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Abstract 

 
VOCABULARY OUTCOMES AMONG LOW INCOME PRESCHOOLERS FOR 

DIALOGIC READING INTERVENTIONS 

 

Alyson Marie Fergus, M.A. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  Elizabeth Peña 

 

 Receptive and expressive vocabulary skills in preschoolers are predictors of  

later literacy skills. Research shows that children from low socioeconomic status (SES) 

backgrounds are generally behind their peers in the area of vocabulary skills when they 

enter school. Many preschool programs now focus on increasing these skills through 

shared book reading interventions. The purpose of the current research is to study the 

efficacy of a specific shared book reading intervention, dialogic reading, with low-

income preschoolers in the area of vocabulary development. The search yielded 10 

intervention studies that utilized dialogic reading strategies in interventions with the 

target population. Studies yielded mixed results but generally found that dialogic reading 

intervention does have significant positive effects on receptive and expressive 

vocabulary. Limitations and implications for practice are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Background Information 

 Assessment of educational achievement in the United States school systems shows 

that 33% of 4th-grade students performed below the basic level for reading skills (Aud et 

al. 2011). Assessments also show that on average, students in schools with a lower 

percentage of low-income students outperform students in schools with a high percentage 

of low-income students. This large achievement gap highlights the importance of early 

identification of at-risk children in order to prevent literary problems. As a result of 

achievement gaps and increased identification of at-risk preschoolers, many school 

systems in the U.S. have expanded their elementary schools to include prekindergarten 

classrooms. The number of Head Start classrooms for disadvantaged preschoolers is also 

growing. Enrollment in prekindergarten classrooms has increased 679% from 1985 to 

2008 (Aud et al., 2011). Although children enrolled in these programs tend to make 

considerable academic gains by graduation, they are still more likely to be behind their 

peers as they enter elementary school on measures of language and pre-academic skills, 

such as emergent literacy skills (West, Malone, Hulsey, Aikens & Tarullo, 2010). 

Researchers and educators are now focused on the development and implementation of 

effective programs to implement with preschoolers to provide further support and 

intervention for developing preliteracy skills (Catts & Hogan 2003).  

 Predictive factors of later literacy skills in preschool include receptive and 

expressive vocabulary, oral narrative skills, and phonological awareness skills. 
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Vocabulary knowledge plays a large role in literacy development and by second grade, it 

is the largest determinant of reading success. Research has shown that vocabulary 

knowledge may be important for both learning to recognize printed words while reading 

(Nation & Snowling, 1998a; Plaut, McClelland, Seidenberg, & Patterson, 1996) as well 

as for the overall comprehension of text (Nation & Snowling, 1998b; Muter, Hulme, 

Snowling & Stevenson, 2004). Research has also shown vocabulary instruction to have 

positive effects on reading comprehension even when the reading materials did not 

contain the target words (Stahl & Fairbanks 1986). Children with greater vocabulary 

knowledge can use the vocabulary they know to understand new words in context more 

effectively compared to those with lower vocabulary knowledge.  For example, 

Shefelbine (1990) found that children with the poorest vocabulary knowledge learned the 

fewest words from context.  Similarly, Cain, Oakhill & Lemmon (2004) found that 

children with the weakest vocabularies had the most difficulty with vocabulary inference 

tasks and reading comprehension tasks.  

 Although research has generally found early vocabulary development to be 

important for later reading skills, the vocabulary gap between children from low income 

and high-income families is large by the time children enter school (Smith & Dixon, 

1995).  Low SES children tend to be behind upper- and middle-class children in many 

language measures when they enter school, with vocabulary being the measure most 

strongly related to SES. Conversations between parents and their children have been 

demonstrated to be the most influential contributor to vocabulary development before 

entering middle school (Hart & Risley, 1995). Children develop their vocabularies 
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through explicit vocabulary instruction, frequent exposure to vocabulary across contexts, 

and participation in meaningful conversations (Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011).  Reading 

books to children is also considered to be an important part of developing these emergent 

literacy skills. However, studies have shown significant differences in the quality and 

quantity of parent-child storybook reading between low-income children and their higher 

income peers (Adams, 1990).   

 Dialogic book reading is a literacy intervention that targets preliteracy skills such as 

vocabulary development and oral narrative skills. It is an interactive book reading 

intervention in which the parent or educator reads the story while engaging the child 

through questions and discussions about the storybook (Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, 

Dyer, & Samwel, 1999). During these book readings, the parent and child engage in more 

linguistically and cognitively challenging conversations that foster narrative skills and 

increase vocabulary growth. The language extends beyond concrete descriptions and 

involves several changes in the way books are traditionally read to children. The child’s 

active engagement and responses are encouraged through positive reinforcement and 

repetition. The adult asks open-ended questions and prompts the child to create his or her 

own ideas and become the storyteller. Vocabulary words found in the stories are 

discussed more in depth and are targeted in conversations throughout the intervention 

(Whitehurst & Grover, 1999). 

Purpose 

 The purpose of the current research is to study the efficacy of dialogic book reading 
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with low-income preschoolers in the area of vocabulary development. Because dialogic 

book reading targets vocabulary by engaging children with questions and discussions 

about a storybook,  it is hypothesized that dialogic reading interventions will increase the 

receptive and expressive vocabularies of low-income preschoolers. Dialogic book reading 

provides children with opportunities to learn decontexualized language. They can acquire 

new vocabulary that they may not normally encounter and learn about different syntactic 

structures of language (Wasik & Bond 2001). Dialogic book reading is designed to foster 

meaningful conversations between the adult and child that will help the child go beyond 

the explicit message of the story and improve both expressive and receptive vocabulary 

through direct instruction of target words, sharing ideas, making inferences, and 

discussing important themes and concepts. In order to recommend use of dialogic book 

reading for this group it is important to review and evaluate the available evidence. 
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METHODS 

Search Strategy 

Search Terms 

Search terms used to obtain relevant studies included preschool, Head Start, low 

income, disadvantaged, literacy intervention, emergent literacy, language intervention, 

vocabulary, vocabulary development, dialogic book reading, and shared reading.  

Sources 

Databases used to search for relevant studies included Medline, the Educational 

Resource Information Center (ERIC), Psychological Abstracts (PsychINFO), and 

ESCOHost. Google scholar was also used to locate journal articles.  The reference lists of 

the identified studies were reviewed to determine whether they contained relevant 

articles.  

Selection Criteria 

Studies were included in the analysis based on the following selection criteria: 1) 

the study focused on the effects of an interactive book reading intervention, 2) 

participants in the study were 3 to 5 years of age and from low income families, 4) the 

study included a control group, 4) the intervention was given by a teacher or trained 

research assistant, and 5) measures of receptive and/or expressive vocabulary were tested 

before and after the intervention.  
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Search Results 

The search yielded 216 unique papers. Of these, ten intervention studies were 

found that fit the selection criteria. Table 1 shows characteristics of each intervention 

study. 

Participants 

The 10 intervention studies involved a total of 1046 children who completed the 

intervention or control conditions. Ages of the children ranged from 3;0 to 5;11 years old.  

All children were from low-income families. Ninety-five participants were from a low 

SES township of Jaffa in central Israel (Aram & Biron, 2004). One hundred twenty seven 

children were from Title One early learning centers in Baltimore, MA, and were eligible 

for free or reduced lunch, indicating they were from low SES backgrounds (Wasik & 

Bond, 2001). Ninety-five participants were recruited from childcare centers in Florida 

(Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer & Samwel, 1999). Two hundred children were 

from daycares of which the participating families qualified for government subsidy to pay 

for childcare (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Hargrave & Sénéchal, 2000; Whitehurst et 

al., 1994a). The largest number of participants was from Head Start programs. These 

programs are only available to families living below the poverty line. Four hundred and 

four children were Head Start preschoolers (van Kleeck, Vander Woude, & Hammett, 

2006; Wasik, Bond, & Hindman, 2006; Whitehurst et al., 1994b). The remaining study 

by Pollard-Durodola et al. (2011) included 125 children from low-income families that 
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were enrolled in either school district preschools or Head Start preschools. They did not 

specify the number of participants from each school.  

For four of 10 studies, participants were selected for intervention on the basis of 

standardized test scores. These studies required that their participants fell within or below 

the mean on standardized tests of vocabulary, grammar, or other language measures. 

Participants in the study by van Kleeck et al. (2006) fell at least one standard deviation 

below the mean on the Structured Photographic Expressive Language Test – II (SPELT-

II), a test of expressive morphosyntax, but scored above 70 on the Columbia Mental 

Maturity Scale (CMMS), an assessment of general reasoning ability in children. Two 

studies only admitted participants who scored at or below the average range on the PPVT 

and EVT (Lonigan et al., 1999; Whitehurst et al., 1994b). Pollard-Durodola et al. (2011) 

accepted participants if they scored blow the 30th percentile on the PPVT-III.  

Interventions 

All studies involved a dialogic book reading intervention with specific books and 

themes to be discussed, and a basic protocol that involved using dialogic reading 

strategies before, during, and after the book readings. These strategies include discussing 

vocabulary words, asking open-ended “wh” questions, extending and expanding on 

children’s utterances, praise and repetition of children’s utterances, and encouraging 

children to talk about their own thoughts and experiences as they relate to themes and 

concepts discussed in the book.  
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In each study, the dialogic book reading intervention was compared to either a 

control condition or a different intervention. Four studies compared the intervention 

groups to control conditions that included the regular classroom curriculum (van Kleeck 

et al., 2006; Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011; Whitehurst et al., 1994b; Lonigan & 

Whitehurst, 1998). Aside from the no-treatment control, Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) 

had three treatment groups with dialogic reading. They had a group who participated in a 

dialogic reading intervention in the classroom, a group who participated in the dialogic 

reading intervention at home, and one treatment group that involved intervention both at 

school and at home. Whitehurst et al. (1994a) had a dialogic reading intervention in 

school as well as a group that underwent intervention both at school and at home.  Three 

studies compared the intervention to a control condition in which the same books were 

used but the teachers were not taught the interactive strategies (Hargrave & Sénéchal, 

2000; Wasik & Bond, 2001; Wasik et al., 2006). Lonigan et al. (1999) had two control 

conditions. One was a no treatment control condition and one involved typical shared 

reading without the interactive strategies. Aram & Biron (2004) compared the dialogic 

reading intervention to a joint reading intervention.  

In all intervention studies, the book reading intervention was administered by the 

regular classroom teachers, teacher aides, or research assistants. Many of the research 

assistants were trained college or graduate school students. All teachers and students 

were either trained by the authors or by a video they watched on how to administer a 

dialogic book reading intervention. In one study, the author modeled the intervention for 

4 weeks before the typical classroom teacher took over for the remaining 11 weeks 
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(Wasik & Bond 2001). All studies required that the intervention involve specific 

storybooks. Four of the studies had parent involvement of shared storybook reading at 

home (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; van Kleeck et al., 2006; Whitehurst et al., 1994a; 

Whitehurst et al., 1994b). 

Interventions were done in large groups, small groups, or individually. Of the 

1046 participants, 30 received individual interventions, 602 children received 

interventions with groups of 4-9 children, and the remaining 334 children received large 

group or whole class interventions in groups of 12 to 20 children. 

Interventions ranged from 6 weeks to 9 months. Sessions ranged from 10 to 30 

minutes and occurred from 2 to 5 times a week. There was a large range in the number of 

sessions given, from 11 to around 180 sessions. Of the 1046 participants, 325 children 

received intervention or control condition for 1-2 months, 459 children received 

intervention or control condition for 3-4 months, and 262 children received intervention 

or control condition for 7 months of the school year. 

ASSESSMENTS 

All intervention studies included assessments both before and after the 

interventions.  All studies included standardized tests of receptive vocabulary. The 

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT), Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised 

(PPVT-R), or the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test- 3rd Edition (PPVT-III) were used as 

measures (Aram, & Biron, 2004; Hargrave & Sénéchal, 2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 

1998; Lonigan et al., 1999; Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011; van Kleeck et al., 2006; Wasik 

& Bond, 2001; Wasik, et al., 2006; Whitehurst et al., 1994a; Whitehurst et al., 1994b). In 
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addition to the PPVT, seven studies used standardized measures of expressive vocabulary 

that included either Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT) or the 

Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (EOWPVT-R) (Hargrave & 

Sénéchal, 2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Lonigan et al., 1999; Pollard-Durodola et 

al., 2011; Whitehurst et al., 1994a; Whitehurst et al., 1994b; Wasik et al., 2006). Three of 

the assessment procedures involved researcher-developed expressive and receptive 

picture vocabulary tests modeled after the PPVT and EOWPVT (Hargrave & Sénéchal, 

2000; Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011; Wasik & Bond, 2001). Whitehurst et al. (1994a) 

used a researcher developed expressive vocabulary test called the Our Word that used 

both pictures and vocabulary from the storybooks.  
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SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS 

Studies yielded mixed results regarding vocabulary skills. Overall trends show 

significant gains in expressive vocabulary and moderate increases in receptive vocabulary 

when tested using standardized measures. Researcher-developed tests using book 

vocabulary from the intervention yielded positive results for both receptive and 

expressive measures, showing that children did learn vocabulary used in intervention. 

Refer to Table 2 for summary of results. 

Standardized Tests of Receptive Vocabulary 

  Of the 10 studies that assessed children using a standardized test of receptive 

vocabulary (PPVT, PPVT-R, or PPVT-III), three studies showed a significant difference 

between the intervention group and control group at posttest (van Kleeck et al., 2006; 

Wasik & Bond, 2001; Wasik et al., 2006).  Thus, of the 1046 participants, 364 children 

showed significant increase on the PPVT. The scores of these 364 children increased by 

an average of 8.38 standard points (mean 100 and SD of 15) from pretest to posttest.  

Aram and Biron (2004) found that the dialogic reading intervention group 

progressed significantly on the PPVT; however, the control group was not tested using 

the PPVT due to lack of funding. Thus, it is unclear in this study whether the increase in 

scores was due specifically to the dialogic reading intervention. Children who underwent 

the writing intervention in this study also showed a significant increase on the PPVT so it 
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is concluded that dialogic reading is not more beneficial for vocabulary development than 

the writing intervention implemented in this study. 

Of the 10 studies, 6 did not show significant difference between the dialogic 

reading group and control group on posttest receptive vocabulary measures. Whitehurst et 

al., (1994a) found no significant difference on the PPVT-R between the school-based 

dialogic reading, school plus home-based dialogic reading, and the control group.  

Hargrave & Sénéchal (2000), Lonigan et al. (1999), Lonigan & Whitehurst (1998), and 

Pollard-Durodola et al. (2011) also found no significant differences between the 

intervention and control groups on posttests.  

Whitehurst et al. (1994b) used a method of data reduction to increase the 

comprehensibility of the outcomes due to the large number of measures they assessed. 

Tests were divided into four factors, which included a language factor, writing factor, 

linguistic awareness factor, and print concepts factor. The PPVT was a variable that was 

included in the language factor.  Differences between groups in the language factor did 

not approach significance (p> .70). Although children in the intervention group 

performed better on the PPVT, the effect size was small. There was, however, a 

correlation between the posttest scores of the language tests and the parent’s or 

caregiver’s compliance in the at home portion of the intervention.  Compliance with the 

at-home component of the intervention was significantly related to the language outcome, 

which included scores of the PPVT.  
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Standardized Tests of Expressive Vocabulary 

Of six studies that measured expressive vocabulary on standardized tests, four 

found positive significant results for dialogic reading intervention (Hargrave & Sénéchal, 

2000; Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Wasik et al., 2006; Whitehurst et al., 1994a). This 

represents 407 of the 623 children who were tested using the standardized tests of 

expressive vocabulary. On average, scores on the EOWPVT of these 407 children 

increased by 8.29 standard points (mean 100 and SD of 15) from pretest to posttest.  

Hargrave and Sénéchal (2000) and Wasik et al. (2006) both found significant 

differences between the control and intervention group on the EOWPVT-R and the 

EOWPVT-III. Whitehurst et al. (1994a) had a treatment group with school-based dialogic 

reading as well as a treatment group with school plus home-based dialogic reading 

intervention. They found that both treatment groups did significantly better than the 

control group on the EOWPVT-R. The school plus home group scored significantly 

better than the school only group on the EOWPVT-R. At the follow up assessment 6 

months later, both treatment groups still scored significantly higher than the control 

group on the EOWPVT-R.  Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) analyzed results of the 

EOWPVT separately for the high and low compliance centers. In the high compliance 

centers, the combined intervention groups (school plus home intervention) scored 

significantly higher than the control group. The difference between the school group and 

control group showed a trend but did not reach significance (p= .09). Children from the 

low compliance centers did not score higher than the control group for the posttest 

EOWPVT.  
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For the studies that did find significant differences in standardized tests, it is 

possible that teachers generalized use of dialogic reading strategies to other activities and 

aspects of their teaching. Wasik and Bond (2001) found that children in the intervention 

group became comfortable asking questions to teachers and that teacher aides in 

intervention groups used more proper labels for words rather than using pronouns such as 

“it.” 

Two of the six studies using the EOWPVT showed no statistical difference 

between groups on the standardized expressive language measure (Pollard-Durodola et 

al. 2011; Lonigan et al. 1999). Lonigan et al. (1999) found that although children’s scores 

on the EOWPVT-R showed a significant increase between pre- and posttest, this increase 

was statistically equivalent across the dialogic reading condition and the typical shared 

reading condition. 

Researcher-Developed Vocabulary Measures 

Results for researcher-developed vocabulary assessments were significant and in 

favor of dialogic reading interventions. Four of the 10 studies used researcher-developed 

vocabulary assessments using words from the dialogic reading interventions. On all these 

assessments, children in the intervention groups and children in the control group showed 

significant differences (Hargrave & Sénéchal, 2000; Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011; Wasik 

& Bond, 2001; Whitehurst et al., 1994a). This represents 361 children. Pollard-Durodola 

et al., (2011) found these significant differences even after controlling for corresponding 

pretest scores, student demographic variables, school district, and years of teaching 
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experience. These results indicate that children did learn and retain vocabulary targeted in 

intervention, even if it did not always generalize to other vocabulary words found in 

standardized tests. However, these results should be interpreted with caution. Researcher-

developed tests are not standardized and therefore do not control for developmental or 

age differences.  

Twenty-five children from the study by Lonigan & Whitehurst (1998) were also 

given a semi-structured book reading assessment. When reading an unfamiliar book, the 

school, home and combined intervention groups produced more words overall, produced 

a higher diversity of words, and produced more nouns and modifiers than the control 

group (ps < .05). While reading the intervention book, the school, home, and combined 

intervention groups produced more words overall, produced a higher diversity of words, 

and produced more verbs than the control group (ps < .05). Overall, children in the 

combined intervention groups showed the greatest significant change on these measures.  

Other Findings 

The size of the group during the intervention did not appear to have a significant 

effect on children’s vocabulary development. Positive results were found from small 

group, large group, and one-to-one shared reading interventions. The person 

implementing the intervention was not important in the outcome either, showing that 

adults do not need special qualifications to be able to be trained in and utilize dialogic 

reading strategies.  
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Studies showed that compliance in giving the dialogic reading intervention 

affected the results.  Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) analyzed the high and low 

compliance centers separately.  The low compliance centers read to the children 

significantly less than the high compliance centers. Results showed the high compliance 

centers to have a more consistent and positive effect on children’s vocabulary 

development.  Wasik et al. (2006) and Whitehurst et al. (1994a) also showed a positive 

correlation between posttest scores and follow-up scored and the compliance of the 

centers in giving the intervention.  

Training parents in dialogic reading strategies and adding a home component to 

the intervention also yielded more positive results. (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; van 

Kleeck et al., 2006; Whitehurst et al., 1994a; Whitehurst et al., 1994b). Lonigan & 

Whitehurst (1998) and van Kleeck et al. (2006) found that parent involvement was 

beneficial. Whitehurst et al. (1994b) found that there was a strong positive relation 

between children’s post-intervention vocabulary skills and parents’ compliance with the 

reading program.  
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this article was to determine whether dialogic reading 

interventions could improve receptive and expressive vocabulary for preschoolers from 

low-income homes. Results were mixed, but it was generally found that dialogic reading 

intervention can have effects on children’s vocabulary skills as was hypothesized. 

Dialogic reading intervention had a slightly more positive effect on expressive 

vocabulary than receptive vocabulary, according to standardized testing. Researcher-

developed tests showed that children who participated in the intervention learned 

vocabulary taught in the intervention better than children who were not exposed to the 

intervention. Adding an at-home reading component to the intervention also had positive 

results on children’s vocabulary skills. Overall, data suggests that adding dialogic reading 

strategies such as asking open ended questions, discussing book vocabulary, using 

expansions on children’s utterances, discussing book themes and concepts, and providing 

feedback, can yield more positive language results than by simply reading the book.  

Findings of this study are consistent with meta-analyses done by Trivette and 

Dunst (2007) and What Works Clearinghouse (2007), who found that dialogic reading 

had positive effects on oral language skills. Vocabulary was one measure of oral 

language used in both studies, although they did not analyze receptive and expressive 

vocabulary separately as done in the present study.  Results of this study are also 

consistent with a synthesis comparing differing read aloud interventions for children from 

preschool through 3rd grade (Swanson et al. 2011). Swanson et. al (2011) looked at a 
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variety of language measures and found moderate to large effect sizes on vocabulary of 

children who received dialogic reading intervention. The present study differs from the 

former meta-analyses with the specific focus on both receptive and expressive vocabulary 

as well as the inclusion of only preschool children from low SES backgrounds.  

Limitations 

There are several limitations to the studies used in this article (refer to Table 3 for 

limitations of each individual study). Not all intervention procedures were described in 

enough detail for the study to be replicated. Also, studies did not all have the same 

procedure when delivering the intervention. Many things differed such as materials, 

length of intervention, and implementer training method. Some studies, such as Aram and 

Biron’s (2004), did not have a specific vocabulary focus during intervention like other 

studies did. It is unclear whether results differed between studies due to these differences 

in procedure. 

 Long-term effects of the intervention were not tested in most studies. Only one 

study did a follow up assessment 6 months after intervention. All other data was collected 

immediately after the intervention. Future research should be conducted to measure long 

term effects of the interventions on children’s vocabulary development and academic 

success. 

Standardized texts of receptive and expressive vocabulary should be interpreted 

with caution. The PPVT and EOWPVT target single word recognition and naming. This 

may not capture the complexity and many dimensions of word knowledge. Also these 
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standardized tests have a limited number or words and may not be as sensitive to change 

as is needed in the intervention studies (Pollard-Durodola et al., 2011). 

Researcher developed tests should also be interpreted with some caution. These 

tests do not control for developmental or age differences as standardized tests do. This 

limits the comparability of the results of these tests to other standardized tests. 

Implications for Practice 

Children from low-income families attending preschools or daycares can show 

significant increases in vocabulary development if they are given the appropriate 

interventions and opportunities to learn. Interactive reading strategies used in dialogic 

reading interventions should be taught to teachers and teacher aides in preschools and 

implemented within the normal curriculum as it is shown to have more positive results 

than traditional shared book reading. There is a relatively low cost and little training time 

required to add dialogic reading to the curriculum. As in the aforementioned studies, 

videotapes can be used to train teachers. Books can be low cost and reused each year. 

Research has also shown that teachers used strategies learned for dialogic book reading in 

other activities within the classroom (Wasik et al., 2006).  Dialogic reading can also be 

taught to parents and caregivers and be used on the phone to further increase vocabulary 

and other language skills in preschoolers. Overall, studies show that dialogic reading 

intervention, when implemented consistently and correctly, can help to increase low-

income preschooler’s vocabulary skills despite their economic disadvantage.  
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Appendix:  Tables and Figures 

 
 

 

Table I. Characteristics of Intervention Studies 

Study Study 
Design 

Sample 
Size 

Age Number of 
Sessions 

Implementer Intervention 
reading 
group size 

Aram & 
Biron 
(2004) 

Multiple 
Treatment 

95 36 to 60 
months 

M=66 Student 
mediators 

4-6 children 

Hargrave & 
Sénéchal 
(2000) 

Multiple 
Treatment  

36 36 to 60 
months 

M=17 Teacher 8 children 

Lonigan et 
al. (1999) 

Multiple 
Treatment 

95 25 to 64 
months 

M=18.47 Trained 
undergraduate 
students 

3-5 children 

Lonigan & 
Whitehurst 
(1998) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

91 36 to 60 
months 

M=11.7 Teacher or 
teacher’s aide,  
Parent or 
caregiver 

<6 children 

Pollard-
Durodola et 
al. (2011) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

125 48 to 64 
months 

~60 Teachers 9 children 

van Kleeck 
et al. 
(2006) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

30 42 to 60 
months 

~16 Trained 
research 
assistant 

1 child 

Wasik & 
Bond 
(2001) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

127 47to 55 
months 

~48 Teacher 12-15 
children 

Wasik et al. 
(2006) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

207 32 to 58 
months 

~ 180 Teacher or 
paraprofessio
nal 

18-20 
children 

Whitehurst 
et al. 
(1994a) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

73 36 to 48 
months 

M=16.63 Teacher or 
teacher aide 

<6 children 

Whitehurst 
et al. 
(1994b) 

Treatment 
and 
Control 

167 36 
months 

 Teacher or 
paraprofessio
nal 

4 children 

Note: M = mean  
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Study/ Treatment 
conditions 

Measures Results p values 

Aram & Biron (2004) 
T1: Dialogic reading  
T2: Joint Reading 
 

PPVT No significant difference 
between T1 and T2 at posttest 

p > .05 

PPVT-R No significant difference 
between T and C (p=.53).  

p=.53  

EOWPVT T > C on posttest p= .05 

Hargrave &  
Sénéchal (2000) 
T: Dialogic reading 
C: Regulary shared-reading 
with same books 

Book 
Vocabulary 
Test 

T > C on posttest p= .04 

PPVT No significant difference 
between T1, T2, and C on 
posttest 

ps > .25 
 

Lonigan et al. (1999) 
T1: Typical shared reading 
T2: Dialogic reading 
C: No treatment 
 

EOWPVT-
R 

No significant difference 
between T1, T2, and C on 
posttest 

ps > .25 

PPVT-R No significant difference 
between T1, T2, T3 and C on 
posttest 
 

ps > .30 
 

T3 > C on posttest in high 
compliance centers  
 

p = .04 

Lonigan & Whitehurst 
(1998) 
T1: Dialogic reading in 
class 
T2: Dialogic reading at 
home 
T3: Dialogic reading in 
home plus school 
C: No treatment 
 

EOWPVT 

No significant difference 
between T1 and C at posttest 

p = .09 

PPVT-R 
 

No significant difference 
between T and C on posttest 
 

 p > .70  
 

EOWPVT No significant difference 
between T and C on posttest  

 p  > .07 

RDRPVT T > C on posttest  p < .001 

Pollard-Durodola et al. 
(2011) 
T: Dialogic reading 
C: Regular curriculum 

RDEPVT T > C on posttest  p < .001 

van Kleeck et al. (2006) 
T: Dialogic Reading 
C: Regular curriculum 

PPVT-III T > C on posttest  p= .01 

Table II. Results 
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PPVT-III T > C on posttest p < .001 
Receptive 
vocabulary 
test using 
words from 
intervention 

T > C on posttest  p < .001 
Wasik & Bond (2001) 
T: Dialogic reading 
C: Regular reading 
intervention with same 
books 

Expressive 
vocabulary 
test using 
words from 
intervention 

T > C on posttest  p < .001 

PPVT-III T > C on posttest  p < .001 Wasik et al. (2006) 
T: Dialogic Reading 
C: Regular reading 
intervention with same 
books 
 

EOWPVT-
III 

T > C on posttest  p < .001 

PPVT-R 
 

No significant effects between 
T1, T2, and C on posttest or 6-
month follow up 

p > .05 

T1, T2 > C on posttest  
 

 p = .002 
 

T2 > T1 on posttest  
 

p= .041 

EOWPVT-
R 

T1,T2 > C on 6 month follow-up 
assessment 

P = .017 

Whitehurst et al. (1994a) 
T1: Dialogic reading in day 
care 
T2: Dialogic reading in 
daycare and at home 
C: Play group 

Our Word – 
Researcher 
developed  

T1 and T2  > C on posttest  
 

p =.031 

Whitehurst et al. (1994b) 
T: Dialogic reading 
C: regular curriculum 
 

PPVT-R No significant difference 
between T and C on posttest  

p > .70 
 

Note:  T = Treatment; C = Comparison; PPVT = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; 
PPVT-R = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - Revised; PPVT-III=Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test- 3rd Edition; EOWPVT = Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary 
Test;  EOWPVT-R = Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test – Revised;  
EOWPVT-III = Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test- 3rd Edition; p= p-value 
of statistical significance 
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Table III. Limitations of Intervention Studies 

Study Study Design Limitations 
Aram & Biron 
(2004) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Control	  group	  was	  not	  given	  the	  PPVT	  at	  
posttest	  due	  to	  budge	  restrictions 

• PPVT	  translation	  to	  Hebrew	  was	  used.	  Due	  to	  
lack	  of	  norms	  for	  young	  children,	  raw	  scores	  
were	  used. 

Hargrave & 
Sénéchal 
(2000) 

Quasi-
experimental 
cohort study 

• Small sample size 
• Children in control condition attended day-

care less often (M=15 days) than children in 
dialogic –reading condition 

• Dialogic reading sessions may have been 
longer than regular reading sessions 

Lonigan et al. 
(1999) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• On average, children in intervention group 
received between 3 and 5 hours of additional 
exposure to shared-reading activities 

Lonigan & 
Whitehurst 
(1998) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Only 60% of home reading logs were 
returned to researchers 

• Low compliance in 2 intervention centers 
Pollard-
Durodola et al. 
(2011) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Low correlations between standardized tests 
and researcher developed tests 

van Kleeck et 
al. (2006) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Children	  were	  also	  receiving	  language	  
intervention	  through	  the	  Head	  Start	  Programs	  	  

• Testers	  were	  not	  blind	  to	  children’s	  groups	  
• Small	  sample	  size 

Wasik & Bond 
(2001) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Different levels of intervention 
implementation across classroom 

Wasik et al. 
(2006) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Intervention was not administered over 
consecutive weeks 

Whitehurst et 
al. (1994a) 
 
 

Randomly 
assigned control 
 

• Intervention groups and control groups were 
in same classrooms so teachers were aware 
of which children were in treatment and 
control group 

• Substantial variability in the number of times 
children in intervention group were read to at 
school and at home 
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Whitehurst et 
al. (1994b) 

Randomly 
assigned control 

• Method of data reduction used which 
grouped vocabulary measure with other 
language measures. Specific results of 
PPVT-R alone are unknown. Substantial 
variability in the frequency in which children 
were read to at home 
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