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The purpose of this descriptive study was to create a 

read-aloud instructional program which could be used in 

teaching caregivers to promote quality verbal interaction 

among participants during story time. Prior to and subsequent 

to instruction, selected high-school students participating 

in a vocational-technical child development program were 

audio- and videotaped as they read stories aloud to children. 

All tapes were transcribed in full. Using the storybook 

Reading Analysis System (Teale, Martinez, & Glass, in press), 

dialogue was categorized into form, type of information, 

focus, instructional intent, and importance categories. 

Comparison of pre- and posttest results of the treatment 

group revealed a number of changes. The most obvious change 

was the quantity of story talk contributed. The number of 

utterances produced by caregivers rose from 23 in the pretest 

to 337 in the posttest. Child utterances rose in number 

from 3 to 84. In both readings, most talk occurred during 

the reading of the story, but after training, caregivers and 

children talked more freely before and after reading as 



well. The number of comments made by caregivers increased 

by 101 utterances from pre- to posttest; questions increased 

by 80 utterances, and responses increased by 42 utterances. 

Examples of all type-of-information categories were found in 

posttest transcripts of the treatment group. In every case, 

the number of utterances had increased. Similarly, all but 

two focus categories showed an increase in usage; children's 

utterances increased in 9 of the 14 categories. Analysis of 

topic units revealed little change in children's initiation 

of story talk; however, an increase in average length of 

topic units from 1.0 to 3.7 utterances revealed a tendency 

toward greater elaboration of ideas by caregivers. 

The pre- and posttest story talk of the nontreatment 

group revealed little change. There was no evidence that 

readers were influenced by training provided to the treatment 

group or by children who participated in group reading 

sessions with trained caregivers. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

Literature relating to early literacy development is 

beginning to reflect a truth that has long been realized by 

perceptive primary teachers; within each group of children 

entering school for the first time, there is generally a 

wide variation in the types and amount of reading knowledge 

exhibited (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 

1983). The reasons for this broad range in performance are 

elusive and complex; yet, one of the most plausible explana-

tions for the phenomenon is that some children have been 

read to at home prior to attending school and some have not. 

The benefits of read-aloud for children have been widely 

documented. Perhaps of primary importance is the fact that 

the activity, which typically emanates warmth and sharing, 

creates strong positive associations with books, which can 

ultimately influence the child's desire to read (Baghban, 

1984; Hiebert, 1981). As these affective roots become estab-

lished, continued readings to children produce a multitude 

of cognitive advantages as well. Children develop what 

Holdaway (1979) refers to as a literacy set—a sense of the 

nature and purpose of reading. They come to realize that 

print is used to convey meaning. Book handling knowledge 
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(e.g., directionality) and concepts of print (e.g., meanings 

of terms such as letter, word, and sentence) are slowly 

internalized through repeated exposure to books (Clay, 1975). 

Vocabulary development (Ninio & Bruner, 1978), knowledge of 

the world (Cochran-Smith, 1984; Heath, 1983), story grammar 

(Teale, 1984), and reading strategies, such as self-monitoring 

and predicting (Holdaway, 1979), are also important by-

products of read-aloud. 

Although it is generally accepted that reading aloud to 

children is worthwhile, parents, teachers, and child 

caregivers often must resort to intuition in providing read-

aloud experiences for the young. Observation of story-time 

interactions conducted in a variety of home, school, and 

child-care settings suggest that adults often do not provide 

optimum read-aloud experiences (Cochran-Smith, 1984; Guinagh 

& Jester, 1971; Swift, 1970). Yet, there has been limited 

effort to synthesize research in the attempt to supply this 

much needed instruction. The present study constitutes an 

initial step in providing this training. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study is a comparison of the pre-

and posttraining verbal behavior of caregivers and children 

during story time. 



Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive study was to create a 

read-aloud instructional program which could be used in 

teaching caregivers to promote quality verbal interaction 

among participants during story time. Prior to and subse-

quent to instruction, selected subjects were audio- and 

videotaped as they read stories aloud to children. All 

tapes were transcribed in full; dialogue was categorized, 

using a coding system originated by Green and Wallat (1981) 

and revised by Teale and Martinez (in press). This program, 

which reflects current empirical and practical knowledge, 

provided trainees with instruction which exceeded the general, 

rather intuitive guidelines commonly recommended by college 

texts and parent guides. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, terms are defined in 

the following manner. 

Read-Aloud/Story-Time Interactions 

Read-aloud and story-time interactions are activities 

in which caregivers read books aloud to groups of preschoolers 

within a child-care setting. Also included is all verbal 

interaction which occurs before, during, and after the reading 

of the story. 



Caregiver 

A caregiver is an individual whose task is to provide 

for the needs of children attending the Francis Tuttle Child 

Development Center during the absence of parents. The term 

is used to include salaried employees, as well as high-

school and adult vocational-technical (vo-tech) students. 

Scaffolding 

Scaffolding refers to efforts made by caregivers to 

assess and to monitor children's skills and needs during 

read-aloud. Such assistance enables the young to partici-

pate actively in the activity. For example, readers may 

answer their own questions, model thinking processes, or 

provide background information necessary to comprehend the 

story. 

Utterance 

An utterance is the smallest unit of conversational 

meaning. A single idea may be expressed by one word or by a 

group of words. 

Topic Unit 

A topic unit consists of one or more utterances con-

tributed by caregivers and children which focus upon a single 

subject in a story-related discussion. 



Story Talk 

Story talk consists of utterances focusing upon elements 

of a story (e.g., character, detail, event, et cetera) that 

are in a text, in an illustration, or in both. 

Form of Story Talk 

Form of story talk is determined by classifying verbal 

responses to literature into question, comment, and response 

categories. 

Type of Information 

Type of information is determined by classifying verbal 

responses to literature into inferential, predictive, evalua-

tive, background, textually explicit, personal association, 

and identification categories. 

Focus of Story Talk 

Focus of story talk is determined by classifying verbal 

responses to literature according to the element of the 

story being considered (i.e., theme, genre, title). 

Nonstory Talk 

Nonstory talk consists of utterances which do not focus 

upon an element in a story. 

Instructional Intent 

Instructional intent is in evidence when the caregiver 

takes a directive role in the story-time interaction in 



order to accomplish a pedagogical goal. Strategies used 

consist of (a) reviewing the story, (b) eliciting specific 

responses, (c) inviting open-ended discussion, and 

(d) providing information. 

Research Questions 

The following questions were provided to serve as guide-

lines for inquiry. 

Research Question A 

Based upon analysis of pretest story transcripts, what 

similarities and differences in story talk exist between 

matched caregiver pairs selected from treatment and non-

treatment groups? 

1. How much story talk occurs during group story-time 

interactions? 

2. How is story talk distributed throughout the three 

phases (i.e., before, during, and after reading) of the 

story-time interaction? 

3. What proportion of story talk is contributed by 

caregivers and what proportion is contributed by children? 

4. What is the form (i.e., question, response, or 

comment) of the story talk contributed by caregivers and by 

groups of children? 

5. What is the type (i.e., inference, prediction, 

evaluation, background, textually explicit, or personal 



association) of story talk contributed by caregivers and 

groups of children? 

6. What are the foci (i.e., theme, setting, or text-to-

text) of the story talk contributed by caregivers and groups 

of children? 

7. How many topic units emerge from the reading of the 

story? 

8. What is the average length of topic units? 

9. Who initiates story talk? 

10. What is the instructional intent (i.e., review, 

elicit, invite, or provide) of caregivers? 

11 . What proportion of story talk relates to relevant 

information and what proportion relates to extraneous details? 

Research Question B 

What does analysis of posttest story transcripts reveal 

about changes which have occurred in the story talk of matched 

caregiver pairs? 

1. How much story talk occurs during story-time inter-

actions? 

2. How is story talk distributed throughout the three 

phases (i.e., before, during, and after reading) of the 

story-time interaction? 

3. What proportion of story talk is contributed by 

caregivers and what proportion is contributed by children? 
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4. What is the form (i.e., question, response, or 

comment) of the story talk contributed by caregivers and 

children? 

5. What is the type (i.e., inference, prediction, 

evaluation, background, textually explicit, or personal asso-

ciation) of story talk contributed by caregivers and groups 

of children? 

6. What are the foci (i.e., theme, setting, or text-to-

text) of the story talk contributed by caregivers and groups 

of children? 

7. How many topic units emerge from the reading of the 

story? 

8. What is the average length of topic units? 

9. Who initiates story talk? 

10. What is the instructional intent (i.e., review, 

elicit, invite, or provide) of caregivers? 

11. What proportion of story talk relates to relevant 

information and what proportion relates to extraneous details? 

Significance of the Study 

Reading aloud to children, a seemingly simple, innocuous 

practice of parents and teachers of the young, has become an 

issue of considerable interest and investigation in recent 

years. Not only have we come to realize the impact that 

read-aloud can make upon early literacy development, but 

perhaps more importantly, we have discovered a number of 



fallacies in our thinking about the activity. A review of 

some of these misconceptions should provide insight into the 

critical need for this study. 

Preliminary research evidence suggests that although 

parents and teachers perceive reading aloud to children to 

be important, their reasons for this belief are generally 

naive and uninformed. According to Nurss and Hough (1986), 

preschool and primary teachers consider read-aloud to be 

primarily an entertaining or calming device of limited educa-

tional value. This conclusion was supported by Drescher 

(1985) who asked mothers of preschoolers why they read to 

their children. Although an isolated number of responses 

revealed some understanding of the cognitive benefits of 

read-aloud, most did not. Typical comments included remarks 

such as: "An English professor told me to, but I don't know 

why," "It's better than T.V.," or "It keeps him quiet!" 

McCormick (1977) observed that reading stories aloud is 

typically considered to be a pleasant pastime which is to be 

enjoyed when more important activities have been completed. 

Appropriately, she suggested that parents and educators be 

made aware of the potential of read-aloud as a powerful 

means of promoting measurable growth in reading achievement. 

Such was a primary objective of the training program imple-

mented in the present study. 

A second area of confusion related to the issue of 

reading aloud to children has been identified by Teale (1981), 



10 

who wrote that because parents demonstrate individual styles 

of reading, it is difficult to define the storybook event in 

any meaningful way. It is probable that earlier studies, 

such as those conducted by Guinagh and Jester (1971) and by 

Flood (1977), were influential in arriving at this conclusion 

since both were investigations of differential read-aloud 

practices of parents. Additionally, it is not surprising 

that recent research results (Teale & Martinez, 1986) suggest 

that teachers evidence identifiably different storybook 

reading styles. The present study, through the recording 

and coding of caregiver reading practices, contributes to 

the growing body of knowledge concerned with identifying the 

range of reading styles which will ultimately allow read-

aloud to be defined. 

Schickedanz (1982) discussed a third common misconception 

when she argued that the read-aloud practices of home and 

school are not synonymous. For example, in the home, children 

sit close to adults, select the books to be read and reread, 

turn the pages, influence the amount and type of verbal and 

social interaction which occurs, and maintain accessibility 

of books. At school, teachers generally make these decisions. 

As Florio and Shultz (1979) noted, it is possible for the two 

situations to appear to be alike, but the rules for participa-

tion may differ greatly. Schickedanz concluded that schools 

must "adopt the processes as well as the content of effective 

parental practices" (p. 254). Through observation and 
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discussion of videotapes of parents reading aloud to children, 

adult participants in the present study made progress toward 

the realization of this goal. 

The absence of verbal interaction during read-aloud is 

the focus of a fourth growing concern among researchers. It 

is argued that children who make early strides in reading and 

writing do so by becoming active participants in literacy 

activities which are mediated by responsive adults (Holdaway, 

1979; Ninio & Bruner, 1978; Teale, 1982; Vygotsky, 1978). 

Goodman and Goodman (1979) humorously, but persuasively, 

conveyed this idea when they wrote, "Teaching children to 

read is not putting them into a garden of print and leaving 

them unmolested" (p. 139). Yet, in descriptive accounts of 

group read-aloud sessions, it is becoming clear that children 

are often required to sit quietly and to listen without 

comment (Cochran-Smith, 1984). By recording and coding the 

story talk of caregivers and children who participated in 

the present study, adults were taught and encouraged to make 

use of scaffolding techniques which are so effectively used 

by supportive parents in home read-aloud. 

A final read-aloud myth was shattered by Butler (1982) 

when she stated that, "Ideally, reading begins at home" 

(p. 308). Although increased efforts are being made to 

encourage parents to take an active role in the education of 

their children, progress is not always encouraging. Research-

ers and journalists provide considerable insight into the 
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reasons for this. For example, an article in The Wall Street 

Journal (Wong, 1986) reports that some parents believe that 

reading aloud to children causes undue stress to be placed 

upon the very young. One mother was quoted as saying, "Some 

people push, push, push their kids because they want to be 

able to tell the rest of the neighborhood their child is 

reading at four. It's feeding some parental insecurity." 

Also reported is the discouraging fact that Doubleday and 

Company's One-Minute Bedtime Stories (Lewis, 1982) has sold 

nearly five times the industry average for children's books 

since it was first published in 1982. Additionally, in her 

ethnographic study of a community in the Piedmont Carolinas, 

Heath (1983) explained that attitudes concerning the impor-

tance of read-aloud are not universally shared. 

For the residents of Trackton, reading is a group activ-

ity to be engaged in publicly. Neighbors typically congregate 

on porches to read the newspaper and to pool their knowledge 

for the purpose of interpreting the news. Individuals who 

choose solitary reading are considered to be socially inept, 

unless they happen to be very old and religious. Books and 

other literacy-based toys and materials are not given as 

gifts. Parents do not read aloud to their young. 

For whatever the reason, many children are not provided 

the pleasures and benefits of read-aloud at home. Because 

increasing numbers of families are making use of group child-

care facilities, centers such as the one chosen for the 
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present study have the potential to make a lasting contribu-

tions to the literacy development of the children they serve. 

Therefore, it is especially important that teachers and 

caregivers be advised of the need for early and frequent 

read-aloud experiences and that they be educated to furnish 

them. As far as it can be determined, this study, which 

endeavored to provide and evaluate such training, is a first. 

Limitations of the Study 

The present study is limited by the following: 

1. This study was restricted to the training of 18 

caregivers in a single vocational-technical child develop-

ment center; therefore, the treatment of a larger group of 

workers from other types of classroom and child-care settings 

may result in different findings. 

2. Because children's verbal responses to literature are 

greatly influenced by story familiarity, it was necessary to 

use different books for pre- and posttesting. 

3. Although all effort was made to analyze and to 

categorize story talk as objectively as possible, some subjec-

tive interpretation is present. 

4. Some of the language used by adults and children in 

the story-time interactions could not be clearly heard or 

understood by listening to the audio recordings; therefore, 

some data were lost in the transcription process. 
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5. Due to the infrequency of occurrence of utterances 

within some category types, analysis of data was, at times, 

based upon a limited number of responses. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

This study is supported by literature from three areas 

of research. General guidelines for reading aloud to children 

will be examined first. These suggestions have been organized 

into the following categories: (a) reader preparation, 

(b) materials selection, (c) scheduling, (d) physical 

environment/logistics, (e) read-aloud strategies, and 

(f) read-aloud for pleasure. Following this examination is 

a review of research devoted to story-time interaction. 

Issues addressed include reader questioning practices, verbal 

modeling strategies, scaffolding techniques, and repeated 

reading effects. Finally, research which describes training 

programs that have been created for the purpose of familiar-

izing parents and students with techniques for sharing books 

with children is summarized. No studies of read-aloud 

training programs for caregivers were found. 

Guidelines for Read-Aloud 

Until recently, proponents of read-aloud have placed 

primary emphasis upon the importance of reading to children 

frequently. Guthrie (1982) reported that in a survey study 

of teacher practices, it was determined that the recommenda-

tion made to parents most often was to read to their children 
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frequently; nearly a fourth of the respondents believed this 

advice to be the most appropriate method with which to involve 

parents in the schooling process. However, there has been, 

and continues to be, inadequate regard for the quality of 

the activity. Indeed, writers are beginning to be quite 

vocal about the need for adults to acquire training and ex-

perience to be effective oral readers, for it is "not just 

that it is done, but how it is done, [that] makes a dif-

ference" (Glazer, 1981, p. 41). Flood (1977) and Schickedanz 

(1978) concurred when they pointed out that although there 

is consensus about the need for read-aloud, little research 

has been conducted to determine the most efficacious way to 

proceed. Others have been critical of the inadequate training 

provided prospective teachers and have concluded that "recom-

mendations contained in methods books are actually quite 

general" (Teale & Martinez, 1986, p. 9). 

For the purposes of this review, parent guides, journal 

articles, and college textbooks in the areas of library 

science, reading, and early childhood education were surveyed 

to determine what recommendations experts make regarding how 

read-aloud sessions with children should be conducted. These 

guidelines have been placed within six categories and will 

be discussed accordingly. 
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Reader Preparation 

Authors encourage extensive rehearsal prior to sharing 

the material with a prospective audience, especially when 

the language or rhythm of the selection is challenging (Coody 

& Nelson, 1982; Johnson, 1983). Gauging the proper pace of 

a story should be determined by such factors as time of day, 

audience response, and content of material being read. 

Readers need to be cognizant of the dramatic impact which 

can be made through careful use of voice loudness, softness, 

expression, tone, and pitch (Trelease, 1982). Because the 

reader's dialect can interfere with audience understanding, 

attention must be paid to provide an understandable delivery 

(Kimmel & Segel, 1983). The text should also be examined to 

determine whether sections should be elaborated upon, elimi-

nated, or shortened to accommodate the age, interest, and 

maturity of the listener (Trelease, 1982). 

Materials Selection 

Arbuthnot and Sutherland (1977) provided practical 

advice about choosing books for children when they wrote: 

. . . a book is a good book for children only when they 

enjoy it; a book is a poor book for children, even when 

adults rate it a classic, if children are unable to 

read it or are bored by its content. (p. 5) 

More specifically, the variety of materials to be read aloud 

appears to be a major consideration of experts in the field 
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(Cramer, 1975; Cullinan, 1977; Galbraith, 1982; Huck, 1976; 

Johnson, 1983, Sims, 1977; Trelease, 1982). Picture books 

should be used first, starting when children are very young, 

and should be supplemented with Mother Goose rhymes and 

songs; later, storybooks and novels are to be introduced. 

It is commonly recommended that readers make extensive use 

of modern and traditional poetry, prose, fiction, nonfic-

tion, adventure, fairy tales, fantasy, legends, and folktales. 

Subjects and styles should also be diverse and should include 

works which children may not ordinarily select for themselves. 

Help in choosing and acquiring these materials can be obtained 

from a variety of sources, including book lists and reviews, 

colleagues, librarians, and one's own memory of childhood 

favorites. Selections which prove to be poor choices for 

the reader or for the children should be eliminated. Yet, 

contrary to these guidelines, reports of actual classroom 

practice suggest that teachers do tend to deviate from these 

recommended strategies. 

Three survey studies of teachers' knowledge and use of 

children's literature should be considered. The 571 elemen-

tary school teachers questioned in the first investigation 

were asked to name three children's books published within 

the past 5 years, one book for each of six genres published 

within the past 7 years, and three examples of activities 

which could be used to encourage children to engage in recrea-

tional reading (Mangieri & Corboy, 1981). The authors 
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concluded that the results were "shocking" because they 

suggested that recreational books used in classrooms are 

either outdated or nonexistent. Studies by Tom (1969) and 

Sword (1982) reported that both intermediate and kindergarten 

teachers primarily read fiction to their students (94% and 

71%, respectively) and that they select books based upon 

questionable personal knowledge. 

Scheduling 

Most authors stress the importance of making read-aloud 

a daily, regularly scheduled event (Burns & Roe, 1980; 

Greenlaw & Lankford, 1983, Larrick, 1958). Although some 

suggest that 10 to 20 minutes of reading is most appropriate 

for preschool children, it is important to monitor the non-

verbal cues of the audience in order to judge when best to 

discontinue the activity (Cramer 1975; Galbraith, 1982; 

Johnson, 1983; Trelease, 1982). The length of the read-

aloud session can also be influenced by the mood and interest 

of the reader and audience, the passage being read, and the 

amount of time allotted, in order to assure that children 

are introduced to a variety of types of literature, it may 

prove helpful to designate one day each week to share special 

selections such as poetry. Books which must be continued 

from one day to the next should be read with regularity so 

that children will not have too much time in which to forget 

the events of the preceding reading. 
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Physical Environment/Logistics 

In the attempt to create classroom read-aloud settings 

which emulate the warm, comfortable home environment, authors 

typically suggest creating an aura of informality (Kimmel & 

Segel, 1983; Larrick 1960). Distractions, such as textbooks 

or working materials, are eliminated. Story corners are fur-

nished with rugs, pillows, and rocking chairs; children are 

allowed to rest their heads on desks or to sit or lie on pil-

lows or carpet. The reader is positioned in such a manner 

as to allow visual access to the book and to enhance the 

feelings of closeness among participants. 

Again, theory is often not practiced. Results of empiri-

cal evidence suggest that early childhood classrooms often 

do not contain library corners, do not supply adequate numbers 

of books for the children to use, do not include attractive 

displays of materials, and do not store books within any 

organizational system (Morrow, 1982). Indeed, it is highly 

questionable whether many teachers read aloud to young chil-

dren with any frequency at all. Morrow reported that in 67 

nursery and kindergarten classrooms studied, teachers read 

aloud only on 58% of the days observed. She concluded that 

the literature program and library corner design implemented 

can greatly influence or hinder children's voluntary book use. 
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Read-Aloud strategies 

The issue of specifically how to read aloud to children 

is seldom discussed with any depth; general suggestions are 

frequently mentioned or listed (Teale S Martinez, 1986). 

For example, teachers are directed to (a) begin with familiar 

material, such as songs or nursery rhymes (Cullinan, 1977), 

(b) allow children to touch and turn pages (Larrick, 1960), 

(c) stress the difference between real and imaginary (Burns 

S Roe, 1980), and (d) answer children's questions without 

rushing (Trelease, 1982). L. L. Lake's Reading Aloud to 

Children Scale (Revised), an instrument devised for use in 

observing and evaluating teachers' storybook read-aloud 

practices, is considered by some to be a "short, quick, 

effective way to check read-aloud effectiveness" (personal 

communication. May 25, 1986). it is a multiple alternative 

checklist which assesses such factors as teachers' methods 

of introducing the book, providing bibliographic data (such 

as author and title), regulating the voice, expressing emo-

tion, matching books to children, and providing extension 

activities. One exception to this "do or don't" instructional 

dichotomy is Holdaway's detailed, explicit description of 

how to conduct group read-aloud, as discussed in his book 

The Foundations of Literary (1979). 



25 

Read-Aloud for Pleasure 

Proponents of read-aloud emphasize that the shared book 

experience must always be pleasurable for children 

(Galbraith, 1982; Trelease, 1982). They suggest that teachers 

avoid turning the session into a structured lesson which 

must always be tied to the curriculum. After readings, 

children should be encouraged to discuss major concepts or 

personal feelings but should not be quizzed. Furthermore, the 

withdrawal of read-aloud should never be used as a threat 

or punishment. 

Story-Time Interaction 

In 1908, Huey wrote, "The secret of it all [learning to 

read] lies in parents' reading aloud to and with the child" 

(p. 332). Since that time, educators have praised Huey for 

his foresight and wisdom in recognizing the merits of lap 

reading and have advocated widespread acceptance and practice 

of read-aloud. However, it is questionable whether the full 

intent of the statement has been heeded. Indeed, much empha-

sis has been placed upon the need to read to children, with 

little consideration given to the importance of reading with 

them. 

Only in recent years have writers begun to acknowledge 

that home and school literacy events are "intrinsically 

social in nature" and that they involve "a complex linguis-

tic interaction between participants" (Altwerger, 
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Diehl-Faxon, & Dockstader-Anderson, 1985, p. 476). Teale 

(1982) stated that this social interaction or "scaffolding 

dialogue" provided by adults who mediate reading and writing 

events for children is instrumental in inducing and fur-

thering natural literacy development. He described the 

process as being one in which there is a transition from an 

mterpsychological emphasis in which the adult and child 

negotiate the learning experience to an intrapsychological 

focus in which the child gains independence as a result of 

this adult-assisted practice. Research supports the conten-

tion that preschoolers who read and write do not passively 

observe and mimic the actions of others. The purpose of 

this section is to review studies which have investigated 

and described the diversity of interactional strategies used 

by parents and teachers in read-aloud sessions with young 

children. 

Flood's (1977) study, "Parental Styles in Reading Epi-

sodes with Young Children," identifies adult read-aloud 

practices which significantly correlated with children's 

scores on selected prereading tasks. The 36 children, ranging 

in age from 3.6 to 4.6 years, were initially tested in knowl-

edge of alphabet and word recognition, vocabulary, visual 

discrimination, and recognition and reproduction of geometric 

shapes. Parents were then tape-recorded as they read Ask 

M r" B e a r <F1ack, 1932) as "they [would] usually do" to their 

child. Upon analyzing the dialogue which occurred, Flood 
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concluded that six components were influential in promoting 

success in the prereading tasks. These components included 

the total number of words spoken by the child, the number of 

questions asked and answered by the child, the warm-up, 

preparatory questions, and post-story evaluative questions 

asked by the adult, and the positive reinforcement offered 

by parents. The author recommended that children be given 

ample time to talk, think, and respond in order to integrate 

information, to monitor their own understanding, and to 

integrate new knowledge into existing schemata. He did 

caution, however, that excessive questioning of children 

can be detrimental and should be carefully regulated. 

Although Flood's study is frequently cited in read-

aloud literature and is considered to be a pioneering effort 

in the field, writers have been critical of its methodology 

(Martinez, 1983a; Shanahan & Hogan, 1983). For example, it 

has been argued that the readiness skills measured, such as 

recognition of geometric shapes, bear no relationship to 

parental reading behaviors. For this reason, Shanahan and 

Hogan (1983) elected to replicate the study with modifica-

tions. In addition to the audiotaping which was conducted 

xn the initial study, the authors placed an observer in the 

room in order to make note of important nonverbal behaviors 

which ensued. Because it is a predictor of reading achieve-

ment and because it can be used to measure children's book 

handling knowledge, Clay's (1972) Concepts About Print T*** 
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was used in the second study as a replacement for Flood's 

readiness tasks. The three parental reading practices which 

were identified as being especially contributory to children's 

print awareness are as follows: (a) the amount of time 

spent in read-aloud activities, (b) the efforts made by 

parents to relate the child's existing knowledge and experi-

ence to the content of the book, and (c) the willingness of 

adults to answer the child's questions. Results of the 

replication were similar to those of the prior experiment 

because it concluded that "children are not just passive 

recipients of literacy. They are actively involved in shaping 

the situation, which could directly influence their eventual 

literacy attainment" (p. 216). This has proven to be the 

case even for the very young child. 

Beginning when the infant was 8 months old, Ninio and 

Bruner (1978) studied the story-time interaction of a single 

mother and her child for an 8-month period. Early in the 

investigation, the child responded to the picture book in 

developmentally appropriate ways, such as smiling, reaching, 

pointing, and babbling. Following the lead of the mother, 

the child soon began to participate in a consistent, predict-

able dialogue cycle which consisted of four basic utterance 

types: (a) the attentional vocative ("Look."), (b) the 

query ("What's that?"), ( c) the label (It's an ."), 

and (d) the feedback utterance ("Yes, that's right."). As 

the mother perceived that her child was making strides toward 
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independence in responding to her questions, she began to 

provide less verbal support and to expect greater child 

participation. Such is the type of strategy described by 

Cazden (1979) in which the scaffold self-destructs "gradually 

as the need lessens, and is then replaced by a new structure 

for a more elaborate construction" (p. 11). 

The Ninio and Bruner (1978) study is important because 

it suggests that young children's responses to books may be 

influenced by the verbal modeling strategies of adults 

(Martinez, 1983a). In an article based upon research conduc-

ted in her dissertation, Martinez (1983b) describes the 

verbal interaction which occurred between a father and child 

during story time, she notes that when the parent focused 

upon particular story elements, such as words, details, and 

events, or explained the reasons for inferences or evaluations 

he made, the child often expressed interest in these same 

items in subsequent readings, when regularly provided infor-

mation, such as the author and title of the book, was omitted, 

the child requested that it be given. Similarly, further 

study by Roser and Martinez (1985) suggests that children in 

home and school read-aloud settings tend to respond to litera-

ture in ways congruent to those of their parents and teachers; 

they are not generally persuaded by the responses of their 

peers. Also important is the observation that adults who do 

not talk or make comments as they read aloud tend to have 

silent audiences. 
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Two investigations of adult read-aloud behaviors of 

culturally diverse groups provided additional support for 

this theory that children attend and respond to verbal inter-

actional strategies of adults. In the attempt to gain insight 

into the class-related intellectual deficits of low-socio-

economic, Oriental four-year-olds in Israel, Ninio (1980) 

investigated the differences in vocabulary acquired during 

home picture-book reading sessions for 40 children, aged 17-

22 months. In both groups, three interaction styles emerged: 

(a) labels were supplied by infants in response to maternal 

"what" questions, (b) pointing was used by children in reply 

to where" inquiries; and (c) information was provided by 

mothers when attempting to cope with "incompetent, non-

participatory" infants. Low-socioeconomic-status (low-SES) 

mothers typically were less skilled in encouraging child 

talk than were their more economically advantaged counter-

parts, thus restricting child progress in generating labels. 

Ninio concluded that although low-SES mothers were perhaps 

adequate in aiding the vocabulary development at their chil-

dren's present developmental stages, they were not cognizant 

of the need to change teaching strategies as the children 

grew more verbally proficient. Similar conclusions were 

drawn in the study of the literacy practices of middle- and 

working-class groups conducted by ethnographer Shirley Brice 

Heath (1982). 
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Heath reported that for two of the three groups studied 

(white middle-class and working-class), read-aloud was an 

important part of the bedtime routine and an essential link 

to literacy development. Until approximately the age of 3, 

children were encouraged to take an active participatory 

role during story time, largely by responding to parental 

questions. As youngsters grew older, however, they were 

expected to sit quietly while listening to the reader and to 

answer comprehension-type questions when the story was 

concluded. The "what" questions typically asked by working-

class mothers proved to be helpful in preparing children for 

primary grade reading; yet, because learning tasks imple-

mented in the upper elementary grades required more 

challenging thought, these students began to experience 

academic difficulties. It was Heath's contention that middle-

class mothers who asked a variety of types of questions and 

who related stories to children's past experiences were 

instrumental in producing readers who could survive the 

rigors of later school years. 

This issue of questioning children during story time 

has been specifically addressed by a number of authors. It 

is generally accepted that scaffolding a group discussion, 

rather than dominating it, is a delicate task (Smith-Burke, 

1985). it is perhaps best achieved by teachers who provide 

settings in which students are encouraged to take risks, to 

test their ideas, and to make mistakes within an atmosphere 
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of trust and acceptance. Learning is enhanced by adults who 

are adept at using the teachable moment to focus attention, 

pose questions, pinpoint problems, provide additional informa-

tion, and suggest alternatives. Yet, there is evidence that 

these guidelines are not always practiced. 

Morrow's (1985) survey of nursery schools and kinder-

gartens revealed that storytelling and read-aloud sessions 

rarely included questions or discussions at all. Exceptions 

to this consisted of occasional requests for children to 

recall factual details. It was further noted that little 

emphasis was placed upon the structural elements of stories, 

such as setting, theme, or plot, and that no training was 

provided to enable students to use organizational strategies 

for understanding the material. Morrow concluded that fre-

quent guided retellings of stories can increase comprehension 

and can enhance children's ability to answer "traditional" 

types of questions, as well as those concerning story struc-

ture. Strickland (1977) contended that because the reader 

and listener share a common reference during read-aloud, the 

experience provides for the clarification of misunderstandings 

and for the extension of ideas. She cautioned that poor 

quality questions which are designed to test retention of 

isolated bits of information must be replaced by high quality 

questions which encourage problem solving. She concluded 

that good questions evoke good answers" (p. 45). 
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Also critical of common school practices regarding 

questioning „ a s Lucking (1985, who described classroom dia-

logue as being "often very unnatural and contrived" 

(P. 174). He suggested that although teachers encourage 

children to participate in discussions, students soon realize 

that their contribution is minimal, at best. Adults determine 

the focus and direction of the dialogue, they select who is 

to speak, and they monitor the acceptance or rejection of 

ideas. These observations are consistent with the findings 

of Juliebo (1985) who studied the differences in read-aloud 

practices of home and school, 

Juliebo reported that book sharing in the home was 

characterized by the following pattern of interaction: 

(a) child initiated, (b) adult solicited, (c) child acknowl-

edged, and (d) adult responded and elaborated (Wells, 1981). 

In contrast, story time in the kindergarten was adult-

dominated, as reflected in the following commonly observed 

pattern of verbal interaction: (a) teacher initiated, 

(b) child responded, and (c) teacher evaluated. Supported 

by findings that teachers seldom wait a full second before 

responding to students' comments. Lucking concluded that 

adults do not provide thoughtful responses to the ideas of 

children (Rowe, 1974). He suggested that teachers need to 

relinquish some authority in the classroom in order to provide 

an environment in which verbal spontaneity is encouraged. 
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At present, the practices and procedures of the shared 

book experience, as advocated by Holdaway (1979), are being 

explored as potential avenues for achieving a more "home-

like," interactive rendition of read-aloud. It is suggested 

that books which make use of repetition may encourage predic-

tive and participatory responses in children, especially if 

adults provide verbal or nonverbal invitational cues (e.g., 

head or hand signals, rising vocal intonation followed by a 

Pause, or indirect verbal invitations such as, "oh, we like 

this one . . .") (Altwerger et al., 1985; Doake, 1985). 

Not only is it recommended that predictable, repetitive 

materials be used, but it is also important that children 

hear the same books read aloud many times. Roser and 

Martinez (1985) determined that in home and school settings, 

four alterations occurred in children's verbal responses as 

stories became more familiar through repeated readings. 

First, the quantity of child talk approximately doubled in 

both settings. Second, as children's concerns differed with 

each new reading, the form of child talk changed. At home, 

children asked fewer questions, yet made more comments. 

Although the number of questions asked by children in the 

nursery school setting showed no change, nearly twice as 

many comments were made. Third, the focus of child talk 

changed. At home, more emphasis was placed upon details, 

events, and story language; at school, events, settings, 

titles, and story language were discussed. Fourth, repeated 
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readings appeared to affect depth of understanding. 

Predictably, it is being discovered that other important 

interactional changes occur as a result of increased familiar-

ity with books. 

As documented by Doake (1985) four child participatory 

strategies can emerge as a consequence of hearing books read 

repeatedly. Usually an undecipherable verbal behavior known 

as "mumble reading" is used in the child's early attempt to 

read along with the reader, in time, memory of key words 

and phrases in stories allows the activity to be shared 

through "cooperative reading" or attempted reading in unison. 

"Completion reading/' in which the child participates by 

providing omitted words or phrases, was the strategy observed 

most frequently; parents reported that this method provided 

them with a means by which to encourage nonthreatening, 

enjoyable participation by the young. "Echo reading," whereby 

children repeat phrases or sentences shortly after hearing 

them, can occur by coincidence or by design. 

In keeping with the philosophy of Holdaway (1979, 1986), 

Doake encouraged adults to "invite," but never demand, that 

children participate in the reading of stories. He also 

advocated the encouragement of experimentation and approxi-

mation as children attempt to reproduce favorites. In sum, 

Holdaway (1986) described the effect to be achieved. 

The teacher makes this [read-aloud activity] a warm and 

exciting experience, inviting participation when natural 
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and appropriate, sharing the secrets of how she decodes 

the print, engaging the children on occasional problem 

solving or exploring related vocabulary, and so on. 

But she never allows the story to lose momentum, she 

is not concerned about taking up every possible teaching 

opportunity offered by the story, because on subsequent 

days the children will return to this story as a favorite 

or even an old favorite, providing her ample opportunity 

to develop other teaching points about the story and 

its language. No overriding instruction pressure dampens 

this enjoyable session, (p. 48) 

Predictably, research has revealed that there is considerable 

stylistic variety among teachers who attempt to implement 

read-aloud philosophy such as this. 

Results of an investigation conducted by Teale and 

Martinez (1986) support the contention that teachers do ex-

hibit identifiably different storybook reading styles. 

Analysis of read-aloud tape transcriptions of two kinder-

garten teachers reading the same book revealed that "the 

differences between the readings were more marked than the 

similarities" (p. 6). For example, one teacher (identified 

as the "Thinking Skills Reader") attended to detail, elicited 

contributions from children, discussed setting extensively, 

and focused upon questions which aided children in drawing 

inferences. In contrast, the second teacher (labeled the 

"Literary Reader") emphasized theme, but initiated few 
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discussions. Similarly, Green, Harker, and Golden (in press) 

analyzed data obtained from a story reading-discussion lesson 

conducted by two teachers with groups of primary aged chil-

dren. It was concluded that 

. . . while the groups were equivalent, the story the 

same, the teachers similar in training, and directions 

for the lesson the same, the two lessons were not the 

same lesson. 

Many factors combine in storybook reading events, making 

each a unique experience. 

Additionally, as noted by Teale, Martinez, and Glass 

(in press), the verbal interaction which occurs during the 

reading of a story is influenced not only by the child audi-

ence and the individual stylistic characteristics of the 

reader; the generally neglected third contributor is the 

story itself. Analysis of read-aloud transcripts obtained 

m the study revealed that teachers often stopped reading to 

initiate discussions at identical points in the text. For 

this reason, the authors concluded that it was necessary to 

consider the story when attempting to describe storybook 

reading events. 

Training Programs 

In 1908, Huey predicted that the schools of the future 

would have as a major responsibility the education of parents 

to assist children in natural home learning. As described 

by Smith (1965), during the years 1950-1965, writers such 



38 

as Nancy Larrick and Ruth Strang began to publish a number 

of self-help guides for parents; these books constituted an 

initial effort to work more closely with the public for the 

purpose of generating interest in guiding children's reading 

progress at home. As Larrick (1975) wrote, the school has 

traditionally been given total responsibility for reading 

instruction; assistance offered by parents has often been 

discouraged by teachers. 

Now, educators are becoming more cognizant of the role 

that the home environment plays in the literacy development 

of children during the preschool years (Vukelich, 1978). 

Increased efforts are being made to communicate to parents 

the importance of their role in providing early, continued 

learning experiences (e.g., reading stories aloud, reading 

print in the environment, and writing messages to friends) 

which will ultimately allow children to become successful, 

lifelong readers. Goodman and Haussler (1986) cautioned, 

however, that parents may view children's initial attempts 

to write and read as being merely "cute"; they may believe 

that formal schooling is the only means by which to acquire 

literacy. 

As documented by Vukelich (1984), the numerous and 

diverse methods which have been used by reading professionals 

m the attempt to educate parents include (a) the use of the 

media; (b) the establishment of reading advisory councils; 

and (c) the distribution of booklets, handbooks, brochures, 
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pamphlets, activity sheets, progress reports, recommended 

book and toy shopping lists, calendars of suggested activi-

ties, bumper stickers, and home learning kits. This section 

focuses upon courses and workshops which have been designed 

for use with parents and other paraprofessionals who are in 

a position to influence children's interest and proficiency 

in reading. Also included will be a summary of investigations 

related to cross-age tutoring. 

In many training programs, efforts have been made to 

provide parents with a basic understanding of the reading 

process in order to suggest ways in which they can supple-

ment school programs (Criscuolo, 1974; Esworthy, 1979; 

McWilliams & Cunningham, 1976). Often, the format for this 

type of workshop consists of explanations and discussions of 

a number of skill areas (e.g., oral language, visual discrimi-

nation, auditory discrimination, or listening) followed by 

instructions for games which teach these skills. Parents 

are then requested to evaluate the games subsequent to playing 

them with children (Burgess, 1982; Cassady & Vukelich, 1978; 

Raim, 1980; Vukelich, 1978). 

There are relatively few reports of training programs 

which have been administered for the primary purpose of 

instructing parents in read-aloud techniques or in chil-

dren's literature; however, this does not suggest that pro-

grams do not exist, in 1979, the Children's Book Council 

solicited proposals which described ways of informing parents 
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about children's books. Of the 400 libraries, educators, 

and booksellers who contributed ideas, seven were selected 

as recipients of $500 grants, winning ideas included the 

following: (a) presentation of 10 half-hour sessions to be 

provided by the Los Angeles Central Library at lunch time 

for individuals working in the business district; (b) distri-

bution of materials related to early literacy development to 

new mothers in the maternity wards of 13 Orlando, Florida 

hospitals, (c) specialist-moderated discussions of children's 

books with fathers who have read these books to their 

children; (d) provision of speakers who give book talks to 

community service organizations; (e) presentation of six 

workshops for parents representing each of the 25 schools in 

a Brooklyn, New York district who would be encouraged to 

start new programs within their schools; (f) production of 

four 15-minute television programs by the Wright State 

University Drama Club to be broadcast on a local cable sta-

tion; and (g) the provision of home visits and book fairs by 

mothers of young children to interested groups and indi-

viduals. 

Reports of parent training programs which have already 

been implemented also reflect considerable variety. Baker, 

Durdeck, Rowel1, and Schmitt (1975) described a noncredit 

course offered by the University of Connecticut which was 

designed to acquaint parents with children's books. The 

class which consisted of eight 2-hour sessions included 
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lectures and panels by a number of specialists, audiovisual 

aids (e.g., movies, children's books on tape, and slides of 

award-winning books), books to be borrowed and bought, and 

exhibits. Lautenschlager and Hertz (1984) provided work-

shops for adults who were interested in learning more about 

the merits and techniques of read-aloud. Three committees, 

each responsible for materials, displays, or publicity, 

combined efforts to produce the programs which were rotated 

among four schools. Future plans included the distribution 

of preschool reading materials to parents who may need the 

information but who did not attend workshops. 

Other authors have reported attempts to educate and 

involve parents who are educationally disadvantaged. Although 

it was not his purpose to teach mothers to read. Swift (1970) 

did propose to assist them in participating in the education 

of their children. He had observed that mothers such as 

these were typically given trivial jobs to do in classrooms 

(e.g., pouring juice or taking children to the bathroom); he 

proposed to provide these women with verbal techniques which 

would allow them to take a more active part in sharing books 

with their children. The objectives of the training program 

were to teach mothers to elaborate upon thoughts and ideas 

and to improve observational skills. Swift concluded that 

in addition to learning to tell stories more effectively, 

mothers demonstrated greater understanding of the importance 

Of their role in children's learning. 
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A similar training routine for educationally disadvan-

taged veterans was implemented as part of the Veteran's 

Upward Bound Program at the University of Cincinnati (Brubaker 

S Keiser, 1982). Because many of the veterans were fathers 

of young children, it was determined that by reading at 

least one book per week aloud to their youngsters, the men 

would gain needed additional practice in reading, would 

improve their self-concept, would provide children with 

important reading models, and would stimulate activities 

which would enhance the enjoyment of books and conversation. 

Although none of the fathers had read aloud to their children 

prior to taking part in this program, it was concluded that 

all enjoyed and liked the variety of books available. 

Teaching individuals about the merits of read-aloud before 

they become parents has been the goal of researchers who are 

striving to break these familial patterns of illiteracy. 

Smale (1982) described a reading education program 

which he created for use with his class of 16 nonacademic 

English students. Nearly 4 hours of class time were spent 

in discussing the role of the parent, techniques of reading 

to children, and resources for children's literature, since 

many of the students had no memory of being read to as a 

child, role models were provided through the use of video-

taped lap reading episodes. Evaluation of the tapes primarily 

focused upon identifying the key elements of read-aloud as 

listed by Flood (1977) (e.g., number of words spoken by the 
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child, questions and answers provided by the child, and 

warm-up and poststory evaluative questions asked by the 

parent). Assignments given the students included the selec-

tion of materials for specific children, the writing of 

questions for use during story reading, and the evaluation 

of magazine articles written for young readers. Although 

the author stated that the program could be extended to 

allow students practice in reading aloud to children, this 

was not done. Smale reported that the program was success-

ful in stimulating students' interest. "Evaluation of 

transfer, [however, would] have to wait for the stork" 

(p. 210). 

In focusing upon the cognitive and affective benefits 

of read-aloud for child listeners, there has been a tendency 

among writers to overlook the potential of the activity for 

improving the literacy skills of the reader. Reports of 

cross-age tutoring projects suggest that benefits to the 

tutor may include academic growth, acceptance of responsi-

bility, increase self-esteem, and social understanding (Ellis 

& Preston, 1984; Wheeler, 1983). Raim (1980) described a 

reading club which was formed to provide parents training in 

making and using instructional materials for their reading-

disabled children. At the conclusion of the program, she 

reported the following: 

. . . parents may benefit from functioning as tutors in 

much the same fashion as the older children in a 
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crossage tutorial program. Although the club was pri-

marily designed as an activity to enhance the reading 

of second and third grade children, it was serendipitous 

that the parents described their own reading as improving 

and their own vocabulary as being enlarged, (p. 1 5 2) 

In summary, although research strongly supports the 

need for quality, early, continued read-aloud experiences 

for children, realization of this goal has been impeded by 

several factors. They include (a) the lack of the public's 

understanding regarding the importance of the activity, 

(b) the need for additional research concerning the most 

efficacious way to conduct read-aloud, ( c) the need for 

additional and improved training for teachers, child care-

givers, and parents in read-aloud, and (d) the inability of 

many adults to read. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Ecological Context 

This study was conducted in the Child Development Center 

at the Francis Tuttle Vo-Tech Center in Oklahoma City, 

Oklahoma. The 2-year-old institution, named for the past 

State Director of Vo-Tech, services five school districts. 

It offers adult evening classes and seminars, in addition to 

daytime programs for high-school and adult students, child 

care is but 1 of 27 vocational-technical career areas offered. 

The Child Development Center is primarily a training facility 

which offers a 2-year program. Participating high-school 

students receive three units of elective credit toward gradua-

tion each year. 

Authorization 

Permission to conduct the study was obtained from 

Mr. Tom DeSpain, Director of Secondary Education at Francis 

Tuttle Vo-Tech Center. Approval was granted, with two stipu-

lations. First, the investigator would obtain written 

parental permission to videotape study participants (see 

Appendices A and B). Second, the investigator would advise 

Mr. DeSpain of any major changes to be made in the study. 

51 
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Subjects 

The population of this study consisted of all of the 

staff, students, and children of the Francis Tuttle Child 

Development Center. Enrollment and employment figures re-

vealed that 44 caregivers (5 employed staff members, 21 

morning high-school vo-tech students, and 18 afternoon high-

school vo-tech students) and 40 children were in attendance 

during the course of the training program which was imple-

mented during the Fall 1986 semester. 

It was a diverse group. The director holds a Bachelor 

of Science degree in early childhood education and a Master 

of Science degree in child development. She taught at an 

Oklahoma university in a similar teacher training program 

prior to becoming a family-life specialist for the State of 

Texas. She also has experience in adult education. The two 

full-time staff members have earned degrees—one in early 

childhood education and the other in recreation. One part-

time staff member received her degree in special education; 

the second was completing a degree in early childhood educa-

tion. All have previous experience in working with children. 

Vo-tech students were tested prior to entry into the program. 

More than half of these students were designated as being 

academically disabled or learning disabled. Many were 

receiving psychological counseling. The staff and students 

of the Francis Tuttle Center, as well as the surrounding 

community, make use of the child-care facility; therefore, 
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children attending the center represent a range of socio-

economic levels. 

Materials 

Classification System 

Recorded story readings were transcribed in their 

entirety and were analyzed for verbal responses made by 

caregivers and children. A classification system, the Story-

book Reading Analysis System (see Appendix C), originated by 

Green and Wallat (1981) and extensively revised by Teale, 

Martinez, and Glass (in press), was used to categorize story 

talk according to (a) utterances, (b) topic units, (c) contri-

buting and initiating participants, (d) form, (e) type, (f) 

focus, and (g) instructional strategy. The system was selec-

ted for use in the present study because items measured by 

the instrument relate directly to the goals and objectives 

of the training program. 

The validity of the instrument lies in its theoretical 

base (M. Martinez, personal communication, September 5, 

1986). The type of information category which discriminates 

among items such as inferences, predictions, evaluations, 

and personal associations is rooted in the work of schema 

theorists, such as Pearson and Johnson (1972), who described 

the general nature of comprehension as being a process of 

connecting the known to the new. The focus category, which 

includes items such as theme, story maps, and text-to-text 
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connection, is related to the work of literary analysts, 

such as Stein and Glenn (1979) who believe that the nature 

of text is not all explicit and that the author is a partner 

in the interaction. 

In studies previously conducted, reliabilities for 

units of analysis and category systems were reportedly high. 

Four story transcripts independently coded by Martinez (1983a) 

and one other coder produced 98% agreement for utterances 

and 92% concurrence for topic units. Reliability for form, 

type, and focus of story talk was 96%, 96%, and 85%, respec-

tively. Taylor's (1986) results are comparable; she reported 

99% agreement among three coders for form of talk, 96% agree-

ment for type of talk, and 91% agreement for focus of talk. 

Similar results were achieved in the present study. 

Four story transcripts were independently coded by the inves-

tigator and two coders. Reliabilities were calculated by 

dividing the number of agreements by the combined number of 

agreements and disagreements. Reliabilities for units of 

analysis, form, type of information, focus, instructional 

intent, and importance categories are provided in Table I. 
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TABLE I 

RELIABILITY RATINGS 

Category Percentage of 
Reliability 

Units of Analysis 

Utterances 
Topic Units 100 

98 

Form 

Questions 
Comments 
Responses 

97 
96 
95 

Type of Information 

Textually Explicit 
Background Knowledge 
Inference 
Personal Association q 7 

Identification . *' 
Prediction } 
Evaluation q!: 
Book Handling Knowledge 
Avoidance 1 0 0 

Controlling Instructional Event 

Focus 

98 
98 
90 

96 
88 

Theme 
Title 
Author 
Word 
Setting 
Character 
Initiating Event 
Internal Response 

89 
100 
100 
99 

100 
98 

100 
100 
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Category 

Attempt 
Consequence 
Reaction 
Story 
Book Knowledge 
Text-to-Text 

Focus—(continued) 

Percentage of 
Reliability 

100 
96 
96 

100 
83 • 

Elicits 
Invites 
Provides 
Reviews 

Instructional Intent 

88 
96 
96 * 

Importance 

Relevant 
Irrelevant 

caregiver^ transcriptsnSCanCeS ° f t h i S 

Reading Selections 

The two books chosen for use in the taped pre- and 

posttesting were King Wackv (Gackenbach, 1984) and 

Doctor Be Soto (Steig, 1982). m determining which books 

were to be used in the study, a selection process was imple-

mented. To minimize the possibility that the stories would 

be familiar to the subjects of the study, the investigator 
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compiled a list of book titles to be sent home with the 

children. Parents were asked to indicate which books had 

been read in the home. Included in the list were titles 

which were thought to be widely known, titles which were 

thought to be unfamiliar, and titles which were fictitious. 

Because few of the book lists were returned, the investi-

gator made a number of phone inquiries. It was concluded 

that, with the exception of three mothers, parents had read 

none of the books on the list to their children. The director 

was then asked to indicate which books were available at the 

center. Since there were no reports that the targeted books 

were familiar to children, several were then analyzed using 

a story grammar proposed by Stein and Glenn (1979). The two 

final selections contained the following components: 

I. A setting which introduces the main character(s) 

and describes the social, temporal, or physical context 

within which the story occurs (e.g., "Once upon a time, 

there was a skinny little mouse named Melvin who lived in a 

big red barn."); 

II. An episode system which consists of one or more 

complete behavioral sequences. Each episode includes 

A. An initiating event which functions to evoke a 

response in the main character (e.g., "One day, Melvin found 

a box of rice crispies underneath a stack of hay. Then he 

saw a small hole in the side of the box."); 
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B. An internal response which consists of the 

emotional state of a character subsequent to an event (e.g., 

"Melvin knew how good the cereal tasted and wanted to eat 

just a little bit of the cereal."); 

C. An attempt which is the character's overt 

actions to obtain a goal (e.g., "Then Melvin slipped through 

the hole in the box and quickly filled his cereal bowl."); 

D. A consequence which functions to (a) confirm 

the character's success or failure in attaining goals, 

(b) signal changes in the sequence of events resulting from 

a character's actions, and (c) cause a character's reaction 

to the direct consequence (e.g., "Soon Melvin had eaten 

every bit of the rice crispies and had become very fat."); 

E. A reaction which consists of statements which 

clarify a character's feelings regarding success or failure 

in goal attainment (e.g., "Melvin knew he had eaten too much 

and felt very sad."). 

Caregiver Questionnaires 

Additional data were obtained by providing all care-

givers with questionnaires (see Appendices D and E) in which 

they were to describe their practice story-time interactions. 

Information to be completed included (a) titles and authors 

of books read, (b) number and ages of children participating, 

(c) method of introducing the book, (d) children's responses, 

and (e) questions or problems which arose during story time. 
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Caregivers were also instructed to be evaluated by a peer 

during the reading of each story. Observers completed a 

read-aloud Check List (see Appendix F) which rated reading 

performances according to the following criteria: (a) amount 

of practice, (b) reading pace, (c) expression, (d) introduc-

tion, (e) provision of book author(s) and title, (f) use of 

questions, (g) and quality of explanations provided children. 

Although compiling these notes proved valuable in helping 

caregivers participate actively in discussions during training 

sessions, few questionnaires were completed or returned to 

the investigator. 

Procedure 

Selection of the Sample 

In order to assure that study participants were suffi-

ciently motivated to complete the tasks of the training 

program, caregivers were asked to apply to be accepted as 1 

of the 8 individuals to be pre- and posttested. Many students 

volunteered; however, several of the less confident, unprac-

ticed readers did not. Every attempt was made to identify 

and to use individuals who read fluently but did not demon-

strate interactive reading styles. Once the initial 

selections had been made, the director was asked to indicate 

which students, if any, should be eliminated. Several names 

were deleted from the list due to reasons of poor attendance, 
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insufficient motivation, or inability to carry out the demands 

of the training program. 

Research Approach and Data Collection 

Group formation. All afternoon caregivers attended the 

training sessions; however, not all were formally evaluated. 

Prior to the administration of the pretest, the investigator 

observed high-school caregivers individually as they read 

aloud to small groups of children. This observation provided 

needed preliminary information about the verbal practices of 

each reader, and aided in selecting four pairs of morning 

(nontreatment group) and afternoon (treatment group) individ-

uals to be matched for purposes of posttraining evaluation 

of the program. Through informal observation and through 

systematic analysis of verbal interaction which occurred 

during these initial readings, the investigator matched one 

caregiver from the nontreatment group with a caregiver from 

the treatment group for purposes of pre- and posttest compari-

son. The composition of groups of children remained constant 

for both readings. 

Four high-school caregivers who attended the morning 

vo-tech class (nontreatment group) and four who attended the 

afternoon vo-tech class (treatment group) were selected to 

complete the pretest; each read a designated storybook aloud 

to an assigned group of four children who ranged in age from 

3 years, 2 months to 5 years, 8 months. Groups were carefully 
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formed to assure that they were of similar age and gender 

constitution (see Table II). 

TABLE II 

CONSTITUTION OF CHILD GROUPS: GENDER AND AGE 

Males Females Average Age 
Group potest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

A 3 3 1 1 4.5 4.5 

B 3 2 1 2 4.2 4.4 

C 2 2 2 2 4.6 4.6 

D 3 3 1 1 4.6 4.6 

E 3 2 1 2 4.6 4.6 

F 1 1 3 3 4.0 4.0 

NOTE: Composition of groups remained the same for pre-
and posttesting, except in two instances in which children 
withdrew from the Child Development Center. 

Ultimately, three of these pairs were studied; however, 

recordings were collected for a fourth pair, in case they 

should be needed for any reason. The following data, obtained 

through analysis of pretest recordings, were used to verify 

the appropriateness of these initial pair selections: 

(a) total number of utterances made by the caregiver, (b) the 

average length of topic units, (c) number of topic units 

initiated by the caregiver, and (d) number of questions, 

responses, and comments contributed by the caregiver. 
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Preparation of caregivers. Prior to the implementation 

of the training program, the investigator spent time in the 

Child Development Center in order (a) to establish rapport 

with caregivers and children, (b) to become acquainted with 

the practices and routines of the center, (c) to observe 

caregivers and children during story—time interactions, and 

(d) to allow all study participants to become accustomed to 

the presence of recording equipment. Audio and video re-

cordings of story-time interactions were obtained in order 

to (a) allow caregivers to observe and critique themselves, 

(b) increase dialogue volume and clarity for transcription 

purposes, and (c) aid in the revision and improvement of 

instructional content and techniques. 

King Wacky (29 pages, 1,283 words) was read aloud for 

purposes of analyzing the story talk of caregivers and chil-

dren prior to the administration of the training program; 

Doctor De Soto (28 pages, 1077 words) constituted the post-

test. In both instances, the books were made accessible to 

student caregivers 1 week prior to testing. 

Motivating high-school caregivers to practice reading 

to children was difficult. Because children were napping 

during the time training sessions were conducted, it was not 

possible to use class time for practice. Due to scheduling 

restrictions, efforts made to set up spontaneous read-aloud 

sessions proved to be challenging. The director granted 

permission for the investigator to work with student 
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caregivers outside of training sessions, as long as employed 

caregivers' plans for use of students were not interrupted. 

Students were also often reluctant to take time away from 

unrelated written assignments which were to be completed 

each week. Children were released to participate in read-

aloud sessions whenever scheduled activities were not in 

progress. Because student caregivers seldom took the initia-

tive in obtaining read-aloud practice time with children, it 

was necessary for the investigator to arrange sessions for 

them. Field notes describing these sessions were collected 

for the purpose of documenting special problems and successes. 

Nontreatment group. During the course of the training 

program, members of the nontreatment group received no read-

aloud instruction. Instead, they received assistance in 

constructing puppets and sets which were ultimately used in 

puppet plays performed for the children of the center. The 

four individuals in the nontreatment group who were selected 

for the study were asked to read three books per week to a 

group of children and were also instructed to complete a 

simple seven-item questionnaire subsequent to these book 

reading sessions (see Appendix D). 

Treatment group. The training program which involved 

all (N[ = 18) afternoon high-school vo-tech students, consisted 

of eight 1-hour sessions which were conducted within a 1 -

month period. Employed caregivers did not attend; the 
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director elected to observe during one class session only. 

In order to facilitate caregivers' familiarity with children's 

books and to model interactive reading strategies, the inves-

tigator ended each class by reading selections aloud. The 

instructional format primarily consisted of lecture and 

large and small group discussion. A number of videotapes 

which showed examples of parents, teachers, and caregivers 

reading aloud to children provided the basis for demonstration 

of key concepts. Students were instructed to read a minimum 

of three books aloud to children each week. The following 

is a listing of topics which were discussed: (a) personal 

childhood memories of hearing stories read, (b) cognitive 

and affective benefits of read-aloud, (c) developmental 

stages of infant read-aloud, (d) book selection, (e) guide-

lines for performing the literature, (f) management 

techniques, (g) facilitation of verbal interaction between 

reader and audience, (h) effects of repeated readings, 

(i) varying instructional intent, (j) questioning strategies, 

(k) differences and similarities between read-aloud experi-

ences provided by the home and by the school, (1) relating 

personal experience and knowledge to literature read, and 

(m) guided story retellings through use of story maps (see 

Appendix G for training program). 
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Analysis of Data 

Upon completion of the transcription of story tapes and 

the classification of story talk into the categories of the 

coding instrument, analysis was conducted in a sequential 

manner in order to accommodate data which were hierarchical 

in nature. Both utterances and topic units were analyzed. 

Utterances 

Utterances, the basic units of measurement analyzed, 

were first identified and numbered. These units consist of 

single words or groups of words which constitute a single 

idea. The following conversation is an excerpt from a post-

test transcript which serves to illustrate this unit of 

analysis. Each utterance has been numbered and is preceded 

by a letter to indicate whether the reader (R) or child (C) 

is speaking. 

001 R: Do you think you're going to be afraid to 

go to the dentist? 

002 C: Uh uh (no). 

003 R: Have you ever gotten your tooth fixed? 

004 C: I did. 

005 R: What did the dentist do? 

006 C: He take [sic] my tooth out. 

Once utterances were identified and numbered, they were 

used for a variety of purposes. They were tallied to deter-

mine the amount of story talk which was present during each 
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read-aloud interaction. They were distributed into three 

phase categories for the purpose of calculating percentages 

of talk occurring before, during, and after the reading of 

the story. They were evaluated to assess the proportion of 

story talk contributed by and initiated by caregivers and 

children. The form of the story talk of caregivers and 

children was ascertained by calculating the number and 

percentage of question, response, and comment utterances 

contributed by each participant. Similarly, numbers of 

utterances falling within type and focus categories were 

converted into percentiles. These measures were ultimately 

examined in order to distinguish patterns of interaction 

which could be attributed to study participants. 

Topic Units 

Topic units also provided a basis for analysis. Such 

units consist of one or more utterances contributed by care-

givers and children which focus upon a single subject in a 

story-related discussion. Their number and average length 

were determined by setting the boundaries of groups of sub-

ject-related utterances. The following is an example of 

this unit of analysis: 

001 R: See how his head's backwards? 

002 C: What head? 

003 R: Right here. 
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004 R: See, that's the front of his body and his 

head's pointing that way. 

005 R: Can you see that? 

006 C: No. 

007 R: You can't see it? 

008 R: I think you can, (child's name). 

The number of topic units within each story-time interaction 

was tallied; then the average was calculated. Analysis of 

the content of topic units yielded important information 

about the degree of elaboration used by caregivers and chil-

dren in the discussion of stories. Data were also provided 

relating to the instructional intent of caregivers. Through 

examination of the dialogue which occurred within each topic 

unit, observations were made concerning the proportionate 

use of reviewing, eliciting, providing, and inviting instruc-

tional strategies used by the caregiver. Perhaps, most 

importantly, analysis of topic units aided in making judgments 

pertaining to the relevancy of the discussion in which story-

time participants engaged. 

In the effort to ascertain whether caregivers and chil-

dren participated in the discussion of important issues during 

story-time interactions, a system of analysis was devised 

(M. Martinez, personal communication, July 13, 1986). Prior 

to the reading of the story to children, the selected book 

was presented individually to three competent, adult readers. 

Subsequent to reading the book, each was asked to prepare a 
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written summary of the story in which the most important 

points were incorporated. Items which were included in at 

least 2 of the 3 summaries were considered to constitute 

important information. If, upon analyzing the topic units 

of story transcripts, there were found to be a match in 

content between the oral discussion of the story and the 

written summary of the story, it was determined that important 

information was being discussed with children during story-

time interactions. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Results of the analysis of story transcripts collected 

prior to and subsequent to the administration of the read-

aloud training program are presented in this chapter. Each 

of the three caregivers from the nontreatment group (Tracy, 

Karen, and Brenda) was paired with a caregiver from the 

treatment group (Dana, Pam, and Jackie). (All names used in 

this study are fictitious to protect the confidentiality of 

participants.) These groupings are reflected in the 

arrangement of the data into two major sections (pretest and 

posttest), with three subsections each (Pair I, Pair II, and 

Pair III). In a fourth section, the results of the readings 

of the caregivers within the nontreatment group are combined 

and are reported with the equivalent data from the treatment 

group. Data from pre- and posttest readings are reported 

separately. Also included are descriptions and examples of 

coding categories, in addition to reports of frequencies and 

percentages of occurrence for each category. 

Two research questions are addressed. The first is, 

"Based upon analysis of pretest story transcripts, what 

similarities and differences in story talk exist between 

matched caregiver pairs selected from treatment and non-

treatment groups?" Factors evaluated include quantity, 
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initiation, distribution, form, type, focus, relevancy of 

story talk, quantity, and length of topic units. Also 

considered is the instructional intent of the caregiver. For 

purposes of pre- and posttraining comparison, these factors 

are again examined in response to the second research ques-

tion: "What does analysis of posttest story transcripts 

reveal about changes which have occurred in the story talk 

of matched caregiver pairs?" 

Pretest 

The following data, obtained through analysis of pretest 

transcripts, were used to make pair selections: (a) total 

number of utterances made by the caregiver (story talk only), 

(b) number of questions, responses, and comments contributed 

by the caregiver, (c) number of topic units initiated by the 

caregiver, and (d) average length of topic units. The data 

used to match pairs are given in Table III. Data presenting 

the distribution of story-talk utterances by phase and par-

ticipant follow in Table IV. 
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TABLE III 

CRITERIA FOR MATCHED PAIRS: FREQUENCY OF 
CAREGIVER STORY-TALK UTTERANCES, PRETEST 

Criteria 
Pair I Pair II Pair III 

Criteria Tracy Dana Karen Pam Brenda Jackie 

Utterances 9 18 1 2 1 0 
Questions 0 3 0 0 0 0 
Comments 8 9 1 2 1 0 
Responses 1 6 0 0 0 0 
Reader 4 9 1 2 1 0 
Initiated 
Topic Units 

Average 2.2 2.1 1 1 1 0 
Length of 
Topic Units 
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Utterances were further classified into form, type of 

information and focus categories. The results for each 

caregiver are presented in tabular form with the discussion 

for that caregiver. Those utterances focusing upon the same 

aspect of story talk were converted into topic units. 

Distribution of the number of topic units initiated by care-

givers and children is notated in Table V. 

TABLE V 

INITIATION AND AVERAGE LENGTH OF 
TOPIC UNITS, PRETEST 

Caregiver 
Reader 

Initiated 
n % 

Child 
Initiated 
n % 

Total 
N 

Average 
Length 

Pair I 

Tracy 

Dana 

4 

9 

80.0 

90.0 

1 20.0 

1 10.0 

5 

10 

2.2 

2.1 

Pair II 

Karen 

Pam 

1 

2 

100.0 

100.0 

0 00.0 

0 00.0 

1 

2 

1.0 

1.0 

Pair III 

Brenda 

Jackie 

1 

0 

100.0 

00.0 

0 00.0 

0 00.0 

1 

0 

1.0 

0.0 
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Topic units were further classified to determine 

(a) the reader's instructional intent and (b) whether or not 

the participants discussed important issues. Each topic 

unit was summarized and given a descriptor. This descriptor 

was then compared against story summaries written by three 

accomplished readers. If the idea expressed in the descrip-

tor was mentioned by at least 2 of these 3 readers, it was 

determined that relevant information had been discussed by 

caregivers and children. Results for classification of 

topic units by instructional intent and importance categories 

are given with the discussion for each caregiver. 

Pair I; Tracy and Dana 

Tracy (nontreatment group) and Dana (treatment group) 

were comparable in performance on the pretest reading. 

Tracy's transcript reveals 9 utterances made by the care-

giver; 8 were comments and 1 was a response. She initiated 

4 of the 5 topic units introduced. The average length of 

topic units is 2.2 utterances. Dana contributed 18 utter-

ances (3 questions, 6 responses, and 9 comments). She 

initiated 9 of the 10 topic units introduced. The average 

length of topic units is 2.1 utterances. 

Tracy. Tracy's pretest reading transcript of King 

Wacky consists of 16 total utterances; 9 were story-talk 

utterances contributed by Tracy, 2 were story-talk utterances 

contributed by children, and 5 were non-story-talk utterances, 
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The transcript is presented in its entirety in Table VI. 

Each utterance is numbered and is preceded by a letter to 

indicate whether the reader (R) or child (C) is speaking. 

Text from the book read is interpersed with the utterances, 

and coding for each line is provided at the right margin. 

TABLE VI 

PRETEST TRANSCRIPT: TRACY 

Before Reading 

001 C: A little camera. (NST) 
002 C: My dad used to have a microphone (NST) 
003 C: He looks up in the stars when it was dark 

time. (NST) 
004 R: He did? (NST) 
005 C: He broke it. (NST) 
006 R: This is Kinq Wacky. (C/TXP/TIT) 
007 C: King Wacky? (R/TXP/TIT) 
008 R: Yep. (R/TXP/TIT) 

During Reading 

"He is our prince," they said, "and we will love him 
too, no matter which way his head is on." 

009 R: See, there he is. (C/TXP/CHA) 
010 R: His head's on backwards. (C/TXP/CHA) 

When Prince Wacky dined, he sat on the table and his 
food was placed on a chair. 

011 C: What is he eating? (Q/TXP/SET) 

"Let all the clocks run backward," King Wacky decreed. 
Because of this law, no one ever complained of being late 
again. 

012 R: What's wrong with him? (C/l/CHA) 
013 R: He's all backwards, isn't he? (C/l/CHA) 
014 R: He says everything backwards. (C/l/CHA) 
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TABLE VI—(continued) 

— — — — — — — — • i i • • i i • i • i i i .1 i • . i • • ii • i i. J •. • - • 

During Reading—(continued) 

015 R: His head's on backwards and everything, isn't 
it? (C/l/CHA) 

She was the most beautiful lady King Wacky had ever 
seen. 

016 R: There she is. (C/TXP/CHA) 

After Reading 

[None.] 

NOTE: C = Comment; CHA = Character; I = Inference; 
NST = Nonstory Talk; Q = Question; R = Response; 
SET = Setting; TIT = Title; TXP = Textually Explicit 

Story talk was distributed inconsistently throughout 

the three phases of the story in Tracy's pretest reading. 

Three of the 11 utterances (27%) were made prior to the 

reading of the story; 8 of the utterances (73%) were made 

during the reading; and no discussion occurred subsequent to 

the reading. Of the 11 total utterances, Tracy contributed 

9 (82%) and her group of children contributed 2 (18%). (See 

Table IV, page 73). 

Classification of Tracy's utterances into form, type of 

information, and focus categories is shown by the data pre-

sented in Table VII. 
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TABLE VII 

TRACY: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK 
UTTERANCES BY FORM, TYPE OF INFORMATION, 

AND FOCUS, PRETEST 

Reader Group 
Category n % n % 

Form 

Questions 0 00.0 1 50.0 
Comments 8 88.9 0 00.0 
Responses 1 11.1 1 50.0 

Total 9 100.0 2 100.0 

Type of : Information 

Textually Explicit 5 55.6 2 100.0 
Background Information 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Inference 4 44.4 0 00.0 
Personal Association 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Identification 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Prediction 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Evaluation 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Handling Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Controlling 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 0 

O
 • 

o
 
o
 0 00.0 

Total 9 100.0 2 100.0 

Focus 

Theme 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Title 2 22.2 1 50.0 
Author 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Word 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Setting 0 00.0 1 50.0 
Character 7 77.8 0 00.0 
Initiating Event 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Internal Response 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Attempt 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Consequence 0 00.0 0 00.0 
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Category 
Reader 

n % n 
Group 

% 

Focus—(continued) 

Reaction 
Text-to-Text 
Book Knowledge 
Story 

Total 

0 
0 
0 
0 

00.0 
00.0 
00.0 
00.0 

100.0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

00.0 
00.0 
00.0 
00.0 

100.0 

In regard to form, analysis of Tracy's utterances reveals 

that none were questions, 11.1% were responses, and 88.9% 

were comments. By contrast, of the 2 utterances made by 

children, 1 was a question and 1 was a response. In regard 

to type of information, 55.6% of the utterances contributed 

by Tracy were textually explicit and 44.4% were inferential. 

Both utterances made by children were textually explicit. 

Tracy's utterances focused upon title (22.2%) and character 

(77.8%); whereas, children's utterances focused upon title 

(50%) and setting (50%). 

Five topic units are identified in Tracy's transcript.-

Each consists of an average of 2.2 utterances. Tracy initi-

ated 4 (80%) of the topic units, and children in her group 

initiated 1 (20%) (see Table V, page 74). Results of the 

classification of topic units in Tracy's transcript into 
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instructional intent and importance categories are displayed 

in Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

TRACY: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OP TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, PRETEST 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 0 0.0 
Invites 0 0.0 
Provides 4 100.0 
Reviews 0 0.0 

Total 4 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 4 80.0 
Irrelevant 1 20.0 

Total 5 100.0 

Note that 100% of Tracy's teacher-initiated topic units 

made use of providing strategies, and there were no instances 

of eliciting, inviting, or reviewing. However, these four 

topic units (80%) were relevant to the story. 

Dana. Dana, the caregiver from the treatment group who 

was matched with Tracy (nontreatment group) also read King 

Wacky. Her pretest reading transcript reveals a total of 28 

utterances; however, 4 were classified as nonstory talk, and 



81 

1 was inaudible. Failure to understand line 002 resulted in 

the inability to code lines 003 and 004. The transcript is 

provided in its entirety in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

PRETEST TRANSCRIPT: DANA 

Before Reading 

001 R: This book is called Kinq Wacky. (C/TXP/TIT) 
002 C: My mama . . . my mama. (Inaudible.) (UTC) 
003 R: She does? (UTC) 
004 R: Just so that you can come out here? (UTC) 
005 R: Here it is. (NST) 
006 R: We'll start. (NST) 

During Reading 

"He is our prince," they said, "and we will love him 
too, no matter which way his head is on." 

007 R: See how his head's backwards? (C/TXP/CHA) 
008 C: What head? (R/TXP/CHA) 
009 R: Right here. 
010 R: See, that's the front of his body and his 

head's pointing this way. (R/TXP/CHA) 
011 R: Can you see that? (Q/TXP/CHA) 
012 C: No. (R/TXP/CHA) 
013 R: You can't see it? (R/TXP/CHA) 
014 R: I think you can, (child's name). (R/TXP/CHA) 

It was "good night" in the morning and "good morning" 
at night. 

015 R: See, everything was opposite. (C/l/SET) 

When Prince Wacky dined, he sat on the table and his 
food was placed in a chair. 

016 R: How would you like to live like that, totally 
backward? (Q/IDN/SET) 
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TABLE IX—(continued) 

During Reading—(continued) 

And then, just to please their new king, the people 
cheered him backward. "Wacky King live long . . . " 

017 C: Wacky. (C/TXP/SET) 

. . . they cried happily. 

018 R: Wacky. (Imitating the child.) (R/TXP/SET) 
019 R: Wacky, Wacky. (R/TXP/SET) 

"You will wait for an answer," the lords told the messen-
ger. 

020 R: They didn't tell them that he was backwards 
because they were probably afraid she wouldn't 
come. (C/l/ATT) 

Unfortunately, he chose that moment to tell her so. 
"Honey," King Wacky said tenderly, "you are the ugliest 
thing I've ever seenl" 

021 R: Now see, she doesn't know he's backwards, and 
so she's going to be upset. (C/PRE/ATT) 

"Call my generals," King Tub shouted. "March the army 
to the gates of Woosey," he commanded. "Declare war! Show 
mercy to no onel" 

022 R: So King Tub's all mad. (C/l/CHA) 

"I have good news," King Wacky shouted. "We are at 
peaceI" 

023 R: So what does that mean? (Q/l/WOR) 
024 R: That means that they are at war. (C/l/WOR) 
025 R: Everything he says is backwards. (C/TXP/WOR) 

"Wacky King live long!" the people cheered. 
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TABLE IX—(continued) 

After Reading 

026 R: And, see how it says, "married just," instead 
of "just married." (C/TXP/WOR) 

027 R: That's it. (NST) 
028 R: (To investigator.) That all you want me 

to do? (NST) 

NOTE: ATT = Attempt; C = Comment; CHA = Character; 
I = Inference; IDN • Identification; NST = Nonstory Talk; 
PRE » Prediction; Q » Question; R = Response; SET » Setting; 
TIT = Title; TXP = Textuall'y Explicit; UTC = Unable to Code; 
WOR = Word 

Story talk emerged in all phases of Dana's reading. 

Although 19 utterances (90.5%) occurred during reading of the 

story, 1 utterance (4.8%) was present for each the before 

reading and after reading phases. Dana contributed 85.7% 

(18 of 21) of the total story-talk utterances; the children 

in her group contributed 14.3% (3 of 21). (See Table IV, 

page 73). 

Data for classification of story talk for Dana's reading 

into form, type of information, and focus are presented in 

Table X. 
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TABLE X 

DANA: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK UTTERANCES 
BY FORM, TYPE OF INFORMATION, AND FOCUS, PRETEST 

Cateoorv Reader Group 
n % n % 

Form 

Questions 3 1 6 . 7 0 0 0 . 0 
Comments 9 5 0 . 0 1 3 3 . 3 
Responses 6 3 3 . 3 2 6 6 . 7 

Total 18 100 .0 3 1 0 0 . 0 

Type of Infoirmation 

Textually Explicit 11 61.1 3 1 0 0 . 0 
Background Information 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Inference 5 2 7 . 7 0 0 0 . 0 
Personal Association 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Identification 1 0 5 . 5 0 0 0 . 0 
Prediction 1 0 5 . 5 0 0 0 . 0 
Evaluation 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Book Handling Knowledge 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Controlling 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 

Total 18 100 .0 3 100 .0 

Focus 

Theme 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Title 1 0 5 . 6 0 0 0 . 0 
Author 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Word 4 2 2 . 2 0 0 0 . 0 
Setting 4 2 2 . 2 1 3 3 . 3 
Character 7 3 8 . 9 2 6 6 . 7 
Initiating Event 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Internal Response 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Attempt 2 11.1 0 0 0 . 0 
Consequence 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
Reaction 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 . 0 
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TABLE X—(continued) 

_ . Reader Group 
Category — 5- n % 

Focus—(continued) 

Text-to-Text 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Story 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Total 18 100.0 3 100.0 

Of the 18 total utterances made by Dana, 16.7% were in the 

form of questions, 33.3% were in the form of responses, and 

50% were in the form of comments. Children asked no ques-

tions, but did make 2 (66.6%) responses and 1 (33.3%) comment 

(see also Table IX, page 81, for Dana's transcript). 

Examples of four categories within the type-of-informa-

tion designation are found in Dana's transcript. Textually 

explicit story talk constituted 61.1% (11 of 18) of her 

utterances; inferential remarks comprised 27.7% (5 of 18 

utterances); and identification and prediction categories 

were in evidence for 1 utterance (5.5%). Dana's question, 

"How would you like to live like that, totally backward?" is 

an example of identification, and her comment, "Now see, she 

doesn't know he's backwards, and so she's going to be upset," 

exemplifies prediction. All utterances made by children 

were textually explicit. 
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Of the 14 focus categories, Dana made use of 5. Most 

prominent was the discussion of character which comprised 7 

of 18 utterances (38.9%). Dana's comment, "King Tub's all 

mad," is an example. Word and setting categories, each of 

which were utilized in 4 of the 18 utterances (22.2%), are 

also evident. Dana's use of the word category is found in 

her question, "So what does that mean?" Setting is being 

discussed when she comments, "See, everything was opposite." 

(She is referring to a statement in the text which says, "It 

was 'good night' in the morning and 'good morning' at night.") 

Attempt, another of the components of the story-map classifi-

cation was evidenced in 2 of Dana's 18 utterances (11.1%); 

title was mentioned 1 time (5.6%). The 3 utterances made by 

children focus upon character (2; 66.7%) and setting (1; 

33.3%). 

The grouping of utterances in Dana's transcript which 

focus upon the same aspect of story talk produced 10 topic 

units (see Table V, page 74). The average length of these 

units is 2.1 utterances. In 9 of 10 instances (90%) discus-

sion was initiated by the caregiver. Only 1 topic unit 

(10%) was initiated by the children. 

Classification of the topic units into instructional 

intent and importance reveals the data presented in 

Table XI. 



TABLE XI 

DANA: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, PRETEST 

87 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 2 22.2 
Invites 0 0.0 
Provides 7 77.8 
Reviews 0 0.0 

Total 9 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 8 80.0 
Irrelevant 2 20.0 

Total 10 100.0 

Almost 78% (7 of 9) of teacher-initiated topic units made 

use of providing strategies, and 2 of 9 (22.2%) made use of 

eliciting strategies. Comparison of topic unit descriptions 

against prepared story summaries reveals that 80% (8 of 10) 

of topic units consisted of discussions about important 

aspects of the story. 

Pair II: Karen and Pam 

Karen (nontreatment group) and Pam (treatment group) 

were paired in this study because, in terms of selection 

criteria used, their performances on the pretest were nearly 
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identical. Karen made 1 comment in which she briefly intro-

duced the book; children were silent throughout the reading. 

Similarly, Pam made 2 comments, each forming a separate 

topic unit consisting of an average length of 1 utterance. 

Again, children said nothing. (See Table III, page 71,) 

Karen. Karen's discussion of the book consisted of the 

statement, "Okay, the name of the book I'm going to read you 

is King Wacky." It is a textually explicit comment which 

focuses upon title. It is also an example of providing 

information. The utterance was relevant to the discussion 

of the story. 

Pam. Pam made 2 comments during the course of the 

story-time interaction. The comment, "He rode the horse 

backward, too, huh?" is a textually explicit utterance which 

focuses upon setting. The type of information which is 

emphasized in the comment, "The end," is book handling knowl-

edge; as such, its focus is book. The instructional strategy 

of both topic units is providing. The comments were relevant 

to the discussion of the story. 

Pair III: Brenda and Jackie 

Brenda and Jackie did not verbally interact with children 

during story time. Prior to reading, Brenda (nontreatment 

group) said, "Okay, the name of the book I'm going to read 

you is King Wacky." This sole statement was converted into 
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a single topic unit which is 1 utterance in length. It is 

the only instance of story talk found in either of the tran-

scripts for these two caregivers (see Table III, page 71). 

The remark was classified as a textually explicit comment 

which focused upon title. Brenda also made one additional 

comment which was intended for the investigator; after reading 

the story, she asked, "Can I quit now?" 

Posttest 

The same pairings of caregivers used in the pretest was 

used in the posttest. Data presenting the frequency and 

percentage of story-talk utterances for each caregiver are 

presented in Table XII. Representation of the data for 

initiation and average length of topic units follows in 

Table XIII. Due to the excessive length of the transcripts 

of the treatment group members, only the transcripts for the 

nontreatment group are included in the presentation of the 

posttest data. 
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TABLE XIII 

INITIATION AND AVERAGE LENGTH OF 
TOPIC UNITS, POSTTEST 

91 

Caregiver 
Reader 

Initiated 
n % 

Child 
Initiated 
n % 

Total 
N 

Average 
Length 

Pair I 

Tracy 

Dana 

2 100.0 

33 94.3 

0 00.0 

2 05.6 

2 

35 

1.5 

3.8 

Pair II 

Karen 

Pam 

2 

23 

40.0 

95.8 

3 

1 

60.0 

4.2 

5 

24 

4.0 

3.7 

Pair III 

Brenda 

Jackie 

1 100.0 

33 100.0 

0 0.0 

0 00.0 

1 

33 

1.0 

3.5 

Pair I: Tracy and Dana 

Tracy. Tracy's posttest reading of Doctor De Soto 

produced a total of 4 utterances. All were audible. There 

was only one instance of nonstory talk. The transcript 

follows in Table XIV. 
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TABLE XIV 

POSTTEST TRANSCRIPT: TRACY 

Before Reading 

001 R: Okay, we're going to be reading 
Doctor De Soto. (C/TXP/TIT) 

During Reading 

There Doctor De Soto was hoisted up to the patient's 
mouth by his assistant, who also happened to be his wife. 

002 R: Isn't that neat? (C/TXP/SET) 
003 R: See there he is right there. (C/TXP/CHA) 

They kissed each other and took the rest of the day 
off. 

After Reading 

004 R: That's all. (NST) 

NOTE: ATT = Attempt; C = Comment; CHA = Character? 
I = Inference; IDN = Identification; NST = Nonstory Talk; 
PRE = Prediction; Q » Question; R = Response; SET = Setting; 
TIT = Title; TXP = Textually Explicit; UTC = Unable to Code; 
WOR = Word 

All 3 of the story-talk utterances in Tracy's posttest 

were contributed by the caregiver; children were silent 

throughout the reading of the story. One comment was made 

prior to reading, and 2 comments were interspersed during 

the reading of the book. (See Table XII, page 90.) The 

dialogue consisted of 2 topic units which were both initiated 
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by the caregiver. Each averaged 1.5 utterances in length. 

(See Table XIII, page 91). 

The type of information emphasized in each utterance 

was textually explicit. Focus was placed upon title, setting, 

and character. (See Table XV.) 

TABLE XV 

TRACY: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK 
UTTERANCES BY FORM , TYPE OF INFORMATION, 

AND FOCUS, POSTTEST 

Reader Group 
category n % n % 

Form 

Questions 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Comments 3 100.0 0 00.0 
Responses 0 100.0 0 00.0 

Total 3 100.0 0 00.0 

Type of Information 

Textually Explicit 3 100.0 0 00.0 
Background Information 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Inference 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Personal Association 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Identification 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Prediction 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Evaluation 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Handling Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Controlling 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 0 

O
 • 

o
 
o
 0 00.0 

Total 3 100.0 0 00.0 



TABLE XV—(continued) 
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Category 
Reader Group 

Category n % n % 

Focus 

Theme 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Title 1 33.3 0 00.0 
Author 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Word 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Setting 1 33,3 0 00.0 
Character 1 33.3 0 00.0 
Initiating Event 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Internal Response 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Attempt 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Consequence 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Reaction 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Text-to-Text 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Story 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Total 3 100.0 0 00.0 

Providing information was the instructional intent of 

each of Tracy's topic units. All comments were relevant to 

the story. (See Table XVI.) 

TABLE XVI 

TRACY: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, POSTTEST 

Category n 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 
Invites 

0 
0 

0.0 
0.0 
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TABLE XVI—(continued) 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent—(continued) 

Provides 2 100.0 
Reviews 0 0.0 

Total 2 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 2 100.0 
Irrelevant 0 00.0 

Total 2 100.0 

Dana. Dana's posttraining transcript of Doctor De Soto 

consists of 173 utterances. Included in this number are 38 

non-story-talk utterances and 3 inaudible utterances. Of 

the remaining 132 instances of story talk, 99 (75%) were 

contributed by Dana and 33 (25%) were contributed by children. 

Distribution of story talk into phase categories reveals 

that 41 utterances (31.1%) were made before the reading, 58 

(43.9%) were made during the reading, and 33 (25%) were made 

after the reading. (See Table XII, page 90.) 

The 132 story-talk utterances within this transcript 

were grouped into 35 topic units, each consisting of an 

average of 3.8 utterances. With the exception of 2 topic 

units (5.6%) initiated by children, the majority of topic 
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units were generated by Dana (94.3%). (See Table XIII, page 

91 ). 

Examination of utterances classified into form, type of 

information, and focus categories provides the results shown 

in Table XVII. 

TABLE XVII 

DANA: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK 
UTTERANCES BY FORM, TYPE OF INFORMATION, 

AND FOCUS, POSTTEST 

Reader Group 
category n % n % 

Form 

Questions 29 29.3 1 03.0 
Comments 40 40.4 2 06.1 
Responses 30 30.3 30 90.9 

Total 99 100.0 33 100.0 

Type ! Of Information 

Textually Explicit 20 20.2 5 15.2 
Background Information 17 17.2 0 00.0 
Inference 22 22.2 4 12.1 
Personal Association 18 18.2 20 60.6 
Identification 1 01 .0 0 00.0 
Prediction 6 06.1 0 00.0 
Evaluation 3 03.0 0 00.0 
Book Handling Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Controlling 11 11.1 0 00.0 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 0 00.0 4 12.1 

Total 99 99.0 33 100.0 
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TABLE VIII—(continued) 

Category 
Reader Group 

Category n % n % 

Focus 

Theme 6 06.1 0 00.0 
Title 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Author 1 01 .0 0 00.0 
Word 18 18.2 0 00.0 
Setting 2 02.0 0 00.0 
Character 18 18.2 4 12.1 
Initiating Event 3 03.0 0 00.0 
Internal Response 4 04.0 2 06.1 
Attempt 7 07.1 2 06.1 
Consequence 3 03.0 0 00.0 
Reaction 4 04.0 2 06.1 
Text-to-Text 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Knowledge 2 2.0 2 6.1 
Story 18 18.2 17 51 .5 

Total 86 86.9 29 88.0 

NOTE: Frequencies and percentages may not equal the 
total for all categories because some utterances cannot be 
classified according to focus. 

Remarks made were primarily comments (n = 40; 40.4%), 

closely followed by responses (n = 30; 30.3%) and questions 

(n = 29; 29.3%). Of 33 total utterances contributed by 

children, 30 (90.9%) were responses, 2 (6.1%) were comments, 

and 1 (3%) was a question. 

A variety of types of information was stressed by Dana: 

Inference (n = 22; 22.2%), textually explicit (n = 20; 20.2%), 

personal association (n = 18; 18.2%), background 

(n= 17; 17.2%), controlling instructional event (n = 11; 

11.1%), prediction (n = 6; 6.1%), evaluation n = 3; 3%), and 
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identification (n = 1; 1%). Children's remarks dealt primar-

ily with personal associations (n » 20, 60%); however, they 

did make use of information which was textually explicit 

(n = 5; 15.2%) and information which was inferential (n = 4; 

12.1%). Avoidance behavior was reflected in 4 remarks 

(12.1%). For example, when one child was asked if she needed 

further explanation of the story, she replied, "Why you got 

that on your hair?" 

The focus of story talk contributed by Dana and her 

group is widely distributed among categories: story, charac-

ter, and word, each accounted for 18 of 99 utterances (18.2%); 

attempt (n = 7; 7.1%); theme (n = 6; 6.1%); internal response 

and reaction (n = 4, each; 4%, each); consequence and initia-

ting event (n = 3, each; 3%, each); book and setting (n = 2, 

each; 2%, each); and author (n = 1; 1%). Children's utter-

ances also reflect diversity in focus (N_ = 33): story 

(n = 17; 51.5%); character (n = 4; 12.1%); and book, reaction, 

internal response, and attempt (n = 2, each; 6.1%, each). 

Results of the examination of the instructional intent 

and importance of these topic units are presented in Table 

XVIII. 
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TABLE XVIII 

DANA: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, POSTTEST 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 11 33.3 
Invites 5 15.2 
Provides 18 54.5 
Reviews 0 00.0 

Total 33 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 27 77.1 
Irrelevant 8 22.9 

Total 35 100.0 

Of the 33 reader-initiated topic units, 18 (54.5%) provided 

information, 11 (33.3%) elicited information, and 5 (15.2%) 

invited information. It is further determined that 27 of 35 

topic units (77.1%) were relevant to the discussion of the 

story. 

Pair II: Karen and Pam 

Analyses of results regarding frequency, distribution, 

initiation, and length of story-talk utterances for both 

Karen and Pam are displayed earlier in this chapter. (See 

Tables XII and XIII, pages 90 and 91, respectively.) 
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Karen. Karen's posttest reading of Doctor De Soto 

produced a total of 22 utterances; there were 2 instances of 

nonstory talk (see Table XIII, page 91). All utterances 

were audible. The transcript is provided in Table XIX. 

TABLE XIX 

POSTTEST TRANSCRIPT: KAREN 

Before Reading 

001 C: (Seeing the picture of the dentist on the book 
the caregiver was holding.) I got a 
cavity. (C/PAS/STO) 

002 R: You do? (R/PAS/STO) 
003 R: Did you go to the dentist? (Q/PAS/STO) 
004 C: Not yet, but I am. (R/PAS/STO) 
005 R: Okay, the book we're going 

is Doctor De Soto. 
to read 

(C/TXP/TIT) 
006 C: So what? 

(Reader laughs.) 
(C/TXP/TIT) 

007 C: Hate so. (C/EV/TIT) 

During Reading 

There Doctor De Soto was hoisted up to the patient's 
mouth by his assistant, who also happened to be his wife. 

008 R: Look at him. (C/TXP/CHA) 
009 C: I hate him because he's dressed up. (C/EV/SET) 

"How I love them raw . . . with just a pinch of salt, 
and a . . . dry . . . white wine." 

010 C: I hate wine. (C/EV/CSQ) 
(Reader laughs, but continues to read.) 

They could guess what he was dreaming about. 
Mrs. De Soto handed her husband a pole to keep the fox's 
mouth open. 

011 C: Wine, yuk. (C/EV/CSQ) 
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TABLE XIX—(continued) 

During Reading—(continued) 

His wife was lugging the heavy tooth up the ladder. 

012 C: Why is there toys in here? (NST) 
013 R: I don't know. (Kept reading.) (NST) 

Mrs. De soto stood by on the ladder, pointing out spots 
» 

014 C: (Interrupting.) How'd he get in the 

mouth? (Q/TXP/ATT) 

. . . he had missed. 

015 R: What? (R/TXP/ATT) 
016 C: How'd he get in the mouth? (R/TXP/ATT) 
017 R: Well, he climbed up that ladder. (R/TXP/ATT) 
018 R: He got in. (C/TXP/ATT) 
The fox looked very happy. 

019 C: How did he do it? (Q/TXP/ATT) 
020 R: Well, he just stepped up the ladder.(R/TXP/ATT) 
021 R: Can't you climb a ladder? (Q/TXP/ATT) 
022 C: I could. (R/TXP/ATT) 

(The caregiver continued to read.) 

After Reading 

[None.] 

NOTE: ATT = Attempt; C = Comment; CHA = Character; 
CSQ = Consequence; EV = Evaluation; I = Inference; 
IDN = Identification; NST = Nonstory Talk; PAS = Personal 
Association; PRE = Prediction; Q = Question; R = Response; 
SET = Setting; STO = Story; TIT = Title; TXP = Textually 
Explicit; UTC = Unable to Code; WOR = Word 

With the exception of 2 remarks ("Why is there toys in 

here?" and "I don't know."), all utterances were classified 
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as story talk. Children's contribution of 11 of 20 utterances 

(55%) slightly exceeds the 9 utterances (45%) contributed by 

the reader. One-third of the story talk (n = 7; 35%) occurred 

prior to the reading of the story, two-thirds occurred during 

the reading of the story, and there was no discussion subse-

quent to the reading. (See Table XII, page 90). 

Utterances were divided into 5 topic units, 3 (60%) of 

which were initiated by children. The average length of 

each topic unit is 4.0 utterances. (See Table XIII, page 

91). Statistics for the frequency and percentage of story-

talk utterances by form, type of information, and focus made 

during Karen's posttest reading are exhibited in Table XX. 

TABLE XX 

KAREN: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK 
UTTERANCES BY FORM, TYPE OF INFORMATION, 

AND FOCUS, POSTTEST 

Category Reader Group 
% n % 

Form 

Questions 2 22.2 2 18.2 
Comments 3 33.3 6 54.5 
Responses _4 44.4 3 27.3 

Total 9 100.0 11 100.0 

Type of Information 

Textually Explicit 7 77.8 5 45.5 
Background Information 0 00.0 0 00.0 
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Category Reader 
n % n 

Group 

Type of Information—(continued) 

Inference 
Personal Association 
Identification 
Prediction 
Evaluation 
Book Handling Knowledge 
Controlling 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 

Total 

0 00.0 0 00.0 
2 22.2 2 18.2 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 4 36.4 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 

0 00.0 0 00.0 
9 100.0 11 100.0 

Focus 

Theme 
Title 
Author 
Word 
Setting 
Character 
Initiating Event 
Internal Response 
Attempt 
Consequence 
Reaction 
Text-to-Text 
Book Knowledge 
Story 

Total 

0 00 0 0 00.0 
1 11.1 2 18.2 
0 00 0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 1 09.1 
1 11.1 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
5 55.6 4 36.4 
0 00.0 2 18.2 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
0 00.0 0 00.0 
2 22.2 2 18.2 
9 100.0 11 100.0 

During the course of the posttest story-time activity, 

Karen made 4 responses (44.4%), 3 comments (33.3%), and 

asked 2 questions (22.2%). The participating children made 
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6 comments (54.5%), 3 responses (27.3%), and also asked 2 

questions (18.2%). 

Of Karen's 9 utterances, 7 (77.8%) emphasize textually 

explicit information and 2 (22.2%) stress personal associa-

tion. Children's utterances were classified into 3 type of 

information categories: textually explicit (n = 5; 45.5%), 

evaluation (n = 4; 36.4%), and personal association (n = 2; 

18.2%). 

Karen's remarks focused on attempt (n = 5; 55.6%), 

story (n = 2; 22.2%), title (n = 1j 11.1%), and character 

(n ss 1; 11.1%). Focus of children's story talk was as fol-

lows: attempt (n » 4; 36.4%), story, title, and consequence 

(n = 2, each; 18.2%, each), and setting (n = 1; 9.1%). 

The instructional strategy used in both of Karen's 

reader-initiated topic units was providing. All but one 

topic unit centered around relevant information. (See Table 

XXI.) 

TABLE XXI 

KAREN: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, POSTTEST 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 0 00.0 
Invites 0 00.0 
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TABLE XXI—(continued) 

Instructional Intent 

Provides 2 100.0 
Reviews 0 00.0 

Total 2 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 4 80.0 
Irrelevant 1 20.0 

Total 5 100.0 

Pam. In her posttest reading of Doctor DeSoto. Pam 

contributed 60 of 88 total story-related utterances (68.2%), 

and children contributed 28 utterances (31.8%). The final 3 

remarks of this transcript were not coded because they consti-

tuted nonstory talk. Most discussion occurred during the 

reading of the book (n = 50; 56.8%), but story participants 

also engaged in talk prior to reading (n = 25; 28.4%) and 

after reading (n = 13; 14.8%). (See Table XII, Page 90). 

The coding of utterances into Form, Type of Information, 

and Focus designations provides the data presented in Table 

XXII. 
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TABLE XXII 

PAM: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK 
UTTERANCES BY FORM, TYPE OF INFORMATION, 

AND FOCUS, POSTTEST 

Category 
Reader Group 

Category n % n % 

Form 

Questions 21 35.0 3 10.7 
Comments 21 35.0 6 21.4 
Responses 18 30.0 19 67.9 

Total 60 100.0 28 100.0 

Type > of Information 

Textually Explicit 21 35.0 9 32.1 
Background Information 12 20.0 3 10.7 
Inference 16 26.7 9 32.1 
Personal Association 7 11.7 7 25.0 
Identification 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Prediction 2 03.3 0 00.0 
Evaluation 2 03.3 0 00.0 
Book Handling Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Controlling 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Total 60 100.0 28 99.9 

Focus 

Theme 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Title 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Author 1 01 .7 0 00.0 
Word 10 16.7 1 03.6 
Setting 12 20.0 4 14.3 
Character 13 21 .7 8 28.6 
Initiating Event 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Internal Response 1 01 .7 0 00.0 
Attempt 5 08.3 1 03.6 
Consequence 8 13.3 4 14.3 
Reaction 0 00.0 0 00.0 
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TABLE XXII 

Category 
Reader Group 

Category n % n % 

Focus--(continued) 

Text-to-Text 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Knowledge 2 03.3 2 07.1 
Story 8 13.3 8 28.6 

Total 60 100.0 28 100.1 

Pam's story talk is evenly distributed among form categories. 

Questions and comments were used 35% of the time (n = 21, 

each), and responses were offered 30% of the time (n = 18). 

Children's utterances were primarily responses (n = 19; 

67.9%); however there were also instances of comments 

(n = 6; 21.4%) and questions (n = 3; 10.7%). 

Pam's story talk reveals that utterances centered around 

six type-of-information categories: textually explicit 

(n = 21; 35%); inference (n = 16; 26.7%); background (n = 12; 

20%); personal association (n = 7; 11.7%); evaluation, and 

prediction (n = 2; 3.3%, each). Children's utterances cen-

tered around four types of information: textually explicit 

and inference (n = 9; 32.1%, each); personal association 

(n = 7; 25%); and background (n = 3; 10.7%). 

Pam made use of nine focus categories during her reading 

of the story. Character (n = 13; 21.7%) and setting 
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(n = 12; 20%) were most prevalent; however, word (n = 10; 

16.7%), story and consequence (n = 8; 13.3%, each), attempt 

(n = 5; 8.3%), book (n = 2; 3.3%), and author and internal 

response (n = 1 ; 1.7%, each) were also present. Following 

Pam's lead, children made use of many of the same categories: 

story and character (n = 8; 28.6%, each); setting and conse-

quence (n = 4, 14.3%, each); book (n = 2; 7.1%), and word 

and attempt (n = 1; 3.6%, each). 

Pam's story transcript was divided into 24 topic units, 

each consisting of an average of 3.7 utterances (see Table 

XIII, page 91). There were 2 instances in which pairs of 

topic units were tied; that is, discussion focused upon the 

same topic more than once during the story. For example, at 

one point, Pam said, "The sign says, 'Dr. De Soto, Dentist; 

Cats & Other Dangerous Animals Not Accepted For Treatment.'" 

Later in the reading, she asked, "Remember what his sign 

said?" Only 1 topic unit (4.2%) was initiated by the 

children. 

Discussion of important aspects of the story occurred 

95.8% of the time. (See Table XXIII.) 
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TABLE XXIII 

PAM: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, POSTTEST 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 8 24.8 
Invites 3 13.0 
Provides 16 69.6 
Reviews 0 00.0 

Total 7 117.4 

Importance 

Relevant 23 95.8 
Irrelevant 1 4.2 

Total 24 100.0 

NOTE: Frequencies and percentages may not equal the 
total number of topic units because each unit may have multi-
ple instructional strategies. 

The instructional strategies used by Pam were providing 

(n = 16; 69.9%), eliciting (n = 8, 34.8%), and inviting 

(n = 3; 13%). 

Pair III: Brenda and Jackie 

Brenda. Brenda's (nontreatment group) posttest reading 

consisted of two utterances. The first, spoken prior to the 

reading of the story was, "Brenda Thomas reading Doctor De 

Soto." The second, "Now Brett, don't waste any time," was 

spoken as children stood to leave after hearing the story. 
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Brenda's sole story-related utterance was consistent with 

her pretest performance. Again, it was coded as a textually 

explicit comment which focused upon title. The instructional 

strategy used was providing, and the remark was considered 

to be important to the discussion of the story. 

Jackie. Jackie's (treatment group) posttest reading 

consisted of 123 total utterances. There were 117 instances 

of story talk and 6 instances of nonstory talk. Jackie 

contributed 94 of 117 utterances (80.3%) and the children in 

the group contributed 23 (19.7%). Discussion occurred primar-

ily during the reading of the story (n = 57; 48.7%); however, 

25 utterances (21.4%) were made prior to reading, and 35 

utterances (29.9%) were made subsequent to reading. (See 

Table XII, page 90). 

When classified into categories of form, type of informa-

tion, and focus, Jackie's posttest transcript yields the 

data presented in Table XXIV. As can be seen, Jackie prefer-

red to make comments, rather than to offer questions or 

responses. More than half of her utterances (n = 51; 54.3%) 

were comments, 33 utterances (35.1%) were questions, and 10 

utterances (10.6%) were responses. The 23 utterances 

contributed by children in Jackie's group were mostly re-

sponses (n = 20; 87%), but 3 (13%) comments were also made. 
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TABLE XXIV 

JACKIE: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF STORY-TALK 
UTTERANCES BY FORM, TYPE OF INFORMATION, 

AND FOCUS, POSTTEST 

Category 
Reader Group 

Category 
n % n % 

Form 

Questions 33 35.1 0 00.0 
Comments 51 54.3 3 13.0 
Responses 10 10.6 20 87.0 

Total 94 100.0 23 100.0 

Type ! Of ' Information 

Textually Explicit 20 21 .3 0 00.0 
Background Information 9 09.6 1 04.3 
Inference 21 22.3 1 04.3 
Personal Association 25 26.6 15 65.2 
Identification 3 03.2 1 04.3 
Prediction 7 07.4 1 04.3 
Evaluation 8 08.5 4 17.4 
Book Handling Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Controlling 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Instructional Event 
Avoidance Behavior 0 

o • 
o o 0 

O
 • 

o o 

Total 93 98.9 23 99.8 

Focus 

Theme 3 03.2 0 00.0 
Title 1 01 .1 0 00.0 
Author 2 02.1 0 00.0 
Word 1 01 .1 0 00.0 
Setting 11 11 .7 2 08.7 
Character 6 06.4 1 04.3 
Initiating Event 10 10.6 1 04.3 
Internal Response 6 06.4 1 04.3 
Attempt 10 10.6 0 00.0 
Consequence 1 01 .1 0 00.0 
Reaction 6 06.4 0 00.0 
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TABLE XXII—(continued) 

Category Reader Group 
n % n 

Focus—(continued) 

Text-to-Text 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Book Knowledge 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Story 34 36.2 1_8 78.3 

Total 91 96.9 23 99.9 

NOTE: Frequencies and percentages may not equal the 
total for all categories because some utterances cannot be 
classified according to focus. 

When classified into type-of-information categories, 

Jackie's utterances were widely distributed among personal 

association (n = 25; 26.6%), inference (n = 21; 22.3%), 

textually explicit (n = 20; 21.3%), background (n = 9; 9.6%), 

evaluation (n = 8; 8.5%), prediction n = 7; 7.4%), and identi-

fication (n = 3; 3.2%). Remarks made by children were 

generally related to personal association (n = 15; 65.2%). 

However, other type-of-information categories were used: 

evaluation (n = 4; 17.4%) and identification, background, 

inference, and prediction (n = 1; 4.3%, each). 

All but one of the focus categories (text-to-text) is 

represented in Jackie's transcript: story (n = 34; 36.2%); 

setting (n = 11; 11.7%); initiating event and attempt 

(n = 10; 10.6%, each); character, reaction, and internal 

response (n = 6; 6.4%, each); theme (n = 3; 3.2%); author 
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(n = 2; 2.1%); and word, title, and consequence (n = 1; 1.1%, 

each). Child utterances focused upon story (n = 18; 78.3%), 

setting (n = 2; 8.7%), and character, initiating event, and 

internal response (n = 1; 4.3%, each). 

The average length of the 33 identified topic units was 

3.5 utterances. Furthermore, all topic units were initiated 

by Jackie. (See Table XIII, page 91.) 

An analysis of instructional intent and relevancy of 

Jackie's transcript yields the data shown in Table XXV. 

TABLE XXV 

JACKIE: FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS 
BY INSTRUCTIONAL INTENT AND 

IMPORTANCE, POSTTEST 

Category n % 

Instructional Intent 

Elicits 6 18.2 
Invites 4 12.1 
Provides 23 69.7 
Reviews 0 00.0 

Total 33 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 25 75.8 
Irrelevant 9 27.3 

Total 33 100.0 
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The instructional strategies used by Jackie were providing 

(n = 23; 69.7%), eliciting (n = 6; 18.2%), and inviting 

(n= 4; 12.1%). There were no instances of reviewing. 

Through comparison of topic unit descriptions with prepared 

story summaries, it was determined that 25 of the 33 topic 

units (75.8%) were relevant to the discussion of the story. 

Pretest to Posttest Comparison 

In order to draw comparisons between the nontreatment 

group (Tracy, Karen, and Brenda) and the treatment group 

(Dana, Pam, and Jackie) prior to and subsequent to training, 

it was necessary to combine the results of the individuals 

in each pair with the other members of their group. Data 

are presented for (a) distribution of story talk; (b) initia-

tion and average length of topic units; (c) classification 

of story talk into form, type of information, and focus; and 

(d) instructional intent and importance of topic units. 

Tabular presentation of the results for each aspect are 

presented after the textual material for that topic. Table 

XXVI displays the results of the distribution of story talk 

among story phases and participants. Table XXVII reveals 

the data for the initiation and average length of topic 

units. Table XXVIII presents the pretest-to-posttest compari-

son of the data revealed when the utterances were classified 

into form, type-of-information, and focus categories. 
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Finally, data concerning instructional strategy and importance 

of utterances are revealed in Table XXIX. 

Frequency and Distribution of Utterances 

Pretest 

Prior to the implementation of the training program, the 

nontreatment group made 5 utterances (38.5%) before reading, 

8 utterances (61.5%) during reading, and zero utterances 

after reading. Caregivers in the group contributed 11 (84.6%) 

of the utterances; all the children in that group contributed 

only 2 (15.4%) of the utterances. The treatment group made 

1 utterance (4.3%) prior to reading, 20 utterances (87%) 

during reading, and 2 utterances (8.7%) after reading. Of 

the 23 total utterances made by the treatment group, care-

givers contributed 20 (87%) and children participating in 

that group provided 3 (13%). 

Posttest 

The nontreatment group received no read-aloud training 

between the pretest and posttest sequences. Total data for 

the three nontreatment caregivers and the children to whom 

they read during the posttest readings reveal that, as a 

whole, the group contributed 5 utterances (33.3%) prior to 

reading and 10 utterances (66.7%) during reading; there was 

no story talk after reading. Caregivers contributed 13 of 
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the 15 total utterances (86.7%), and children contributed 

the other 2 (13.3%). 

The treatment group's distribution of posttest reading 

utterances are divided as follows: before reading, n = 91 

(27%); during reading, n = 165 (49%); and after reading, 

n = 81 (24%). Caregivers made 253 (75.1%) of the total 

utterances (N = 337), and children made 84 of the total 

utterances (25%). 
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Initiation and Average Length of Topic Units 

Pretest 

There were 7 topic units identified in pretest tran-

scripts of the nontreatment group; they averaged 1.4 

utterances in length. Of these 7 topic units, 6 (85.6%) were 

initiated by caregivers, and 1 (14.3%) was initiated by one 

of the children. 

Caregivers in the treatment group produced a total of 

12 topic units during the pretest readings; the average 

length of these units was 1.0 utterance. Eleven (91.7%) 

topic units were initiated by the caregivers, and children 

initiated 1 (8.3%). 

Posttest 

Posttest transcripts of the nontreatment group revealed 

that a total of 10 topic units was produced; the average 

length was 2.2 utterances. Caregivers initiated 7 (70%) of 

the topic units, and children initiated 3 (30%) topic units. 

A total of 92 topic units were generated in the posttest 

readings of the treatment group, each averaging 3.7 utterances 

in length. Caregivers initiated 89 (96.7%) and children 

initiated 3 (3.3%) of those topic units. 
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TABLE XXVII 

INITIATION AND AVERAGE LENGTH OF 
TOPIC UNITS, PRETEST-TO-POSTTEST 

COMPARISON 

Reader Child 
Total Group Initiated Initiated Total Average 

n % n % N Length 

Nontreatment 
Pretest 6 85.7 1 14.3 7 1.4 
Posttest 7 70.0 3 30.0 10 2.2 

Treatment 
Pretest 11 91 .7 1 8.3 12 1.0 
Posttest 89 96.7 3 3.3 92 3.7 

Form, Type-of-Information, and Focus of Utterances 

Form 

Pretest. Prior to the administration of the training 

program, the nontreatment group produced zero questions, 10 

comments (91%), and 1 response (9.1%). Of these utterances, 

children asked 1 question (50%) and gave 1 response (50%). 

Caregivers in the treatment group asked 3 questions 

(15%), made 11 comments (55%), and gave 6 (30%) responses. 

Children asked no questions but did make 1 comment (33.3%) 

and 2 responses (66.7%). 

Posttest. Posttest results reveal that caregivers 

within the nontreatment group asked 2 questions (15.4%), 

made 7 (53.8%) comments, and gave 4 responses (30.8). 
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Contributions made by children consisted of 2 questions 

(18.2%), 6 comments (55.0%), and 3 responses (27.3%). Care-

givers in the treatment group produced 83 questions (34.2%), 

112 comments (46.1%), and 48 responses (19.8%). Children's 

participation consisted of 4 questions (5%), 11 comments 

(13.1%), and 69 responses (82%). 

Type of Information 

Pretest. Utterances obtained from pretest transcripts 

of caregivers in the nontreatment group provided the following 

outcome regarding type-of-information classifications: Of 

11 total utterances, 7 (63.6%) were textually explicit, and 

4 (36.4%) were inferential. Children in Tracy's, Karen's, 

and Brenda's pretest readings contributed 2 utterances which 

were classified as textually explicit. 

Pretest transcripts of caregivers who received training 

(Dana, Pam, and Jackie) produced 20 total utterances. More 

than half (n = 12; 60%) were textually explicit and 5 (25%) 

were inference. Identification, prediction, and book-handling 

knowledge categories were also represented (n = 1; 5%, each). 

Children in these groups made a total of 3 textually explicit 

utterances. 

Posttest. Posttest transcripts of the nontreatment 

group revealed that 11 of 13 total utterances (84.6%) con-

tributed by caregivers were textually explicit and that 2 
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(15.4%) were personal association. The 11 utterances con-

tributed by the children were distributed among 3 categories: 

5 (45.5%) were textually explicit, 4 (36.4%) were evaluation, 

and 2 (18.2%) were personal association. 

After training, caregivers in the treatment group con-

tributed 253 total utterances (2 of which could not be coded), 

The remaining 251 utterances were distributed as follows: 

(a) textually explicit (n = 61; 24.1%), (b) inference 

(n = 59; 23.3%), (c) personal association (n = 50; 19.8%), 

(d) background (n = 38; 15%), (e) prediction (n = 15; 6%), 

(f) evaluation (n = 13; 5.1%), (g) controlling instructional 

event (n = 11; 4.3%), and (h) identification (n « 4; 2%). 

Children in the posttraining treatment groups contributed a 

total of 84 utterances. They were distributed into the 

following categories: (a) personal association (n = 42; 

50%); (b) textually explicit and inference (n = 14; 16.7%, 

each), (c) background, evaluation, and avoidance (n = 4; 5%, 

each); and (d) identification and prediction (n = 1; 1.2%, 

each). 

Focus 

Pretest. During the first reading, characters were 

discussed most frequently by the readers (n = 7; 64%). The 

remaining 4 (36.4%) of the total 11 utterances were title-

related. Children's utterances focused upon title (n = 2; 

66.7%) and setting (n = 1; 33.3%). 
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The combined transcripts of the first readings of the 

treatment group produced a total of 20 caregiver utterances. 

Of these 7 (35%) focused upon character, 5 (25%) focused 

upon setting, 4 (20%) emphasized words, 2 (10%) emphasized 

attempt, 1 (5%) stressed title, and 1 (5%) stressed book. 

The 3 remarks made by children in the treatment groups at 

pretest were related to character (n = 2; 66.7%) and setting 

(n = 1 ; 33.3%). 

Posttest. Classification of nontreatment group care-

giver's 13 posttest story-talk utterances revealed that 

(a) 5 (38.5%) focused upon attempt, (b) 3 (23.1%) focused upon 

title, (c) 2 (15.4%) focused upon character, (d) 2 (15.4%) 

focused upon story, and 1 (7.7%) focused upon setting. The 

12 utterances contributed by the children in the posttest 

groups were distributed in the following manner: attempt 

(n = 4; 33.3%), title (n = 3; 25%), consequence and story 

(H = 2; 16,7%), and setting (n = 1; 8.3%). 

Posttest results for the treatment group were widely 

distributed among categories: story (n = 60; 25.2%), charac-

ter (n = 37; 15.6%), word (n =29; 12.2%), setting (n = 25; 

10.5%), attempt (n = 23; 10%), initiating event (n = 13; 

5.5%), consequence (n = 12; 5%), internal response (n = 11, 

5%), reaction (n = 10; 4.2%), theme (n = 9; 4%), author and 

book (n = 4; 2%, each), and title (n = 1; .004%). The 

children's utterances were classified as (a) story (n = 34; 
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43%), (b) character (n = 17; 21.5%), (c) setting (n = 10; 

12.7%), (d) consequence (n = 8; 10.1%), (e) book (n = 4; 

5.1%), word (n = 2; 3%), and (f) initiating event and internal 

response (n = 1; 1.3%). 
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Instructional Strategies and Importance 

Pretest 

During the pretest reading, caregivers in the nontreat-

ment group (Tracy, Karen, and Brenda) initiated 6 topic 

units in which providing was the strategy used. There were 

no instances of eliciting, inviting, or reviewing. Six of 

the 8 (75%) topic units generated by the readers and the 

children were classified as relevant to story grammar, and 2 

(25%) topic units were considered irrelevant. 

Caregivers in the treatment group (Dana, Pam, and Jackie) 

used the providing strategy 9 times (81.8%) and the eliciting 

strategy 2 times (18.2%) during the pretest reading. The 

pretest transcripts of the treatment group members (caregivers 

and children) contained 10 (83.3%) topic units which were 

relevant to the story grammar and 2 (16.7%) irrelevant topic 

units. 

Posttest 

During the posttest reading, the nontreatment caregivers 

initiated 5 topic units (N_ = 8) utilizing providing as the 

strategy. Again, no other strategy was in evidence. Results 

based on the posttest transcripts reveal that 7 of 8 (88%) 

total topic units were relevant to the story. The 1 irrele-

vant topic unit comprised 13% of the total topic units. 

After training, the treatment caregivers evidence 57 

(60%) instances of providing, 25 (26.6%) instances of 
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eliciting, 12 (12.8%) instances of inviting, but no instances 

of reviewing. Posttest transcripts for this group contained 

75 (81.5%) relevant topic units and 17 (18.5%) irrelevant 

topic units. 

TABLE XXIX 

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF TOPIC UNITS BY INSTRUCTIONAL 
INTENT AND IMPORTANCE, PRETEST TO POSTTEST COMPARISON 

Category Nontreatment Grouc Treatment Group Category 
n % n % 

Instructional Intent 

Eliciting 
Pretest 0 00.0 2 18.2 
Posttest 0 00.0 25 26.6 

Inviting 
Pretest 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Posttest 0 00.0 12 12.8 

Providing 
Pretest 6 100.0 9 81 .8 
Posttest 5 100.0 57 60.6 

Reviewing 
Pretest 0 00.0 0 00.0 
Posttest 0 00.0 0 00.0 

Total 
Pretest 6 100.0 11 100.0 
Posttest 5 100.0 94 100.0 

Importance 

Relevant 
Pretest 6 75.0 10 83.3 
Posttest 7 88.0 75 81 .5 
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Category Nontreatment Group 
n % 

Treatment Group 
n % 

Importance—{continued) 

Irrelevant 
Pretest 
Posttest 

2 
1 

25.0 
13.0 

2 
17 

16.7 
18.5 

Total 
Pretest 
Posttest 

8 
8 

100.0 
100.0 

12 
92 

100.0 
100.0 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 
AND DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH ' 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to create a read-aloud 

training program which could be used in teaching child 

caregivers to promote quality verbal interaction among 

participants during story time. Six caregivers (three of 

whom received training) were each assigned a group of four 

children and were audio- and videotaped prior to and 

subsequent to the administration of the training program. 

Tapes were transcribed and were analyzed using the Storybook 

Reading Analysis System (Teale, Martinez, & Glass, in press). 

The story talk which occurred during readings was classified 

into form, type of information, focus, instructional intent, 

and importance categories. Verbal responses were analyzed 

in order to address two questions. 

1. Based upon analysis of pretest story transcripts, 

what similarities and differences in story talk exist between 

matched caregiver pairs selected from treatment and 

nontreatment groups? 

2. What does analysis of posttest story transcripts 

reveal about changes which occurred in the story talk of 

matched caregiver pairs? 

134 
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Due to several limitations inherent in the study, it is 

advised that results be considered with caution. 

1. Data are limited to information obtained from 

individuals within the Francis Tuttle Child Development 

Center; therefore, broad generalizations to other contexts 

are inappropriate. 

2. Although effort was made to analyze and to catego-

rize story talk as objectively as possible, some subjective 

interpretation is present. 

3. Some data were lost during the transcription of 

tapes due to the researcher's inability to hear or under-

stand recorded language of caregivers and children. 

4. It was not possible to use the same book for pre- and 

posttesting of caregivers because children's verbal responses 

to literature are influenced by story familiarity (Martinez 

& Roser, 1985). 

5. The story talk of caregivers and children may have 

been influenced by the presence of recording equipment. 

6. Analysis of data was at times based upon a limited 

number of responses due to the infrequency of occurrence of 

utterances within some category types. 

Discussion 

Findings of this study are discussed in relationship to 

the results and the two research questions. Each pair of 

caregivers is described in terms of appropriateness of match, 
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verbal and nonverbal approach to read-aloud, response to 

training and practice, personality attributes, problems and 

successes experienced, and pre-to-posttest changes in reader 

and child verbal behavior. This discussion is followed by 

conclusions, implications, and directions for further 

research. 

Caregiver Pairs 

Early observations of caregivers during read-aloud 

activities revealed difficulties in pairing the six readers 

to be included in the study. Although the criteria for 

selection were clearly specified (i.e., total number of 

utterances made by the caregiver, number of topic units 

initiated by the caregiver, average length of topic units, 

and number of questions, responses, and comments contributed 

by the caregiver), precise matching of nontreatment and 

treatment individuals was not possible. This was due, in 

part, to the fact that the incidence of verbal interaction 

during the reading of stories can be influenced by individual 

child members of a group. For example, during the reading 

of one book, a caregiver may offer little comment; yet, the 

same caregiver may be forced to be more verbally interactive 

when reading to a second group which includes a child who 

can read some words or a persistent, curious child who is 

accustomed to having questions answered. Because of the 

limited number of children available at the center, it was 
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not possible to pretest additional caregivers once the first 

ones had been tested. That is, once children had been read 

the book selected for pretesting, they became familiar with 

the story; therefore, they could not participate in the 

reading of the same book for a second time. 

Pair I: Tracy and Dana. Tracy (nontreatment group) 

and Dana (treatment group) were not ideally matched. Dana 

contributed twice as many utterances (n = 18) as did Tracy; 

however, neither of the other caregivers came close to this 

number. Tracy and Dana did exhibit some common practices 

during the pretest reading of King Wacky (Gackenbach, 1984). 

Both made greatest use of comments and least use of ques-

tions. Topic units revealed that neither reader had a 

tendency to elaborate upon ideas. (The average length of 

topic units was 2.2 utterances for Tracy and 2.1 utterances 

for Dana). Children in both groups rarely spoke; in both 

instances, only one topic unit was initiated by children. 

Also, the type of information discussed was consistent. 

Textually explicit and inferential content was prominent. 

Focus was placed primarily upon character in both readers' 

discussion of the story. The instructional strategy used 

most frequently was providing. 

In both instances, the reader began the story by 

unenthusiastically acknowledging remarks made by a child. 

For example, in response to the comment, "My dad used to 

have a microphone. He looks up in the stars when it was 
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dark time," Tracy said, "He did?" When the child attempted 

to pursue the discussion, Tracy interjected with, "This is 

King Wacky." Similarly, Dana began by stating, "This book 

is called King Wacky." Immediately afterward, a child 

volunteered a statement about her mother. Although the was 

not understood by the researcher, Dana did respond by saying, 

"She does? Just so that you can come out here?" Then, she 

signaled the end of the discussion by stating, "Here it is. 

We'll start." 

The conspicuous absence of questions in Tracy's pretest 

transcript further suggests that children's verbal partici-

pation during story time was not encouraged. Also, although 

Dana did ask three questions during the course of her initial 

reading, there was no indication that she actually expected 

a response. Clearly, the nonverbal message given children 

in these two groups was that their comments may be tolerated 

to a point but that they were not going to be actively 

solicited by the reader. 

As children edged closer and closer to Tracy during her 

first reading, she appeared not to notice. She seldom looked 

away from the book, even when turning pages; rather, she 

seemed interested in looking at the pictures. Apparently, it 

was the first time she had encountered the book, although it 

had been made accessible to caregivers 4 days prior to taping. 

At one point, however, loud noises in the hallway distracted 

the children's attention. All were turned away from the 
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reader in the effort to determine the cause of the 

disturbance. In order to regain the children's attention, 

Tracy briefly departed from the text by asking, "What's 

wrong with him? He's all backwards, isn't he? He says 

everything backwards. His head's on backwards and 

everything, isn't it?" These comments were delivered 

quickly, without pause for child response and without change 

in voice tone or inflection. These four utterances consti-

tuted the longest topic unit in the transcript. 

Dana was much more aware of her audience. Prior to the 

pretest reading, it was observed that she actively attended 

to children's verbal and nonverbal responses. She looked at 

them whey they talked, but unless specifically asked a 

question, she did not comment or reply. She merely paused 

for their remark and then proceeded to read when they stopped 

talking. During the reading of King Wacky, Dana displayed 

an intuitive awareness of the need to provide children with 

explanations which would aid their comprehension of the 

story. For example, after reading "'I have good news,' King 

Wacky shouted. 'We are at peace,'" Dana said, "So what does 

that mean? That means that they are at war. Everything he 

says is backwards." It is not known how or when she decided 

to provide this scaffolding, but she clearly perceived the 

need for it and attempted to provide it. Her delivery of 

the information was similar to Tracy's—rushed and 

parenthetical in nature. 
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During the implementation of the training program, Dana 

displayed great enthusiasm. On several occasions, she stated 

that her ambition was to pursue a career in which she would 

work with young children. She was convinced of the 

importance of read-aloud. She wanted to practice enough to 

enable her to "pick up any book at the spur of the moment 

and do a decent job of reading it." 

By the comments she made in class and by the written 

evaluations she submitted to the instructor, it was evident 

that Dana did practice. Prior to reading to children for 

the first time, she visited a library, selected some books, 

and read one to a peer evaluator. When she felt ready, she 

read It Could Always Be Worse (Zemach, 1986) to three 

children. In completing the Read-Aloud Record, she wrote 

that the things she did well were: "I let the kids talk; 

explained words, tryed [sic] to make sure kids [were] still 

interested." Areas needing improvement included: "Let the 

kids answer questions, slow down, better introductions." 

Evaluations of this first reading were provided by the 

instructor and one peer. It was concluded that Dana's choice 

of book seemed inappropriate for the child audience; it was 

suggested that she might try reading it to older children, 

or she could experiment with ways of helping younger children 

understand the book. Slowing the pace of reading and 

providing simple explanations were two self-selected goals 

Dana strived to achieve throughout the training program. 
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Dana usually preferred to work with the same peer 

evaluator each time she read. Also, she nearly always made 

herself available to reciprocate. She was a sensitive, 

astute observer who was careful to temper criticism with 

understanding. The following are excerpts from Read-Aloud 

Records completed by Dana as she evaluated her peer: 

. . . This [ending the book] she did very well—she 

waited for their natural response but I don't think she 

knew what to say. (Besides yes and mmm) . . . Asked 

too many questions or may be [sic] need a different way 

of asking. Laughed too much. Very nervous but that is 

normal . . . She tries very hard—you can tell . . . 

There was a lot of distraction—I think most time [sic] 

she did very well. But she needs to think of another way 

of saying—pay attetion [sic] to me . . . More enthu-

siasm needed. NEEDS TO RELAX! Loosen up, baby. 

Although Dana was spirited, articulate, and intelli-

gent, she was also temperamental. There were frequent, abrupt 

mood fluctuations which ultimately affected her reading 

performance. During the first class session, she became 

agitated when another student was called upon to speak before 

her. Later, she sullenly declined to make her comment, 

saying, "It doesn't matter. It wasn't important anyway." 

At times, she would complain that the other students in the 

class did not know enough about read-aloud to critique her. 

Prior to the posttest reading of Doctor De Soto (Steig, 
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1982), she became angry and uncommunicative when the investi-

gator refused to postpone taping because she "had not had 

enough time to practice" and had forgotten to bring the 

dental props she had intended to use. (Caregivers to be 

posttested were advised of the procedure 4 days in advance; 

multiple copies of Doctor De Soto were also made accessible 

at that time*) Due to the absence of one child in her group, 

Dana's taping was completed the following day. 

Subsequent to taping, Dana stated, "I could have done 

better, but I was nervous." She admitted that she had 

practiced reading the book silently once but "didn't get 

through it aloud." She felt that she had read slowly enough 

and had been successful in explaining things in terms 

children could understand. 

Analysis of Dana's posttest videotape and transcript 

revealed a number of alterations in her read-aloud approach 

since her first taping session. In the first reading, 19 

utterances (90.5%) were contributed during the reading of 

the story; only 1 utterance was contributed before reading, 

and 1 was contributed after reading. In the posttest, story 

talk was more evenly distributed among phases (i.e., 31.1% 

before reading, 43.9% during reading, and 25% after reading). 

Average length of topic units rose from 2.1 utterances in 

the pretest to 3.8 utterances in the posttest, thus suggesting 

the tendency toward greater elaboration of ideas in the 

later reading. Also, although Dana continued to use providing 
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as her primary instructional strategy, the posttest did 

reveal greater use of eliciting and inviting strategies. 

The most obvious change which occurred subsequent to 

training was the quantity of talk which emerged during the 

reading of Doctor De Soto. The early transcript consisted 

of 18 reader-initiated story-talk utterances, and the final 

posttraining transcript consisted of 99 reader-initiated 

story-talk utterances. This increase may be attributed to 

several factors. Dana began the posttest reading by 

encouraging children to discuss any prior experiences they 

may have had with dentistry. She supplemented their existing 

knowledge by showing them a toothbrush and a picture of a 

dentist in his office. Next, she linked this introduction 

to the book to be read through use of a transition statement: 

"Well, I'm going to read you a book. It's about a dentist. 

And, this dentist's name is Doctor De Soto." 

Other support strategies were used by Dana to assure 

that children were comprehending the text. Such strategies 

included obvious efforts, such as pointing to pictures of 

characters as they were introduced, pointing to the words as 

she read the sign which hung outside Doctor De Soto's office 

door, and defining words which she considered to be unfamiliar 

to children. When she asked questions which were received 

with shrugs and blank stares, she did not allow the story to 

lose momentum; rather, she often modeled the thinking process 

required to answer the question. For example, after reading 



144 

that the De Sotos had decided to treat the fox, Dana asked, 

"What do you think is going to happen?" When children 

indicated their inability to answer, she responded, "He'll 

probably just sit there 'till his tooth gets healed." Later 

in the story when the fox is offered the "unique treatment" 

which was guaranteed to prevent further tooth discomfort, 

Dana again asked children to guess what was going to happen. 

Although they did not immediately reply, adequate time was 

allotted to allow thought; this time, two possible answers 

were volunteered. The children's predictions were met with 

Dana's response, "Okay, let's see." Several pages later, 

she asked children to confirm one of these predictions when 

she asked, "Do you still think he's not going to get 

toothaches?" 

Although Dana encouraged children to make predictions, 

this emphasis constituted only 6% of the total number of 

utterances produced during the story-time interaction. 

Greatest stress (22%) was placed upon drawing inferences. 

For example, after reading "How I love them raw . . . with 

just a pinch of salt, and a . . . dry . . . white wine," 

Dana asked, "Now, who was he talking about?" In response to 

the children's silence, she stated, "When he's saying 'I 

like them raw,' he's talking about the mouse." She appeared 

to know when to answer questions for children and when to 

wait for a reply. Her sensitivity to the needs of her 

audience was further reflected in the types of information 
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she chose to stress; appropriately, there were textually 

explicit information (20%), personal associations (18%), and 

background information (17%). These findings are in contrast 

to results accumulated during pretesting. Initially, Dana 

had dedicated 60% of discussion to textually explicit 

information and 28% to inference. Prior to training, there 

were no instances of background information or personal 

association included in the discussion of the story. 

Pre- and posttest comparison of the use of focus 

categories also revealed change. Prior to training, 

utterances in Dana's transcript focused primarily upon 

character (38.9%) and word and setting (22.2% each). Also, 

1 utterance made reference to the book title, and 2 utter-

ances focused upon attempt. Subsequent to training, 

character and word remained high in priority (18.2% each), 

but this time, story discussion was added (18.2%). In the 

final reading, only 2 categories were omitted: title and 

text-to-text. Technically, Dana included the title in her 

introduction when she told the children that the book was 

about a dentist mouse whose name was Doctor De Soto; however, 

this information was coded as character. The text-to-text 

category, which requires the comparison of books, was not 

found in any of the transcripts analyzed. This is probably 

due to the fact that books selected for pre- and posttesting 

had nothing in common. In the final reading, all story-map 

designations were represented in Dana's transcript. This 
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occurred even though she made no direct attempt to ask the 

specific questions that had been modeled and stressed so 

frequently by the investigator. (This phenomenon is further 

discussed in the Conclusions section of this chapter.) 

Although Dana's posttest reading revealed increased 

understanding of the cognitive and affective needs of 

children during story time, there were instances in which 

she possibly made inaccurate assumptions about her young 

audience. For example, when explaining the meaning of the 

word, gauze, she noted, "And gauze just stops the bleeding. 

You probably had that when you were at the dentist." Not 

only was it possible that the children had never been to a 

dentist, but it was also probable that they had never 

experienced having cavities or the need for gauze. Also, 

&ft©r reading Doctor De Soto, an extended dialogue occurred 

due to a simple misunderstanding. Dana asked the children, 

"Now, how do you think the fox feels that he's been tricked?" 

One child replied, "Badder." The following is a transcript 

excerpt which demonstrates how Dana resolved the dilemma: 

114 R: Now, how do you think the fox feels that 

he's been tricked? 

115 C: Badder. 

116 R: You think he feels better? 

117 C: Badder I 

118 R: How come you think he feels better? 

119 C: Because of his mouth stick together. 
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120 R: Okay, maybe you didn't understand the 

story. 

121 R: What happened, okay, the fox is going to 

eat the mice. 

122 R: So, the mouse put something on his teeth 

to clench it so he can't open it. 

123 R: If he can't open his teeth, he can't eat 

them right? 

124 R: So, the mice fooled the fox 'cause he 

can't open his teeth. 

125 R: I mean, it's just like that (demonstrates 

with own teeth). 

126 R: It's just—you can't open your teeth. 

127 R: And so, I think the fox feels sort of bad 

because now he's not going to get anything to eat. 

128 R: Now he's hungry. 

129 R: You know how you get when you're hungry 

and you really want to eat? 

130 R: And I sort of get, you know, grumpy. 

131 R: You understand better now? 

132 C: Yeah. 

133 C: I have a sore on my finger. 

134 R: You do? 

135 R: How'd you get that? 

136 C: I rubbed it on a paper. 

137 R: Oh. 
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138 R: I guess you learned a lesson, huh? 

139 R: Do you have any questions about the story? 

140 R: Do you need me to explain it any more? 

141 C: aa aa. 

142 R: aa aa—What's that? 

143 R: Is that a "yes" or a "no"? 

144 C: Yes. 

145 R: What do you need me to explain? 

146 C: aa—nothin'. 

147 R: Nothin'? 

148 R: Do you want me t o — 

149 C: Why you got that on your hair? 

This unfortunate incident undoubtedly confused and frus-

trated the child; sensing this, Dana patiently, but unsuc-

cessfully, attempted to remedy the problem by reviewing the 

story. Interestingly, it was the child who finally saw the 

futility of the situation. Unable to communicate her intent, 

the youngster chose to digress from the story when she said, 

"I have a sore on my finger." This strategy worked 

temporarily, but soon Dana returned to her original purpose 

of making sure the children understood the story. She asked 

again, "Do you have any questions about the story?" Children 

began to communicate their discomfort by asking irrelevant 

questions (e.g., "Why you got that on your hair?"), by 

squabbling over the toothbrush, and finally, by blatantly 

asking to leave (i.e., "Can I go back to my class?"). Had 
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this incident occurred during the absence of the researcher 

and taping equipment the outcome probably would have been 

different. Dana was aware of the children's rebellion but 

internally debated about how she should respond. 

Although avoidance statements made by children consti-

tuted 4 utterances (12.1%) of their 33 total posttest 

remarks, progress had been made in encouraging child talk. 

(Only 3 utterances were contributed by children during Dana's 

pretest reading). Not surprisingly, children appeared to 

prefer discussing personal experiences. Utterances classified 

as personal associations constituted 60.6% of the total 

story talk. Also predictable was the fact that distribution 

of their utterances within type and focus categories resembled 

that of the reader (i.e., children and readers discussed the 

same things). However, children maintained their pretest 

pattern of rarely initiating discussion. These issues are 

further discussed in the Conclusions section of this chapter. 

With the exception of a decrease in the number of story-

talk utterances from 11 (contributed during the pretest) to 

3 (contributed in the posttest), Tracy, the untrained 

caregiver paired with Dana, showed little deviation in reading 

strategy from book to book. In both readings, utterances 

were primarily comments (88.9% in the pretest and 100% in 

the posttest). No questions were asked. There was no 

poststory discussion in either instance. The type-of-

information categories used were textually explicit (55.6%, 
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pretest; 100%, posttest) and inference (44.4%, pretest). 

Title and character were the prevailing foci. Providing was 

the only instructional strategy used in both readings. 

Children contributed 2 utterances during the pretest reading 

and none in the posttest reading. Observation of the 

videotape also revealed no apparent changes in Tracy's 

nonverbal behavior; she was consistent in her avoidance of 

eye contact with children and in her tendency to rush through 

the activity. 

Untrained caregivers were asked to read three books 

aloud to children each week and to complete self-evaluations 

of these readings (see Appendix E). Tracy submitted three 

forms. In responding to the question, "What did you do well 

when you read the book to the children?" she provided insight 

into her philosophy of quality read-aloud. In two of the 

evaluations, she stated that she "put expression into the 

words." Judging by answers received from other members of 

the nontreatment group, it appears that this was a reasonable 

response. However, in answering the question in the third 

evaluation form, she wrote, "Asked them questions." It is 

not known whether this response was influenced by comments 

which might have been made to her by caregivers in the 

treatment group. It appears, however, that this was not 

the case, since no questions were found in her posttest 

transcript. 
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Pair II: Karen and Pam. In terms of criteria used for 

pair selection, Karen (nontreatment group) and Pam (treat-

ment group) were well matched. Karen's pretest transcript 

consisted of one story-talk utterance and Pam's consisted of 

two such utterances; all were classified as comments and all 

were initiated by the readers. However, there were differ-

ences in the readers' methods of presentation. 

Karen is a fluent reader who read very quickly. Although 

she frequently took fleeting glimpses of her audience, the 

gesture was mechanical and repetitious. It appeared that 

she looked without seeing. The children were restless. 

There were yawns. One boy laid down on the floor. Two 

girls intermittently giggled and hugged for no apparent 

reason. At times, Karen noticed, but she responded by tapping 

children on the knee or by glancing at them before proceeding 

to read faster. It appeared that her tactic for remedying 

inappropriate child behavior was merely to finish reading. 

She apparently had not taken the opportunity to preview the 

book. At one point, after reading "Serve the dessert first," 

she wrinkled her nose, took a second look, and shrugged in 

disbelief. 

Karen proved to be a conscientious student. Early in 

the study, she became depressed because she felt that too 

many demands were being made on her time. She expressed the 

concern that she would not be able to fulfill the require-

ments of home, school, and work. The director of the center 
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assured students that if time were used wisely, she would 

alter the number of assignments made. As a result, Karen 

earnestly tried to comply with the requests of the investi-

gator. She encouraged members of her puppet group who 

expressed a lack of confidence. She read to children. She 

ultimately submitted six read-aloud self-evaluation forms. 

Responses to items on these questionnaires were 

informative. When asked what she had done well while reading 

to children, her answers included: "it was a long book and 

I didn't stumble over the words," "I read the book with 

enthusiasm," and "I talked like the characters." When asked 

to describe anything interesting that had happened during 

the reading of the stories, she wrote, "The children were 

more interested about what was going on around them than in 

the book," "(child's name) gave me a hug and said thank 

y°u'" (child's name) got excited, (child's name) wanted to 

read the book over again," "(child's name) started telling 

me things that she doesn't like," and "(child's name) knew 

the story and kept interrupting to tell me what was going to 

happen." Apparently, Karen considered read-aloud literally 

to be an activity in which the reader delivers a fluent, 

interesting rendition of the text to a silent audience which 

does not "interrupt." This philosophy was clearly reflected 

in her posttest reading of Doctor De Soto. 

The transcript of Karen's posttest reading revealed 20 

instances of story talk. Although it appears that Karen 
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made progress toward becoming an interactive reader, such 

was not the case. Due to the influence of one talkative, 

inquisitive, persistent boy, Karen was coaxed into making 9 

utterances. As a result of seeing the front cover of the 

book prior to reading, the child attempted to initiate 

discussion about a cavity. Karen was briefly delayed in the 

beginning but quickly recovered by abruptly stating, "Okay, 

the book we're going to read is Doctor De Soto." Karen's 

command of the situation proved to be temporary because the 

child continued to seek attention. Throughout the story, he 

made comments such as, "I hate him [fox] because he's dressed 

up," "I hate wine," and "wine, yuk." At times, Karen would 

laugh at his comments, but she never paused or looked at 

him. Next, the boy tempted her to digress by asking, "Why is 

there toys in here?" She replied, "I don't know" and 

continued to read. Finally, the child asked a relevant 

question, "How'd he [Doctor De Soto] get in the mouth?" 

Karen patiently, but briefly, answered the question. But, 

before she could read another sentence, the child persisted 

with, "How did he [Doctor De Soto] do it [climb the ladder]?" 

Karen clearly was uncomfortable with the idea of straying 

from the text. Only when pushed did she do so. 

In contrast to Karen, Pam is not a fluent reader. 

Although she had previewed the pretest book "to be sure I 

knew all the words," she read haltingly. She attempted to 

be enthusiastic and dramatic, but emphasis and pauses were 
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often misplaced. She paid more attention to distractions in 

the hall than to the children to whom she was reading* 

Consequently, there were yawns, wiggling feet, and constant 

shifting of position. At one point, Pam stopped reading in 

order to motion for a child to attend to the book and lost 

her place. These difficulties were further exacerbated by 

the fact that she attempted to read upside-down. 

As the training program progressed, Pam's demeanor in 

class was cheerful, but passive. Rarely did she contribute 

to discussion. Preliminary evaluations of her reading made 

by the investigator concentrated on improvement of the 

quality of her delivery. For example, it was suggested that 

although she was an enthusiastic, animated reader, she would 

require extra practice to increase fluency. It was also 

noted that the book could be held comfortably without 

requiring her to read upside-down. 

Midway through the training program, Pam's reading had 

begun to show signs of change. One day, she read to a group 

of three children while being observed by a number of 

caregivers. Coincidentally, Dana and Jackie (two other 

caregivers described in this study) were among the evalua-

tors. When Pam had finished reading, had dismissed the 

children, and had evaluated herself, Dana proceeded to 

discuss a number of improvements she felt should be made. 

First, she noted that it was distracting and unnecessary to 

insist that each child be called by name to respond to every 
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question. She suggested that the audience be allowed to 

answer spontaneously. Similarly, she stated that it was 

inappropriate to assign children turns for turning pages. 

Because Pam had experienced difficulty in seeing the book 

over the pigtails of the child in her lap, Dana recommended 

alternative seating arrangements. It was further suggested 

that if the reader wished to dramatize the story by creating 

different voices for characters, she needed additional 

practice to assure consistency. Things Pam did well included 

introducing the book, explaining meanings of unfamiliar 

words, maintaining eye contact, and relating children's 

prior experiences to the story. 

Although Pam was not motivated to practice on her own, 

her posttest reading reflected understanding of much of the 

content of the read-aloud course. She asked, "Have you ever 

been to the dentist?" thereby encouraging children to recall 

and discuss any previous experiences they may have had with 

dentistry. In answer to the question, one child volunteered, 

"I have. That's how I got my silver tooth." In reply, Pam 

ventured the response, "Really?" This prompted a further 

comment from the child, " 'Cause it's hurtin'." Rather than 

using this opportunity to encourage the child to relate the 

experience to the group, Pam chose to involve another child 

in the discussion when she asked, "Have you been to the 

dentist?" When she felt there was nothing more to be said, 
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she related dentistry to the book by stating, "Well, this 

book is about a mouse who's a dentist." 

Pam demonstrated skill in mediating the text for the 

children. She pointed to pictures of characters as they 

were introduced, explained size relationships among animals, 

and pointed to the words as she read the sign which hung 

above the dentist's office door. Most obvious was her 

tendency to define words in context. For example, while 

reading . . . and his drill so dainty," she inserted, 

"which is tiny" before finishing the sentence, "they could 

hardly feel any pain." She also helped children understand 

the story by helping them draw inferences. After reading 

that the dentist refused to treat animals dangerous to 

himself, she asked, What kind of animals do you think would 

be dangerous to mice?" In another instance, she asked why 

the fox would be wearing a flannel bandage around his jaw. 

When a child responded, " 'Cause he broke his head," she 

gently clarified the idea by suggesting, "Maybe his mouth is 

hurting?" 

References to textually explicit information also 

provided an important function in assuring children's 

understanding of the text. After reading "'I cannot treat 

you, sirl' Doctor De Soto shouted. 'Sirl Haven't you read 

my sign?'" Pam asked whether children remembered what the 

sign had said. By her tone of voice, it was evident that 

she was surprised that this key point could not be recalled 
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by the group. She proceeded to provide that information. 

She did not always choose to do so, however. 

After reading about the dentist's proposal to provide 

the fox with the secret treatment, Pam asked the children, 

"What do you think it will do?" When she was given no 

response, she rephrased the question, "What do you think the 

stuff is going to do?" When, again, there was no reply, she 

continued to read. As the text described the process of 

applying the solution to the teeth, Pam asked, "What do you 

think is on the brush?" Children incorrectly guessed, 

"Paint." Pam read further, "Then he [fox] tried to open his 

mouth—but his teeth were stuck together!" At this point, 

when Pam again asked what the secret treatment was, the 

children correctly guessed, "Glue." By carefully guiding 

children through the process of accumulating clues provided 

by the text, Pam was successful in modeling the type of 

thinking required for readers to make predictions and to 

draw inferences. 

After concluding the reading of the book, Pam attempted 

to engage her audience in a discussion of the structural 

aspects of the story (i.e., story grammar). The following 

excerpt demonstrates the results: 

076 R: Who were the main characters in here? 

077 R: Who are the main people? 

078 C: Him (points to picture of Doctor De Soto). 

079 R: What's his name? 
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080 C: I don't know. 

081 C: Doctor De Soto. 

082 R: Right. 

083 R: And who was his assistant? 

084 C: Fox. 

085 R: His wife. 

086 R: And his patient was . . . ? 

087 C: The fox. 

088 R: Right 

089 C: Can we go now? 

090 C: When are we going? 

081 R: Okay. 

As far as it can be ascertained, this was the only 

planned attempt made by a caregiver during the course of the 

training program to engage children in talk about the 

components of the story. Although there were indications 

that children would be successful in the endeavor, it is 

clear that they had little interest in pursuing the task. 

(This lack of interest is discussed in the Conclusions section 

of this chapter.) 

Pam made progress toward the goal of encouraging 

children to talk during story time; however, 19 of their 28 

utterances (67.9%) were responses to questions she had asked. 

Children initiated only 3 questions (10.7%) and 6 comments 

(21.4%). As previously stated, Pam frequently paused to 

include word meaning within the text she was reading. 
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Apparently, one child noticed this; at one point, he 

interrupted Pam as she read, "Be here at eleven sharp," to 

ask, "What does 'sharp' mean?" Predictably, analysis of 

the transcript revealed that classifications of children's 

utterances into selected categories closely paralleled those 

of the reader. 

Pair III: Brenda and Jackie. Neither Brenda (non-

treatment group) nor Jackie (treatment group) verbally 

interacted with children during the pretest reading. With 

the exception of Brenda's comment, "Okay, the name of the 

book I'm going to read you is King Wackv." there was no 

other discussion by readers or children. Brenda's reading 

was unremarkable. Although she had not previewed the book, 

she read fluently while frequently glancing at her audience. 

The children were very attentive. As far as could be 

determined, her posttest reading was identical to her first 

attempt. 

By contrast, Jackie, a tall girl, towered over her 

audience as she sat on her knees with her back partially 

facing the children. She held the book to the side to enable 

all to see. Because her voice was low, deep, and serious, 

it soon began to sound as if she were reading a textbook 

aloud. Her facial expression never changed, except to 

acknowledge an embarrassing miscue. Because her eyes never 

left the page, she was, therefore, unaware of the nonverbal 
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behaviors of the children—the yawns, whispering, muffled 

laughter, and hair pulling. 

During read-aloud class, Jackie often appeared to be 

inattentive and lethargic. She did, however, seem to enjoy 

the videotapes shown to the class. She is a quiet person 

who never contributed to discussion. Yet, she obviously 

cared very much about improving her read-aloud skills; she 

was the only caregiver to request permission to watch her 

peers read after she had completed her pre- and posttest 

tapings. In private, as she attended to children on the 

playground, she enthusiastically related her attempts to 

read to her young nephew at home, but she was rarely observed 

reading to children at the center. Despite her serious, 

somewhat gruff exterior, she actually is a shy, likable girl 

prone to quiet laughter and frequent blushing. 

Jackie's posttest reading revealed considerable change 

from her initial attempt. Not only did she carefully 

position herself and her audience before beginning to read, 

she also explicitly stated that children were encouraged to 

talk, ask questions, touch the book, and turn pages as they 

felt the urge. The children, however, engaged in none of 

these behaviors, possibly due to the fact that they received 

little further encouragement to do so. The book was not 

held in such a way as to accommodate touch by the children. 

Also, more importantly, some of Jackie's reading practices 

actually communicated the opposite message. 
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As she was waiting for the last child to join the group, 

Jackie began to talk informally with the children seated 

around her. Due to the curiosity of the children, her talk 

evolved into an introduction of the book. As the final 

child entered the group, Jackie had concluded her 

introduction and had begun a transition into the book. She 

quickly reiterated her instructions about participation and 

briefed the new child by saying, "We're going to be reading 

about the dentist, okay?" She began again in earnest by 

saying, "Okay, how many of ya'll have been to the dentist?" 

Although several children enthusiastically raised their 

hands, she did not choose to encourage them to tell about 

their experiences. Xnstead, she followed with three yes/no 

questions, such as, "Was [sic] you scared of him when you 

first went?" and "Was he real nice?" She abruptly terminated 

the questioning by saying, "Okay, we're going to talk about 

a dentist here, but he's a mouse." This was followed by 

stating the title and author of the book. Then she began to 

read. 

Early in the reading, Jackie attempted to engage 

children in inferential and predictive reasoning. After 

reading that the dentist refused to admit cats into his 

office, she asked, "Why do you think he wouldn't let a cat 

in? When she received no response, she reverted to 

questions which required less of the children, "Does a cat 

like mices [sic]?" 
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In her next attempt/ Jackie provided a brief summary of 

the passage before asking the question. For example: 

048 R: See, there's a fox right there. 

049 R: And he's real hurt real bad. 

050 R: And Dr. De Soto doesn't want to help him 

because he's a fox. 

051 R: Why do you think he don't [sic] want the 

fox? 

052 R: To work on the fox's mouth? 

When she received no reply, she said: 

053 R: Maybe he thinks the fox might eat 'em? 

054 C: Yeah. 

Soon she tried the same strategy again: 

057 R: What do you think the fox is going to do 

when he comes in? 

(Pause, no child response.) 

058 R: Do you think he's going to be nice or 

mean? 

059 R: The fox's mouth is hurting real bad. 

060 R: So he was crying because he hurts. 

061 R: I don't think he's going to be real mean, 

but he might be thinking about it. 

Seeing that the children were not responding to her 

questions, Jackie tried another strategy; she began to 

provide information. She drew children's attention to the 

differences in the sizes of the animals, she provided 
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background information, such as, "See, they [dentists] always 

have to wash their hands before they do your teeth because 

you can get germs like that." She defined words such as 

bicuspid, she explained why it was necessary to put the pole 

in the fox's mouth, she paraphrased the text, and ultimately, 

she stated the theme of the story. Through trial and error, 

Jackie discovered how to adapt read-aloud procedures to fit 

the needs of the group of children. 

Comparison of Nontreatment and Treatment Groups: Pretest 

to Posttest 

Examination of pretest transcripts of treatment and 

nontreatment groups revealed similarities in story talk. 

This was expected, because effort was initially made to 

identify subjects who were not interactive during story 

time. In two of the matched pairs, caregivers contributed 

no more than 1 utterance per story. The third pair produced 

11 utterances (nontreatment group) and 18 utterances 

(treatment group). 

Predictably, the pre- and posttest story talk of the 

nontreatment group (i.e., Tracy, Karen, Brenda, and their 

respective groups of children) revealed little change. 

There is no evidence that readers were influenced by training 

provided to the afternoon class or by children who 

participated in group reading sessions with trained care-

givers. Although some of the morning caregivers (nontreat-
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ment group) were acquainted with some afternoon caregivers 

(treatment group), it appears that read-aloud course content 

was not discussed among high—school caregivers. Also* 

because most trained readers were not motivated to practice, 

it appears that children at the center had not become 

accustomed to the interactive strategies. Therefore, it is 

unlikely that they had an impact on the performance of 

caregivers in the nontreatment group. 

Still, as previously reported, one boy in Karen's group 

did persist in making comments and asking questions. This 

verbal activity influenced the quantity and distribution of 

story talk in Karen's transcript. It was also largely 

responsible for minor changes which occurred in nontreatment 

group category totals for the posttest. It is not known why 

the child was silent during the pretest, yet so vocal in the 

posttest. There is no reason to believe that his behavior 

was influenced by the training program in any way. No other 

child exhibited such a change. Perhaps his home reading 

experiences encouraged interaction. Also, he may have been 

more inclined to speak because he felt more comfortable with 

Karen during the second reading. 

Comparison of pre- and posttest results of the treat-

ment group (i.e., Dana, Pam, Jackie, and their respective 

groups of children) revealed a number of changes. The most 

obvious change was the quantity of story talk contributed. 

The number of utterances produced by caregivers rose from 23 
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in the pretest to 337 in the posttest. Child utterances 

rose in number from 3 to 84. In both readings, most talk 

occurred during the reading of the story, but after training, 

caregivers and children talked more freely before and after 

reading, as well. The number of comments made by caregivers 

increased by 101 utterances from pretest to posttest; 

questions increased by 80 utterances; and responses increased 

by 42 utterances. Clearly, the smaller increase in responses 

is linked to the limited number of utterances contributed by 

children. Examples of type-of-information categories were 

found in posttest transcripts of the treatment group, in 

every case, the number of utterances increased. Contributions 

made by children rose from a total of 3 textually explicit 

utterances to 84 total utterances, which encompassed all 

categories, except book handling. Similarly, all focus 

categories showed an increase in usage, except text-to-text 

and title. (Possible explanations for this occurrence can 

be found in the discussion of Dana's posttest results.) 

Children's utterances increased in 9 of the 14 categories. 

Analysis of topic units revealed little change in 

children's initiation of story talk. Pretest transcripts 

produced 1 instance of a child-initiated topic unit; posttest 

transcripts produced only 3. (Possible explanations for 

this occurrence are presented in the Conclusions section of 

this chapter.) Caregivers initiated story talk in 11 pretest 

topic units and in 89 posttest topic units. The increase in 
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average length of topic units from 1.0 to 3.7 utterances 

also revealed a tendency toward greater elaboration of ideas 

subsequent to training. 

Conclusions 

It was not the purpose of this training program to 

dictate instructional strategies to be used by all readers, 

with all children, or for all storybook reading situations. 

As noted by Green and Harker (1982), research previously 

conducted to identify effective strategies has produced 

results which may appear to be conflicting; however, they 

explained that because reading to children is a dynamic 

communicative process which involves considerable language 

and social interaction, procedures and strategies must be 

flexible to meet the skills and developmental needs of 

children, the goals of teachers, and the nature of the text. 

Research conducted by Green, Harker, and Golden (in press) 

in which two primary teachers were compared as they read a 

story aloud concluded, " . . . while the groups were 

equivalent, the story the same, the teachers similar in 

training, and directions for the lesson the same, the two 

lessons were not the same lesson" (p. 12). 

Authors continue to call for further research investi-

gating the relationship between reading style and children's 

comprehension. Teale and Sulzby (in press) conducted a 14-

month study of changes in language and social interaction 
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which occurred between a child (Hannah) and her mother during 

the reading of a single book. They also reported findings 

obtained from a chance occurrence in which the child read 

the same book aloud to her doll. It was determined that 

Hannah had become so familiar with the content of the book 

and the methods used by her mother in mediating the text 

that she spontaneously produced the text and the story talk 

typically generated by herself and her mother. The authors 

concluded, " . . . mediation—what actually goes on, what 

actually gets talked about in the interaction between parent 

and child—holds the key to the effects of storybook reading. 

* • •" Similarly, Peterman, Dunning, and Mason (1985) 

analyzed differences in four kindergarten teachers' 

presentation of storybooks. They determined that teachers' 

chosen points of focus and degree of audience involvement 

contributed to children's listening comprehension and reading 

attempts. They concurred with this investigator when they 

wrote, . . . more controlled study of the nature and effect 

of teachers presentations is needed before recommendations 

about the content of this event can be prescribed" (Abstract). 

The intent of the investigator in providing this training 

program was to impress upon caregivers that reading to 

children requires more than simply reading the book or 

reading the book and asking questions (Roser, 1987). 

Initially, readers included in the study were predominantly 

"directors" (Roser & Martinez, 1985). That is, they 
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introduced and concluded stories, and they assumed leader-

ship during discussion if, indeed, there was any. As 

explained earlier, however, during the course of the training 

program, the roles of caregivers during story time began to 

expand. They no longer attempted to maintain control by 

silencing the children. Instead, they assumed the role of 

"informer/monitor" as they strove to provide the necessary 

scaffolding or support needed to assure children's 

comprehension. Such efforts included the provision of 

background information or world knowledge, the explanation 

of various aspects of stories read, and the assessment and 

monitoring of children's understanding. The third role 

assumed by mediating readers, that of "co-responder," was also 

in evidence as caregivers reviewed parts of the stories 

read, shared personal reactions to stories, initiated topics 

to be discussed, and invited child response. 

Although the issue was not specifically addressed or 

analyzed in this study, it appears that caregivers were more 

successful in their roles as informers/monitors than they 

were in their roles as co-responders. This may be due in 

part to the fact that the latter role requires more verbal 

input from children. In a study conducted by Roser and 

Martinez (1985) in which adult-child story-time interactions 

in home and school settings were examined, it was concluded 

that because of the cooperative nature of the read-aloud 

sessions observed, it was difficult to determine the origin 
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of leadership. Such was not the case in the present study; 

although 84 of 337 total utterances (25%) were contributed 

by children, they initiated only 3 of 92 topic units (3.3%) 

during posttest readings conducted by caregivers in the 

treatment group. There are several possible explanations 

for the children's reluctance to assert themselves in 

influencing the direction and content of story talk. 

First, effort was made to assure that the two books 

selected for pre- and posttest tapings would be new to all 

children. This control was necessary due to findings by 

Martinez and Roser (1985) who reported changes which occurred 

in children's story talk as they became more familiar with 

books read multiple times. One such change was an increase 

in the amount of talk. Children in a nursery school setting 

increased their contributions from 64 to 121 utterances per 

story. The authors concluded that children were more able 

or willing to talk about stories when they were familiar 

with them. Although the number of questions asked by children 

did not appear to change after hearing books several times, 

they did make twice as many comments. As the stories were 

first read, children's responses were usually answers to 

questions posed by the reader, in subsequent readings, 

children initiated talk in the form of comments. In light 

of this information, it is reasonable to assume that had the 

opportunity been given for caregivers and children in the 

current study to read books several times, results would 
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have been different. Although children still might not have 

chosen to initiate discussion, it is probable that interaction 

between readers and children would have been more evenly 

distributed between the two. 

Another factor which may have contributed to children's 

reluctance to talk in this study relates to the issue of 

questioning. Martinez (1983a) reported in her study of 

parent-child story-time interactions that her attempt to use 

questions to assess children's comprehension proved to be 

unsuccessful. She reasoned that the use of questioning was 

not a normal part of their home read-aloud learning. 

Similarly, she conjectured that systematic questioning 

commonly found in school settings may also prove to be alien 

to young children. For this reason, it was suggested that 

educators search for ways to provide alternative comprehension 

instruction which would more closely resemble home story-

time experiences. In the meantime, we can learn much about 

children's response to stories through avenues of play, art, 

and drama. 

Children's previous experiences with read-aloud may 

also be related to the problem of encouraging child talk. 

Early in this study, the director voiced the opinion that 

talk should not be encouraged during the reading of a story 

because it would cause children to lose thought. Instead, 

any discussion should be conducted prior to or subsequent to 

reading. It appeared that the children at the center were 
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not accustomed to talking during group story time. Although 

it is probable that many of them were read to by parents or 

other members of the family, it is not known how such 

sessions were conducted. Employed caregivers at the center 

displayed varied read-aloud styles, in concordance with 

Heath's (1983) finding that adults in her study often 

expected children approaching the age of 3 to listen during 

reading and to answer questions afterward, it was observed 

by this investigator that the caregiver responsible for the 

youngest children at the center was far more interactive 

than were the caregivers of older children. 

Read-aloud conducted during older children's group times 

reflected a philosophy consistent with that of the teachers 

of Maple Nursery School reported by Cochran-Smith in The 

Making of a Reader (1984): 

This is rug-time, a quiet time. . . . This is a place 

for sitting. . . . It's a time for sitting and looking 

and listening. . . . When it's rug-time, you need to 

keep your voice quiet so you can hear. . . . It's not a 

time for playing with other things. (p. 122) 

By participating in activities such as group time, 

children acquire communicative competence (Green & Harker, 

1982). That is, they discover and internalize the spoken 

and unspoken rules of acceptable behavior within a social 

setting. They learn what is appropriate to discuss, when it 

is acceptable to speak (and to whom), and how they may speak 
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(Hymes, 1974). As suggested by Green and Harker, it is the 

responsibility of the teacher to be knowledgeable of chil-

dren's previous communicative experiences and to provide 

training which will enable them to cope with situational 

demands effectively, with this in mind, caregivers of the 

present study were encouraged to verbalize to the children 

their specific expectations regarding story-time participa-

tion. However, their infrequent invitations to make comments 

or to ask questions were often disregarded. This may be due 

in part to the caregivers' avoidance of read-aloud practice; 

children simply may not have spent enough time with readers 

to know what was expected of them, it is also possible that 

caregivers had not acquired adequate skill in communicating 

their wishes through verbal and nonverbal means. 

Finally, it is conceivable that children were reluctant 

to participate in discussion because of the rigorous 

comprehension demands made on them (e.g., predicting, 

mferencing, and evaluating). It is not known to what extent 

these competencies had been introduced previously. However, 

there were indications, especially in Dana's posttest 

transcript that when adequate modeling is provided and ample 

time for thought is given, children will venture attempts at 

responding to questions involving prediction and inference. 

It is also possible that if children were familiar with the 

stories, they might be less concerned with literal meaning. 

As Martinez (1983a) reported in a case study, the child 
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described generally attended to the literal during initial 

readings of stories, but in subsequent readings, her 

responses were nonliteral in nature. The researcher 

concluded that if provided the opportunity, young children may 

investigate the text at a variety of levels. Roser (1987) 

concurred when she admonished that higher level comprehen-

sion need not wait for formalized reading instruction. 

In a similar vein, researchers are advocating the 

introduction of story-grammar concepts during story time for 

young children (Morrow, 1985; Pearson, 1982; Sadow, 1982). 

As Sadow (1982) defined it, story grammar describes the 

basic elements which comprise stories in Western societies. 

It describes the events, actions, and information within a 

story, as well as the relationships among the elements. 

Through guided discussion, questioning, and retelling, 

children develop and internalize a set of expectations about 

the content and structure of stories. Three studies reported 

concurrently by Morrow (1985) indicated that groups of 

kindergartners who received guidance in retellings which 

emphasized the structural framework of stories made signifi-

cant gains in answering 'traditional" comprehension ques-

tions (i.e., literal, inferential, and critical) as well as 

questions about story structure; however, the process did 

take time. She concluded that effects from a single book-

reading event were small. Furthermore, she noted that 
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although some prereaders could internalize concepts of story 

grammar and could transfer the information to other stories, 

low-achieving children were not as successful as high and 

middle achievers. 

Accounts of this investigator's attempt to incorporate 

story-grammar content into the training program are described 

in Appendix F. In brief, caregivers evidenced difficulty 

not only in formulating questions about story grammar, but 

many could not answer the questions when they were provided. 

Attempts made by the instructor to model strategies were 

disregarded by caregivers? only in two instances were any of 

them observed engaging in discussion of such concepts with 

children. Interestingly, each time, the children verbally 

or nonverbally signalled their desire to terminate the read-

aloud activity. Because children may have been unaccustomed 

to engaging in extended discussion subsequent to hearing 

stories read, it is possible that the idea was uncomfortable 

or confusing for them. 

As previously reported, all categories within the story-

map designation were represented in the posttest readings of 

treatment group caregivers; in fact, all of them were found 

in Dana's transcript. This occurred in spite of caregivers' 

disregard of story-grammar content during read-aloud sessions 

with children. As noted by Teale, Martinez, and Glass (in 

press), the inclusion of the text as a participant in story-

time interactions had long been neglected. Clearly, the 
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text had an impact on discussion among read-aloud participants 

in this study, despite readers1 avoidance of story—grammar 

issues. However, because children were unaware of this 

contribution, the resulting discussion provided them no 

insights into the structure of the story. 

Teale and Martinez (1986) presented additional evidence 

of the power of the text in their discussion of the stylis-

tic similarities and differences between two kindergarten 

teachers. Although they concluded that the differences 

between readers were more marked than the similarities, it 

was found that it was not uncommon for the teachers to stop 

at the same points in text and to focus on the same issues 

during the reading of books. 

Although these considerations are not specifically 

addressed in the research questions of this study, similar 

results emerged. The 3 caregivers of the treatment group 

were nearly identical in the number of times they stopped 

for discussion during the posttest reading. Dana and Jackie 

each stopped 22 times, and Pam stopped 21 times. In 5 

instances, these 3 readers stopped at identical points in 

the text; however, only in 1 case did all readers discuss 

the same issue. In 2 of these instances, 2 of 3 caregivers 

discussed the same issues. In 15 instances, 2 of the 3 

readers stopped at identical points. Caregivers discussed 

the same issues in 5 of these instances. Consistent with 

the findings of Teale and Martinez (1986), it was also 
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determined that when caregivers of this study emphasized the 

same issues, they either discussed word meanings, or they 

asked children to make predictions. As stated by Teale, 

Martinez, and Glass (in press), such interactions make it 

evident that the text does indeed influence storybook 

readings; therefore, in order to fully understand and 

describe these events, one must consider the contribution of 

the story. 

Educational Implications 

It has been suggested that the ways in which teachers 

read stories aloud may directly affect children's compre-

hension and response (Teale & Martinez, 1986). More 

specifically, it has been discovered that the language and 

social interaction which accompany the reading of the text 

play a major role in guiding children toward literacy 

acquisition. As Roser (1987) stated, 

. . . children grow toward literacy when their ques-

tions about words, about pictures, and about stories 

are answered. Teachers who pose thoughtful questions, 

model their own thinking, show spontaneous appreciation 

for stories, lead lively discussions, link story themes 

with listeners* lives, and share the best of written 

language with children also lend instructional support 

to literacy through literature, (p. 96) 
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Although much is being learned about what constitutes 

quality, interactive read-aloud, it appears that little of 

this knowledge is being communicated to the people who can 

most affect change—namely, teachers, child caregivers, and 

parents. The present study is an initial step toward 

providing this need. 

The 4-week training program which was implemented in a 

child-care facility provided 8 hours of read-aloud instruc-

tion for high-school vocational-technical students. Despite 

the fact that many of these caregivers exhibited reading and 

emotional problems, lacked motivation, and were frequently 

absent, their read-aloud behaviors showed marked improvement 

in a brief period of time. This suggests that the training 

of professionals such as teachers or trained child care-

givers should be highly successful and profitable. Also, 

parents who are motivated to provide home environments 

conducive to literacy learning would benefit from such 

training. 

Although there may be a tendency to focus upon training 

individuals who are more worthy (i.e., more educated and 

more highly motivated), there may be a need to reexamine our 

thinking. Research has shown that parents and students who 

have acted as tutors for others have consequently improved 

their own skills (Ellis & Preston, 1984; Raim, 1980; Wheeler, 

1983). Although this issue is not specifically addressed in 

the present study, posttraining course evaluations completed 
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by caregivers suggest that several experienced changes in 

attitudes toward reading and acquired increased self-

confidence after completing the training program, if we are 

to make strides toward eliminating familial illiteracy, we 

must find ways to intervene in the home. 

Read-aloud experiences provide benefits for children, 

as well as for readers. In addition to the cognitive and 

affective benefits commonly associated with the activity, 

children also learn response strategies. As noted by Roser 

(1987), readers who verbalize their own responses (i.e., 

questions and reactions) and who reveal how they use prior 

knowledge and text to make interpretations ultimately 

influence how children think about books. Martinez (1983a) 

concurred when she wrote that a reader's approach to stories 

influences the child's approach. 

Read-aloud by adults may also provide children with 

opportunities for developing communicative competence. That 

ist by participating in group read—aloud sessions with a 

number of readers (each exhibiting identifiably different 

reading styles), children begin to acquire an understanding 

of what types of verbal and nonverbal behaviors are expected 

and accepted in each setting. Consequently, their transi-

tion into formalized reading instruction will be smoother. 

The present training program would benefit from 

revision. First, course content should reflect the needs of 

individuals to be trained. Potential students should be 
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observed during read-aloud activities to determine these 

needs. Although the present training program was specially 

designed to meet the criteria of this study, it proved to be 

ambitious. Caregivers had not acquired sufficient prior 

experience in read-aloud to enable them to benefit fully 

from the concepts presented, ideas for the study were 

conceived prior to locating subjects; unfortunately, it is 

becoming increasingly difficult to find educational institu-

tions which are receptive to allowing researchers to conduct 

studies in their facilities. 

Time allotted for completion of read-aloud programs 

should also reflect the needs of the individuals to be 

trained. This decision should be influenced by students' 

previous knowledge, interest, and ability. More important 

than the time allowed for whole-class instruction is the 

need for provision of sufficient time for practice and peer 

evaluation. Also, it would probably be more beneficial to 

work with groups of four or six people at a time, especially 

if a great deal of individual attention is needed. 

It appears that because emphasis was placed upon the 

teaching of caregivers in this study, inadequate attention 

was given to the developmental needs of children. Due to 

limitations imposed by time constraints and by the structure 

of the study, course content did not include suggestions for 

providing alternative means of encouraging child response to 

literature. As stated by Hickman (1979), 
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Talk is important, but it is not everything. Teachers 

should recognize that activities which seem to have 

only superficial connection with literature [e.g., art, 

music, and drama] may enable children to think through 

and express their understanding of stories in ways much 

more childlike and appropriate than verbal analysis, 

(p. 203) 

Hickman's study of children's response to literature revealed 

that children younger than 7 years often used their bodies 

to construct meaning and to respond to stories. Future 

training programs should acknowledge and accommodate these 

findings. 

Directions for Future Research 

This study investigated caregivers' and children's 

story-time verbal behaviors prior to and subsequent to the 

implementation of a read-aloud training program, it is 

acknowledged that the effort is an initial step in providing 

a base for further research in the area of read-aloud 

training. This section will provide recommendations 

regarding appropriate directions for future research. 

First, it would be useful to know whether changes in 

read-aloud behaviors made by caregivers in the present study 

continue to be exhibited after an extended period of time. 

This would enable the researcher to gauge whether or not the 

4 weeks of training were sufficient to affect lasting change. 
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It is not known to what extent caregivers continue to read 

at the center; however, it would be interesting to determine 

whether children have made progress toward initiating story 

talk. Also, given adequate time and experience with readers 

who promote interaction, children may begin to influence the 

read-aloud behaviors of untrained caregivers. 

This study may be replicated in different settings with 

teachers, parents, college or high-school students, and 

child caregivers. The content, time frame, and instruc-

tional procedures should be revised to accommodate the unique 

abilities and needs of each group. The number and age of 

children in groups may also be increased or decreased. 

Longtitudinal research that traces the verbal progress of 

readers and children could be implemented; multiple videotapes 

would be collected at time intervals. 

Using poor readers as subjects, additional research may 

be conducted to assess the effects of read-aloud instruction 

on literacy development. If it is found that reading to 

children can indeed improve the skills of the reader, 

intervention programs can be developed and implemented. 

Such programs could prove to be especially successful with 

parents of young children. 

Another issue to be addressed is that of familiarity of 

books. Because it is probable that children do not display 

their verbal potential during the reading of unknown books, 

it would be useful to assess differences in group interac-



182 

ti°n with adult readers as children become increasingly 

familiar with stories read. 

It appears that further study and creation of read-

aloud training programs for the purpose of improving verbal 

interaction among story-time participants is a valuable path 

of inquiry. It also appears that we have opened a brand new 

can of worms. 
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APPENDIX A 

Caregiver Consent Form 

Dear Caregiver, 

Educators have long acknowledged the Importance of reading 
aloud to young children frequently. In recent years, however, 
we have come to realize that the quality of the activity is 
very Important. In the effort to learn more about how 
parents, teachers, and caregivers can provide the best 
possible read-aloud experience, I will be conducting a 
research study at the Francis Tuttle Child Development Center. 

A number of you will be asked to participate in a training 
program in which you will attend weekly classes and will 
practice reading aloud to children. Others of you will be 
asked to read aloud to children but will not attend classes 
In order to determine the effectiveness of the traininq 
program, it will be necessary to audio- and videotape some 
of you as you conduct story time. 

Although it may make you a bit nervous to read to children 
while being recorded, let me assure you that I will make 
every effort to make you feel comfortable. Other trainees 
will not view the tapes, nor will they evaluate them. 
Information obtained will be used strictly for purposes of 
research and training. Your identity will be kept in 
strictest confidence. Participation will be voluntary; you 
may withdraw from the study at any time. 

As a result of taking part in training, it is expected that 
you will improve your ability to read to children, thereby 
increasing youngsters' enjoyment and love of books. Bv 
providing preschoolers with continued, frequent, quality 
e2Kri'enCe5.»With b? o k s' w e roay be making their entry into 
school reading much easier. As parents and future parents, 
you may find this training program to be personally 
advantageous, as well. If you have any questions, please 
call me at 359-1783. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Juanita Drescher 
Doctoral Student of Reading 
North Texas State University 
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Appendix A—(continued) 1 Q 6 

Informed Consent 

NAME OF CAREGIVER: 

1. I hereby give consent to Juanita Drescher to perform the 
following investigational procedure: 

During the course of the study to be conducted at the 
Frdncis Tuttle Child Development Center/ caregivers will 
be asked to participate in one of two ways. Some 
individuals will be asked to attend weekly read-aloud 
training classes and to practice reading to children 
while being audio- and video-recorded; others will be 
asked to conduct story time while being taped but will 
attend no classes. 

2. I have read a clear explanation of the nature of the 
study; I understand the basic procedure to be used. 
Although I realize that being recorded may produce some 
minimal stress, I am aware of the possible benefits to 
me and to the children to whom I read. Having received 
this information and satisfactory answers to the questions 
I have asked, I voluntarily consent to the procedure 
designated in Paragraph 1 above. 

D A T E: SIGNED: 
Subj ect 

OR 

SIGNED: 
Person Responsible 

Relationship 

Instructions to persons authorized to sion« 

If the caregiver is a minor under 18 years of age, the person 
responsible is the mother, father, or legally appointed 
guardian. 



APPENDIX B 

Parental Consent Form 

Dear Parent(s), 

Educators have long acknowledged the importance of reading 
aloud to young children frequently. In recent years, however, 
we have come to realize that the quality of the activity is 
very important. In the effort to learn more about how 
parents, teachers, and caregivers can provide the best 
possible read-aloud experience, I will be conducting a 
research study at the Francis Tuttle Child Development Center. 
A number of caregivers at the center will participate in a 
training program in which they will practice reading aloud 
to children. In order to determine the effectiveness of the 
program, it will be necessary to audio- and video-record the 
caregivers and the children during story time. 

As a result of taking part in training, it is expected that 
caregivers will improve their ability to read to children, 
thereby increasing youngsters' enjoyment and love of books 
By providing preschoolers with continued, frequent, quality 
experiences with books, we may be making their entry into 
school reading much easier. 

All information will remain strictly confidential. Children 
?°i b e re(Juir<fd t o participate; they may withdraw from 

the study at any time. If you have any questions, please 
call me at 359-1783. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Juanita Drescher 
Doctoral Student of Reading 
North Texas State University 

187 



Appendix B~(continued) 1 Q 8 

Informed Consent 

NAME OF CHILD: 

1. I hereby give consent to Juanita Drescher to perform the 
following investigational procedure: 

During the course of the read-aloud training program for 
e r s , f ? Jhf F r a n c i s Tuttle Child Development Center, 

children will take part in the study by listening to 
books being read aloud during story time. Audio and 
video equipment will be used to record some of the 
sessions. 

2. I have read a clear explanation of the nature of the 
study; I understand the basic procedure to be used I 
am aware of the possible benefits of the study for"my 
child. I realize that there will be no risk or discomfort 
associated with the study. I understand that the 
procedure to be performed is investigational and that I 
may, at any time, withdraw consent for my child to 
participate. Having received this information and 
satisfactory answers to the questions I have asked, I 
voluntarily consent to the procedure designated in 
Paragraph 1 above. 

Date 

SIGNED: 
Person Responsible 

Relationship 



APPENDIX C 

Storybook Reading Analysis System 

The components of the classification system used in the 

present study were defined by Teale, Martinez, and Glass (in 

press). 

!• Contributing Participant: The speaker, 

A. Teacher (T) 

B. Child (C) 

II. Form of Story Talk: 

A. Question (Q): An attempt to elicit information. 

B. Response (R): An attempt to provide information 

requested by another participant in the 

interaction. 

C. Comment (C): Statement which neither seeks 

information nor attempts to supply requested 

information. 

III. Type of Information: 

A- Textuallv Explicit (TXP): Talk that focuses on 

information made explicit by the author or 

illustrator and that does not attempt to 

generalize about that information. 

Example: Doctor De Soto, that's the dentist's 

name. 
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Bt Background (BKG): Talk that fills in knowledge 

gaps related to elements in the story. 

Example: Do you know what "dignity" meant? 

C. inference (I): Interpretative responses about 

information in the text or in illustrations. 

Example: Why do you think he had that flannel 

bandage around his jaw like that? 

D. Personal Associations (PAS): A request to or an 

attempt to relate prior personal experiences to 

textual information. 

Example: Do you think anything like that will 

ever happen to you when you go to the dentist? 

E. Identification (IDN): A request to or an attempt 

to place oneself into a situation described in 

the story (either in text or extract to real 

world [e.g./ "If you came to school one day and 

did (as was done in the story), what would I do?" 

Example: If you were married to a person who 

was a doctor or a dentist, would you like to 

help him out? 

F. Prediction (PRE): Forward utterances in which 

the participant utilizes either information 

previously presented by the author or illustrator 

or personal experience in attempting to determine 

upcoming elements which are thus far unknown. 

Example: What do you think is going to happen? 



Appendix C — (continued) 191 

G. Evaluation (EV): Judgments of either an affective 

or cognitive nature. 

Example: This is a pretty good book. 

H. Book Handling Knowledge (BHK): (Created by the 

pgggarchsr for the purposes of the present study.) 

Talk which relates to conventions of print (e.g., 

front and back of book, directionality, beginning 

and ending of story.) 

Example: THE END. 

I. Control of Instructional Event (CIE); (Created 

by the researcher for the purposes of the present 

study). Attempt made by the reader to arrange 

or manage the read-aloud activity. 

Example: Do you want to ask a question? 

j. Avoidance (AV): (Created by the researcher for 

the purposes of the present study.) Comments 

made by children which are irrelevant to the 

discussion of the book. 

Example: I have a sore on my finger. 

IV. Focus of The Story: 

A. Theme (THE): Main idea of the story. 

Example: So, the mice fooled the fox 'cause he 

can't open his teeth. 

B. Story (STO): An utterance with a central idea 

concerned with the story in its entirety. 
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Example: How many of you all have been to the 

dentist? 

C. Title (TIT): Name of the story. 

Example: The name of the book I'm going to read 

you is King Wacky. 

D. Author (AUT): Person(s) who wrote the story. 

Example: It's by William Steig. 

E. WORD (WOR): Definitional statement or explanation 

of a word or phrase. 

Example: A bicuspid is a double—pointed tooth. 

p. Story Map: (As defined by Stein and Glenn, 1979) 

1. Setting (SET): Introduces the main 

character(s) and describes the social, 

temporal, or physical context within which 

the story occurs. 

2. Character (CHA): Person or animal in the 

story. 

Example: Who was the assistant? 

3. Initiating Event (IET): Functions to evoke 

a response in the main character. 

4. Internal Response (INR): Consists of the 

emotional state of a character subsequent to 

an event. 

5. Attempt (ATT): The character's overt actions 

to obtain a goal. 
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6. Consequence (CSQ); Functions to confirm the 

character's success or failure in attaining 

goals, to signal changes in the sequence of 

events resulting from a character's actions, 

and to cause a character's reaction to the 

direct consequence. 

7. Reaction (RXN): Consists of statements 

which clarify a character's feelings regarding 

success or failure in goal attainment. 

8. Text-to-Text (TTT): Functions to relate one 

book to another. 

Example: This is another book written by 

Tomie de Paola. 

9. Book (BK): Consists of statements which 

refer to illustrations, book parts, and 

awards. 

Example: You know why it [book] has that 

[Newberry Book Award] on [it]? 

V. Instructional Intent of a topic unit refers to what 

the teacher is attempting to accomplish pedagogically 

through the discussion. Units can be categorized 

according to instructional intent only when the 

teacher takes a directive role. Topic units can be 

categorized according to multiple instructional 

intents. Four categories of instructional intent 

have been identified. 
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A. Reviews: This category refers to discussion 

directed at re-examining the story in its entirety 

or else from its beginning up to the point where 

reading has stopped. 

B. Elicits: This category refers to discussion 

which seeks to obtain a specific response from 

the students. Frequently, this response is 

strongly suggested by textual constraints. 

However, the response may also be based on 

commonly held world knowledge. 

D. Invites: This category refers to discussion in 

which the teacher extends an open-ended invitation 

to share ideas and experiences. When inviting, 

the teacher frequently accepts and encourages 

multiple and diverse responses. 

E. Provides: This category refers to discussion in 

which the teacher conveys information, rather 

than seeking to obtain information from the 

students. In providing information, the teacher 

may use a cuing strategy, and when student 

involvement in the discussion occurs, it may be 

in the form of confirmation. 

VI. Importance of ideas discussed by story participants 

is determined by grouping utterances into topic 

units. Each topic unit is then summarized and given 

a descriptor. This descriptor is compared against 
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story summaries written by three accomplished readers. 

If the idea expressed in the descriptor is mentioned 

by at least two of these three readers it is 

determined that relevant information is discussed by 

story participants. Due to the youth of the children 

involved, it is also necessary to include as relevant 

information any background knowledge provided by the 

caregiver which aids audience comprehension. Such 

information would commonly be omitted by adult writers 

of story summaries. 



APPENDIX D 

Read Aloud Record 
(Nontreatment Group) 

Instructions: Please complete a form each time you read a 
book aloud to children. Forms will be turned 
in at the end of each week. 

Date: 

Title of Book: 

Author of Bookj 

Names and ages of children read to:. 

Why did you choose this particular book to read?_ 

What did you do well when you read the book to the children? 

Please describe anything especially interesting that happened 

during the reading of the story. 
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Read-Aloud Record 
(Treatment Group, Peer Evaluation) 

Instructions: Please complete a form each time you read a 
book aloud to children. Forms will be turned 
in each Friday. 

Date: 

Title of Book: 

Why did you choose this particular book to read?_ 

How many times did you practice reading the book before you 

read it to children? 

How did you introduce the book?_ 

Who observed you as you read?_ 

What did you do well when you read this book to the children? 

What can you do to improve your reading to make it more 

interesting to children? 

List the questions you asked the children during the reading 

of the story. 
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Describe any interesting conversations that your group had 

during the reading of the book. Also include any other 

information you think is interesting. 



APPENDIX F 

Read-Aloud Checklist 
(Treatment Group, Peer Evaluation) 

Instructions: Put a check by each thing that the reader 
does well. 

Date: 

Name of Reader: 

Name of Observer: 

Title of Book: 

1. Enough practice? 

2. Adjust pace (fast, slow, loud, soft)? 

3. Good expression (voice, use of body)? 

4. Aware of children's response (tired, confused, bored, 
excited)? 

5. Introduction given? 

6. Author and title given? 

7. Children touch book and turn pages sometimes? 

8. Did the reader answer children's questions 
patiently? 

9. Did reader explain things well? 

10. Did the reader talk too much or ask too many 
questions? 

11. What can the reader do to improve? 

12. What did the reader do especially well?_ 
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APPENDIX G 

Read-Aloud Training Program 

Lesson 1: Cognitive and Affective Benefits of Read-Aloud 

Obiectives 

1. Through recall of childhood memories of any home or 

school read-aloud experiences that they may have had, students 

will, through class discussion, relate this prior knowledge 

to the task of reading to children. 

2. At the conclusion of this lesson, students will be 

able to state cognitive and affective benefits of read-aloud. 

3. After hearing Harry and the Terrible Whatzit 

(Gackenbach, 1977) read aloud, students will be familiar 

with a book which can be read to young children. The strate-

gies and procedures which are modeled during the instructor's 

reading of this book will ultimately be practiced by students 

and will surface in their subsequent reading attempts with 

children. 

Materials 

Copies of completed Reading Thought Questions, Harry and 

the Terrible Whatzit. 
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Procedure 

1. Explain mechanics of the training program (i.e., when 

class will meet, structure of class, course requirements). 

2. Distribute Reading Thought Questions which were 

completed by students prior to the beginning of the training 

program. Discuss students' childhood read-aloud memories. 

3. Discuss the cognitive and affective benefits of read-

aloud for young children. 

4. Read Harry and the Terrible Whatzit aloud to the 

class. Model read-aloud guidelines (to be discussed in 

Lesson 2) and predictive questioning strategies. 

Lesson Content 

Explanation of the Training Program. Classes will be 

conducted twice each week for a period of 4 weeks. Each 

session will last for 1 hour. The purpose of the class is 

to instruct students in methods and strategies which can be 

used in reading aloud to children. A number of students 

have already been videotaped as they read to youngsters. 

Following the training program, students will be taped again 

to determine what changes have been made in their reading. 

Students will be required to read a minimum of three 

books aloud to children each week. Whenever possible, a 

second student should be asked to observe in order to critique 

the reader's progress. The reader and the evaluator should 

complete provided questionnaires after each session and 



Appendix G—(continued) 202 

should submit them to the instructor each Thursday. As 

suggested by the director, certificates of recognition for 

categories, such as "Most Improved Reader," and "Best Evalu-

ator," will be awarded to deserving students at the end of 

the training program. As parents and future parents, students 

should find this course to be extremely useful in helping 

provide important early reading experiences for their own 

children. 

Childhood Memories of Read-Aloud. Prompted by the items 

included on the Reading Thought Questions sheet, students 

discuss any memories of being read to as children. They are 

asked to recall such information as who did the reading and 

what was read. Students also discuss any personal experiences 

they have had in reading to children. They are asked to 

think of an individual who is considered to be good at reading 

to children and to describe the qualities of that reader. 

Cognitive and Affective Benefits of Read-Aloud. Informa-

tion discussed is included in the notes provided at the end 

of this lesson description. 

Oral Reading of "Harry and the Terrible Whatzit". 

Reading aloud to students allows the instructor to model 

concepts which are stressed during lecture and discussion 

periods; it also familiarizes students with books located at 

the Child Development Center and at public libraries. Each 

book is provided an introduction in which students are often 

called upon to recall prior knowledge and experience. 
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Providing a transition which equates the book to the intro-

duction is also emphasized. The title and name of the 

author(s) are always read. Similarities among books read, 

such as author, subject, or illustrator, are noted. Guide-

lines for read-aloud (e.g., good eye contact, variation in 

loudness or softness of voice, provision of concrete items 

to illustrate concepts, et cetera) are implemented. Interac-

tion strategies (e.g., questioning, listening, use of 

invitational cues, et cetera) are stressed. 

Although many of the concepts just discussed are demon-

strated repeatedly in the readings to the class, an area of 

emphasis is chosen for each book. For example, in reading 

the suspenseful Harry and the Terrible Whatzit, the instructor 

provides a pleasurable first experience while also incorpora-

ting information about the role of prediction in read-aloud. 

For this initial reading, students are allowed to enjoy the 

story; no discussion of reading technique or interactional 

strategies are included. Instructor notes on prediction 

follow this lesson description. 

Discussion of Lesson 

After seeing the instructor in the Child Development 

Center for several weeks, students now appeared to be eager 

to begin the training program. Working with individuals 

during pretesting had lessened their apprehension. There 

was still concern about how the course would be graded. 



Appendix G—(continued) 204 

Students were assured that learning and implementing the 

content of the course was of primary importance; they would 

not receive grades. 

Asking students to complete the Reading Thought Questions 

proved to be a worthwhile activity. In some instances, 

questions were answered briefly and incompletely. For ex-

ample, students were asked, "Did anyone read to you when 

you were a young child? If so, please tell me everything 

you can remember about it." Students often provided responses 

such as the following: "No, if they did i [sic] do not 

remember," or "Yes. But I don't remember anything about it. 

It was my kindergarten teacher." However, others were eager 

to recall the details. One student wrote: 

Yes, I always liked to be read to, and I would bother 

[ask] people always to read me nursery rhymes and Dr. 

Seuss books. We also have this book and I still keep 

it because it was always my favorite. It was called 

"From the Nursery" it was full of Mother Goose nursery 

rhymes and other stories and poems. My cousin borrowed 

it for her little girl and she tore out one of my favo-

rite stories. It was surprising how it affected me 

because it was a piece of my memories. 

A second response was as follows: 

Yes: It made feel good. I'd liked to sit on someones 

lap and lesson to a store. When I was upset and lessoned 

to a store it made me cheor up [sic]. 
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The purpose of this writing activity was to encourage 

students to begin thinking about their experiences with 

read-aloud. The class discussion which followed proved to 

be highly successful; nearly everyone contributed. Listening 

to the comments of others seemed to awaken forgotten memories. 

Providing information about cognitive and affective benefits 

of read-aloud within the context of these personal past 

experiences helped to make the information more meaningful. 
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Cognitive and Affective Benefits of Read-Aloud 
(Adapted from Clay, 1979; Jett-Simpson, 1983; 

Lamme, 1985; Taylor & Strickland, 1986) 

1. Pleasure—emanates warmth and sharing 

2. Positive associations with books ultimately influence 
child's desire to read 

3. Vocabulary development 

4. Increases prior knowledge 

5. Helps children learn to read 

* People read for a variety of purposes 

* Print contains a message that is meaningful 

* Directionality—print is read from left to right and 
top to bottom 

* Books have a front and a back 

* Pictures are different from words 

* The white spaces between the black letters on a page 
are word boundaries 

* One can match words in a text to spoken words 

* Understanding of literacy concepts such as "word," 
"letter," and "sentence" 

* Stories have a beginning, middle, and end 

* Stories have parts (e.g., setting, beginning event, 
outcome, conclusion) which make them predictable 
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Prediction 

(Adapted from Tompkins & Webeler, 1983) 

Prediction: Taking a guess about the most likely possibility. 

Three-Step Process for Prediction 

1. Sampling: Selecting useful information which will 

aid in making predictions. 

2. Predicting; The reader makes guesses about the story 

based upon sampling information. 

3* Confirming: The reader determines the appropriate-

ness of the predictions previously made. 

How to Encourage Prediction 

1. After showing them the cover of the book and reading 

the title aloud, ask children to guess what the 

story will be about. 

2. When reading a predictable book aloud to children, 

ask them to say familiar repetitious phrases. When 

enough of the book has been read to allow children 

to see patterns in characters' words and actions to 

emerge, ask them to make predictions about future 

happenings. 

3. Ask children to defend their predictions. 

4. As more of the text is read, allow children to 

confirm their predictions. 
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Lesson 2: Read-Aloud Technique 

Obiectives 

1. Following a discussion of factors which contribute 

to quality read-aloud, students will demonstrate their under-

standing of such factors by verbally evaluating a videotaped 

performance of an experienced reader. They will also incor-

porate these guidelines into their own reading sessions with 

children. 

2. After hearing Tikki Tikkl Tembo (Mosel, 1968) read 

aloud, students will be familiar with a book which can be 

read to young children. The strategies and procedures which 

are modeled during the instructor's reading of this book 

will ultimately be practiced by students and will surface in 

their subsequent reading attempts with children. 

Materials 

Read-aloud videotape of experienced caregiver reading 

Tikki Tikki Tembo. 

Procedure 

1. Review material covered in previous lesson. 

2. Distribute and discuss Read-Aloud Guidelines; focus 

upon importance of interaction among participants. 

3. Show videotape of experienced teacher engaged in 

quality read-aloud session. 

4. Discuss and evaluate videotaped performance. 
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5. Model read-aloud guidelines by reading Tikki Tikki 

Tembo aloud to the class. Emphasize verbal and nonverbal 

invitational cues. 

Lesson Content 

Read-Aloud Guidelines. Information discussed is included 

in the notes provided at the end of this lesson description. 

Content includes mechanical, as well as interactional, aspects 

of read-aloud. 

Videotape. As students view the tape, they write evalua-

tions of the reader. They list practices which contribute 

to the success of the activity, as well as any improvements 

which should be made. In addition, the instructor suggests 

that students observe the reader in order to answer the 

following questions: 

1. How is the book introduced? 

2. What methods are used to encourage children to say 

familiar lines with the reader (i.e., "It's going 

to be a terrible, no good, very bad day.")? 

3. How does the reader monitor children's understanding 

of the story? 

4. How does the reader feel about the fact that many 

of the children are familiar with the book before 

she reads it to them? 

5. How are control and management problems handled? 
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Oral Reading of Tikki Tikki Tembo. As previously discus-

sed, there are many concepts and strategies which are 

illustrated repeatedly during book readings to the class. In 

addition to the points usually stressed, during the reading 

of this book, emphasis is placed upon the use of verbal and 

nonverbal invitational cues which are methods used to 

encourage children to interact during story time (Altwerger, 

Diehl-Faxon, & Dockstader-Anderson, 1985). Three are identi-

fied: (1) the use of head or hand signals (e.g., nodding, 

pointing), (2) the use of rising vocal intonation followed 

by a pause (e.g., "Once upon a time there were three 

.")/ and (3) the use of indirect verbal invitations 

(e.g., "We can say this part . . ."). Tikki Tikki Tembo. a 

book which can be found at the Child Development Center, is 

highly repetitious and predictable. Therefore, it is well 

suited to the needs of the instructor in providing student 

practice in the use of invitational strategies. 

Discussion of Lesson 

Prior to beginning the training program, students were 

asked to respond to a number of questions about their impres-

sions of read-aloud. One question asked them to think of 

someone who was a good reader and to describe the qualities 

of that reader. Some students had not given the idea much 

thought. For example, one wrote, "(Name). the way she reads 

book is neat." Another individual explained her inability 
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to answer the question when she wrote, "I have not seen very 

many people read." Most students commented about the impor-

tance of "expression" and "enthusiasm." For example, "(Name) 

is a good reader, because she really gets in there and acts 

out the characters in the story," or "She gets excited when 

the story gets excited." 

Following the discussion of read-aloud guidelines and 

the viewing of the videotape during this lesson, students 

were more successful in identifying elements which contribute 

to quality storybook interactions. When asked to identify 

strengths of the videotaped reader, their responses were 

more in-depth and varied. Although one student simply wrote, 

"Speaks clearly," others were more specific. For example, 

one student focused solely upon the interactive qualities of 

the reader: 

She explains the book, and lets them talk about it. 

She comments on what the childern have to say. She 

makes it realy exciting for then with the way she reads 

it. She askes the childern what comes next, if someone 

asked a question and nowbody understond what he was say 

so she explainded to them instead of going on. When 

she done reading about the book they talk about it 

Other students made observations concerning mechanical (e.g., 

good eye contact) and interactive qualities of the reader. 

All agreed that the videotaped reader did not require improve-

ment. 
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Read—Aloud Guidelines (Mechanics) 
(Adapted from Coody, 1983; Martinez & Roser, 1985; 

Trelease, 1982) 

1. Practice reading the book several times before reading 

it to children. 

2. Read aloud every day. 

3. Maintain eye contact. 

4. Make good use of voice (e.g., loudness, softness, expres-

sion) . 

5. Observe nonverbal cues of audience of fatigue, interest, 

confusion. 

6. Let children touch the book. Leave the book where 

children can look at it after the reading of it. 

7. Avoid reading too fast. 

8. Add a third dimension to the book when possible. Make 

use of concrete objects. 

9. Adjust length of reading according to audience age and 

maturity. 

10. Read books you enjoy; stop reading the book if it proves 

to be a poor choice. 

11. Read books a number of times. 

12. Stories can be extended through music, art, cooking, and 

dramatics. 
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Read-Aloud Guidelines (Interaction) 
(Adapted from Holdaway, 1979; Pearson, 1982) 

1. Answer children's questions patiently. 

2. Be a good listener. 

3. Use verbal and nonverbal signals to encourage children 

to take part in the story. 

4. Avoid asking too many questions. Ask important ques-

tions. 

5. Ask some questions which require specific answers; ask 

some questions which allow children to respond crea-

tively. 

6. Provide needed information for children. 

7. Ask children to predict or guess what will happen next. 

8. Encourage children to relate their own experiences to 

the things that happened in the book. 

9. Invite children to say familiar parts. 

10. Encourage talk about characters or happenings. 

11. Compare stories. 
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Lesson 3: The Story Map as a Basis for Questioning 

Obiectives 

1. Following a discussion of story maps, students will 

demonstrate their understanding by identifying and labeling 

the following key elements of a simple story provided them: 

setting, problem, goal, events, resolution, and reaction. 

2. To demonstrate their ability to formulate story-map 

questions, students will write a question based upon each of 

the six identified story parts. 

3. After hearing Strega Nona (de Paola, 1975) read 

aloud, students will be familiar with a book which can be 

read to young children. The strategies and procedures which 

are modeled during the instructor's reading of this book 

will ultimately be practiced by students and will surface in 

their subsequent reading attempts with children. 

Materials 

Story-map handouts, Strega Nona. 

Procedure 

1. Finish discussion of interactive read-aloud. 

2. Introduce and discuss story maps. 

3. Distribute "Ernie." Have pairs of students identify 

story parts and write questions to be used. 

4. Read Strega Nona aloud to the class. Model story-

map questioning. 
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5. Ask for volunteers to read aloud to peers during the 

next class meeting. 

Lesson Content 

Concluding Remarks ahput Interactive Read-Aloud. Informa-

tion discussed is included in the notes provided at the end 

of this lesson description. Several of the statements are 

made in response to the director's skepticism concerning the 

difficulty of interacting with large groups of children 

during story time. 

Story Maps. Story maps define what most stories have 

in common. When children are asked questions about story 

parts, they are helped to understand the underlying structure 

of stories. They learn that this structure allows stories 

to be predictable in nature. Because it is unlikely that 

children will be acquainted with story-map concepts, it may 

be necessary to proceed slowly; assistance (i.e., scaffolding) 

in answering simple questions may be required. Definitions 

of story parts and accompanying example questions are provided 

in the notes at the end of this lesson description. 

Oral Reading of "Strega Nona". During the reading of 

this book, the instructor models story-map questioning. 

First, questions are interspersed throughout the story. For 

example, after reading, "in a town in Calabria, a long time 

ago, there lived an old lady everyone called Strega Nona, 

which meant "Grandma Witch," the instructor may ask, "Where 
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did Strega Nona live?" Following the reading of the book, 

students are advised of poststory questions which can supple-

ment or replace these in-text inquiries (Morrow, 1985). 

For example, the reader may instruct children to pretend 

that they are telling the story to a friend. The strategy 

to be used will depend upon the abilities of the children 

involved. 

Discussion of Lesson 

Explanation of the story-map handout proceeded smoothly; 

students nodded their heads in recognition as story parts 

were defined. One student stated that the content was very 

familiar to her because she had previously studied it in 

English and drama classes. The consensus was that there was 

no need for detailed discussion of something students had 

heard "so many times already." This instructor did, however, 

complete the explanation as planned. 

Students were then grouped into pairs and were provided 

with copies of "Ernie," a simple story consisting of seven 

sentences. They were asked to identify the six story parts 

previously discussed and to write a question about each 

part. The instructor moved from pair to pair to provide 

assistance. It soon became apparent that only five students 

sble to complete the task. Many were unable to provide 

answers to simple questions such as, "What happened to cause 

a problem in the story?" One student buried her head in her 
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arms on the desk* The activity was terminated. The instruc-

tor proceeded to model story-map questioning during the 

reading of Strega Nona. This provided some students with 

practice in using the text to answer questions about story 

parts. More accelerated students attended to the task of 

formulating questions to be used with children. 
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Read-Aloud Interaction 
(Adapted from Holdaway, 1979; Teale & Martinez, 1986) 

1. Reading to one child is different from reading to 

four; reading to four is very different from reading to 

twenty. The smaller the group, the easier it is for verbal 

interaction to occur naturally. Every effort should be made 

to find ways to read to small groups. 

2. There need to be different purposes for reading 

aloud to children (e.g., enjoyment, vocabulary improvement, 

exposure to settings, characters, and plots beyond children's 

prior experience, exposure to a variety of literary forms, 

understanding of concepts in informational books, exposure 

to book handling experiences, and understanding of story 

structure). 

3. There will be many times when nothing will be said 

during reading. For the purposes of this class, story time 

will be interactive. 

4. Too much talk or use of questions could be very 

destructive; children could be taught to dislike reading. 

Read-aloud must never become a test or quiz. Since the same 

books will be read to children many times, different things 

can be discussed each time. Don't try to discuss everything 

in one reading. 

5* w h a t i s asked or discussed is very important. If 

unimportant details are always stressed, children will focus 

upon irrelevant information. 
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Instructions; Read the following story. Label all the 

story parts. Write a question about each 

story part. 

Ernie 
(Adapted from Baker & Stein, 1981) 

Once there was a big fish named Ernie who lived in a 

murky pond on a farm. One day, Ernie was swimming around 

the pond when he spotted a big, juicy fly on top of the 

water. Ernie knew how delicious flies tasted and wanted to 

eat that one for his breakfast. So, he swam very close to 

the fly and ate him. Suddenly, Ernie was pulled through the 

water into a net. He had been caught by a little boy. 

Ernie felt sad and wished he could get away. 
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Lesson 4: Evaluating Read-Aloud 

Obiectives 

1. Students will demonstrate understanding of mechanical 

and interactive read-aloud guidelines by verbally evaluating 

the progress of volunteer readers. 

2. Students will demonstrate understanding of the 

structure of Dandelion (Freeman, 1964) by answering story-

map questions posed by the instructor. 

3. After hearing Dandelion read aloud, students will 

be familiar with a book which can be read to young children. 

The strategies and procedures which are modeled during the 

instructor's reading of this book will ultimately be practiced 

by students and will surface in their subsequent reading 

attempts with children. 

Materials 

Videotape of pretest readings, Dandelion. 

Procedure 

1. For each student who volunteers to read for the 

class, first show pretest videotape of read-aloud performance. 

2. Have each volunteer read one story aloud. 

3. Readers critique themselves prior to being evaluated 

by the class. 

4. Distribute story-map handout and discuss. 
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5. The instructor reads Dandelion to the class. Model 

story-map questioning as suggested in handout. 

Lesson Content 

Reader Evaluations. No new content is introduced. 

This activity serves to reinforce material already covered. 

Story Map. The handout distributed during this class 

attempts to provide specific, simplified information about 

story-map questioning. The handout is included at the end 

of this lesson description. 

Oral Reading of "Dandelion". The instructor models 

story-map questioning as described in the handout. Questions 

to be posed during and after the reading of a book are 

included. 

Discussion of Lesson 

When the first volunteer was asked what book she had 

selected to read to the class, she responded by stating that 

any choice made by the instructor would be acceptable to 

her. The offer was declined because she had been expected 

to engage in extensive practice before reading a story before 

the class. 

The second volunteer was prepared to read. She had 

obtained assistance from the instructor in selecting a book 

from the center's collection and had practiced reading at 

home. After the pretest videotape was shown, she read for 

the class. Although she felt that her reading had greatly 
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improved, she still struggled to read more slowly. She also 

expressed the concern that she had difficulty explaining 

concepts to children in terms which they could understand. 

Her classmates concurred when it was noted that using the 

words, "verbal" and "physical" in defining the term "quarrel" 

for children was inappropriate. 

Other valuable suggestions were offered by the class. 

For example, when introducing the book Millions of Cats 

(Gag, 1928) the reader asked, "How many of you have pets? 

How many of you have more than one?" She then proceeded to 

begin reading. It was recommended that a transition statement 

be made in order to link the introduction to the book. 

Pacing was also a problem. Questions would be asked without 

providing adequate time for responses to be made; often the 

reader answered her own questions without pause. Although 

some effort was made to include the audience in the recitation 

of repeated lines in the story, the reader tended to speak 

too quickly. Also, a more pronounced verbal or nonverbal 

invitational cue was needed in order to relay to the audience 

the need to participate. One student stated that she experi-

enced difficulty in differentiating between reader talk and 

text because the same tone of voice was used for both and 

because the reader tended not to pause before interjecting 

comments or questions. 

Collectively, students were making progress in identi-

fying the essentials of quality read-aloud; however, due to 
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a lack of motivation to practice, it was questionable whether 

their own reading was showing evidence of this knowledge. 

For this reason, it was determined that the next class would 

provide the direction and structure needed to assure that 

all students would practice reading a book for the purpose 

of sharing it with children. 

Students continued to show little interest in story-map 

concepts. They listened without response to the instructor's 

brief, simplified explanation (see handout following this 

lesson). Even students who had demonstrated some under-

standing during the introductory lesson made no effort to 

incorporate the knowledge into their readings with children. 
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Story-Map Questioning 
(Adapted from Alvermann, 1984) 

If you can, try asking the following questions as you read 

the book: 

1. Who is this story about? 

2. Where is s/he? 

3. What is the problem? 

4. How does s/he feel about the problem? 

5. How does s/he fix the problem? 

6. How does s/he feel when the problem is fixed? 

After reading the story, wait for children's responses, then 

say: 

1. Pretend you are telling a friend about this story. 

What would you tell this person? 

2. Tell me everything you can remember about the story 

I just read to you. 

After the children have told you everything they remember, 

ask more specific questions based on what they have told 

you. For example: What else can you tell me about 
? 
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Lesson 5: Structured Class Read-Aloud Practice 

Obiectives 

1. In preparation for reading to a group of children, 

pairs of students will practice reading a selected book and 

will write questions which can be used during readings. 

2. Each student will demonstrate knowledge of read-

aloud guidelines by evaluating the reading of another student, 

Materials 

Selected storybooks for children (at least one for each 

pair of students), paper, pen, 

Procedure 

1. Provide each pair of students with one children's 

book. 

2. Students preview the book, compose an introduction 

for it, and write questions about it. 

3. After several practice readings to each other, 

students evaluate the progress they have made. Suggestions 

are made for improvement. 

4. Students practice reading to children. 

Lesson Content 

No new content is introduced. This class serves to 

reinforce material already covered. 
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Discussion of Lesson 

This particular day provided an unusual opportunity to 

furnish students with an extended period of time in which 

to make adequate preparations before reading to an audience 

of children. Due to inclement weather and high absenteeism 

(especially among employed caregivers), greater scheduling 

flexibility occurred. The training period was used for 

practice. As children awoke from naps, they were filtered 

into read-aloud groups. 

Predictably, students displayed varying degrees of 

motivation. Some had taken the initiative to borrow books 

from the instructor or had visited libraries to select mate-

rials for themselves. Several reported that they had begun 

to read to neighborhood children or to young relatives. 

These efforts were subsequently reflected in the quality of 

the reading experience they provided children. 

Conversely, other students had apparently never read to 

a child. One student admitted in confidence that she did 

not read well and was embarrassed to read while people were 

watching. Provisions were made for her to read to one child 

in private until she was comfortable enough for the instructor 

to observe. Other students periodically complained of fa-

tigue, headaches, or vision problems. It should be noted 

that although several students exhibited attitudes of inse-

curity, all read fluently enough to fulfill the requirements 

of the training program. 
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Students also exhibited a wide range of read-aloud 

ability. Some practiced to achieve just the right voice for 

a character, while others continued to read in monotone. 

Some struggled to think of interesting introductions, while 

others never remembered them. Some were sensitive listeners 

and observers who carefully monitored children's responses. 

They patiently provided the scaffolding required when their 

young audiences failed to comprehend. Others appeared only 

to be reading to themselves, oblivious to their audiences. 

In most instances, children were verbally unresponsive. 

Since few students had previously taken the initiative to 

read to them, children were not accustomed to engaging in 

discussion during story time. Also, because student's respon-

sibilities within the center were rotated weekly, it was 

possible that sufficient bonding had not occurred between 

readers and children. Although most inquiries made by readers 

were met with silence or single words, children did respond 

to questions about personal experience. They also talked 

more during the reading of the story. Often, they stood up 

to leave as soon as the story has been completed. 
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Lesson 6: Encouraging Verbal Interaction During Read-Aloud 

0b1ectives 

1. Students will view a videotape of an experienced 

caregiver who conducts read-aloud which is highly interactive. 

As they watch, they will identify practices which may prove 

useful in stimulating reluctant children to participate in 

reading sessions they conduct. These ideas will be tried in 

subsequent readings. 

2. After hearing Swimmy (Lionni, 1963) read aloud, 

students will be familiar with a book which can be read to 

young children. The strategies and procedures which are 

modeled during the instructor's reading of this book will 

ultimately be practiced by students and will surface in 

their subsequent reading attempts with children. 

3. As students view videotapes of their pretest read-

aloud sessions, they will discuss how their reading has 

changed. This activity will serve to provide motivation for 

further improvement which will be documented in questionnaires 

completed by readers and observers. 

Materials 

Videotape of experienced caregiver conducting read-

aloud, handout of revised interaction guidelines, Swimmy, 

videotape of student pretest readings. 
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Procedure 

1. Recalling the experiences of the last class when 

they practiced reading to children, students discuss problems 

and successes. After viewing the videotape of an experienced 

interactive reader, they discuss practices which may be 

implemented to improve their own reading. 

2. Distribute and discuss revised Interaction Guidelines 

Handout. 

3. Advise students that they will be required to answer 

a number of written questions about the revised interaction 

guidelines during the next class meeting. 

4. The instructor reads Swimmy to the class; model 

revised interaction guidelines. 

5. Show and discuss pretest videotapes. 

Lesson Content 

Experienced Reader Videotape. Observations made during 

the last class time revealed that children are not verbally 

responding during story time. Students are instructed to 

note how the reader introduced the book, relates children's 

prior experiences to the book, explains ideas to aid child-

ren's comprehension, invites prediction, and ends the story. 

They are then asked to relate this information to their own 

reading experiences in the effort to improve interaction. 

Revised Interaction Guidelines. Information provided 

students is included in the notes at the end of this lesson 
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description. These ideas were formulated as a result of 

observing student read-aloud activities. 

Oral Reading of "Swimmv". The instructor models revised 

interaction guidelines as outlined in the handout. The 

audience is first specifically invited to share any ideas or 

questions which may come to mind during the reading of the 

book. It is encouraged to take part in learning a new finger 

play which serves to inspire participation and cooperation. 

By slowing the pace of the activity, the instructor allows 

the audience to internalize story events, verbalize confusion 

or misunderstanding, respond to questions, note picture 

detail, and relate prior knowledge to story content. When 

reading is concluded, the instructor pauses briefly to allow 

natural response. 

Review of Pretest Videotapes. No new content is intro-

duced. The activity serves to help students personalize 

read-aloud guidelines. 

Discussion of Lesson 

The second student who had previously volunteered to 

read to the class indicated that she had practiced and was 

ready to read. She had chosen Harry and the Terrible Whatzit 

(Gackenbach, 1977) which was the first book read to the 

class by the instructor. After almost forgetting to provide 

an introduction, she remembered to include it. She asked, 

"Can any of you think of something you're afraid of?" Several 
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students responded by recalling frightful childhood experi-

ences. The reader then tied the introduction to the story 

by stating, "Today, I'm going to read you a story about a 

little boy who was afraid. Listen to find out what he's 

afraid of." After reading the book, she reiterated the 

purpose-setting question. Most talk occurred before and 

after the reading of the story; while reading, she appeared 

to be concentrating on providing eye contact and maintaining 

consistency in voice characterization. 

Students considered the videotape of the experienced 

reader to be entertaining. They laughed and pointed while 

watching the nonverbal behaviors of the children in the 

tape. On two occasions, they requested that parts be re-

played. They concluded that children may respond to books 

verbally and nonverbally. 
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Interaction Guidelines (Revised) 

1. Provide background information to help children under-

stand a story. (Explain things you don't think they 

understand.) 

2. Ask children to infer information. That is, ask them 

questions that they have to think about in order to 

answer. The answer is not given by the writer of the 

book. (For example: After reading the book, ask, 

"What is a whatzit?") 

3. Help children think about experiences they have had 

that are similar to things that happen in the book. 

(For example: "Have you ever been lost in a store? 

If so, what happened?") 

4. Help children think about what they would do if they 

were in the same situation as the character in the 

book. (For example: "If you were Tikki Tikki Tembo and 

couldn't get the old man to wake up, what would you 

do?") 

5. Ask children to predict or guess what is going to happen. 

6. Help children think about the main idea of a story. 

(For example: "In Swimmv, we learned that when we all 

work together, we can do much more than we can if we 

work alone.") 

7. Help children talk about how they feel about characters 

or situations. Help them make judgments about them. 
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(For example: "Should Big Anthony have used Strega 

Nona's pasta pot? Why?") 

8. Always read the title of the book. Show children where 

it is printed on the cover. You might ask them to make 

predictions about the book. 

9. Always tell children the author and illustrator of the 

book. Show them where the names are printed on the 

cover. Explain that these are the names of the people 

who wrote the story and drew the pictures. Tell them 

anything you might know about these people. You might 

find other books by these people that you can share 

with the children. 

10. Ask children to discuss difficult words or concepts. 

If this does not seem to be successful (i.e., if it 

interrupts the story), just tell them what words or 

phrases mean. 

11. Ask questions or talk about the parts of the story: 

Characters: Who are the important people in the book? 

Setting: Where are they? Where do they live? 

Problem: What is the problem? 

Response: How does feel about the problem? 

Solution: How does solve the problem? 

Response: How does feel after the problem was 

solved? 

(These points can be discussed during the reading of 
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the story or at the end of the book. Try to talk about 

them during the story.) 

12. When possible, compare one story to another one. (For 

example: "These two books were written by the same 

person." You could also say, "These two books are both 

about fish.") 

13. Sometimes, stop to review what has happened to help 

children follow the sequence of the story. 

14. Sometimes, ask questions where you expect particular 

answers, but also ask questions where you are not expec-

ting a certain answer (open-ended). 

15. Sometimes, provide information instead of just asking 

questions. 
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Encouraging Children to Talk 

1. Tell children that if they have a question or want to 

talk about something in the book, to tell you. Tell 

them you will stop reading so they can talk about the 

book. You might also tell them that you only want to 

talk about things that are in the book. Explain that 

although many people don't want children to talk while 

they read, it's alright when you read. 

2. Children might be more encouraged to talk if you start 

with a finger play or bring an object to show and dis-

cuss. 

3. Good eye contact is extremely important. Children are 

not likely to talk to a person who constantly looks at 

the book. 

4. Turn pages slowly enough to allow children to respond 

to the pictures. 

5. Hold the book close to the children. Smile and be 

friendly. 
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Lesson 7; Infant Read-Aloud 

0b1ectives 

1. Students will demonstrate understanding of key 

read-aloud issues by writing answers to selected questions. 

2. Students will demonstrate understanding of infant 

read-aloud by discussing and evaluating a videotape of parents 

reading to babies. 

3. After examining a number of infant books provided 

by the instructor, students will be familiar with the types 

of books which can be used with the very young. The strate-

gies and procedures which are modeled during the instructor's 

sharing of these books will ultimately be practiced by stu-

dents and will surface in their subsequent attempts with 

children. (Because there are no infants at the center, this 

objective cannot be readily evaluated.) 

Materials 

Written questions to be answered by students, examples 

of infant books (e.g., plastic, cloth, cardboard), videotape 

of infant read-aloud. 

Procedure 

1. Distribute written questions to students. Provide 

adequate time for completion. 

2. Discuss infant read-aloud. Share infant books. 

3. Evaluate and discuss infant read-aloud videotape. 
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Lesson Content 

Written Questions. Questions are designed to determine 

students' ability to recall, evaluate, and apply information 

provided during the course of the training program. Questions 

used are listed at the end of this lesson description. 

Infant Read-Aloud. Information provided by the instruc-

tor includes an explanation of the developmental stages of 

infant read-aloud, guidelines for successfully sharing books 

with babies, and examples of materials which can be used. 

Notes are provided at the end of this lesson description. 

Infant Read-Aloud Videotape. Students were asked to 

identify problems experienced by parents while attempting to 

read to infants. They were also instructed to note adults' 

use of scaffolding techniques and choice of books. 

Discussion of Lesson 

One of the items included in the Reading Though Questions 

administered prior to the training program was "How old 

should a child be before we begin reading to him/her?" 

Responses provided were diverse. For example, one student 

wrote, "I think that it really doesn't matter. I think even 

when they are very young they enjoy it." One young mother 

wrote, "Newborn or up. We can put them to sleep with a 

book. Or, they can sit and look at it and try to read it if 

we read to them at an early age." Yet another student 
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advocated waiting until "3 or 4 or old enough to comprehend 

stories." 

Although students supported early read-aloud, they 

appeared to have little idea how to proceed. Most were 

unaware of the variety of materials which are available for 

infant use. There was concern that babies would destroy 

books and magazines. None had observed the presence of 

cardboard books in public libraries. The mother of an infant 

stated that "Those baby books cost a lot of money and I 

don't have transportation to the library." 

While watching the videotape, students observed infants 

for signs of distress. They were able to discriminate subtle 

cues (e.g., hitting the book, facial expressions, avoidance 

behavior) given by the children which signalled the need to 

terminate reading activities. Students also made a number 

of observations. They noted that often it was not possible 

to finish the book when reading to an infant. They found it 

humorous that parents asked many questions which they ulti-

mately answered for themselves. They noticed that when 

parents used their voices in interesting ways, such as making 

animal noises, the child was more likely to attend. 
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Review Questions 

1. Why is it important to allow children to talk sometimes 

when you read to them? 

2. What are two things you can do if you think your audience 

is not understanding the story you are reading? 

3. Write an example of a question that asks children to 

predict. 

4. What are two things you can do to be sure that children 

understand difficult words or concepts? 

5. What is meant by an "open-ended" question? 

6. What are three things you can do to encourage children 

to talk about a book? 

7. Write a question for each of the following story parts: 

Character: 

Setting: 

Problem: 

Response to the Problem: 

Solution: 
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Response to the Solution: 

When should these questions be asked? 

8. What are we asking children to do when we ask them to 

infer information? 

9. Think about the books that Nita read to the class. Tell 

the main idea of one of them. (Be sure to say which 

book you are discussing.) 

10. Use the back of this page to write your thoughts about 

this class. Tell me what you learned. Tell me what 

you liked most. Also, provide any suggestions for 

improvement. 
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Infant Read-Aloud 
(Adapted from Lamme & Packer, 1986) 

Infants' Responses to Books 

Visual: stare, follow point cues, look at colorful or 

familiar objects 

Tactile; random arm movements (touch books), scratch, pat, 

rub, hit, grab 

Verbal: silence, giggle and chuckle, cooing, laughing, 

supplying words 

Affective: hold reader's finger, gently stroke reader's arm, 

turn around to grin 

Guidelines for Successful Infant Read-Aloud 

1. Pay more attention to the child than to the book. 

2. Observe subtle cues given by the baby which signal that 

the activity should be terminated. 

3. Be sure baby is comfortable. 

4. Make use of sounds and gestures which make the experience 

more enjoyable. 

5. Planning is needed to assure that the best time is 

chosen for reading. 
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Lesson 8: Home Read-Aloud 

0b1ectives 

1. After watching a videotape of bedtime reading in a 

home, students will state differences and similarities they 

observe between read-aloud at the home and read-aloud at the 

Child Development Center. 

2. After hearing Beadv Bear (Freeman, 1954) read aloud, 

students will be familiar with a book which can be read to 

young children. The strategies and procedures which are 

modeled during the instructor's reading of this book will 

ultimately be practiced by students and will surface in 

their subsequent reading attempts with children. 

Materials 

Videotape of home read-aloud, Beadv Bear, written ques-

tions completed during previous class. 

Procedure 

1. View videotape and discuss. 

2. Read Beadv Bear aloud to the class. Model use of 

concrete objects and scaffolding techniques. 

3. Distribute and discuss written questions. 

4. Evaluate training program. 

Lesson Content 

Read-Aloud in Home and Group Settings. There are impor-

tant differences between home and group read-aloud. In the 
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home observed, the reading activity is intimate; few people 

are involved. Children are cuddled as they sit on or near 

the reader. They are allowed to select books, turn pages, 

discuss pictures, read along, and ask questions. Favorite 

stories are read and reread many times. In contrast, read-

aloud conducted in schools and child-care facilities is 

often a group event which is controlled by the teacher 

(Schickedanz, 1982). 

Oral Reading of "Beady Bear". To introduce this story, 

the instructor demonstrates the working of a wind-up toy. 

She shows the audience what happens when the key is turned 

and what happens when the toy stops moving. She then links 

this information to the wind-up bear who is the main character 

of the book she is going to read. In this manner, students 

are led to understand the importance of helping children 

attain world knowledge necessary to comprehend stories they 

hear. The use of concrete objects in the explanation of 

unfamiliar concepts is one of several methods of scaffolding 

read-aloud. Other methods modeled include relating story 

events to personal experience and defining unfamiliar terms. 

Discussion of Review Questions 

No new content is discussed. Questions are included at 

the end of this lesson description. 
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Discussion of Lesson 

As they watched the videotape of read-aloud conducted 

in home, students noted how the verbal interaction between 

the mother and her 2-year-old daughter changed from book to 

book. As the parent read an unfamiliar book, the child 

sucked her thumb and twisted a curl at the top of her head; 

she made little effort to speak. During the reading of the 

second book, The Three Bears and Fifteen Other Stores 

(Rockwell, 1975), the child participated with enthusiasm. 

She dramatically provided the voices for each bear as they 

attempted to discover the intruder in their home. A book of 

nursery rhymes, also familiar, was greeted similarly. The 

mother often paused to allow the child to provide words and 

phrases; at times whole pages were recited from memory. 

Later in the taping episode, the father replaced the 

mother who had previously read. Also, the toddler brother 

of the original child entered the threesome. Students noted 

the difficulty of reading to two children who were so dif-

ferent in terms of attentiveness, language acquisition, and 

book experience. When the older child left the room, the 

father continued to read the book he had begun. Students 

noted that the book was not a good choice for the younger 

child and that is should be set aside. 

Written evaluations of the training program were favor-

able. Students reported that they especially enjoyed 
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listening to stories read by the instructor and viewing video-

tapes of experienced readers. Other comments were as follows: 

I really don't like to read but its getting more fun 

because Im learning how to express my words and actions 

and getting children to talk about the stories and its 

alot of fun when you get the children participating in 

the story with you. 

This class was all right. I didn't really like reading 

to much; but it was okay. I learned that reading can 

really help a child. Ex: A child can increase his 

vocabulary by reading. I liked evaluating the most. 

It was fun to listen to (name) read and then evaluate 

her. She improved alot. 

I thought this class was interesting. I had no idea 

there was so many things involved in reading a book, 

but I have learned to read to kids in the right manner 

(how the children will get more interested in the book, 

what books to read to what age group). I liked reading 

to the children the most. 

I have so far enjoyed learning what reading can do for 

young children. What you are doing is going to do some 

good for alot of children. For me I have learned alot 
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but sometimes I really don't have the time to read to 

the children, that's my only problem. 

Two suggestions were made for improving the training 

program. First, students felt that less content should be 

covered or more time should be allowed for classes. Second, 

some students were distracted by the instructor's use of 

comments as she read aloud to the class. They suggested 

that any discussion or explanation required should be provided 

before or after the reading of the story. 
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References for Read-Aloud Training Program 

Altwerger, B. Diehl-Faxon, J., & Dockstader-Anderson, K. 
(19850. Read-aloud events as meaning construction. 
Language Arts, 62J5), 476-484. 

Alvermann, D. E. (1984, May). Adults who read to children 
need to be good listeners, too! Academic Therapy. 19(5), 
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