk about them, we don’t really know what someone else is thinking and they don’t 

know what we’re thinking. Sometimes, others may be feeling the same way you are.  
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APPENDIX J 

READ-ALOUD SESSION FEEDBACK FORM 
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APPENDIX K 

BOOK TITLES AND SEQUENCE OF INTRODUCTION 

Book Titles and Sequence of Introduction for Intervention Phase 

1. I Like Myself  (Beaumont, 2004)  

2. Help! A Story of Friendship (Keller, 2007)   

3. It’s Mine (Lioni, 1996)   

4. Leo the Late Bloomer (Kraus, 1971)   

5. Bear Feels Sick (Wilson, 2007)   

6. Peter’s Chair (Keats, 1998)  

7. Biggest Nose (Caple, 2005) 

8. Annie and the Wild Animals (Brett, 1989)  

9. Goggles (Keats, 1998)   

10. Alligator Boy (Rylant, 2007)   

11. Charlie Anderson (Abercrombie, 1995)  

12. Can I Keep Him?  (Kellog, 1992) 

13. My Mouth is a Volcano (Cook, 2010)   

14. Knuffle Bunny:  A Cautionary Tale (Willems, 2003)   

15. Ira Sleeps Over (Waber, 1972)  

16. A Chair for My Mother (Williams, 1984)   

17. Sheila Rae the Brave (Henkes, 1985)  

18. Sometimes I’m Bombaloo (Vail, 2004)   

19. Caps for Sale (Slobodkina, 1968)  

20. Being Friends (Beaumont, 2002)   

 

Book Titles for Baseline Phase and Control Classrooms (can be read in any order) 

1. Please, Puppy, Please (Lee, 2005) 

2. Saturday at the New You (Barber, 1994) 

3. The Leaving Morning (Johnson, 2005) 

4. Big Al (Clements, 1997) 

5. The Story of Ferdinand (Lawson, 1936) 

6. The Story about Ping (Flack, 1933) 

7. The Wednesday Surprise (Bunting, 1989) 

8. Harriet, You’ll Drive Me Wild (Fox, 2003) 

9. Big Mama’s (Crews, 1998) 

10. The Wall (Bunting, 1992) 

 

Book Title for Listening Comprehension Pretest 

 Bear’s Bargain (Asch, 1992) 

Book Title for Listening Comprehension Posttest 

 Skyfire (Asch, 1984) 



 

 199 

APPENDIX L 

DATA COLLECTION FORM 
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APPENDIX M 

TREATMENT INTEGRITY CHECKLIST 

Treatment Fidelity Checklist 

 

Trainer _________________________                          Date________________________ 

 

Training # _____________________    Percentage of elements observed ______________ 

 

Training Elements  

(Clearly explained and demonstrated) 

Observed Not observed Total 

1. Early literacy and oral language 

development of young children 

   

2. Research supporting effective storybook 

reading and the benefits to young children. 

   

3. Creating a designated reading area    

4. Seating children for ease of interaction and 

ability to see illustrations of story 

   

5. Keeping groups to max of 4-5 children    

6. Allowing all children a chance to interact    

7. Following the child’s interest    

8. Asking closed questions    

9. Providing ample wait time    

10. Praising, affirming, and extending 

responses 

   

11. Model interactive storybook reading    

12. Allow participants opportunity to practice 

creating closed questions 

   

13. Allow participants opportunity to practice 

asking open questions  

   

14. Allow participants opportunity to practice 

praising, affirming, and extending 

responses  

   

15. Participants are given corrective feedback    

 

16. Participant are given opportunity to 

become familiar with data collection form 

   

17. Question and Answer session is conducted    

 

18.  Participants are given opportunity to 

complete a read-aloud lesson plan 

   

19. Corrective feedback given for lesson plan    

 

20. Follow-up training conducted as needed    
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APPENDIX N 

SOCIAL VALIDITY CHECKLIST 

Social Validity Checklist 

 

Teacher: (optional) _________________________  Date: _______________ 

 

1. Read each item carefully and circle the phrase that best describes your feelings. 

2. Five possible choices have been placed after each statement.  Circle only one. 

3. Please be sure to answer every item.  (Your name on the form is optional.) 

 

 

1.  The interactive storybook reading PD session was very helpful. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

2.  The PD session took too much time. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

3.  I have noticed an improvement in my students’ oral language skills. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

4.  I will continue using interactive storybook reading techniques in my classroom. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

5.  Other kindergarten teachers might be interested in learning interactive storybook reading 

techniques. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

6.  I feel I am a more effective teacher since I participated in the interactive storybook reading 

PD sessions. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

7.  The accuracy feedback and coaching component were useful aspects of the PD. 

Disagree       Strongly agree 

1   2   3   4   5 

 

8.  On the back of this form, please describe oral language skill differences that you notice in the    

selected students. 
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APPENDIX O 

TEACHER INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Project SOLID 

Interview Probes 

 

1. Have you noticed any changes in your reading instruction since taking part in Project SOLID?  

If yes, can you tell me about those changes?  

 

2. Did you notice any changes in your instruction in other subject areas? 

 

3. Will you continue to use interactive storybook reading strategies in your classroom now that 

Project SOLID has ended?  If so, how?  (i.e., with the whole class, in small group, at other 

times besides storybook reading) 

 

4.  If you continue to use interactive strategies in small group, how many times per week do you 

think you will meet with the small group? 

 

5. What, if any, specific differences did you notice in the targeted students’ oral language skills 

as a result of participating in Project SOLID?  (i.e., asking questions, using targeted 

vocabulary, making connections between stories, answering more inference questions, making 

predictions) 

 

6. Do you think participating in Project SOLID had a positive impact on the targeted students’ 

school-wide or classroom assessment results?  What impacts did you notice? 

 

7. What could be added to the professional development and/or coaching components of Project 

SOLID to make it more helpful? 

 

8. If a colleague, who also teaches kindergarten, asked about the positives and negatives of using 

interactive storybook reading strategies, what are 3 positives you’d talk about?  3 negatives? 

 

9. Are there any other comments you’d like to make about taking part in Project SOLID? 
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APPENDIX P 

TEACHER RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW 

Teacher A Interview 

1. Have you noticed any changes in your reading instruction since taking part in Project 

SOLID?  If yes, can you tell me about those changes?  

 

Answer:  Yes.  I find that I take more time with my storybooks.  I ask more questions 

along the way.  I actually spend more time with the book, so I read less books.  Used to 

be, maybe I would read 3 stories at story time, now I may only read one because we’re 

spending more time on that book. We’re going more in depth…quality over quantity of 

books being read.  I also read a story in my small group probably once every other week.  

Which I never did before, so when it ties into our unit.  I enjoy that because the kids can 

have more of an interaction, rather than just a few answering; they can have more 

opportunity to talk about the stories.  

 

My small groups happen every day, but I’ll probably read the storybooks in small group 

every other Wednesday depending on what else I have going on that week. (During the 

small group time during the reading block.)  It has definitely left an impact. 

 

2. Are there any changes in your instruction in other subject areas? 

Answer:  Now I take the extra time during Science and Social studies.  Usually, I’ll pull a 

reading story in that goes with that and use the same strategies for asking questions, 

predicting, especially using the vocabulary.  In Social Studies and Sciences, you’re 

introducing a lot of unfamiliar vocabulary, so it works really well for that. 

 

3. Will you continue to use interactive storybook reading strategies in your classroom now 

that Project SOLID has ended?  If so, how?  (i.e., with the whole class, in small group, at 

other times besides storybook reading) 

Answer:  Definitely!  Especially in my small group because it gives every child a chance 

to answer and participate and take part in the conversation.  You can go over the 

vocabulary and you’re only talking to a few when you do it in whole group.  When I read 

stories in whole group, I’m still using those strategies, but you’re not able to get everyone 

to respond as much as in small group.   

Whenever, I read a story in small group, I kept it in my small group.  Every small group 

had the same experience. 

 

4.  If you continue to use interactive strategies in small group, how many times per week do 

you think you will meet with the small group? 

 

Answer:  I pull in a story every other week in small group, but actually when the kids 

have a phonics book, every week we start off with a phonics book and I’m using the same 

strategies there…So we’ll be doing some predicting before we read the story.  There 

probably won’t be any difficult vocabulary in these books because they’re on the 

students’ reading level, but talking about the characters, what might happen next, or a 
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different ending to the story.  So still using those strategies but in the guided reading 

group.  

 

5. What, if any, specific differences did you notice in the targeted students’ oral language 

skills as a result of participating in Project SOLID?  (i.e., asking questions, using targeted 

vocabulary, making connections between stories, answering more inference questions, 

making predictions, etc.) 

 

Answer:  I think the students continue to be more verbal in class, as far as discussions, 

they’re more apt to raise their hands and give answers than they would’ve done before.  I 

would have liked to see Taliyah get more vocal, or louder.  But she is willing to raise her 

hand now, where she wouldn’t have before. So, I think it gave them the confidence of 

getting used to the conversation and participating.  Sadly, not all of Tanya’s grades reflect 

how well she learned to think about the story and answer inferencing questions. Anything 

that required homework or home follow-up, she didn’t get it.  I have them read to me.  

We start a new book on Monday, we read it whole group and then they take a Xerox copy 

home and they’re supposed to read it every night.  Then on Thursday, they read it to me 

for their fluency grade.  She would read it to me and sound out the words and she 

struggled every time, because you could tell it was new to her on Thursday.  But in the 

last week or so…she got an E last week on her fluency!  I couldn’t believe it! I couldn’t 

have asked her to read more fluently.  I said, “Tanya, I’m so impressed!” She said, “I’ve 

been reading every night.”   So I don’t know if she’s been reading to someone…parents 

are supposed to sign the book each night that they read, but no one is signing it.  So I 

don’t know if she’s reading to anybody. She has been reading!  I just say, “Yay, for you!”  

 

We have our last demand writing coming up and I don’t know what it’s about, but I’m 

afraid it’s going to be “explain something.” So I’ve been trying to get the kids to tell me 

something they can do.  Tell me the steps, what do you do first, next, and last.  Today, I 

said we’re going to write about something you can do…a game you can play, something 

you can make, or can you make a sandwich? Write out the steps for me. She was writing 

and I didn’t even look at her.  Now, she didn’t stay on task, but when I looked over, she 

had written all the way to the bottom of the page.  I said, “Let’s see what you’ve got 

going on?”  She wrote:  I can play freeze tag.  I can make a wish.  I can ride my bike.  I 

can play with my friends.  I can play on the playground.  I’m like Yay!  I told her, lets 

take the freeze tag.  What steps do you go through to play freeze tag?  Just that she wrote 

that many things on her own.  In the grand scheme of things, it will still probably average 

out to be a low S or something, but even if no one else can tell, I know this little child 

made progress!  I do feel like this project probably benefitted her more than the others.  

Even though, Jamari’s vocabulary scores shot up and both Logan and James are 

completely comfortable talking in group.  I just feel like this really helped. This is 

impressive! 

 

6. Do you think participating in Project SOLID had a positive impact on the targeted 

students’ school-wide or classroom assessment results (especially in listening 

comprehension or vocabulary)?  What impacts did you notice? 
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Answer:  I think the project definitely had an impact on the targeted students.  These 

students consistently pass their accelerated reader (AR) tests now.  So, about three times 

a week, I read a story and then they get 5 questions on it.  It’s multiple choices for the 

answers, but every time they’re getting 4/5 or 5/5 consistently.  The boys especially 

improved in their listening skills.  When I give unit tests or my reading (treasures) series, 

on both listening comprehension and reading comprehension, they consistently score well 

on that.  I think the project had a positive effect on that. 

 

7. What could be added to the professional development and/or coaching components of 

Project SOLID to make it more helpful? 

 

Answer:  I couldn’t imagine getting more help than what had been given!  The one-on-

one training…at the beginning we did (baseline) where I read the stories and when I 

didn’t know what you were looking for or asking for…you and I then had the one-on-one 

training session and it was like a light bulb went on… “Oh, I should be asking more open 

ended questions!”  “Oh, I should be…!”  That to me was huge.  Just to be given that this 

is what we’re looking for now and this is what our goal is.  And then having to write the 

lesson plans for each story, even though I dreaded it, it really made me focus on what I 

was getting the kids to focus on.  It really did help!  Otherwise, I could have been real 

general, and flipped through a book and hit some of what I was going for, but this made 

me zero in on and have a clear understanding of what it means to be “worried” or 

whatever the vocabulary word we were going for.  I can’t imagine what more you 

could’ve done to better prepare us for it.  

 

8. If a colleague, who also teaches kindergarten, asked about the positives and negatives of 

using interactive storybook reading strategies, what are 3 positives you’d talk about?  3 

negatives? 

 

Answer:  I would say having someone count how many interactions I had with the group 

was so eye opening.  It was something I could never have kept up with or imagined.  It 

was a great feeling to see the numbers go up and think, “Oh, I have over 100 interactions 

with that book!”   That was really amazing! And it made me feel like I’m really not 

wasting anybody’s time.  Or just making sure I did acknowledge somebody’s comment or 

look you made some time for this one who doesn’t really speak up… 

Getting the storybooks to keep…for me that’s huge…and seeing the progress for the 

struggling readers. 

It’s more work than I initially thought it would be, so you had to be prepared. And then 

having to write the extra lesson plan for the book was a job, another task, but like I said, 

it was so necessary. We couldn’t skip that part and make it okay, we really needed it!  

…besides that, nothing else negative.  I don’t write my questions down now, but I’ll go 

through and preview the book, even if it’s one I’ve already read, and then be thinking in 

advance what do I want to target for the kids to know…do I want them to predict the 

ending, or do I want them to think about does the author wants this to be an information 

book, an entertainment book...  So, yeah, I put a lot more thought into picking the story 

now and …it’s funny because now the kids zoom in on words we’re not familiar 

with…We had something about “mammoth” and we were talking about what does 
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“mammoth mean?” It’s a great word for big and we went into it…mammoth dinosaurs, 

etc.  And then we were doing something else and Lori said, “It’s mammoth!”  This is 

weeks later and I said, “You’re absolutely right!  It is mammoth!”  

 

9. Are there any other comments you’d like to make about taking part in Project SOLID? 

 

Answer:  I would highly recommend it!  I just felt like it should be a standard training, 

one of these in-services that everybody attends and have a few hours on…even if we 

didn’t have the videoing and what not…just getting the reminder of the different level of 

questions and hitting the open-ended ones…and it would be nice if just once they had 

somebody come in and make tally marks to give them some feedback on how many 

comments they make.  So, it was inspiring and I would do it again.  Even though, I’m a 

veteran teacher, you can still teach an old dog, new tricks.  Super! 

 

Teacher B Interview 

 

6. Have you noticed any changes in your reading instruction since taking part in Project 

SOLID?  If yes, can you tell me about those changes?  

 

Answer:  I think I have truly learned to…number one, read through my book first before I 

present it to the class, so that it begins to just ignite some questions I want to ask, some 

key points…  I’ve worked a lot more now on inferencing in my stories, and cause and 

effect, and vocabulary words, and I’ve learned that no matter if it’s for whole group or 

small group, I do that first with the kids.  And I’ve noticed their comprehension even in 

just Accelerated Reader (AR) and other things, has really started to increase because 

they’re starting to ask themselves different questions.  Even when they read themselves 

now, they ask certain questions…that I’m like, if we hadn’t been training on this, they 

wouldn’t do it.  It’s really neat!! It has changed how I will present read-alouds forever! 

 

7. Are there any changes in your instruction in other subject areas? 

 

Answer:  I think it’s like a compilation of a couple things, we’re doing Common Core, 

but with your Project, I started introducing even my Math differently because now we do 

a lot more talking about it and turning to your partner, and asking them questions. But I 

think also, “What do you think is going to happen, when we do this?”   But I think, it’s 

just, like I said, all of this has played together to create that. Next year should be a great 

year because I’ll start the year out with it! So, I’m more excited about next year to come 

with it all. 

 

8. Will you continue to use interactive storybook reading strategies in your classroom now 

that Project SOLID has ended?  If so, how?  (i.e., with the whole class, in small group, at 

other times besides storybook reading) 

Answer:  Yes, we have been doing it in the classroom and yes, I will continue to do it! 

Before Project SOLID, I didn’t always take the time to read a book aloud.  Mainly 

because if there wasn’t really a book to go with the unit of study we were doing, I didn’t 

want to take the time to… I don’t want to say take the time to… I didn’t always have the 
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time to go and find a book.  After being in SOLID, I decided it doesn’t matter what the 

book is about, it’s the exposure to the vocabulary and the comprehension. So, I make a 

point now of sitting down and reading a book aloud at least 3 days a week, if not more. 

 

9. If you continue to use interactive strategies in small group, how many times per week do 

you think you will meet with the small group? 

Answer:  I will always meet with small groups, but not with a read aloud.  I would like 

to do more of that and I think that’s something for next year depending on how the 

district changes things up with the curriculum but I think it would be important.  I would 

like to see it, at least once a week. I feel like it is important, but I’ve learned through 

Project SOLID that when I have even the guided reading books (decodable books), I can 

use it through this.  So I’m asking my same questions, “What was the problem of the 

story? How did it end? How was it resolved”? What I’ll do is after we’ve read the book 

together the first day, that’s when I’ll ask those questions and then I repeat those 

questions throughout the week, so they’re kind of getting it. Not to the depth that they 

did when we did Project SOLID, but definitely, they’re at least skimming the surface 

where it’s getting their thinking going. Truly next year, I do want to do it.  

I think I review vocabulary words a lot more.  Especially if it’s a new word that I think 

they don’t know.  I review it. We go over it… For example, this week we were reading 

Chicks and Salsa and we talked about what is salsa, and some of the kids said, “Well it’s 

like ketchup and…” so we reviewed salsa and we reviewed salsa again and we’ve talked 

about what salsa is and how people eat it and how people make it.  Things like that...  

Another word in the story was guacamole.  I laugh because they were like, “What is 

that?”  It allowed us to open that up and say it’s a type of a fruit that people use… and 

avocado… It could be a fruit or could be a vegetable, it goes both ways.  We talked 

about that and we talked about how to make it and we talked about it for a few days 

now. Honestly, I don’t think a single child in this class knew what guacamole was. 

Because when I brought it up, I said, “Has anybody had that?”  Every last one of them 

went, “No!” When they look at it in the picture they say, “Eww, it’s green!”  “I hate 

green stuff.”  But once we talked about it, what’s in it, and how it tasted… It’s funny 

how quickly … I need to make some and bring it in and really I think it will help them 

make that connection even more. So…and that’s where I really started reviewing our 

vocabulary more.  

 

10. What, if any, specific differences did you notice in the targeted students’ oral 

language skills as a result of participating in Project SOLID?  (i.e., asking questions, 

using targeted vocabulary, making connections between stories, answering more 

inference questions, making predictions, etc.) 

Answer:  They tend to want to ask themselves more questions, and are more confident.  

They have more confidence now, where they’re more willing to participate and ask 

those questions.  If they have a question, they ask me to explain things through and I 

think that’s because of all the questions I ask them when we were doing the read-alouds.  

They got comfortable with that and are more sure of themselves.  Also, I think they’ve 

learned some new vocabulary and because they’ve learned that vocabulary they know 

how to use it properly.  So when they talk aloud to me or to other students, I think 
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they’re very proud of themselves and it makes them want to share more. I think of 

specific students that didn’t say much the first couple of lessons, and I think about the 

end when it was like…okay just let me finish the book because they had so many 

questions like…Well, What if….and I thought, that’s awesome, but let me finish and 

then you can talk. They do the same thing now and I think, let me finish this page…just 

hold on, hold on… (laughs) But that’s good because they’re thinking.  It has definitely 

encouraged me! 

 

11. Do you think participating in Project SOLID had a positive impact on the targeted 

students’ school-wide or classroom assessment results (especially in listening 

comprehension or vocabulary)?  What impacts did you notice? 

Answer:  That’s a hard one to answer since we haven’t completed FAIR testing yet.  We 

have no FAIR scores.  I have done one FAIR test on a student, the others I’ll start next 

week, and it was a student who’s listening comprehension went from a 0 to 1 questions 

correct to a 2.  So, I think… there’s been some improvement.  I think if she could’ve 

elaborated more, she would’ve had more correct, but that child is unable to focus long 

enough to…she’s not able to process it quick enough to get it right.  

 

6. What could be added to the professional development and/or coaching components of 

Project SOLID to make it more helpful? 

Answer:  I think it was pretty thorough.  It was very straightforward…what I needed to 

do.  You walked me through the first lesson and then after each one you’d ask if I had 

questions or was unsure how to do something. And there were some books that they 

were very short and so it was hard to say … “ I just need more books to ask my 

questions,” but it also taught me that it doesn’t have to be a long book or a short book.  It 

doesn’t matter; the idea is just to ignite the questions.  So they’re comprehending… and 

it’s teaching them, when they start to read… Like I said, our AR scores, that’s what I’ve 

seen a huge improvement in and that’s great because… they’re starting to listen to 

themselves when they read. 

 

7. If a colleague, who also teaches kindergarten, asked about the positives and negatives of 

using interactive storybook reading strategies, what are 3 positives you’d talk about?  3 

negatives? 

Answer:  I think I’ll start with negatives.  The only major negative is the fact that I had 

to sit and do my lesson plans.  But the positive was that by the end, I could read a story 

one time and already tell you all the questions I wanted to ask, because I had trained 

myself at that point of what I wanted to pull out.  I don’t have 3 negatives, that would be 

my only one was that at first, my lesson planning took an hour, it definitely took an hour 

to sit down and do it.  But the positives were the increase in comprehension was 

phenomenal, and I think for some of our ESE kids and ELLs, it’s such a positive to 

introduce them to new questioning, and reviewing the vocabulary, that it…the more we 

do it, the more we continue to do it.  I think it’s changing how a child thinks, which is 

good because they need to be independent thinkers and that’s what we want and need.  
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And again, I think just the overall effect in the classroom was a positive.  It has changed 

how I do question things.  

Even in my own house with my own daughter, when we read a book now, I ask these 

questions…her oral language and vocabulary is increasing, she’s asking lots more 

questions now…  I think it’s been great…!   

 

8. Are there any other comments you’d like to make about taking part in Project SOLID? 

Answer:  I think it needs to be shared next year with all of our kindergarten teachers at 

the beginning of the year.  The more I talk to our different teachers, the more they say, 

“I’d really like to see about it for next year, because it really has changed how I’m 

teaching and how I’m doing that portion of read aloud, and more importantly just 

reading.  I don’t care if it has nothing to do with it.  Up until this year, that’s how it was, 

I would just pull a book out and read it. But when you have units of study, you’re 

supposed to be following this idea and there are read alouds, but they’re not plentiful 

and it’s not always fun books.  Whereas now that I’ve been trained and I know… I just 

feel empowered to share that with the kids! 

 

 

Teacher C Interview 

 

1. Have you noticed any changes in your reading instruction since taking part in Project 

SOLID?  If yes, can you tell me about those changes?  

 

Answer:  Yes!  I noticed that I use a lot of the strategies, especially like the vocabulary 

preview more with the whole class, when I do whole class reading.  That’s the biggest 

thing, because for me that wasn’t a big push area for me that I realize or remember for 

myself.  So now it’s in the fore front and I do find myself doing that more and actually 

taking the time to preview the material that I’m going to read…to preselect books I’m 

going to use.  And be able to use that vocabulary and preview that vocabulary…That to 

me was something I needed to do and that’s what it brought out for me that…Hey, I’m 

not doing this enough.  So… 

 

2. Are there any changes in your instruction in other subject areas? 

 

Answer:  Well, I use the vocabulary preview, of course, in the content area also.  So, in 

the books we’re using in science and social studies, I preview that a lot more and 

frontload that vocabulary, so it’s definitely…I use it a lot more than I normally would 

have and on a more consistent basis than I did before. 

 

Do you see a difference in your questioning strategies? 

 

Answer:  Definitely!  When I’m able to pull in the things I did with Project SOLID, like 

with the author study (see below) it saves me time, too, because I can utilize something 

with the rest of the class that I’ve already done. It’s been exciting!!  We did an author 

study of Eve Bunting for a week…so we read The Flower Garden again in class and we 

read The Wall, and The Wednesday Surprise and so we talked about the stories and I was 
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able to use the questions and things like we used in small group for Project SOLID and it 

was great because the kids that we had done this with were excited because they had 

already previewed and so they were able to answer questions and stuff like that.  That 

was real exciting!  

 

3. Will you continue to use interactive storybook reading strategies in your classroom now 

that Project SOLID has ended?  If so, how?  (i.e., with the whole class, in small group, at 

other times besides storybook reading) 

 

Answer:  Definitely, Definitely!!  And I’ll use the books.  I really liked the books!  They 

were developmentally appropriate to the curricular area of K-2.  So, never knowing 

where we’re going to be from one year to the next, and those character building skills 

were the main focus, and I really liked that! That’s something that’s really important, 

especially in our day and age now. 

 

4. If you continue to use interactive strategies in small group, how many times per week do 

you think you will meet with the small group? 

 

Answer:  I won’t use it as much in small group because of the time constraints.  I noticed 

even from the video, as much as I tried to keep the time down, it was difficult to do that 

in a small group center time vs. doing it in whole group. I see the benefits of doing it in 

small group and what I thought about was to utilize it more with shorter books.  Possibly 

with guided reading or small group reading that way the actual content of the book is less 

meaty and is more specific to …   

I definitely saw how beneficial it was to do it in small group, because when I do it in 

large group, even with the same book, what I saw was …it was just so much harder to get 

that interaction and they live for it…they feed on it. To be able to give them that little bit 

of time…  Once a week with targeted students might work…the thing is…even the 

higher achieving student needs it, too.  They need that validation.  And it’s a great way to 

pre-teach that higher-level vocabulary and really get them using it.  That word, interrupt, 

stuck with Cody and he keeps using it.  So, once they get it and start to run with it, you 

want to be able to keep building that… and even the higher-level students want that 

validation.  That’s how I got those two kids to read those 50 books because they wanted 

to read with me.  They crave it just as much as the others do.  Unfortunately, the others 

need the articulation and really need it for the purpose of articulation instead of 

extension.  I haven’t quite found where the middle is going to be but it’s definitely 

beneficial, that’s why I said that possibly I could use it in guided reading specific or over 

a period of time, working on the same book…or doing it over a period of 20 minute 

sessions over time, not trying to do the whole thing in one day. That’s a thought too.  I’m 

going to play with it and see what I can come up with. 

 

5. What, if any, specific differences did you notice in the targeted students’ oral language 

skills as a result of participating in Project SOLID?  (i.e., asking questions, using targeted 

vocabulary, making connections between stories, answering more inference questions, 

making predictions, etc.) 
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Answer:  They all had increases.  Jared is the one that sticks out the most to me because 

at the beginning, he was almost incomprehensible, and the ideas he produced were 

generally way off topic and we couldn’t figure out what he was talking about and as we 

continued to move into it and he had more opportunities to share and to talk in a non-

threatening environment and to build that excitement and to be able to make those 

connections in his own way and we didn’t stop him even though the things he said maybe 

didn’t make a lot of sense… We kept validating him and that has made such a difference 

in his level of confidence now.  Even when he reads aloud by himself now, his level of 

confidence is amazing. It’s amazing!  Karen has come out of her shell a little more.  

She’s become more social with the other students.  She’s become more articulate. She 

still, when we’re doing comprehension or a story, she’s still a bit reserved and inhibited, 

but in other ways I’ve seen a lot of progress.  She also has become a reader now.  So even 

though she may not articulate it, I know she’s taking it all in because of the other things 

that she’s learning and the way she’s moving forward.  She’s…we’ve helped create that 

love of reading that I don’t think she had from the beginning.  She was so tied up in her 

shell… and so now she’s much less that way and she’ll sit on the rug and talk about 

books with other kids.   

 

It worked out really well and they all do it now together.  It’s nice to watch them when I 

put out library books in the morning and I don’t do as many paper/pencil “do-nows” 

anymore because I can put out big books and they read together or I can put out library 

books and they read together.  They help each other read and they talk about the story.  

They play teacher… It’s funny! The reciprocal conversations…they take turns, and wait 

their turn…  We started out the year with lots of chiefs and not enough Indians and now 

it’s getting better. They’re realizing and understanding the purpose of reciprocal 

communication and they’re learning from each other and you can see it now in class.  

 

 The first day back after Spring Break, I put big books out and there were kids 

everywhere sitting in two’s…laying on the floor with a book… reading together and 

talking about the stories…It was just, ahhh!  I was like, “YES!”  It was awesome! They 

point out illustrations… It’s really great!  That was very exciting!   

 

Colten is now using the vocabulary.  It’s clicked with him…certain words, he uses them 

quite often.  Austin is much more excited about reading now, and he’s moved into it. 

He’s working on decodable books, even without having all his letters and sounds. He’s 

able to talk about the pictures and he’s trying to write.  His writing… He can now give 

concise thoughts and is much more on topic because of that communication we had 

during those story times.  It has helped him to feel more confident about the things he has 

to say. And that what he has to say has value.  That’s really exciting!  I really enjoyed 

this. 

 

6. Do you think participating in Project SOLID had a positive impact on the targeted 

students’ school-wide or classroom assessment results (especially in listening 

comprehension or vocabulary)?  What impacts did you notice? 
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Answer:  Definitely!  We were just talking about their FAIR assessments…that’s just the 

tip of the iceberg!  Their Accelerated Reader (AR) tests…we’re doing listening 

comprehension for AR…Jared for example, at the beginning of the school year had a 

really hard time with the AR.  Now we’re moving to where he’s getting consistent 80’s 

and 100’s, and less 60’s and 40’s.  Even on books that are content area…we just finished 

a study on the sun and how the sun move across the sky…and what makes the sun appear 

to be moving… We’ve done AR books and listening comprehension on level 2.5 and 3.0 

books and they’re passing, they’re getting it…they’re taking in and using the illustrations 

and using those strategies to help them understand what we’re learning about in the 

Social Studies and Science content areas. I get really excited about it!  In fact, this is the 

most excited I’ve been all day! I’m really glad you came! It’s really shown up a lot in 

their AR, the listening comprehension.  And the thing is, I don’t do those (tests) with 

them.  They read them on their own. I have a volunteer that comes in and reads the test 

with them and it’s really exciting! She’s teaching them how to eliminate answers also, so 

they’re getting that one-on-one there too and they’re learning to use the book… and that’s 

the next step in taking a test like that, is learning to eliminate the wrong answers.  It all 

goes together and you can see now how it’s all coming together and it’s very exciting! 

 

7. What could be added to the professional development and/or coaching components of 

Project SOLID to make it more helpful? 

 

Answer:  I really liked what we did at the end when you came back and showed me the 

video clips and highlights.  A lot of those things, I don’t see.  And what I think may have 

been a horrible lesson, too many interruptions or whatever, what you see is totally 

different because you’re looking for specific things and I’m so busy focusing on 

everything at the same time, that I don’t see it.  I found that to be really helpful for me, us 

just sitting here and not even having to watch the whole thing, but just a few clips I was 

able to get a snapshot of what other people see that I’m doing… It helped me be able to 

reflect on the things I’m doing.  And with me I know that by watching the clips, the 

vocabulary development as far as pre-teaching and things like that, is something I don’t 

do enough of.  So, from watching the clips and seeing how the kids were engaged and 

how they were accepting of that vocabulary the more times that we used it in the story, it 

clicked for me, too.  It helped me realize that there are things that I need to change and 

think about ways that I need to grow.  I think it was important and I think that was a good 

thing. I would say that would be a good thing to do if you do this again.  

 

8. If a colleague, who also teaches kindergarten, asked about the positives and negatives of 

using interactive storybook reading strategies, what are 3 positives you’d talk about?  3 

negatives? 

 

Answer:  Project SOLID promoted active listening, and supporting struggling students 

and it really is beneficial.  It is really beneficial to them to have that active listening and 

to have that reciprocal communications.  That was very positive.  The interaction with the 

students was beneficial… to take the time to let them express… because a lot of times 

that’s part of the problem.  Kids come to school and nobody listens to them and so they 
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want to tell you everything whether it’s relevant or not, they want to tell you everything 

and so a lot of our sessions…we got comments about things that were totally off topic but 

it was something that they felt they wanted to say.  They may go off on tangents and 

stuff…  Because they need that chance to talk.  That talk time is so important.  If we can 

do it in a structured manner then they feel they’re getting what they need and we’re 

getting what we need…they’re still learning and it helps them grow.  Because it teaches 

them how to talk and how not to interrupt and all those good forms of communications 

that they don’t necessarily have at home when there are other kids and a baby crying and 

they need something but it’s not an emergency and they’re saying, “Mom, mom!” They 

have to learn to wait and learn to take turns and all those things and in that small group it 

made it so much easier to focus on that and to teach them those minute communication 

skills, those simple skills that are going to be lifesavers for the rest of their careers. That, 

in and of itself was very, very beneficial.  

The vocabulary reinforcement…the introduction of the higher-level questions and 

vocabulary concepts that were introduced in a setting that was non-threatening, small 

group and with stories that they could relate to.  So, using that vocabulary in a scenario 

that was within their grasp of understanding and with the colorful illustrations and the 

fiction and non-fiction and the combination of all of those things.  I thought that was very 

beneficial, very positive things. 

 

The only negatives would be the time it takes to prepare a lesson, because though 

valuable, I don’t see where I could do it on an everyday basis for every book that we 

read. Although, I can most definitely prepare a lesson much more quickly than I did 

before…  So, like I said, I could see doing it with shorter books and less vocabulary and 

more concise like a guided reading-type setting where the book is only 5-6 pages and 

make it much simpler (fewer vocabulary words, fewer questions) and something that 

could be done more realistically.  So that the time constraint for creating the questions, 

although beneficial, it’s just too much time. Also, the same type of thing (time constraint) 

I could see myself doing the lessons more whole group, rather than small group with a 

longer story especially.  Unfortunately, it’s not going to have as much of the benefit.  But 

it’s important for them to be exposed to good literature and the questioning skills and that 

rich vocabulary…you have to take the good with the bad.   

 

We have more flexibility of time in whole group vs. small group.  So, I could see where 

in that sense I would do it more, especially with a longer story, I would do it more in 

whole group than small group, but with a complete story.  That was really the only 

negative that I could come up with.  The strategies were great!  They were easy to 

use…they started to become very second nature…  So it was easy for me to implement.  

It made sense.  The things that you asked me to work on and try made sense.  They 

seemed to…the kids seemed to have responded well.  It wasn’t a struggle…we weren’t 

pulling teeth to get answers.  It seemed to flow really well, the way that you had me do 

the project.  So, other than time…was the only constraint where there would be any 

negative associated with it…the time to plan it and the time to execute it in small group.  

Other than that, I didn’t see any negatives. 

 

9. Are there any other comments you’d like to make about taking part in Project SOLID? 
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Answer:  Well, like I said, I really liked the books you chose.  They were very age 

appropriate.  I liked the variety…that was really good.  All the character building…that’s 

so important…. especially at this age…to build the base for them to understand what it 

means to have good character and what we’re expected to do and how people are 

supposed to treat each other.  Because there are so many things they’re exposed to…and 

honestly children are mean to each other and more and more kids seem to be less nice to 

each other and more mean…and it’s all about me and very selfish…  I think it’s really 

important that we help with those character building skills and the books you chose were 

very appropriate for doing that and lended very well to especially kindergarten and first 

grade, our Social Studies topics of rules, and how to treat people, and expectations…and 

what are good behavior choices and bad behavior choices and what are our…how do we 

talk to each other?  How do we communicate effectively without hurting someone’s 

feelings?  How do we have opinions and know when to keep our opinions to ourselves 

and when to voice it…and know when it’s going to hurt someone.  All those things came 

out in our discussions about these books.  It was a lot of repetitive, but not like you got 

hit by a car with it.  They flowed through the stories and all lended themselves in the 

same areas. So, really I thought you did a good job selecting the books…very good group 

of books.  I’m very thankful that I went ahead and did this and if you decide to do 

something again, please keep me in mind, most definitely. 

 

Teacher D Interview 

 

1. Have you noticed any changes in your reading instruction since taking part in Project 

SOLID?  If yes, can you tell me about those changes? 

  

Answer:  Yes the changes are that I’m thinking ahead more about what questions I’m 

going to ask to make the balance that we talked about, and introducing the vocabulary 

and building prior knowledge (before reading the story).  

 

2. Are there any changes in your instruction in other subject areas? 

 

Answer:  I just see that I want my kids to talk more.  A lot of times I would try to get the 

whole group instruction done quickly. I didn’t realize how important the interaction was 

with them actually talking about their prior knowledge. So now, I’m letting them speak 

more.   

 

3. Will you continue to use interactive storybook reading strategies in your classroom now 

that Project SOLID has ended?  If so, how?  (i.e., with the whole class, in small group, at 

other times besides storybook reading. 

 

Answer:  I would like to.  The problem with doing that in small group is time.   But in 

whole group, I really am doing my stories a lot differently.  As far as letting the children 

interact more. (Tell me more) I used to read the story, I would ask questions, answer the 

question, move on to the next page.  Now if they have a story that gets triggered in their 

mind, I’m letting them say it and also I’m letting them come up and point to the picture 



 

 215 

and talk about it.  Before I just wanted to hurry because you only have so much time.  But 

now that I realize the importance of interactions, I’m letting them talk about it. 

 

  Tell me how your vocabulary instruction is different. 

 

Answer:  Now I’m introducing the vocabulary before I read the story. (laughs) And when 

I get to the page, talking about the vocabulary that I want them to learn. I also started 

using a graffiti table on Fridays, where they have to draw pictures from the story for the 

week, and we talk about their pictures and we also write the vocabulary on the table and 

define it. 

 

4. If you continue to use interactive strategies in small group, how many times per week do 

you think you will meet with the small group? 

 

Answer:  I don’t think I’ll be able to meet with students in small group right now.  I’m 

hoping to change my center schedule next year.  I’m going to an in-service training on 

Thursday because I want to get some more ideas.  I’ve been doing the same thing for 7 

years and I now with Common Core; I really want to change it up some.  

 

5. What, if any, specific differences did you notice in the targeted students’ oral language 

skills as a result of participating in Project SOLID?  (i.e., asking questions, using targeted 

vocabulary, making connections between stories, answering more inference questions, 

making predictions, etc.) 

 

Answer:  Well, they’re talking a lot more.  Especially Devin and Colin who really didn’t 

talk at all at the beginning of the project. Now they have a lot to say about every story.  I 

think they’re really excited about books now.  Even in just regular conversations, they’re 

talking more. And they’re participating, raising their hands and wanting to participate. 

They’re definitely asking questions more, and if they don’t understand something, they 

want to know it.  Asking about that also.  If there’s a word they don’t know, they ask 

about it.  Which is very different from the beginning of the Project.  

 

6. Do you think participating in Project SOLID had a positive impact on the targeted 

students’ school-wide or classroom assessment results (especially in listening 

comprehension or vocabulary)?  What impacts did you notice? 

 

Answer:  Yes.  There was a big impact on their FAIR (vocabulary) assessment and then 

comprehension assessments; they’re doing much better.  We do accelerated reader also 

and they really want to do it now.  Before, they only would do it once a week on the one 

that I made them do.  Now they’re bringing back their library books and they want to do 

it and they just seem really excited about it! Their scores on AR are much better now.  

 

7. What could be added to the professional development and/or coaching components of 

Project SOLID to make it more helpful? 
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Answer:  I don’t know. I thought it was really helpful.  I liked it!  A lot of times you go to 

training, and you just do the training and then you’re supposed to go back and implement 

it. But, like the first time I implemented this intervention, you gave me suggestions on 

how to make it better, make it better, and make it better…  So that’s what you need is that 

coaching part. Otherwise, I wouldn’t have kept changing and I wouldn’t have increased 

my interactions and gotten to that level. So everybody else didn’t get to…I feel sad… 

 

8. If a colleague, who also teaches kindergarten, asked about the positives and negatives of 

using interactive storybook reading strategies, what are 3 positives you’d talk about?  3 

negatives? 

Answer:  The positive is that it gets your children talking more and using higher 

vocabulary.  Umm….it helps with their reading comprehension and gets them excited 

about books.  And the negative is just time…always time.  Small group is the hardest… 

 

9. Are there any other comments you’d like to make about taking part in 

Project SOLID? 

Answer:  Thank you very much!  I’m glad I was the one who got to do it.  My principal 

asked all of the K teachers, who would want to be part of the study.  I always volunteer 

for everything, so I didn’t say anything this time.  The other teachers said they didn’t 

know if they would have enough time.  So when nobody else volunteered, I said, “I’ll do 

it!”  The teacher, who was hired later, said she wished she could’ve done it.  I’ve shared 

some ideas with her.  I really want to learn more about how I can change my centers next 

year.  I’m still rotating centers.  I want to be able to let the students choose their centers.  
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APPENDIX Q 

PROMPTS FOR TEACHER RESPONSIVENESS 
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