
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Kai Jason Greene 

2012 

 

 



 
The Dissertation Committee for Kai Jason Greene Certifies that this is the approved 

version of the following dissertation: 

 

 

Cognitive-based Intervention for Bilingual Preschoolers 

 

 

 

 

 
Committee: 
 

_________________________________ 
Elizabeth D. Peña, Supervisor 

_________________________________ 
Lisa M. Bedore 

_________________________________ 
Li Sheng 

_________________________________ 
Almeida Jacqueline Toribio 

_________________________________ 
Terry Falcomata 
 



 

Cognitive-based Intervention for Bilingual Preschoolers 

 

by 

Kai Jason Greene, B.A., M.A. 

 

 

 

Dissertation  

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Doctor in Philosophy 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 

December, 2012



 

Dedication 

   
 
 

In tribute to Margaret Eleanor Greene, Lisa O’Connor, Dr. Abbie Prentice,  
and Roxanna Ruiz-Fletcher whose life victories overshadow the battles lost.   

In addition, one million thanks to my dedicated and loving extended  
family and friends who back me up in so many ways.  

 
 

 

 



 v 

Acknowledgements 

 
 

I would like to acknowledge and thank my dissertation committee for all of their 
exquisite feedback, expertise, and support. Thanks to Liz for her patience, time, and 
effort to read and revise this manuscript. Her expansive understanding of dynamic 

assessment, bilingualism, and intervention brought me here.  Many thanks are extended 
to Lisa whose edits and suggestions always push me to think a bit harder and to be a 

better writer.  Thanks to Li for her bilingual expertise and theoretical knowledge. Thanks 
to Jackie for her enthusiasm and superior knowledge about what happens when two 
languages collide.  And finally many thanks are extended to Terry for sharing his 

wisdom, time, and commitment to single subject design study.  Individuals do 
empirically contribute to our collective knowledge.  

 
Additionally I would like to extend my gratitude to my great colleagues and friends: 

Christine, Casey, María, Connie, Karin, Mirza, and Sol and from the HABLA lab that I 
met during this process. Our common denominators unite us in such enjoyable ways. 

 
Special gratitude goes to Laura Justice and Brenda Gorman for permission to use the 

Narrative Assessment Protocol in English and Spanish respectively. I want to thank the 
army of CSD graduate students, IE students, and volunteers who helped test, transcribe, 

and score what appeared as an endless collection of narrative samples.   
 

Finally, I would like to express gratitude to Melissa Chavez and the staff, educators, 
parents, and children from the University of Texas Elementary School for allowing me to 

work with such an exceptional learning community. 
 

 

 



 vi 

 

 
Cognitive-based Narrative Intervention for Bilingual 

Preschoolers 
 

 
 

  
Kai Jason Greene, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 
 

Supervisor:  Elizabeth D. Peña 

 
 

 
Abstract 

 
The aim of this study was to determine how an intervention conducted in Spanish 

and English influenced macro and micro structure in the oral narratives produced by eight 

preschool Spanish-speaking English-language-learners (M = 68 months, range 59 to 79 

months) during a four-week summer intervention program. Following a single-subject 

pre-experimental repeated A-B measure design, each subject completed an initial 

treatment phase in Spanish followed by an English treatment phase. The cognitive-based 

intervention method focused on the mediated learning of language-independent cognitive 

strategies such as attention, self-regulation, organization, and problem solving. Analysis 

at the macrostructure level included story component and episode structure and 

microstructure level analysis considered lexical diversity and use of grammatical forms in 

each language. All narrative samples were evaluated to determine the effect of language 

treatment condition and narrative productivity in both languages. Mediated learning 
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significantly increased participants’ ability to independently produce narrative 

macrostructure story component and episodic structure on multiple elicitation tasks 

across both languages.  Mixed results were observed at the microstructure level for 

participants’ demonstration of lexical diversity and grammatical complexity specific to 

language condition and elicitation task. These findings help us understand which macro 

and micro structure skills transfer under a cognitive-based intervention conducted in two 

languages.  
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Chapter 1:  

Review of the Literature 

INTRODUCTION 

Monolingual preschoolers benefit from academic instruction in their home 

language. On the other hand, bilingual preschool children may not have the same 

educational access to instruction in the home language. Children who speak Spanish as a 

first language (L1) at home and begin English or second-language (L2) instruction upon 

school entry now represent the largest language-minority group in the United States 

(Kindler, 2002; NCES, 2003). Upon preschool entry, a noted shift from the home use of 

first language (L1) in familial surroundings coincides with formal exposure to a second 

language (L2) in an academic setting influenced by social and peer interactions. Because 

bilingual children receive input and output in two languages, the achievement of 

language-specific developmental milestones is subject to great degrees of variability 

(Bohman, Bedore, Peña, Perez, & Gillam, 2009; Bedore, Peña, Joyner, & Macken, 2011; 

Bedore & Peña, 2008; Peña, Gillam, Bedore, & Bohman, 2011).  

Oral narratives, defined as temporal cohesive accounts of verbalized events, 

constitute a fundamental and culturally universal component of early childhood language 

experience (Berman & Slobin, 1994; Bruner, 1986; Hughes, McGillivary, & Schmidek, 

1997; Verhoeven & Lundquist, 2001). Skills in the ability to comprehend and produce 

narratives are essential in preschool. Narrative production demands greater processing 

skills than do other discourse tasks such as conversational skills and sentence production 

(Fiestas & Peña, 2004; Gutiérrez-Clellen, 2002; Peña, 2000).  Multiple factors influence 

the development of children’s narrative abilities (Fiestas & Peña, 2004; Farver, Lonigan, 
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& Eppe, 2009; Miller et al., 2006). Narrative production skills not only reflect children’s 

cognitive skills and linguistic knowledge but also how language forms and narrative 

structures function together.   

Narratives communicate information and measure knowledge in multiple 

contexts, such as the classroom, playground, home, and community, via varying sources, 

such as books, nursery rhymes, music, cartoons, and movies. Narrative input serves as an 

informative tool for language development, but children are also expected to produce 

narratives in order to practice vocabulary, learn grammatical constructs, share activities, 

express themselves, and relay messages of previously heard information.  However not 

all of these functions are equally valued across different languages and cultures. As a 

result, some of these skills are new for bilingual children while others are learned along 

with other pre-literacy skills (Fiestas & Peña, 2004; Gutiérrez-Clellen 2002; McCabe, 

1997; Pearson, 2002; McCabe & Bliss, 2003; Verhoeven & Stromqvist, 2001; Ucceli & 

Páez, 2007). 

When sequential Spanish-English bilingual preschoolers are expected to learn in 

English from the outset of classroom instruction, they confront numerous challenges at a 

critical stage of linguistic and cognitive development.  Emergent literacy skills such as 

phonological awareness, vocabulary, grammar, and oral narrative skills, which serve as 

precursor for academic success, are primarily taught in English. Sequential bilingual 

learners’ pre-literacy skills in Spanish are still developing while they have not yet 

developed the prerequisite skills in English.  Yet research findings demonstrate that 

strong L1 skills predict L2 oral language, reading and writing skills (August, Carlo, 

Dressler, & Snow, 2005; Carlo et al, 2004; Hakuta, Ferdman, & Diaz, 1997; Miller et al., 



   
 

 3 

2006; Rolstand, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005). Studies that incorporated L1 instructional 

methods for preschool ELLs have primarily focused on phonological awareness, letter 

identification, and vocabulary development (Gutiérrez, Zepeda, & Castro, 2010; Hammer 

& Miccio, 2006; Hammer, Davison, Lawrence, & Miccio, 2009; Paéz et al., 2007). These 

studies demonstrate how a bilingual instructional approach supports ELLs’ early literacy 

development.  Despite the focus on individual’s skills related to emerging literacy, there 

are few studies directly comparing L1 and L2 narrative interventions for ELLs Limited 

research accounts for school districts’ success or failure in their use of different strategies 

and approaches for educating ELLS. One reason is that few experimental studies in the 

last 25 years have examined the language-intervention needs of ELL students (Hargrove, 

Lund, & Griffer, 2005; NCES, 2003). 

PRESCHOOLERS’ EMERGING ORAL NARRATIVE SKILLS 

At preschool age, children begin to extend their oral language skills and construct 

narrative discourse. Berman and Slobin (1994) conducted an extensive longitudinal 

cross-linguistic study (English, German, Spanish, Hebrew, and Turkish) across preschool 

(ages 3-5 years), school age (9 years) and adult (18 -40 years) populations focused on the 

development of function and linguistic form within narrative relations.  This study 

incorporated narrative analysis conducted at the macrostructure and microstructure 

levels (Hughes, McGillivray, & Schmidek, 1997). Macrostructure analysis reflects the 

global characteristics and general organization most often found in narratives within 

academic contexts (Greenhaigh & Strong, 2001; Ukrainetz, 2006). Microstructure level 

narrative analysis refers to use of expression and linguistic form that facilitate the 

orientation of narrative structure (McCabe & Bliss, 2003; Justice, Bowles, Pence, & 

Gosse, 2010). We incorporate macrostructure and microstructure elements to guide our 
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understanding of how preschoolers’ cognitive, communicative and linguistic systems 

interact during narrative discourse production.  

Cognitive abilities. Macrostructure analysis reflects a structure-based approach 

that reflects how a child forms mental representations, follows an organizational pattern, 

and executes narrative discourse (Hughes, McGillivary, & Schmidek, 1997; McCabe, 

1997, Petersen & McCabe, 1983; Stein and Glenn, 1979). The ability to understand and 

produce narratives requires cognitive-specific skills such as the ability to organize 

thoughts into cohesive units.  Children begin to develop a story schema, which serves as 

a mental handbook to encode and decode narrative information. Story components 

consist of the setting, characters, action, solution, and internal response (McCabe, 1997; 

McCabe & Bliss, 2003; Stein & Glenn, 1979). Cohesive and logical relations link these 

story components together. Narrative macrostructure also reflects episodic structures. A 

basic episode contains an initiating event, an attempt, and a consequence.  Additional 

elements such as an internal response, plan, and a reaction at the end of a story form a 

complete episode (Peterson, Jesso, & McCabe, 1999; Ukrainetz, 2006).  

Preschoolers are at a nascent stage of cognitive and linguistic development, which 

limits their range of expressive options (Berman & Slobin, 1994).  Story structure mental 

representations reflect the type of information included in a story. At the preschool level, 

limited experience and exposure reduces the cognitive availability to express perspective 

within narrative constructs. At this time, children begin to filter experiences through 

linguistic forms, which contribute to their narrative perspective (Berman & Slobin, 1994).  

Preschool children by the age five when prompted with pictures generally produce 

narratives that represent descriptive and action sequences. Gradually kindergartners begin 
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to tell narratives that extend explanations, discuss arguments, include causal 

relationships, and goal-oriented or problem solving behaviors (Boudreau, 2008; Hughes, 

McGillivray, & Schmidek, 1997; Petersen, Jesso & McCabe, 1999).  

Linguistic knowledge. Preschoolers’ command of language forms is still at a 

developmental stage and subject to a range of variability. At the linguistic level, Berman 

and Slobin (1994) describe how preschoolers acquire or filter language specific options 

and apply this expressive knowledge into organized verbal events. In addition, new word 

learning and sentence construction skills entwine during narrative discourse (Griffin, 

Hemphill, Camp, & Wolf, 2004). A narrative’s internal properties or microstructure 

elements consist of the number, complexity, and grammaticality of utterances. The 

number and variety of nouns and verbs used at the sentence or phrase level additionally 

reflect oral language productivity.  Narrative proficiency at the microstructure level is 

further measured by use of literate language that includes causal and temporal 

subordinating conjunctions, coordinating conjunctions along with mental and linguistic 

verbs (Gillam & Johnston, 1992; Stein & Glenn, 1979). Higher level of language ability 

reflected at the microstructure level is shown by use of complex sentences, elaborated 

noun phrases, prepositional phrases, and advanced modifiers (Berman & Slobin, 1994; 

Justice et al., 2009; 2010; Gorman, Fiestas, Peña, & Reynolds-Clark, 2010).  

Communicative skills. Communicative competence reflects a speaker’s ability to 

successfully attend and deliver discourse information that fulfills the listener’s needs 

(Genesee, Boivin, & Nicoladis, 1996; Heredia & Altarriba, 2001).  In this sense, 

narratives represent the earliest emerging form of monologue discourse (Ukrainetz, 2006; 

Westby, 1985). Preschoolers organize their language and package narrative stories in a 
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manner which allows the listener to follow a hierarchical and predictable sequence of 

events (Berman & Slobin, 1994). A narrator connects temporal order and causal 

relationships that motivate story events.  Herein the microstructure development of 

linguistic forms must be situated in a macrostructure functional framework so there is a 

logical linear chain of events.  Children use grammatical constructs such as past and 

present verb morphology to indicate time and setting of narrative events.  Lexical terms 

apply meaning in narrative constructions such temporal adverbs and phrases (e.g., one 

day, next, in the end).  In addition, a child can create dialogue, discuss characters’ mental 

and physical states, use cohesive devices, and emphasize cause and effect relationships.  

In sum, Berman and Slobin (1994) offer three principal factors; cognitive skills, 

linguistic knowledge, and the interface between language forms and narrative function 

that influence narrative production skills. Of interest for the current study is to apply 

these key factors to examine the trajectory of linguistic forms and narrative function in 

sequential Spanish-English bilingual preschoolers under a dual language treatment 

condition.  

LANGUAGE LEARNING MODELS FOR BILINGUAL SPEAKERS  

The goal of the current study is to examine narrative production skills based on an 

intervention method that manipulates language of intervention.  Under the bilingual 

treatment approach employed here children were systematically taught in Spanish prior to 

intervention in English.  The English intervention built on the Spanish intervention to 

provide instructional support reflective of participants’ current use of dual language input 

and output. Because bilingual children’s narrative skills are influenced by their combined 

language experiences, they may reflect a different developmental trajectory compared to 
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monolingual peers. Thus, the systematic approach of starting in Spanish and shifting to 

English was to simulate sequential bilingual language learning and maximize support for 

narrative development to facilitate opportunities for linguistic transfer. The cognitive, 

linguistic, and communicative developmental themes proposed by Berman and Slobin 

(1994) guide our application of a cognitive-based learning intervention approach 

pertaining to bilingual narrative production skills. Furthermore, we probed 

macrostructure and microstructure elements into bilingual language processing models to 

enhance our understanding of how preschoolers may transfer narrative skills from L1 to 

L2 or from L2 to L1.  

UNDERSTANDING TRANSFER BETWEEN LANGUAGES 

The revised hierarchical model. Bilinguals develop distinct linguistic 

knowledge due to their sequential learning and simultaneous understanding in two 

languages. The revised hierarchical model (RHM) (Kroll & Stewart, 1994) centers on 

dual language semantic development and organization. Application of this model shows 

how bilinguals develop lexical knowledge in two languages to match one semantic-

representational base.  Generally young bilingual children acquire uneven but distributed 

knowledge between two languages (Ordoñez, Carlo, Snow, & McLaughlin, 2002; 

Patterson and Pearson, 2012; Peña, et al., 2011). Initially, an emerging bilingual learner’s 

words in L1 are directly linked to matching conceptual meanings.  However, during the 

nascent stages of L2 acquisition, new words and meanings in L2 are accessed indirectly 

via the L1 lexicon. As a bilingual learner increases L2 proficiency, L2 words develop 

direct links to commonly shared conceptual-representational base.   
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In the semantic domain, conceptual meaning can be encoded or lexicalized 

without grammatical constraints. The RHM (Kroll & Stewart, 1994) shows how shared 

concepts may transfer from one language to another. This model is relevant to narrative 

story structure due to the universal aspect of narrative story structure which should 

remain consistent across a bilingual’s two languages.  At the macrostructure level, 

concepts such as the setting (e.g., the story location and time) or characters (e.g., story’s 

people and/or animals in the story) are expected to conceptually transfer between L1 and 

L2 or from L2 to L1.  Additionally, episode structure contains concepts such a character’s 

reaction or feelings at the end of a story are concepts that bilingual children can transfer 

from one language to another. On the basis of the RHM, it is also possible to propose that  

language-specific semantic information at the microstructure level may transfer.  For 

example, temporal order within a story is demonstrated by parallel word constructs in 

English (e.g. first, second, or finally) and in Spanish (e.g., primero, segundo, or en fin).  

Due to the cognitive task requirements and the contextual demands of a narrative 

production task, bilingual children can utilize L1 knowledge to support L2 development 

as they process both macro-conceptual information and micro-specific semantic 

knowledge. 

A unified model of language acquisition. The unified model (MacWhinney, 

2005) also helps understand the mechanisms by which young children in sequential 

bilingual language environments apply L1 knowledge during the process of L2 learning. 

The unified model builds upon the competition model (Bates & MacWhinney, 1982) and 

expands the framework to account for a broader range of factors that influence L1 and L2 
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acquisition. Here, MacWhinney (2005) proposes that bilingual learners transfer linguistic 

concepts and forms on the basis of strength and activation between their two languages.   

According to the unified model the bilingual language mechanism is unified to the 

extent that L2 learning takes places similarly to L1 learning.  However a bilingual 

language learner tends to focus more on accessible input in their dominant language. For 

example, language-specific cues and linguistic information might be more accessible in 

L1 or Spanish for sequential Spanish-English bilinguals.  However, linguistic transfer 

between languages is not unidirectional. An interdependent relationship gradually 

develops between a bilingual’s two languages, contingent upon sufficient dual language 

support in home and academic environments.  

The unified model further explores how linguistic arenas (phonology, lexicon, 

morphology and syntax) are integrated at the production level specific to message 

planning, lexical activation, and grammatical constructs.  Here bilinguals demonstrate 

their ability to apply cues between language-specific forms and function. Emerging 

bilingual children might respond to surface cues when applying language specific 

grammatical rules such as word order. Sentence structure in English, for example, 

consists of a stringent subject + verb + object word order.  Here consistent word order 

cues are provided to the language user which signal that the subject will precedes the 

verb followed by the object. On the other hand, word order in Spanish sentence structure 

is more flexible than English therefore reliability on these cues decreases.  Emerging 

Spanish-speakers therefore learn to rely on other informational cues found within verb 

morphology or in the use of clitics at the sentence level.  How bilinguals utilize short-

term and long-term memory of language specific information is included in storage.  In 



   
 

 10 

addition, chunking is one component that shows how bilingual children process language 

and combine chunks of information as related to syllables, words, and sentences.  The 

unified model explains how codes account for a co-activation process, which impacts 

language selection and explains code-switching. At times, bilingual children switch codes 

or languages to fill knowledge gaps specific to the lexical requirements of a given verbal 

task. For example, Gutierrez-Clellen and Simón-Cerijido (2009) examined narrative 

languages samples produced in the two languages of Spanish-English bilingual children 

identified with and without language impairment.  Findings revealed that the 

grammatically produced code-switched utterances identified in children’s language 

samples were associated with language dominance but not ability.  

Slobin (1996) found that monolingual speakers of Spanish and English 

differentiate how verb and motion events are depicted within narrative stories.  For 

example, the English motion verb “fall” can be followed by a prepositional phrase, verb 

particle, or adverbial expression.  However, more often than not, in Spanish directionality 

is a semantic feature of verbs that mark motion events thus less expansion is required. In 

addition, Spanish and English differ in their use of obligatory subjects which can impact 

narrative content.  In Spanish, information that references a story’s character(s) is located 

in the verb (e.g., se fueron a nadar, They went to swim). However, once a character is 

introduced, the following sentences no longer require a character referent due to the “pro-

drop” or null subject (ellipsis) that Spanish grammar allows. In contrast, the subject or 

reference to a story character is obligatory in English and sequential reference to a 

character requires pronoun use.  
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BILINGUAL NARRATIVE PRODUCTION AND ASSESSMENT  

Current research emphasizes the utility of narrative elicitation tasks to understand 

bilingual children’s language development and cognitive functioning (Bedore & Peña, 

2008; Bialystok, 2007; Fiestas & Peña, 2004; Gutiérrez-Clellen, 2002; Gutiérrez-Clellen, 

& Simon-Cereijido, 2009; Iluz-Cohen & Walters, 2011; Jax, 1988; Miller et al., 2006; 

Muñoz et al., 2003; Ucceli & Páez, 2007). As bilingual children seldom demonstrate 

equivalent L1 and L2 proficiency, a fundamental assessment of narrative production 

skills is warranted in both languages.  

Studies that report on bilinguals’ narrative production often focus on semantic and 

morphosyntactic measures such as mean length of utterance (MLU), number of different 

words (NDW), and number of total words (NTW) to determine language-specific 

productivity measures. Bedore and colleagues (2010) examined the language ability of 

170 Spanish-English bilingual kindergartners by comparing narrative story-telling 

productivity measures with the Bilingual English Spanish Assessment (BESA; Peña, 

Gutiérrez-Clellen, Iglesias, Goldstein, & Bedore, in development) a standardized measure 

of bilingual language ability. Narrative samples in both languages were analyzed for the 

number of utterances, number of different words (NDW), mean length of utterance 

(MLU), and percentage of grammatical utterances.  Factors that predicted language 

ability as measured by the BESA included English MLU, English grammaticality, and 

Spanish grammaticality. This study emphasized the value of combining a microstructure 

level analysis of a narrative sample measure with a standardized language test in each 

language in order to provide a comprehensive evaluation of bilingual children’s dual 

language abilities. 
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Oral narrative skills potentially serve as predictors of future literacy achievement. 

Manners in which narrative components and linguistic form interact are evident in 

multiple studies. In one study, Uccelli & Páez (2007) examined the narrative 

developmental patterns and oral vocabulary of Spanish-English kindergarten and first-

grade children. Overall, the kindergartners’ Spanish narrative story scores predicted 

English narrative quality scores in first grade. Children also made noted gains from 

kindergarten to first grade on lexical productivity in English narratives over Spanish.  

Of particular interest, Miller and colleagues (2006) conducted an extensive study 

with more than 1,500 Spanish-English bilingual students from kindergarten through third 

grade to determine whether oral language skills predict reading scores within and 

between languages. Oral language measures included grammaticality, lexical diversity, 

language proficiency, and narrative structure. Reading comprehension measures were 

calculated with a bilingual standardized subtest, the English and Spanish Woodcock 

Passage Comprehension from the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery—Revised: 

English and Spanish (Woodcock, 1991). In order to compare oral narrative skills with a 

word and decoding task, a word reading efficiency measure was developed and the study 

was conducted in both languages. Language-specific oral language measures predicted 

within-language reading scores. Cross-language comparisons indicated that English oral 

language measures predicted Spanish reading scores and Spanish oral language measures 

predicted English reading scores. 

Another approach to evaluating narrative production in bilinguals considers 

differences between narrative comprehension and narrative production. Gutiérrez-Clellen 

(2002) compared second-grade (M = 8:02 years) Spanish-speaking ELL children’s 
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performance on spontaneous and recall narrative tasks. Results demonstrated that 

language did not differentiate the quality of narrative elements or production of 

grammatical utterances. Comparable results were consistent for students with less 

proficiency in one language than in the other. Story task method—narrative recall versus 

narrative tell—apparently influenced subjects’ narrative performance between languages. 

Children demonstrated stronger narrative comprehension recall in English than in 

Spanish. Limited exposure to Spanish narrative tasks, combined with English as the 

language of instruction, was offered as a possible underlying factor that could explain the 

differences in bilingual children’s narrative production skills. Limited L1 narrative 

instructional input and output and an outcome of narrative task demands in L2 potentially 

explain the lack of symmetry in these bilingual children’s narrative proficiency skills.  

The target language may influence the integrated use of particular story grammar 

components. Therefore change in response to intervention may be language-specific. 

Fiestas and Peña (2004) observed cross-linguistic differences in narrative production with 

twelve typically developing Spanish-English bilingual preschool children (ages 4;00 to 

6;11). Children told equally complex stories in both languages, judged by story elements, 

communicative units, mean length of utterance, and lexical knowledge. At the 

macrostructure level, the children produced more initiating events and attempts in the 

Spanish stories but more consequences in English. Specifically, microstructure level 

analysis indicated that most preschool children evidenced significant semantic diversity 

and grammatical complexity in narrative samples, but children included different 

language-specific structural components.  
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Another study evaluated the narrative production tasks of Hebrew-English 

bilingual preschoolers (M = 5:1) identified as typically developing (TD) or with language 

impairment (LI) (Iluz-Cohen and Walters, 2012). Narrative tasks were analyzed across 

multiple measures that included story grammar, lexical diversity, morpho-syntax, and 

code-switching. Findings revealed that language ability (TD vs. LI) did not differentiate 

bilingual children’s use of story grammar (i.e., settings, initiating events, internal 

responses) in either language. However increased variability was observed between 

ability and language (Hebrew and English) on measures of content words, function 

words, use of verbs, and utterance length. These findings further support how knowledge 

of narrative macrostructure is relatively independent of linguistic knowledge for bilingual 

preschoolers (Pearson, 2001; 2002). 

 Examination of oral narrative samples allow for comparison of language 

development and productivity on a parallel measure (Fiestas 2008; Fiestas & Peña, 2004; 

Iglesias & Rojas, 2012; Miller et al., 2006; Pearson 2001; 2002). In addition, narrative 

sampling allows for a macrostructure and microstructure analysis of language production 

skills within and across two languages.  An analysis of narrative structure or 

macrostructure provides a framework to evaluate cognitive skills or language-

independent mental representations related to narrative discourse.  At the same time, 

emergent literacy skills can be measured at the microstructure level as related to 

language-dependent phenomena such as lexical diversity and grammatical complexity. 

Finally, narrative sampling in two languages provides an ideal opportunity to inform 

language-specific individual differences in a bilingual child’s two languages that may not 

surface on standardized tests (Bedore & Peña, 2008). This examination of a cognitive-
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based intervention will help understand narrative development and cross-linguistic 

transfer in preschool bilinguals with potential instructional and intervention implications.  

LANGUAGE INTERVENTION IN BILINGUAL CHILDREN 

One persistent concern when providing instruction for dual language learners is 

whether a bilingual or English-only instruction best supports ELLs’ language outcomes. 

An extensive meta-analysis of research on instructional program effectiveness for ELLs 

found a significant advantage for educational approaches that provided instruction in 

students’ L1 (Rolstad, Mahoney, & Glass, 2005). Gutiérrez-Clellen (1999) reviewed 

twelve different language intervention studies that compared a bilingual condition to an 

L2-only approach for school-age children across multiple languages: Navajo, French, 

English, Spanish, Vietnamese; and numerous tasks: reading comprehension, oral 

language, word definitions, reading achievement, novel word learning, prepositions, and 

vocabulary. Results show that a bilingual rather than L2-only language intervention 

method yielded greater gains. In another study, Lugo-Neris and colleagues (2010) 

compared English-only vocabulary instruction versus a bilingual method that provided 

Spanish support for 22 Spanish-speaking ELL preschoolers during a four-week summer 

intervention program. Although post-test gains were significantly higher for stronger than 

weaker language learners, findings support the use of L1 (Spanish) during a short-term 

intervention, which successfully bridged L2 (English) vocabulary acquisition across 

measures of picture naming, receptive knowledge, and expressive definitions.   

This review of available ELL research shows that intervention or instructional 

methods that incorporate L1 knowledge promote optimal L2 learning outcomes in 

multiple languages across domain specific language tasks. In narrative language 



   
 

 16 

development, however, specific information about how bilinguals’ narrative production 

skills transfer from one language to another under an intervention condition remains less 

certain.  

NARRATIVE LANGUAGE INTERVENTION FOR PRESCHOOL CHILDREN  

 Monolingual intervention approach. Narrative-based intervention studies have 

targeted emergent literacy skills, such as early print knowledge, phonological awareness, 

and oral language performance, linked to narrative macro- and microstructure. The 

majority of narrative-based intervention studies conducted on preschool-age children 

have primarily included monolingual speakers who present with language-learning 

difficulties or language impairment (LI) (Boudreau, 2008; Morrow, 1985; Tabors & 

Snow, 2001).  Different methods that incorporated adult-child interactive reading and 

educational television programming evidenced improvement in preschoolers’ oral 

language performance specific to narrative production. In two separate studies with 42 

English-speaking LI children (M = 62 months), researchers focused on printed color-

coded cue cards labeled with questions (‘when’, ‘who + what doing’, ‘what happens’, and 

‘who + feelings + action’) that allowed preschoolers to exhibit significant improvement 

in narrative information and episodic complexity (Davies, Shanks, & Davies, 2004; 

Hayward & Schneider, 2000). 

Another treatment procedure, dialogic reading, integrates adult-child 

conversational interactions to improve spoken language abilities. This interactive format 

required children to make story predictions, answer story-content questions, and retell 

narrative information. This method applied to TD and LI preschool children proved 

effective on story grammar and expressive vocabulary tasks (Lever & Sénechal, 2011), as 
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well as on print and conceptual knowledge, alphabet writing, and name writing skill 

measures (Justice, Kadaverek, Fan, Sofka, & Hunt, 2009). Findings from these studies 

support the effective use of a narrative-based intervention to enhance emergent literacy 

skills in monolingual preschool populations of diverse ability levels. 

Relatively few studies have incorporated narrative-based intervention with 

culturally and linguistically diverse populations (Peña et al., 2006; McGregor, 2000; 

Uchikoshi, 2005). One study examined the impact of an English-language educational 

television program on the narrative skills of Spanish-speaking ELL kindergartners 

(Uchikoshi, 2005). Repeated exposure to a narrative-based television program increased 

bilingual children’s English narrative production. These results imply that through TV 

exposure, young emerging Spanish-English bilinguals can develop L2 narrative 

production skills reflective of the academic language in the majority culture. 

Peña and colleagues (2006) used a pre-test, two 30-minute mediation sessions, 

and a post-test centered on increasing the length and complexity of children’s stories. 

Participants included 71 TD and LI Latino American, African American, and European 

American first- and second-grade students. The TD students demonstrated greater pre-to-

post-test gains on total story scores (macro- and microstructure elements) than the control 

group, who received no treatment. Moreover, the TD group made the most improvement 

on story grammar components, in contrast to the LI and control group. In addition, the 

TD group made significant pre- and post-test gains specific to productivity measures such 

as mean length of utterance, number of words, and communicative units. Specific to this 

study, TD English-speaking Latino students generated narratives of similar complexity 
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compared to African American and European American peers under a short-term 

intervention. 

Collectively these studies utilized a range of factors that involved different levels 

of treatment and elicitation tasks among children of various ages and language abilities. 

Narrative-based intervention studies predominantly have focused on monolingual 

populations. Nevertheless, the use of narratives as an intervention tool appears to be an 

effective method to enhance oral language development specific to both narrative 

macrostructure and microstructure skills in school-age populations. 

Bilingual intervention approach. Because bilinguals make use of two different 

language systems, they may require a different intervention approach than their 

monolingual peers (Grosjean, 1998; Gutiérrez-Clellen, 1999; Hammer et al., 2012). 

Kindergarten ELLs who received a bilingual training on narrative summary skills 

outperformed a comparison group that received the same training under an English only 

condition (Smyk, Restrepo, Gray, & Morgan, 2008). Of particular interest, this study 

successfully demonstrates that bilingual children in the process of gaining English 

literacy skills benefitted from L1 instructional support. The bilingual intervention 

condition improved bilingual preschoolers’ ability to successfully summarize narrative 

content.  

Fiestas (2008) provided a short-term two session bilingual narrative intervention 

focused on cognitive-based strategies with approximately 100 first- and second-grade 

Spanish- and English-speaking bilingual children identified with and without LI. One 

goal of this study was to examine the effects of language on narrative intervention and 

story production. Findings revealed that language of intervention did not affect bilingual 
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children’s overall performance; children made similar gains in one or both languages 

when provided with intervention in either Spanish or English. But differences specific to 

language surfaced on the story production tasks at both the macro- and microstructure 

levels. The story components and episode structures at the macrostructure level 

transferred equally between languages. However, microstructure elements did not 

transfer between matched and non-matched language production samples.  

Cognitive-based intervention and mediated learning. One effective 

intervention approach used to expand children’s emerging pre-literacy narrative skills is 

mediated learning (Fiestas, 2008; Hayward & Schneider, 2000; Lidz & Peña, 2001; 

Swanson et al., 2005). Mediated learning stems from sociocultural theory, which posits 

that a child’s cognitive and linguistic development stems from social interactions with 

adults or more-informed others (Haywood & Tzuzuel, 2002; Haywood & Lidz, 2007; 

Vygotsky, 1986). Children begin to tell and retell stories that are co-constructed within 

familial settings.  External mediators such as family members and educators use 

scaffolding as verbal support to encourage children to recount new or experienced events 

that enhance narrative production (Bodrova & Leong, 2007).  These interactions are 

characterized by adults’ prompts and questions that mediate a child’s narrative 

participation that enhance narrative performance.  Through mediated learning, an adult 

and/or educator evaluates a child’s learning potential or modifiability. A child exposed to 

new information benefits from significant instructional assistance. Mediated learning 

takes place within the zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1986). The zone lies 

between the independent level of performance a child can reach unassisted and the 

dependent level that can be attained when assistance is provided with an external 
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mediator. As learning processes become internalized, a child is able to function, learn and 

transfer information more independently. 

Mediated learning of cognitive strategies has been implemented with culturally 

and linguistically diverse populations to assess narrative skills (Fiestas, 2008; Miller, 

Gillam, & Pena, 2001); vocabulary learning (Stubbe-Kester et al., 2001; Ukrainetz et al., 

2000); and novel word learning (Kapantzoglou et al., 2012). A cognitive-based 

intervention that incorporates mediated learning allows children to practice narrative 

skills by telling and retelling stories. When provided the opportunity to listen, practice, 

and retell a story over numerous counts, a story line becomes more consistent and 

familiar.  In the Vygotskian framework, narrative production promotes the cognitive 

development of memory, logical thinking, and self-regulation skills (Haywood & Lidz, 

2007; Lidz & Peña, 1996; Schnieder & Watkins, 1996).  During this process, children 

learn how to organize their stories in a logical sequence so the story makes sense to the 

listener. This intervention approach primarily focuses on language-independent cognitive 

processes such as working memory, problem solving, and task attention. Children are 

pushed to independently use more complex narrative components during the interactive 

mediated learning sessions. Children show the most development when they are exposed 

to more complex languages (see Fey, 1986).  

Information gathered from narrative production, assessment, and intervention 

studies indicates that bilingual children’s vocabulary knowledge and grammatical skills 

appear to develop specifically within a language. At the same time, narrative 

organizational skills such as character information, setting, temporal order, and story 

endings appear comparable across languages. The mediated learning approach provides a 



   
 

 21 

method to guide our understanding of how bilingual children understand macro- and 

microstructure instructional goals such as language-independent story grammar and 

language-dependent word use or grammatical constructs. Non-language-specific narrative 

constructs such as story grammar and episodic structures may therefore serve as a 

platform that contributes to an increase in language-specific oral language development. 

SUMMARY AND QUESTIONS  

Narratives serve as a valuable and informative measure of functional language use 

and they are a crucial discourse form in the academic context.  Bilingual children 

verbally construct narratives by sorting through events and experiences from their two 

languages. Unlike monolinguals, bilingual children are often challenged because they 

receive divided language input and output between their home and school setting. We 

reference the revised hierarchical model (Kroll & Stewart, 1994) and the unified model of 

language acquisition (MacWhinney, 2005) to establish a theoretical base that offers an 

explanation of how cross-linguistic transfer occurs during L1 and L2 learning. Sequential 

Spanish-English preschoolers in the initial stages of learning English (L2) build on 

conceptual knowledge through Spanish (L1). The mechanisms of L1 learning are viewed 

as a subset of L2 learning mechanisms which shapes interest in this study’s provision of 

an intervention under two language conditions.  In the current study, the cognitive 

strategy approach taps into meta-cognitive operations to develop cognitive processes, 

motivational learning, and problem-solving skills shared by both languages (Haywood & 

Tzuriel, 2002).  Use of cognitive-based mediated learning supports cross-linguistic 

transfer of narrative macrostructure and microstructure concepts and functions from L1 to 

L2 or from L2 to L1.  Of particular interest is to examine whether and how the language 
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of intervention affects L1 and L2 narrative production skills measured at the 

macrostructure and microstructure levels.  

 This preliminary study aims to influence educational practice and instructional 

intervention as related to the emerging pre-literacy skills of preschool language-minority 

children placed in English-immersion programs.  For this reason, participants first 

received Spanish or L1 in the initial language treatment condition followed by English or 

L2.  In this sense, we provided an opportunity for participants to use their L1 knowledge 

to support development in their L2. This study addressed the following questions: 

 

Question#1: Does a short-term cognitive-based intervention provided in Spanish (L1) and 

consequently in English (L2) improve preschoolers’ macrostructure narrative skills as 

measured by story grammar and episodic structure discourse skills in both languages? 

 

Question #2: Does a short-term cognitive-based narrative intervention provided in 

Spanish (L1) and consequently in English (L2) will increase bilingual preschoolers’ oral 

narrative production at the microstructure level, as determined by lexical, syntactic, and 

morphological within-language measures? 
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Chapter 2:   
  

Methods 
 
PARTICIPANTS 

Individual subjects were selected from a pool of thirty Spanish-English bilingual 

preschool children attending a Central Texas English-language immersion elementary 

school. Eight preschoolers (four kindergarten and four pre-kindergarten) participated in 

this intervention study while enrolled in a four-week summer school program. This 

summer intervention program is designated for students identified as English-language 

learners and/or “at-risk” academically due to low performance on school-based 

standardized measures during the school year, as judged by classroom teachers and 

administrators.   

ELIGIBILITY 

In order to qualify for the current study, participants were required to meet the 

following criteria; participants passed a school-based hearing test; did not present with a 

specific language-learning impairment; and met language proficiency requirements and 

ability measures pertaining to this study. 

Parent and teacher report. Parents and teachers completed questionnaires to 

report each subject’s current language use and exposure from birth to the present. Current 

language experience is based on an hour-by-hour report of weekly English and Spanish 

use and exposure. Previous use of this specific questionnaire demonstrates significant 

correlation with language proficiency such as grammaticality (Gutiérrez-Clellen & 

Kreiter, 2003); morphosyntax, and semantics (Bedore et al., 2010; Bohman et al., 2009).  

Children who used English and Spanish between 60% and 40% of the time based on 
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current experience were invited to the study. Table 1 provides descriptive information for 

the eight participants in this study 

Table 1.  
Descriptive information of individual subjects’ age, grade, and language exposure. 
 

Subject Sex Grade Age in 
Months 

Current 
Exposure 
to English 

Current 
Exposure 
to Spanish 

Years 
Exposure 
to English 

Subject 1 M K 79 54% 46% 2:05 
Subject 2 F K 72 42% 58% 2:00 
Subject 3 F K 70 38% 62% 1:10 
Subject 4 M K 74 41% 59% 2:02 
Subject 5 M Pre-K 65 40% 60% 1:05 
Subject 6 M Pre-K 58 54% 46% 4:09 
Subject 7 M Pre-K 68 49% 51% 1:08 
Subject 8 M Pre-K 59 41% 59% 1:11 

 

Language ability measures in Spanish and English. The Bilingual English and 

Spanish Oral Screener (BESOS: Peña & Bedore, in development) was administered to 

ensure that the participants had sufficient Spanish-English language skills to complete the 

intervention in both languages. Participants were required to respond correctly to a 

minimum of five consecutive expressive items across the BESOS measures. The BESOS 

five-year-old version contains four subtests of morphosyntax and semantics in English 

and Spanish. Subset items are drawn from the Bilingual English Spanish Assessment 

(BESA; Peña, Gutiérrez-Clellen, Iglesias, Goldstein, & Bedore, in preparation). The 

BESOS morphosyntax subtests contain cloze and sentence repetition items, with 17 items 

in English and 16 in Spanish. The BESOS English semantics subtest includes 11 items (4 

receptive, 7 expressive), and the Spanish version contains 13 tasks (5 receptive, 8 

expressive). The individual subtests of the BESOS and the corresponding subtests of the 



   
 

 25 

BESA demonstrate strong positive correlations of .855 (Spanish) and .887 (English) 

(Summers, Bohman, Gillam, Peña, & Bedore, 2010).   

Participants’ language-production skills and vocabulary knowledge in both 

English and Spanish were further measured using standardized assessments. Measures 

administered prior to the current intervention study included:  Expressive One-Word 

Picture Vocabulary Test: Spanish /English bilingual edition (Brownell, 2000); Test of 

Language Development: 3-Primary (Newcomer & Hammill, 1997). Table 2 lists all 

language performance measures administered to the eight participants in this study. 

Overall children performed within the expected range compared to age peers. Exceptions 

noted include one child (Subject # 5) who scored just below one SD below the mean on 

the EOWPVT; and the TOLD-3:P, where five children scored more than one SD below 

the mean compared to English monolingual children. 

Table 2. 
Language ability measures in Spanish and English. 
 
 

Age 
(mos.)   

BESOS 
Spanish 

Semantic 

BESOS 
Spanish 

Morphosyntax 

BESOS 
English 

Semantics 

BESOS 
English 

Morphosyntax 

EOWPVT TOLD: 
Listening 

  SS SS SS SS SS SS 
Subject        
S #1 79 113 111 131 100 114 79 
S #2 72 141 115 140 100 111 76 
S #3 70 160 113 126  97 112 70 
S #4 74 148 120 131  96 111 67 
S #5 65 143 100 127  98  84 85 
S #6 58 116 102 119 102 119 82 
S #7 68 126 105 140  90 113 97 
S #8 59 130 112 126  98 101 88 
Notes: Standard scores for all measures are based on a mean score (M) of 100 with a 
standard deviation (SD) of 15. Bilingual English and Spanish Oral Screener (BESOS); 
Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT) Spanish-English edition; Test 
of Language Development-3: Primary (TOLD-3:P); Listening Composite score reflects a 
combination of standard scores from two subtests: Picture Vocabulary, Grammatical 
Understanding.  
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PRE- AND POST-TEST MEASURES: NARRATIVE PRODUCTION  

Children produced narrative samples in both languages across different narrative 

contexts that served as pre- and post-test measures to determine the effectiveness of the 

cognitive-based intervention. Narrative samples were elicited under two different formats 

in both languages by the use of wordless picture books: Two Friends and Bird and His 

Ring (Miller, Gillam, & Peña, 2001); and the single-picture scenes, The Dragon Story 

and Aliens from the Test of Narrative Language (Gillam & Pearson, 2004). One pair of 

stories was given in each language at pre-test and the other pair was administered at post-

test to determine if cognitive-based strategies and narrative production skills were 

generalized on other tasks. Table 3 shows pre-test and post-test measures in Spanish and 

English for all participants.  

Table 3.  
Pre-test and post-test measures in Spanish and English. 
                  Pre-test                                    Post-test 

Wordless Picture Book 
Spanish English Spanish English 
Bird and  
his ring 

Two friends Two friends Bird and  
his ring 

Single Scene Picture 
Spanish English Spanish English 
Aliens Dragon story Dragon story Aliens 

INTERVENTION PROCEDURE 

Design. A repeated A-B single-subject design was implemented across 

individuals (Kennedy, 2005; Horner et al., 2005). The language of the two treatment 

conditions (Spanish or English) was randomly assigned at different time points to each 

set of participants (4 Kindergartners & 4 Pre-Kindergartners). In accordance with each 

participant’s individual schedule, subjects first received the intervention in Spanish (L1) 

and then switched to English (L2) at various time points according to the treatment phase. 
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This design allowed us to compare the potential effects of the intervention on individual 

subjects at different time points.  Table 4 lists baseline, language treatment conditions 

and maintenance schedule for all participants.  

Table 4.  
Baseline, language treatment condition, and maintenance schedule. 
 

Subject Baseline Treatment A 
Spanish 

Treatment B 
English 

Maintenance 

Time 1     
Subjects  

2 & 6 
Shipwreck (E),  

Late for school (S) 
4 days 11 days Late for school (E), 

Shipwreck (S) 
Time 2     

Subjects  
1 &8 

Shipwreck (E),  
Late for school (S) 

6 days 9 days Late for school (E), 
Shipwreck (S) 

Time 3     
Subjects  

4 & 7 
Shipwreck (E),  

Late for school (S) 
9 days 6 days Late for school (E), 

Shipwreck (S) 
Time 4     

Subjects  
3 & 8 

Shipwreck (E),  
Late for school (S) 

11 days 4 days Late for school (E), 
Shipwreck (S) 

     
Source: Spanish (S) and English (E); Shipwreck and Late for school refers to the 
sequenced picture subtest (Format 2) of the Test of Narrative Language (Gillam & 
Pearson, 2004). 
 

Intervention schedule. Prior to intervention, all participants produced narrative 

samples at baseline in each language based on picture sequence cards. Then, each subject 

completed fifteen individual cognitive-based intervention sessions focused on narrative 

production skills conducted in the first language condition, Spanish and then in English. 

A bilingual and licensed speech-language pathologist administered all of the intervention 

sessions.  Daily probes were elicited following individual treatment sessions, and 

required students to produce a brief narrative sample in each language. 

Stimuli. Six-picture sequence cards provided the stimuli to elicit narrative 

samples for this study to determine children’s ability to narrate non-fictional events.  

Each set of multiple picture sequence cards depicted a non-fictional common story event 
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familiar to most school-age children (e.g., getting ready for school, shopping at the 

grocery store, eating at a restaurant). This task required the speaker/narrator to formulate 

sentences to convey a story (i.e., to translate visual into verbal information). This format 

required children to place the cards in sequential order to generate language in a narrative 

format that included: characters, settings, temporal order, actions, and episodic structures. 

The pictured events provided sufficient plot content, temporal structure, and sequence 

from the beginning of the marked event until the end. Characters in each multiple picture 

sequence are depicted in a broad range of relationships. Each picture card set contains at 

least two identifiable characters (people and/or animals) with sufficient material 

represented pictorially to narrative at least one complete story episode. 

Intervention procedure. At the onset of each session, subjects received a set of 

six-picture sequence cards provided by a certified bilingual speech-language pathologist. 

They were asked to place the cards in sequential order to establish a mental 

representation of temporal order. The language of the treatment condition (Spanish or 

English) was established as subjects reviewed and discussed the importance of story 

grammar components in the designated language. As the child told the initial or pre-test 

story, the examiner noted which narrative components were included or excluded, in 

order to target individual attention and guide specific needs for each cognitive-based 

intervention session (see pre-treatment script sample in Appendix A (Spanish) and B 

(English)). For example, one child provided characters’ names but omitted the setting. 

The subject-as-narrator included a solution at the end but left out important details about 

how the character(s) achieved this goal. According to mediated learning principles, 
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missing narrative components become the instructional targets for each intervention 

session in order to assess each individual child’s modifiability or response to learning. 

Each treatment session lasted approximately 20 minutes, which permitted 

sufficient opportunities for subjects to practice and retell the story for mediated learning 

scripts (see Appendix C for Spanish and Appendix D for English).  The goal of each 

session was to encourage the participant to move from a dependent retelling of the 

narrative with the guidance and scaffolding from the examiner to an independently 

produced narrative with demonstrated use of key story grammar narrative components. 

At the end of each session, subjects independently retold a story from the initial set of 

cards used at pre-intervention in the language of treatment condition. Then the subject 

was provided with a different set of multiple picture sequence cards and asked to produce 

another narrative sample in the other language treatment condition.  

Once each subject pair completed the designated number of intervention sessions 

in Spanish the first language treatment condition, they moved to the English-language 

treatment condition. The same procedure was followed but the language treatment 

condition switched. Subsequently, each session in the treatment condition was initiated in 

English, and subjects produced a final narrative at the end of each session, first in English 

and then in Spanish. As a result, each participant completed a total of twelve pre and post 

and treatment narratives (six in Spanish; six in English) and a total of thirty narrative 

samples (fifteen in Spanish; fifteen in English) during the course of the intervention 

sessions. 
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TRANSCRIPTION AND CODING 

All audio-files containing participants’ narrative samples were transcribed in 

English and Spanish according to basic Systematic Analysis of Language Transcript 

(SALT: Miller & Iglesias, 2010). All narratives were segmented into C-units (i.e., each 

main clause and its subordinating clauses) (Miller & Iglesias, 2010). Abandoned 

utterances and mazes (false starts, partial word/syllable repetitions, and non-linguistic 

vocalizations) were marked and excluded from the word count.  Code-switched 

utterances were transcribed and included in the narrative transcript. A bilingual certified-

licensed speech and language pathologist or a supervised research assistant in speech and 

language pathology completed transcription of the narrative language samples. Each 

transcript was reviewed twice to guarantee transcription accuracy for all of the SALT-

generated procedures. Research assistants and graduate students in speech-language 

pathology reviewed the transcripts to resolve potential disagreements. All sessions were 

audio-recorded on a Marantz PMD222 (Aurora, IL) portable tape recorder. 

Macrostructure narrative scoring procedures. Macrostructure analysis of 

subjects’ elicited narrative samples were scored based on guidelines for story components 

and episodic structures developed in the Student Protocol Form from Dynamic 

Assessment and Intervention: Improving Children’s Narrative Abilities (Miller, Gillam, 

& Peña 2002).  

Story Components. Story components were scored on a 5-point scale with a 

minimum score of one on the low end and a maximum score of five at the high end. For 

example, a score of 1 indicates that no reference of time or place was evident to mark the 

narrative setting. A score of 3 indicates the inclusion of either time or place but not both. 

A response score of 5 indicated the child specifically mentioned both the time and place 



   
 

 31 

of the story setting. Scores of 2 represent a midpoint between no information and some 

information provided whereas a score of 4 marked the midpoint between some 

information given and a detailed description. Each narrative received a calculated total 

score (maximum of 20) based on this scoring system as applied to each of the story 

components (see Table 5). 

Table 5. 
Identification and description of story components 

Setting Specific reference to the time and place of the story. 

Character 
Information 

Names and information that identify the story’s 
characters 

Temporal 
Order of 
Events 

Sequence of the story in a cohesive order 

Causal 
Relationships 

Information about why events take place, and reasons for 
a particular action. 

 
Source: Miller, Gillam, & Peña. (2004). Dynamic assessment and intervention: 
Improving children’s narrative abilities. Austin, Texas: Pro-ed. 
 

Episode Structure. A final evaluation at the macrostructure level of each child’s 

narrative story included a rating of episodic components. Episodic components were 

rated on a seven-point scale. A well-formed oral narrative contains at minimum one 

complete episode (Hughes, McGillivary, & Schmidek, 1997; Stein & Glenn, 1979). For 

example, an initiating event, an attempt, and a consequence are required for a basic 

episode. On the other hand, the following six episodic elements include: initiating event, 

attempt, consequence, internal response, plan and reaction and/or ending are required for 

a complete episode (see Table 6 and 7). 

 
 



   
 

 32 

 
 
 
 
Table 6.  
Description of macrostructure episode components. 
 
Episodic Element Description 

Initiating Event (IE) Background information that drives the 
main character into action. 

Attempt (A) How the main character attempts to reach 
or solve a goal. Also, a response to the 
initiating event. 

Consequence (C) How the main character is able to resolve 
the initiating event. 

Internal Response (IR) The emotional reaction of the main 
character upon resolving the initiating 
event.  

Plan (P) Information that states what the main 
character is going to do and why.  

Reaction/Ending (R) Information that states how the main 
character responds to the consequence that 
relays some type of ending.  

Source: Miller, Gillam, & Peña. (2004)..Dynamic assessment and intervention: 
Improving children’s narrative abilities. Austin, Texas: Pro-ed 
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Table 7.                       
Episode structure scoring guidelines. 

 

Score Description 

1  No episodic elements 

2 Incomplete episode or use of Initiating Event (IE), or Attempt (A), or 
Consequence (C) 

3 Basic Episode: Initating Event (IE), Attempt (A), and Consequence (C)  

4 Basic Episode + One Element: Initiating Event (IE), Attempt (A), and 
Consequence (C) plus one of the following: Internal Response (IR), or Plan (P), 
or Reaction/Ending (R/E) 

5 Basic Episode + Two Elements: Initating Event (IE), Attempt (A), and 
Consequence (C) plus two of the following: Internal Response (IR), or Plan (P), 
or Reaction/Ending (R/E) 

6 Complete Episode: Basic Episode + Internal Response (IR), or Plan (P), or 
Reaction/Ending (R/E) 

7 More than one Complete Episodes 
Source: Miller, Gillam, & Peña. (2004). Dynamic assessment and intervention:  
Improving children’s narrative abilities. Austin, Texas: Pro-ed. 
 

Microstructure narrative scoring procedures. All elicited narrative probes 

were scored at the microstructure level in accordance to the guidelines provided for the 

short form versions of the Narrative Assessment Protocol-Spanish (NAP-S) (Gorman, 

Zuniga, & Fiestas, 2011); and the Narrative Assessment Protocol (NAP) (Justice, Pence, 

Bowles, & Gosse, 2010). Justice and colleagues (2007; 2010) developed the NAP as an 

assessment tool to evaluate, monitor, and interpret individual differences in narrative 

production and development over time. The NAP-Spanish (NAP-S) short form consists 

of four microstructure components: sentence structure, modifiers, nouns, and verbs. The 

NAP-S short form contains fewer items (10), for a total possible microstructure narrative 

score of 30 (See Appendix E).  The Spanish and English NAP versions reflect specific 
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lexical and grammatical structural differences between the two languages. For example, 

the Spanish version has noun + modifier and clitic + noun agreement based on the 

obligatory gender, plural, and article structural agreement forms specific to Spanish rules 

of morphology. The short forms in both English and Spanish offer a method that 

facilitates the comparative analysis of language-specific items pertinent in each language 

that are useful indicators of preschoolers’ narrative production skills and development. 

Subjects’ use of these microstructure components allowed for observation of change 

across time under the baseline and treatment conditions in both languages.   

Similar to the Spanish version, the twelve-item NAP English short form used in 

this current study contains the following five narrative microstructure components: 

sentence structure, phrase structure, modifiers, nouns, and verbs (See Appendix F). 

Frequency counts of each categorical item are based on a scale of zero (no use) to a 

maximum score of three (3 or more items). A total narrative score of 36 can be achieved 

on the NAP English short form. 

Additional microstructure analysis was conducted by use of the Systematic 

Analysis of Language Transcripts (SALT) (Miller & Iglesias, 2010). General measures of 

language productivity that include word-level mean length of utterance (MLU-w), total 

number of words (TNW), number of different words (NDW), and type token ratio (TTR) 

were calculated for each narrative story in both languages. 

TREATMENT INTER-RATER RELIABILITY 

Inter-rater reliability for the independent scoring of narratives at the 

macrostructure and microstructure level was calculated on 20% of the elicited narrative 

samples in both languages. Trained research assistants completed a comprehensive 
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training regarding macro- and microstructure guidelines and examples for both 

languages. Narratives were scored at the macrostructure levels for story components and 

episode structure (Miller, Gillam, & Peña, 2002; Stein & Glenn, 1979). Two research 

assistants independently rated narrative samples at the macrostructure level. Reliability 

was achieved at 91.69% (Spanish) and 93.4 % (English). Reliability of microstructure 

scoring was achieved at 94.18% in NAP-S (Gorman, Terry, Bingham, & Fiestas, 2011) 

and 93.45 on the NAP (Justice et al., 2010).  

FIDELITY OF TREATMENT 

The intervention sessions followed a mediated learning script that included 

cognitive strategies addressed in each session in Spanish or English (see Appendix A and 

B). To ensure fidelity of treatment, 16 recorded intervention sessions conducted in 

English and Spanish were selected. Trained research assistants listened to the recorded  

sessions and followed the mediated learning script to  document the fidelity of the 

cognitive-based mediated-learning intervention session. Although each treatment session 

varied specific to each individual participant’s need(s), the intervention script guided 

each intervention session and targeted the same cognitive strategies. Fidelity of treatment 

was evaluated by trained research assistants and achieved at 93.5%. 

ANALYSIS 

All narrative samples were analyzed within and across conditions of treatment, 

language and time. Each participant produced six narratives (3 Spanish, 3 English) in the 

pre-intervention phase; thirty narrative samples (15 Spanish, 15 English) during the 

treatment phase; and six narratives (3 Spanish, 3 English) during the post-intervention 

phase for a total of 42 narrative samples per individual. Examination of narrative 
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macrostructure scores allowed for analysis of each subject’s ability to include story 

component and episodic structure in each elicited narrative sample in both languages 

across different time points during the treatment conditions. The microstructure analysis 

allowed for a language-specific examination to note changes across conditions of time 

and language.  Comparison of scores considered language differences within specific 

language forms and functions.  

We implemented a single-subject AB pre-experimental design to demonstrate 

correlation between the independent (cognitive-based mediated learning) and dependent 

variables (narrative macro and microstructure) in both languages. The analysis of 

experimental single-subject design is established on visual analysis between two or more 

conditions. Visual analysis examined changes across different parameters that include 

level, trend (slope), and variability (Byiers, Reichle, & Symons, 2012). Visual level 

analysis reflects the average rate of performance during a treatment phase. Observable 

trends or change during a treatment phase is usually noted in a decrease or increase in the 

direction of slope. Variability refers to the range between the minimum and maximum 

scores within a treatment phase.  One condition, the two pre-intervention narrative tasks 

(wordless picture book and single picture scene), provided information specific to 

participants’ ability to generalize narrative production skills in both languages. The 

baseline phase established a benchmark against which each participant’s narrative skills 

in subsequent conditions can be compared. Finally the maintenance condition allowed for 

an observable measure of participants’ ability to extend narrative production skills 

independently under a no-treatment condition. This pre-experimental design allowed for 
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the collection of preliminary objective data reflecting the effects of a cognitive-based 

intervention in two language treatment conditions.  

In addition to visual analysis at the individual level, we used the nonparametric 

equivalent of a one-way repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA), the Wilcoxon 

Signed-rank test, to compare the magnitude as well as the directional differences between 

group mean scores at pre- and post-test measures across microstructure and 

macrostructure measures.  

.  
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Chapter 3:  
 

Results 
 

This exploratory study examined treatment outcomes of a cognitive-based  

intervention on the narrative production skills in the two languages of Spanish-English 

bilingual preschoolers. A pre-experimental single-subject repeated A-B design was 

implemented to explore relationships between treatment and potential changes in 

narrative production skills. Specifically, changes at the macrostructure and microstructure 

were documented.  

NARRATIVE MACROSTRUCTURE 

First we examined group pre- and post-intervention measures to evaluate if 

subjects were able to successfully transfer and generalize mediated learning strategies 

addressed in intervention treatment conditions across languages on multiple narrative 

tasks at the macrostrucure level. Then we compared group mean scores from the pre-

treatment baseline measure with the post-treatment maintenance session.  In addition, 

each participant’s individual sessions are examined in order to determine treatment 

effects.  

Pre- and post-test narrative measures. We elicited pre- and post-treatment 

narrative samples from two wordless picture books Two friends and A bird and his ring 

(Miller, Gillam, & Peña, 2001), and two fictional single picture scenes from the Test of 

Narrative Language (Gillam & Pearson, 2001). Macrostructure analysis of the pre- and 

post-test measures examined participants’ use of story components and episode structure. 

Of interest was to determine if participants transferred cognitive-based mediated learning 
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strategies and generalized narrative production skills under different contexts (wordless 

picture book and single picture scene) in each language.  

Story Components. We conducted a total of four Wilcoxon Signed-rank tests to 

compare group mean use of story components specific to language treatment condition 

(Spanish and English) across multiple narrative tasks (wordless picture book and single 

picture scene). The non-parametric test compared the pre- and post-test group mean 

scores across two different narrative elicitation tasks in Spanish and English in order to 

assess narrative production of story components (see Table 10).    

The Wilcoxon Signed-rank tests for the Spanish language condition across both 

narrative task measures were significant.  Participants’ group mean scores marked noted 

improvement based on pre- and post-intervention conditions for wordless picture book 

from pre-test: M = 8  to post-test: M = 13.63, Z = -2.524 , p < .012; and the single picture 

scene at pre-test: M = 6.13 to post-test, M = 12.50,  Z = 2.527,  p < 0.012.  In the English 

language treatment condition, the reported Wilcoxon Signed-rank tests across both 

narrative tasks yielded significant findings. Group mean scores show an increase from 

pre- and post-intervention conditions for wordless picture book pre-test: M = 9.00 and 

post-test: M = 14.13 , Z = 2.524, p < .0.012; and the single picture scene at pre-test, M = 

6.50, and post-test, M = 14.13, Z = 2.536 , p < 0.011.  
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Table 8. 
Individual’s story component pre- and post-treatment scores. 
 

 Pre-treatment Post-treatment 

 Spanish English Spanish English 

Subject Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. 

S 1 6 6 5 10 6 9 14 12 12 12 14 10 

S 2 10 8 7 8 5 9 13 13 12 14 14 13 

S 3 11 11 9 11 11 12 15 15 15 15 17 14 

S 4 12 8 7 12 7 9 13 14 12 13 15 15 

S 5 5 4 6 5 5 6 15 13 12 14 11 10 

S 6 5 4 4 12 6 8 9 8 8 13 14 10 

S 7 7 4 6 6 5 4 16 14 16 15 16 15 

S 8 8 4 7 8 7 7 14 11 13 16 12 14 

Note: Book = wordless picture book; scene = single picture scene; seq. = multiple picture 
sequence cards. Story component scoring is adapted from Miller, Gillam, & Peña. (2001). 
Dynamic assessment and intervention: Improving children’s narrative abilities. Austin, 
Texas: Pro-ed. 
  
 

 Episode Structure. In order to measure participants’ scores as measured by 

demonstrated use of episode structure, we completed the same four Wilcoxon Signed-

rank tests to compare group means specific to language treatment condition across the 

wordless picture book and single picture scene. Again, we wanted to determine how 

effective participants as a group utilized strategies as determined by usage of episode 

components usage (see Table 9).  
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Table 9. 
Individual’s episode structure pre- and post-treatment scores.  
 

 Pre-treatment Post-treatment 

 Spanish English Spanish English 

Subject Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. 

S 1 2 2 1 3 2 2 5 4 4 5 4 3 

S 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 6 4 4 5 4 4 

S 3 4 4 2 4 3 2 5 5 6 6 5 5 

 S 4 3 3 3 6 2 3 5 4 4 4 4 5 

S 5 2 2 2 1 1 2 5 4 5 4 4 3 

S 6 1 2 3 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 

S 7 3 2 2 3 2 2 6 6 4 4 4 4 

S 8 4 3 2 5 2 2 6 4 6 4 4 4 

Note: Book = wordless picture book; scene = single picture scene; seq. = multiple picture 
sequence cards. Scoring guidelines for the episode structure is adapted from Miller, 
Gillam, & Peña. (2001). Dynamic assessment and intervention: Improving children’s 
narrative abilities. Austin, Texas: Pro-ed. 
 

In Spanish, findings were significant for wordless picture book at pre-test: M = 

2.63, to post-test: M = 5.25, Z = 2.555, p < .0.011; single picture scene at pre-test: M = 

2.50, to post-test: M = 4.38 , Z = 2.598 , p < 0.009. The English language condition 

results produced a significant increase in episodic structure on the wordless picture book: 

from pre-test: M = 3.50to post-test: M = 4.50, Z = 1.496, p = .0.135; and the single 

picture scene at pre-test: M = 2.00, to post-test: M = 4.13, Z = 2.636, p < 0.008.  Table 10 

displays the Wilcoxon Signed-rank summary data for narrative macrostructure findings. 
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Table 10. 
Macrostructure summary table for significant group main effects. 
 

Story Components 
Source Spanish English 
Group Z Sig. Z Sig. 
Wordless picture book 2.524 .012 2.524 .012 
Single picture scene 2.537 .012 2.536 .011 
Multiple sequence cards 2.536 .011 2.527 .012 

Episode Components 
Source Spanish English 
Wordless picture book 2.555 .011 1.496 .014 
Single picture scene 2.598 .009 2.636 .008 
Multiple sequence cards 2.539 .011 2.565 .010 
 

COGNITIVE-BASED INTERVENTION EFFECTS: NARRATIVE MACROSTRUCTURE  

Story component intervention outcomes. We examined group mean and 

individual participants’ Spanish and English scores for story components by comparing 

baseline, language treatment condition, and maintenance session across the span of the 

four-week intervention.  Consistent with the daily narrative probes used during each 

intervention session, baseline and post-treatment maintenance narrative samples were 

obtained from two non-fiction multiple picture sequences from the Test of Narrative 

Language (Gillam & Pearson, 2004). Significant increases were observed in Spanish on 

the multiple sequence cards from baseline: M = 6.38 to maintenance session: M = 12.50, 

Z = 2.536, p < .011; and in English from baseline: M = 8.00 to maintenance: M = 12.63, 

Z = 2.527, p < .0.012 (refer to Table 8.) 

Figure 1 displays individuals’ scores from baseline, paired levels of sessions 

under the language treatment condition, and maintenance session. Kindergarten and pre-

kindergarten subjects were paired and each group received a different number of sessions 

in the Spanish and English treatment conditions. The range was from 4-to-11 sessions 
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specific to each language (refer to Table 4). Based on a visual comparison of daily 

narrative probes, subjects evidenced a continuously upward trend in story component 

scores regardless of language of treatment condition. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. 
Story component scores across baseline, intervention, and maintenance sessions. 
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As noted, significant mean gains were observed for story components from 

baseline to maintenance for treatment conditions in both languages. Upon visual 
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seventh session an upward trend was noted in at least one or both languages regardless of 

treatment condition and language of narrative probes. Subjects #3, #4, #5, and #6 

demonstrated parallel performance across both languages in the Spanish treatment 

condition and scores converged at the end of the Spanish treatment conditions.  On the 

other hand, Subjects #1, #2, #7, #8 showed an overall increase in use of story components 

in both languages and scores generally converged at the end of Spanish treatment with 

relative strength in English.  

The following patterns were observed during the second treatment or English 

language condition. Subjects #1, 3, #2, #4, and #8 demonstrated a parallel increase in 

story component scores in both languages. While overlapping data points are noted, 

scores at the end of treatment converged. The English treatment condition led to higher 

scores in English over Spanish while scores converged at the end of treatment for  

Subjects #1, #2, #, #7, and #8. For subject #6, the English treatment led to a marked 

increase in both languages and higher scores in English are observed.  

Episode structure intervention outcomes. In order to examine treatment 

outcomes for episode structure, we compared group mean and individual scores at the 

end of treatment. Based on group mean scores, all subjects at baseline scored a three or 

below in both languages. Significant findings indicate an increase from baseline (M = 

2.225) to maintenance (M = 4.63), Z = 2.539, p < .011 in Spanish; and in English: 

baseline (M = 2.15) to maintenance (M = 4.25), Z = 2.565, p < .010 (refer to Table 9).  

Under the Spanish condition, Subjects #1, #2, #3, #4, #5, and #8 increased 

episode structure use in both languages. Despite overlapping data points, subjects’ scores 

appeared equivalent across languages. However, episodic scores for Subjects #6 and #7 
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increased in English over Spanish. Under the English condition, three patterns emerged.  

At this point, Subjects #3, #5, #7, and #8 demonstrated an overall gradual increase in 

episode structure use in both languages until scores in both languages merged.  Next, 

Subjects #4 and #6 scores were higher in English over Spanish.  Finally English 

treatment lead to a relative increase in episode structures in Spanish over English for 

Subjects #1 and #2 (see Figure 2).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. 
Episode structure scores across baseline, intervention, and maintenance sessions.  
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NARRATIVE MICROSTRUCTURE 

In addition to the macrostructure analysis, we examined group pre- and post-

intervention measures to evaluate if subjects were able to successfully generalize 

mediated learning strategies addressed under the intervention condition across languages 

on multiple narrative tasks at the microstructure level. Then we evaluated group mean 

and individual participants’ baseline, language treatment condition, and maintenance 

sessions in order to determine intervention effects.   

Pre- and post- treatment narrative measures. Recall the two measures of 

microstructure included the use of the Narrative Assessment Protocol in Spanish 

(Gorman, et al., 2011) and English (Justice et al., 2010) and an examination  of the 

number of different words (NDW) per narrative derived from Systematic Analysis of 

Language Transcript (SALT) (Miller & Iglesias, 2010). Analyses of the pre- and post-test 

measures were conducted at the microstructure level based on the mean frequency scores 

from the NAP-S and the NAP. Of interest was to determine if cognitive based mediated 

learning strategies transferred to narrative production skills to different contexts. As 

before, we completed four Wilcoxon Signed-rank tests to compare group mean 

performances specific to treatment condition (Spanish and English) across multiple 

narrative tasks (wordless picture book and single picture scene). Participants increased 

their microstructure scores in Spanish on the wordless picture book from pre-test: M = 

1.64 to post-test: M = 2.08, Z = 2.117, p < .0.034. However, no significant findings were 

noted on the single picture scene in Spanish from pre-test: M = 1.25 to post-test, M = 

1.68, Z = 1.400, p < 0.161. 

In the English treatment condition, reported Wilcoxon Signed-rank produced 

significant results on both measures. Group mean scores show noted improvement for 
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wordless picture book from pre-test; M = 1.22 to post-test: M = 1.58, Z  = 2.524, p < 

.0.012; and from single picture scene at pre-test, M = .804, to post-test, M = 1.19, Z = 

2.521, p < 0.012 (see Table 11).  

 

Table 11.  
Individual’s Narrative Assessment Protocol Spanish and English pre- and post-treatment 
scores.  

 Pre-treatment Post-treatment 

 Spanish 
 

English Spanish English 

Subject Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. 

S 1 1.0 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.66 1.5 1.1 1.0 1.8 1.3 1.2 

S 2 1.2 .83 0.8 1.7 1.2 0.66 2.2 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.2 1.6 

S 3 2.5 2.9 1.9 2 1.7 1.42 2.4 1.7 2.0 2.4 1.8 1.0 

S 4 2.5 1.8 2.2 1.4 1.7 1.0 2.5 2.3 2.1 1.8 1.9 1.0 

S 5 1.2 1.2 0.9 .08 .33 0.25 1.7 1.4 1.7 0.9 0.9 0.5 

S 6 0.8 0.7 0.7 1.8 0.8 0.92 1.1 1.8 1.2 2.1 1.6 1.5 

S 7 1.4 0.7 0.8 1.3 .33 .583 2.3 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.1 1.1 

S 8 2.5 1.3 1.2 1.3 0.7 0.83 2.6 2 1.9 1.7 0.8 .83 

Note: Book = wordless picture book; scene = single-picture scene; seq. = multiple picture 
sequence cards. Scores are based on a zero (0) to three (3) point scale with three as the 
maximum score. Source: Narrative Assessment Protocol-Spanish (NAP-S) (Gorman et 
al., 2011) and Narrative Assessment Protocol (NAP) (Justice et al., 2010).  
 
 Number of different words. Microstructure analysis was extended to include the 

number of different words (NDW), which serves as language productivity measure of 

lexical diversity.  
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Table 12. 
Individual’s pre and post-treatment number of different words (NDW) in Spanish and 
English.  
 Pre-treatment Post-treatment 

 Spanish 
 

English Spanish English 

Subject Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq. Book Scene Seq Book Scene Seq. 

S 1 29 14 15 45 19 22 28 24 39 36 34 26 

S 2 82 26 47 70 25 30 44 30 59 50 29 38 

S 3 90 89 57 94 71 74 52 49 110 74 37 32 

S 4 66 61 46 62 65 29 55 40 55 47 58 39 

S 5 32 31 24 16 14 17 36 42 43 38 28 23 

S 6 48 20 22 73 31 31 35 21 27 53 48 26 

S 7 48 22 24 35 16 29 34 31 49 42 36 29 

S 8 83 36 25 41 23 25 41 27 61 46 31 30 

Notes: Book = wordless picture book; scene = single-picture scene; seq. = multiple 
picture sequence cards. The number of different words (NDW) are generated in 
Systematic Analysis of Language Transcript (SALT) (Miller & Iglesias, 2010) 

 

We compared group mean scores for NDW for the two pre- and post-treatment 

measures using four Wilcoxon Signed-rank tests. Group mean scores significantly 

decreased from pre- to post-treatment condition for the wordless picture book from pre-

test: M = 59.75 to post-test, M = 40.63, Z = -2.243, p < .025 in Spanish and in the 

English: wordless picture book from pre-test, M = 54.50 to post-test, M = 48.25, Z = .985, 

p < .0325. No significant differences were discovered for the single picture scene in 

either language condition. Scores are as follows for Spanish: pre-test: M = 37.37 to post-

test, M = 33.00, Z = -.070, p = .944; and English: pre-test: M = 33.00 to post-test, M = 
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37.63, Z = 1.120, p = .263. The Wilcoxon Signed-rank summary data for microstructure 

group data are displayed in Table 13. 

 
Table 13.  
Microstructure summary table for significant group main effects. 
 

Narrative Assessment Protocol (NAP) 
Source Spanish English 
Group Z Sig. Z Sig. 
Wordless picture book 2.117 .034 2.524 .012 
Single picture scene 1.400 .161* 2.521 .012 
Multiple sequence cards 2.319 .020 1.572 .116* 

Number of Different Words (NDW) 
Source Spanish English 
Wordless picture book -2.243 .025 .985 .0325 
Single picture scene -.070 .944* .1.120 .263* 
Multiple sequence cards 2.521 .012 .762 .446* 
Note: Non-significant results: p > .05*. 

COGNITIVE-BASED INTERVENTION EFFECTS: NARRATIVE MACROSTRUCTURE  

Narrative Assessment Protocol intervention outcomes. Reported Wilcoxon 

Signed-rank to assess baseline and maintenance group mean differences based on NAP 

scores in both languages for the multiple picture sequence cards. Findings revealed an 

increase in Spanish scores from baseline: M = 1.15 to maintenance session: M = 1.62, Z = 

2.319, p < .020.  In English, no significance change was  noted from baseline: M = .712 

to maintenance: M = .978, Z = 1.572,  p < .0.116. Next we examined individual’s scores 

based on narrative probes elicited from the multiple sequence cards after each daily 

intervention session in both languages. Figure 3 shows individual’s microstructure scores 

from baseline, across language treatment conditions and final maintenance session.  

 
 
Figure 3. Individual scores on the Narrative Assessment Protocol across baseline, 
treatment, and maintenance sessions.  
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 Patterns emerged during the Spanish and English treatment conditions that 

demonstrate variable performance between subjects’ two languages across different time 

points. At the individual level, we look at three general patterns across the treatment 

sessions first in Spanish and then in English. First, microstructure scores reflect a certain 

degree of variability from the onset for Subjects #1, #2, and #7 yet appear equivalent in 

both languages under the Spanish treatment condition.  However Subject #3, #4, #5, and 

#8 demonstrated Spanish dominance that differentiated English performance. 

Alternatively, Subject #6 evidenced English dominance over Spanish under the Spanish 

treatment condition.   

Individual inspection under the English language condition reveals three essential 

patterns. For instance, Subjects #2, #3, #4, #5, and #8 showed a continuous pattern of 

Spanish dominance over English while Subjects #1 and #7 made comparable gains in 

both languages. Meanwhile, Subject #6 showed gradual gains in scores in English over 

Spanish although scores in Spanish did increased in tandem. 

Number of different words intervention outcomes. We examined group mean 

and individual participants’ treatment outcomes for NDW by comparing baseline, 

language treatment conditions, and maintenance session. We ran two Wilcoxon Signed-

rank tests to assess baseline and maintenance group mean differences. In the Spanish, 

significant findings demonstrate an increase from baseline: M = 32.50 to maintenance 

session M = 53.38, Z = 2.521, p < .012. In English, no significant findings surfaced from 

baseline: M = 32. 13 to maintenance: M = 30.38, Z = .762. We extended this analysis 

further to look at lexical diversity across individual’s use of NDW by comparing 

baseline, language treatment conditions, and final maintenance session (see Figure 4).  
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Figure 4. Individual’s use of number of different words across baseline, intervention, and 
maintenance conditions. 
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English #8 

10 
30 
50 
70 
90 

110 
130 

Base. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Main. 

Spanish #4 

English #4 

10 
30 
50 
70 
90 

110 
130 

Base. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Main. 

Spanish #7 

English #7 

10 
30 
50 
70 
90 

110 
130 

Base. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Main. 

Spanish #5 

English #5 

10 
30 
50 
70 
90 

110 
130 

Base. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Main. 

Spanish #3 

English #3 
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Specific patterns emerged under the Spanish condition as Subjects #1, #3, #4, and 

#8 displayed parallel use of NDW in both languages. Despite certain degrees of 

variability, the language treatment condition did not appear to impact the use of NDW on 

narrative probes in either language.. Subjects #2, #6, and #7 evidenced relative increase 

in NDW in English over Spanish. The use of NDW for Subject #5 fluctuated with evident 

strength in Spanish over English under the Spanish treatment condition 

In English treatment condition, inspection at the individual level revealed two 

general patterns. First, Subjects #1, #2, #4, #5 and #8 showed comparable use of NDW in 

both languages across all sessions with relative strength revealed in English over Spanish.  

Although an increase in variability between both languages is observed, similar pattern 

surfaced for subjects # 3, #6 and #7 as noted by a significant increase in NDW in English 

at the end of treatment.  Patterns in the use of NDW tend to fluctuate for all participants 

at different time points throughout the intervention conditions with some but not 

complete overlap.   
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Chapter 4:  

Discussion 

This exploratory study examined treatment outcomes of a cognitive-based 

intervention focused on narrative production skills in Spanish-English bilingual 

preschoolers. The ability to comprehend and produce narratives comprises an essential 

component of preschool emergent literacy skills required for academic success. We 

examined language of intervention effects for practical and theoretical reasons. 

Practically, educators are challenged in selecting an evidence-based method to match the 

language instructional needs of ELLs to ensure their academic success. Theoretically, a 

cognitive-based intervention should facilitate growth in both languages because the focus 

is at the meta-cognitive level. Overall results from this study indicate that narrative 

instruction in L1 and L2 improved sequential Spanish-English bilingual children’s 

narrative production skills at the macrostructure and microstructure levels in both 

languages when a cognitive-based intervention was provided.  

Berman and Slobin’s (1994) extensive cross-linguistic study underscored three 

principal factors that influence the form and function of preschooler’s narrative 

production skills: the cognitive ability to execute narrative discourse; the specific features 

of the target language; the interface between linguistic forms and narrative functions. For 

the current study, we applied these key factors to examine the trajectory of language 

patterns and narrative development in bilingual children.  The cognitive-based 

intervention affected performance at the macrostructure and microstructure in both 

languages consistent with concept mediation (Fiestas, 2008; Gutiérrez-Clellen &Peña, 

2001). 
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NARRATIVE PRODUCTION AT THE MACROSTRUCTURE LEVEL 

Cognitive abilities. Narrative production under a bilingual intervention condition 

provided the opportunity to view preschoolers’ language-independent skills at the 

macrostructure level. Here a cognitive-based intervention was utilized in which story 

components (i.e., setting and characters) and episode structure (i.e., plan and attempts) 

were addressed.  Bilingual children access two languages under a single cognitive 

system. The mediated-based learning emphasizes the use of meta-cognitive abilities and 

language-independent learning strategies. Mediated sessions were standardized however 

the clinician as external mediator highly customized each session to meet each 

individual’s requisite level of support throughout the intervention (Bodrova & Leong, 

2007; Vygotsky, 1978; Haywood & Lidz, 2007). Improvements on story macrostructure 

using cognitive modifiability are consistent with previous findings specific to other 

studies (Fiestas, 2008; Hayward & Schneider, 2000; Swanson et al., 2005). Here, as in 

the Fiestas, 2008 study, participants demonstrated the cognitive capacity to transfer 

concepts from L1 to L2 and L2 to L1 at the group level. 

Based on pre- and post-intervention group mean gains, participants demonstrated 

the ability to utilize story grammar effectively on generalization measures: fictional 

wordless picture book and fictional single picture scene; and a maintenance task: non-

fictional multiple sequence pictures. Mediated learning emphasizes the instruction of 

cognitive strategies aimed to support participant’s independent thinking skills. Children’s 

complexity of narrative macrostructure increased as a result of the intervention. Within 

language change observed is consistent with group-level data from previous intervention 

studies that revealed positive effect sizes based on pre- and post-test measures of 

monolingual school-aged children’s macrostructure narrative production skills (Davies, 
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Shanks, & Davies, 2004; Hayward & Schneider, 2000; Petersen, et al., 2010; Petersen, 

Gillam, & Gillam, 2008; Peterson, Jesso, & McCabe, 1999).  

Participants in this study represent typically developing bilinguals with a strong 

language foundation in both languages. The current study’s use of a single-subject design 

allowed for visual analysis of each participant’s day-to-day changes. Individual level 

visual inspection showed an upward and continuous trend of children’s macrostructure 

skills across both language treatment conditions. A switch in treatment condition did not 

result in decrease in a performance across story grammar or episode structure. Thus, 

instruction in one language appeared to effectively transfer and promote macrostructure 

components in the other language. These findings support the revised hierarchical model 

(Kroll & Stewart, 1994), which assumes a shared conceptual system across a bilingual’s 

two languages.  The revised hierarchical model purports that semantic organization stems 

from a single conceptual base yet directly linked to each language thus supporting 

comparable performance in macrostructure productivity in both languages. Based on a 

bilingual language intervention, narrative skills in one language seem to benefit from 

their acquisition in the other. These results support how young bilingual school-age 

children demonstrate interdependent within language narrative discourse skills (Fiestas & 

Pena, 2004; Ilhuz-Cohen & Walters, 2012; Pearson, 2001; 2002).  

Similar findings of cross-linguistic transfer are observed in other studies that 

utilize a bilingual approach to support early literacy development.  The positive effects of 

an intervention approach that incorporates L1 and L2 used in this study converges with 

other studies of bilingual language treatment for vocabulary (Lugo-Neris et al., 2010; 

Thordardottir, Weismer, & Smith,1997); and phonological awareness and letter 
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identification (Gutierrez et al., 2010; Hammer & Miccio, 2006; Hammer et al., 2012). In 

sum, participants demonstrated an integrated use of cognitive tools to independently 

incorporate the overall action, events, and structure required to produce complex and 

comprehensive narratives that included at minimum, one complete episode in both 

languages. These findings are consistent with narrative development for older preschool 

children whose increase in the hierarchical organization of narrative skills included 

segmented episodes (Berman & Slobin, 1994).  

NARRATIVE PRODUCTION AT THE MICROSTRUCTURE LEVEL 

Microstructure components such as grammatical forms and lexical depth of 

knowledge were examined within the narrative production of connected discourse.  The 

Narrative Assessment Protocol in Spanish (Gorman et al., 2011); and English (Justice et 

al., 2010) were used to assess children’s use of micro-level language abilities contained 

five indicators of narrative microstructure: sentence structure, phrase structure, modifiers, 

nouns and verbs.  In contrast to the macrostructure results, microstructure level analysis 

demonstrated mixed results across language and task. As a language-dependent measure, 

microstructure did not show the same level of growth although the trends were positive. 

The children in this study are in the process of learning English (L2) while maintaining 

Spanish (L1). It is likely that typographic language-specific details in each language did 

not transfer as readily at the microstructure level. Young emerging bilinguals learn to 

differentiate rules and forms in two languages and as a result may develop certain 

microstructure skills at different rates as evident in this study. These findings are 

consistent with previous investigations that discovered that lexical and morphosyntactic 
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skills are language-specific and less likely to transfer (Pearson, 2001; 2002; Uccelli and 

Paez, 2007).  

The unified model (MacWhinney, 2005) purports how bilingual language learners 

attempt to transfer concepts and forms across their languages. This model purposes how 

the bilingual language mechanism is unified to the extent that L2 learning takes places 

similarly to L1 learning. For example, language-specific cues and linguistic information 

might be more accessible in L1 or Spanish for the sequential Spanish-English bilinguals 

in the current study. Based on individual visual analysis across multiple subjects (#2, #3, 

#4, #5, and #8) microstructure scores reflect an upward yet parallel performance with 

relative strength in Spanish over English across treatment conditions.  

The increase in microstructure scores supports the notion that bilingual language 

learners benefit from input and practice in both of languages. Differential production in 

Spanish and English shows how bilingual children utilize L1 knowledge to support L2 

development microstructure skills increased in both languages.  How subjects’ 

successfully integrate input and output in both languages supports how linguistic transfer 

is not unidirectional.  This bilingual intervention afforded language input coupled with 

multiple opportunities to practice narrative skills across both languages thus increasing 

the likelihood for bidirectional transfer from L1 to L2 or from L2 to L1.  

The unified model guides our understanding of how bilingual children organize 

and transfer linguistic knowledge into cohesive verbalized events. Spanish and English 

present differences and similarities in terms of semantic content and morphosyntactic 

form. Information or language specific cues are different in the use elaborated noun 

phrases between Spanish and English. For example, an adjective follows the noun in 
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Spanish (e.g., los perros grandes) whereas in English it precedes the noun (e.g., the big 

dogs). The preceding example also documents how gender and number agreement are 

obligatory in Spanish but do not apply to English.  Similar grammatical constructs are 

observed in use of aspect for the perfective in Spanish and English (e.g. Ya he hablado 

vs. I have talked/spoken); and the progressive verb form in Spanish and English (e.g., Yo 

estoy caminado vs. I am walking). In addition, the unified model accounts for arenas or 

lexical information relevant to narrative production.  Cohesive devices such as 

conjunctions and adverbs are used both in Spanish and English. Therefore potential 

transfer exists for the inclusion of these microstructure elements that help cohesively bind 

a story together. These typological differences and similarities specific to each language 

may transfer or not in a given language.  

The number of different words (NDW) as a language productivity measure 

reflects lexical diversity. Individual participants’ NDW appeared comparable in both 

languages with minimal difference observed on narrative probes in both languages across 

treatment conditions. Findings are consistent with a longitudinal study that tracked 

Spanish-English bilingual children’s vocabulary growth at six-month intervals based on 

narrative elicitation tasks (Iglesias & Rojas, 2012). Data findings indicate that from 

kindergarten through second and third grade, lexical diversity and patterns of vocabulary 

change were comparable in Spanish and English.   

The lack of variability between languages might be explained by age-range, 

language proficiency, and ability. In the current study, the participants are typically 

developing preschoolers who present a balanced bilingual profile (between 60-40%)  

based on similar levels of input and output in both languages. Early sequential bilingual 
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preschool children’s vocabulary size and growth are directly linked to experience with 

language input at home and in school development (Hammer & Miccio, 2006). Note 

however that this study did not target language-specific vocabulary words. Incremental 

growth patterns observed in NDW are likely to occur during narrative-based 

interventions that explicitly targets vocabulary word learning (Moll, Bus, & de Jong, 

2009; Justice et al., 2009; Justice & Kaderavek, 2004; Justice et al., 2009; Silverman, 

2010).  However, all participants improved story grammar components via mediated 

learning throughout the intervention. Here the cognitive demand focused on the inclusion 

and use of story grammar elements at the macrostructure level which may have reduced 

participants’ ability to access known words in both languages during narrative production 

tasks.  

INTERFACE BETWEEN LINGUISTIC FORMS AND NARRATIVE FUNCTIONS 

Bilingual preschoolers are in the process of developing emerging literacy skills in 

two languages. The development of bilingual communicative competence reflects the 

ability to conceptualize, encode, and decode information in accordance with the form, 

rules and content of two languages (Genesee, Boivin, & Nicoladis, 1996). Success in 

narrative production is in part dependent upon the ability to use the appropriate linguistic 

forms within a narrative framework. This current work, along with other narrative-based 

intervention studies, combined measures of macrostructure and microstructure yet 

targeted microstructure elements incidentally (see Petersen, 2011 for a review). 

Individually and as a group, participants exhibited significant gains at the macrostructure 

level in both languages regardless of language of intervention. Here, it is possible that 

differential effects of macrostructure and microstructure surfaced due to between 

language differences.  This finding may be linked directly to the intervention method, 
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mediated learning, which explicitly targeted macrostructure throughout the intervention. 

The cognitive-based teaching method is language independent, which allowed 

participants to apply and use the same meta-cognitive strategies across tasks in both 

languages. At the microstructure level, children were required to include different 

language-dependent structural forms. Findings specific to the current study revealed that 

narrative production skills are dependent upon an individual’s cognitive and 

organizational skills rather than the linguistic specific forms of expression found within 

the typography of a particular language 

LIMITATIONS 

The current study’s use of a single subject pre-experimental repeated A-B design 

provided pertinent information regarding individual outcomes from a bilingual language 

intervention. The upward trend observed across all subjects in both language treatment 

conditions provides robust information as to the potential effects of cognitive-based 

intervention conducted in the two languages of bilingual preschoolers. However this 

present study is not without limitations. While results show an immediate effect in the 

increased use of macro- and microstructure elements in both languages, the single 

baseline condition limits the amount of control in determining the precise effect of the 

two language treatment conditions.  Multiple baseline measures that matched the 

intervention task would have been optimal.   

One goal of the study was to maximize the number of bilingual language 

intervention sessions within the time constraint of a four-week summer session.  As a 

result, a staggering multiple baseline condition would have afforded an optimal amount 

of experimental control but was not a viable option. In addition, withdrawal of treatment 
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precluding the second language treatment condition would have provided additional 

control for language treatment effects. Finally the single maintenance session elicited 

immediately at post-treatment does not fully capture participants’ ability to transfer, 

generalize or maintain narrative production skills over an extended period of time. Future 

studies should consider these factors to control for external factors to further isolate 

effects of the intervention. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS  

This study contributes to the existing yet limited research on bilingual language 

intervention and narrative development in preschool-age populations. Often an 

intervention procedure’s setting; length and frequency can influence the treatment 

outcomes (Boudreau, 2008; Winsler, Diaz, Espinosa, & Rodroguez, 1999). The current 

study’s significant findings resulted from a treatment phase that lasted four weeks during 

a summer school setting while children attended fifteen 20-minute cognitive-based 

intervention across varying language treatment condition. Current findings are linked to a 

group study that addressed twenty-two bilingual Spanish-English kindergarteners’ 

vocabulary learning during daily 20 minute sessions during a four-week summer program 

(Lugo-Neris et al., 2010). Spanish (L1) instructional support increased Spanish-English 

bilingual children’s English (L2) vocabulary skills. We reference this research due to the 

limited number of studies that explore bilingual approaches to language intervention. In 

both cases, bilingual Spanish-English preschoolers benefitted from a short-term summer 

school-based bilingual language intervention that led to improvement in language 

performances.   
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Narratives provide an ecologically valid and ideal venue to examine 

communicative functioning skills across multiple language domains in school-age 

populations. Currently, narrative measures serve a more prominent role to assess 

language abilities in school-age populations. Future studies that apply a dual language 

intervention condition to address the narrative production skills of a broader range of 

bilingual children warrant further investigation. Limited research examines the effect of 

bilingual language intervention on children with and without language learning 

difficulties. For these reasons, schools placed under the guidelines of an EBP should 

explore alternative methods to address the low academic attainment of ELL populations.  
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Appendix A. Spanish pre-treatment script. 

 
1. Título del cuento: 

 
2.  Lugar: ¿Dónde? y ¿Cuándo?  

 
3.  Personaje(s): Animales y/o las personas en el cuento. 

 
4.  Descripción del personaje: Nombre, tamaño, colores, ropa, parece como… 

 
5.  El conflicot/problema en el cuento: Lo que sucede o pasa..  

 
6.  Díalogo: El/ella/ellos dice(n), “   .” 

 
7.  Acción #1: El esfuerzo para resolver el problema. 

 
8.  Acción #2: Otro esfuerzo para  resolver el problema.  

 
9.  Acción #3: Otro esfuerzo para resolve el problema.  

 
10. Solución del problema (en el fin): La resolución del problema. 

 
11. Reacción: ¿Cómo se siente? 

 
12. Palabras de sequencia:  Y, luego, entonces, primero, segundo, por fin, en fin. 

  
13. Palabras de causa/efecto: Porque, aun que, para que, así que. 
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Appendix B. English pre-treatment script 
 

1. Story Title: 
 

2. Setting: Where & When the story takes place.  
 

3. Characters: Animals and/or people in the story 
 

4. Character Description: Name, size, shape, color, clothes, looks like a… 
 
5. Story Problem: Something Happens… 

 
6. Dialogue: He/She/They said, “ _________.” 

 
 

7. Action #1: Attempt to solve the problem … 
 

8. Action #2: Attempt to solve the problem … 
 

9. Action #3: Attempt to solve the problem … 
 

10. Solve the Problem: Solution at the end… 
 

11. Reaction: How they feel at the end …  
 

12. Order Words:  Then, and then, next, first, second, third. 
 

13. Cause Words:  Because, so  
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Appendix C. Spanish mediated learning script 
 

Mediated 
Learning  
Component 

Target Story 
Structure 

Script 

   

Intentionality  [Show the child the 6 picture sequence] 

“Shipwreck” from the TNL.  ¿Piensas que 

contaste un buen cuento? ¿si o no? ¿Por qúe?  

[Let child answer. Tell the child what 

components and episode structures they 

included/excluded in a way they can 

understand.] 

Intentionality • Initiating Event 

• Internal Response 

• Attempt/Action 

• Consequence/ 

solution 

• Reaction 

• Character 

Information 

• Setting 

• Temporal Markers 

• Causal Relationships 

Hoy vamos a hablar como puede contar un 

buen cuento.  Cuentos completos necesitan 

muchos partes differentes. Al principio, tienes 

que nombrar los personajes.  Pueden ser 

personas o animales.  También tienes que 

contar dónde están.  También un cuento tiene 

algo que pasa o sucede.  Puede ser como un 

problema. Los estudiantes dicen cómo y 

cuándo los eventos pasaron.  También hay que 

decir como los personajes se sienten sobre los 

eventos del cuento. Debe describir cómo ellos 

resuelven el problema en el fin.  Así tienes 

que usar palabras como “ entonces” o 

“primero” y “segundo”, o “luego” para 

informarme la orden de los eventos en el 

cuento. También es importante explicar el 

porque or como los eventos pasaron. 

Meaning  Es importante aprender como contar cuentos 
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completos para que puedas aprender como 

leer y discutir cuentos con tus amigos y tu 

familia. También, es importante porque tu vas 

a escribir cuentos en tus clases y aprender 

como leer.  Por eso, es importante aprender 

como contar cuentos completos.  OK, 

entonces, ¿Por qué  debes aprender como 

contar cuentos completos? 

[Help explain that stores are important for 

communication, relationships, and school 

success.] 

Intentionality  Vamos a discutir los partes diferentes de los 

cuentos completos.  

Meaning Components: 

• Setting: Where & 

When 

Primero hay que decir cuando y donde  los 

personajes estan en el cuento.  Asi, yo puedo 

entenderte mejor y entender el mundo en que 

viven los personajes. Entonces, ¿qué necesitas 

decir? [Setting: Where/When]. 

Example Components: 

• Setting 

[Refer to page 1]. ¿Cómo puedes empezar tu 

cuento? [pause, wait for answer] ¿Dónde 

viven ellos? [pause, wait for response] ¿Qué 

hora? es en el dia o en la noche? [pause, wait 

for response] Díme cuando y donde estan 

ellos … [pause, wait for response if they 

don’t, give an example: “Un día en la mañana, 

la niña y su mama estaban en la casa.” Ahora, 

tu debes decirlo … Díme el donde y el cuando 

(setting).  Ahora, ¿como vas a empezar tu 

cuento?  

Meaning Components 

• Character 

También tienes que discutir información sobre 

las personas o los animales en el cuento. Se 
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Information llaman los personajes.  Para contar un cuento 

completo, hay que decir información de los 

nombres de los personajes.  OK? Dáme 

información de los personajes.  ¿Cómo se 

llaman y cómo puedes describirles? [What 

their names are and what they look like.]  

Example Components 

• Character 

Information 

Hay que identificar la chica y su madre. 

¿Puedes darles nombres? [pause, wait for 

response] Ok. La madre se llama Lucy y la 

chica se llama Sally.  Muy bien. Entonces 

puedes decir que la madre, Lucy y su hija 

Sally estaban en la casa y ellas estaban 

hablando un dia en la mañana.  [pause, wait 

for response] Tambien puedes describirlas. 

Por ejemplo Lucy tiene pelo corto y un 

vestido azul y Sally tiene pelo negro y 

pantalones rojos. [pause, wait for response] 

[pause, let the child name and describe the 

characters e.g., she looks like a boy or has 

short hair and a striped shirt]. 

Meaning Components 

• Temporal Order 

• Causal Relationships 

 

También cuando contamos cuentos completos 

tienes que hablar de la orden de los eventos. 

Por ejemplo, ¿que pasó primero?, ¿Segundo? 

¿tercero?  O puedes decir “entonces” “ luego”, 

“de repente” para dar mas informacion de la 

orden de los eventos (Order).  Tambien 

hablamos y describir el porque… por ejemplo, 

¿por que los eventos sucedieron en el cuento? 

(Causal Relationships).  Es importante para 

entender los eventos del cuento en orden y asi 

uno puede entenderte mejor (Order) y es 
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importante entender la causa de los problemas 

y la reacción que los personajes tienen para 

explicar  porque los personajes hicieron las 

cosas en en cuento.   (Causal Relationships).  

Transcendence Components 

• Temporal Order 

• Causal Relationships 

¿Qué pasará si tú empiezas a contar el cuento 

pero empiezas con el fin de los eventos? 

¿Cómo puedo yo entender el cuento? [Help 

the child state that it would be hard to know 

what happened when or that it would be hard 

to know why it happened] Por eso es 

importante que tu expliques los eventos en 

orden para que otras personas les pueda 

entender. Por ejemplo, al principio Lucy y 

Sally estaban en la casa, y luego, … [help the 

child describe], primero [turn the page and 

help the child describe the order of events]. 

Por eso usamos palabras como “primero” 

“Segundo” “luego” etc. para describir la orden 

de los eventos (Order) y tambien explicamos 

el porque ellos hacen cosas o explican porque 

hacen un tipo de acción  (Causal 

Relationships).  [Help the child explain and 

use order and causal relationships.] 

Example Components 

• Setting 

• Character 

Information 

• Temporal Order 

• Causal Relationships 

OK, vamos a discutir los partes diferentes del 

cuento.  Hablamos de la escena, los 

personajes, el tiempo, la orden y el porque. 

Hay que explicar las acciones de los 

personajes. [Help the child with setting, 

characters, temporal order and causality by 

asking questions]. Por ejemplo: “ Un dia en la 

mañana, Sally y su madre Lucy estaban en la 
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casa.  Sally tenia que ir a la escuela y llevar su 

barco come fue un proyecto especial para su 

clase.  La madre, Lucy tenia un vestido azul. 

Sally tenia un barco que iba a llevar a la 

escuela. Ella empieza a caminar a la escuela y 

de repente se chocó con una piedra y se cayo 

en el lodo. Se rompió el barco y se ensució a 

si también. Así es importante hablar de los 

personajes, el lugar y la hora, y tambien de los 

eventos en el cuento. [Have child practice the 

telling/retelling of these parts]. 

Summary Components Hay que recordar esa información cada vez 

cuando tu vas a contar un cuento.  Hay que 

nombrar los personajes, decir una descripción 

de ellos, y tambien debes decir donde y 

cuando el cuento esta ocurriendo.  Hay que 

incluir el por que, el cuando, y el donde de los 

eventos para contar un cuento completo. 

¿Dónde estaban la madre y la hija?  [pause, 

wait for response … assist if necessary]  ¿Qué 

puedes decir de ellas? Pause, wait for 

response; assist if necessary]. ¿Qué pasó 

primero y luego? [pause, wait for response; 

assist if necessary] ¿Y por qué se fue a la 

escuela? [pause, wait for response].  

Es importante que tu incluyas esta 

información para contar un cuento completo. 

Así yo puedo entender el mundo en que viven 

ellas.  (Setting), los personajes, los nombres, y 

algo de información de ellos.  Hay que hablar 

de la orden de los eventos (Order) y la causa 
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de los problemas en el cuento (Causal 

Relationships).  Díme otra vez los partes del 

cuento [pause, wait for response].  Hay que 

incluir los personajes, el lugar , la hora, los 

nombres, la order y la causa de los problemas 

del cuento. Hay que decir la reaccion y como 

se sienten.  

Intentionality  Episode Structure Bien hecho.  Vamos a hablar de otros 

componentes que puedes incluir en su cuento.  

Intentionality  Episode Structure 

• Initiating Event 

• Internal Response 

• Attempt/Action 

•Consequence/Solution 

• Reaction 

[Show the child “Shipwreck” picture 

sequence]  Hay que decir lo que es el 

problema en el cuento. (Initiating Event) y 

come se sienten los personaje (Internal 

Response).  En el cuento, debes hablar de lo 

que hacen y como los personajes pueden 

resolver el problema (Action/Attempt).  Al 

final, hay que discutir como ellos resolvieron 

el problema (Consequence/Solution) y como 

se sienten tambien.  ¿Están felices?  ¿tristes? 

En el fin del cuento … o al final… ¿Cómo se 

sienten? (Reaction).  

Meaning  ¿Puedes recordar por que es importante contar 

cuentos? [pause, wait for response; 

expand/assist on what the child says: 

También, es importante porque tu vas a contar 

y escribir cuentos en tus clases.  Por eso, es 

important aprender como contar cuentos 

completos.  OK, entonces, ¿Por qué  debes 

aprender como contar cuentos completos? 

[Help explain that stores are important for 

communication, relationships, and school 
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success.] 

Intentionality Episode Structure Hablamos más de otros partes de un cuento 

completo. Así tu vas a aprender como contar 

un cuento completo y sobresaliente. 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Initiating Event 

Al contar cuentos, hay que discutir los 

problemas en el cuento.  Es el problema. Se 

llama el problema [pause, wait for response].  

(Problem .. pause, wait for response). 

Example Episode Structure 

• Initiating Event 

(Problem) 

[Refer to page 1 of “Shipwreck.”]  Aquí, ¿que 

pasó a Sally?  Hay un problema. [pause, wait 

for response] [Turn the page] ¿Qué fue la 

causa del problema?  ¿Qúe piensas?  

  (Initiating Event) [Pause, wait for response] 

Para explicar el problema, puedes decir  … 

[pause, wait for response; if they do not reply, 

then give an example: “Un día, en la mañana, 

la niña Lucy estaba caminando para ir a la 

escuela y de repente, se cayó en el lodo.”]  

Eso es lo que pasó a ella. (she fell and her 

project – ship broke, got muddy, ripped).  

[Help the child explain and use initiating 

event or problem]. Tuvo un accidente… se 

cayo. 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Internal Response 

Despúes de que nosotros discutimos el 

problema, (Initiating Event), hablamos de la 

reaccion de los personajes o como se sienten 

(Internal Response).  Eso es importante 

porque asi tu cuento va a ser más interesante y 

tambien nosotros podemos entender los 

eventos del cuento.  

Example Episode Structure [Refer to 5-sequence] ¿Que pasó a ella? 
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• Internal Response [pause, wait for response]  Si estaba 

caminando y de repente se cayó y se ensució.   

¿Cómo fue la reación de ellas?   [pause, wait 

for response]  … Ella decidió que íba a 

continuar y ir a la clase.  En tu clase, ella 

empezó a arreglar el barco sucio  … y de 

repente viene otra persona, la maestra, y que 

dice la maestra? [Pause, wait for response]  

¿Cómo se llama la maestra? (Ms. Garcia) La 

maestra esta contenta porque …?  Lucy tenia 

que contar lo que paso en el camino para la 

escuela. Lucy le dijo ….[Repeat what 

happened]. Ahora la maestra si sabe lo que 

pasó. Ella estaba en camino y se cayó y se 

ensucio y el barco estaba roto.  La maestra no 

sabia esta informacion, ¿verdad? (No!)  Por 

eso, Lucy tenia que explicar los eventos como 

tu tienes que contar el cuento a mi. ¿Estaba 

triste Lucy? Si estaba triste y estaba llorando 

pero al mismo tiempo, ella decidió que iba a 

resolver el problema.  ¿Que hizo ella?. ¿Cómo 

se sentia?  Estaba triste pero … 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Attempt/Action 

Hablamos de lo que hacen los personajes 

despues del evento o el problema.  ¿Que 

vamos a discutir?  Vamos a hablar del la 

accion o lo que hacen los personajes para 

resolver el problem (Attempt/Action). 

Example Episode Strcture 

• Attempt/Action 

[Refer to story sequence] Lucy hizo … 

[pause, wait for response; if the child does not 

respond, give an example: “She goes to school 

to find the teacher, Ms. Garcia, to tell her 
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what happened.  The teacher gives her some 

tape and some crayons to fix the ship.  

[Provide examples for the other new 

characters/animals in the story and discuss 

their names, description, etc].  [Help the child 

explain and use attempts on the next picture].  

Es cierto.  Ella no volvio a la casa pero ella se 

fue para la escuela para resolver su problema.  

Meaning Episode Structure 

• 

Consequence/Solution 

Asi los cuentos tienen un problema, la accion, 

y la solucion.  ¿Puedes nombrar las tres 

componentes? Un cuento completo necesita 

toda esa informacion.  [pause and wait for 

response … La solucion ….   

Example Episode Structure 

• 

Consequence/Solution 

[Refer to story sequence of “Shipwreck.” 

¿Que es el problema?  [The girl Lucy fell and 

her ship broke, got ruined, ripped]. ¿Que paso 

despues? [What happens after the girl goes to 

school and talks to her teacher?] [Her teacher 

finds her and helps her fix the boat]. Si es 

cierto, ella fue a buscar su maestra, Ms. 

Garcia y ellas juntas trataban de resolver el 

problema.  Asi para contar un cuento 

completo, hay que discutir la solucion en el 

fin.  [pause, wait for response].  Si los 

personajes trataban de resolver el problema. 

(Consequence/Solution). Es importante que tu 

incluyas la solucion en el fin. 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Reaction 

Los personajes se ponen felices cuando 

pueden resolver sus problemas. Generalmente, 

eso es lo que sucede en un cuento pero es lo 

que pasa en el fin  [pause, wait for response]  
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Si están felices en el fin. (Reaction). ¿Que 

pasó en tu vida cuando tenias un problema? 

[Wait for child to respond]. ¿Que pasó cuanod 

tu resolviste el problema? 

Example Episode Structure 

• Reaction 

[Refer to back to story sequence, 

“Shipwreck.” ¿Que pasó en el fin? [Pause, 

wait for response; if they don’t have or give 

an example: Lucy estaba feliz o triste? Si está 

feliz y su maestra le ayudo y arreglaron el 

barco. “¿Cómo se sienten? [pause, wait for 

response]  Había una vez cuando algo asi te le 

pasó? [pause, wait for response]. [Help the 

child explain and use Reaction]. 

Summary Episode Structure 

 

Los cuentos completos tienen un problema, la 

reaccion de los personajes, como ellos tratan 

de resolver el problema y lo que sucede al fin 

del cuento. Díme los partes de un 

cuento…[Show the student how to use their 

fingers on their hand to symbolize each story 

component.  The hand is the WHOLE story 

and each finger represents a specific 

component]. Y ¿por que debes incluir todos 

los componentes del cuento? Ahora, trates de 

contar el major cuento possible y debes pensar 

bien y incluyes todos los componentes que 

nosotros discutimos. 

Child will then tell the five-picture sequence 

story again and assist in helping the child tell 

a story with a complete episode, if necessary]  

Allow child to retell the story more than once.  
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Appendix D. English mediated learning script. 
 

Mediated 
Learning  
Component 

Target Story 
Structure 

Script 

   

Intentionality  [Show the child the 6 picture sequence] 

“Shipwreck” from the TNL.  Do you think the 

story you told was as good story? Why or why 

not? [Let child answer. Tell the child what 

components and episode structures they 

included/excluded in a way they can 

understand.] 

Intentionality • Initiating Event 

• Internal Response 

• Attempt/Action 

• Consequence/ 

solution 

• Reaction 

• Character 

Information 

• Setting 

• Temporal Markers 

• Causal Relationships 

Today we’re going to talk about telling good 

stories.  Good stories have lots of parts.  At 

the beginning, you should say the names of 

the people or animals and where they are.  

There is usually a problem in a story or 

something happens.  You should say how the 

people or animals feel about the problem, 

what they do about it and how the problem 

gets fixed.  As you tell the story you should 

use time words like “then” or “first” and 

“second” or “next” and you should say why 

things happen.   

Meaning  It is important to be able to tell good stories.  

Children tell each other stories all the time 

and you read and write stories in school.  So 

learning to tell good stories helps you make 

friends and do better in school.  Now why is it 

important to tell good stories?  

[Help explain that stores are important for 
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communication, relationships, and school 

success.] 

Intentionality  Let’s talk about the different parts that need to 

be in a story.  

Meaning Components: 

• Setting: Where & 

When 

Story-tellers start their stories by telling us 

when and where something happened because 

it helps the listener understand about the 

world the characters live in.  So, what do we 

need to think about? [Setting: Where/When]. 

Example Components: 

• Setting 

[Refer to page 1]. How does this story start? 

[pause, wait for answer] Where do you think 

they (characters) are? [pause, wait for 

response] What time do you think it is? 

[pause, wait for response] So, to say when and 

where, you could say … [pause, wait for 

response” if they don’t, give an example: 

“One morning, the girl and the mom were at 

the house.”] That tells us when and where 

(setting).  Now, you tell me how to start the 

story… 

Meaning Components 

• Character 

Information 

We also need to know about the people or 

animals in the story.  They are called the 

characters.  Good story-tellers name the 

people/animals and say what they look like.  

So, what should you say about the 

people/animals? [What their names are and 

what they look like.]  

Example Components 

• Character 

Information 

Let’s think about the characters in this story.  

What do they look like? [pause, wait for 

response] What shall we name the girl and the 

mother? [pause, wait for response] So you 



   
 

 80 

could say, “ Lucy the girl and Sally the 

mother were talking.” [pause, wait for 

response] You can also tell what they look 

like.  For example, you could say, “Sally 

looks old or has brown hair.  Who would that 

describe? [pause, wait for response] Yes, the 

mom.  What could you say about the girl? 

[pause, let the child name and describe the 

characters e.g., she looks like a boy or has 

short hair and a striped shirt] 

Meaning Components 

• Temporal Order 

• Causal Relationships 

 

When we tell stories, we also want to talk 

about what happened first, second, and last 

(Order) and why things happened (Causal 

Relationships).  This is important because it 

helps people understand the order of the story 

(Order) and the reason(s) the characters did 

what they did (Causal Relationships).  

Transcendence Components 

• Temporal Order 

• Causal Relationships 

What would happen if you told the story 

backwards or out of order? [Help the child 

state that it would be hard to know what 

happened whe; or that it would be hard to 

know why it happened] So, at the beginning 

of the story, first they were … [help the child 

describe], then [turn the page and help the 

child describe]. So we use words like first, 

next, last and then to describe what happened 

(Order) and why it happened (Causal 

Relationships).  [Help the child explain and 

use order and causal relationships.] 

Example Components 

• Setting 

So, let’s tell a story that has the parts that we 

just talked about.  [Help the child with setting, 
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• Character 

Information 

• Temporal Order 

• Causal Relationships 

characters, temporal order and causality by 

asking questions]. Example: “ One morning, 

Sally the mother and Lucy the girl were 

standing at the door in their house.  Sally was 

old and Sally wore a dress.  Lucy has a shirt 

with stripes.  She had a ship/boat and started 

walking to school.  She tripped on a rock and 

fell in the mud. The ship broke and she was 

sad and dirty.” In this story you remembered 

to tell me … the names, what they looked 

like, what the problem was, how Sally felt 

about it and what happened and why it 

happened] 

Summary Components So, always remember to name the people or 

animals, to tell something about them, to tell 

where they are, to tell what happens, when 

things happen, and why things happen.  

Where were the mom and the girl? [pause, 

wait for response … assist if necessary]  What 

did we say about the characters? [Pause, wait 

for response; assist if necessary].  What 

happened first?  Then what happened next?  

Then what happened after that? [pause, wait 

for response; assist if necessary] And why did 

the she leave? Why did the girl go to school? 

[pause, wait for response] 

It’s important to include these things because 

they tell us about the world the characters live 

in (Setting), the characters’ names and also 

what happens to them (Order) and the reasons 

the characters did what they did (Causal 
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Relationships).  Tell me what we should put 

in our story again. [pause, wait for response]  

We should include the names, where the 

characters are, what they look like, what 

happens, when it happens and why it happens. 

Intentionality  Episode Structure Good work. Now let’s talk about some more 

parts of the story.  You are becoming a good 

story-teller.  

Intentionality  Episode Structure 

• Initiating Event 

• Internal Response 

• Attempt/Action 

•Consequence/Solution 

• Reaction 

[Show the child “Shipwreck” picture 

sequence]  Good story-teller always say what 

the problem (Initiating Event) is and how the 

characters feel about the problem (Internal 

Response).  In the middle of the story, they 

talk about what the characters do 

(Action/Attempt).  At the end of the story, 

they talk about how the problem got fixed 

(Consequence/Solution) and how happy the 

characters are at the end (Reaction).  

Meaning  Do you remember why I want you to tell good 

stories? [pause, wait for response; 

expand/assist on what the child says: It is 

important to be able to tell good stories in 

school with your teachers and friends.  So, 

learning to tell good stories helps you 

communicate better and helps you do better in 

school for when you are reading and writing. 

Intentionality Episode Structure Now, let’s talk about the different parts that 

need to be in a story. 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Initiating Event 

When people tell stories, they say what went 

wrong.  This is called the problem [pause, 

wait for response]. So, what do we need to 
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include in the story?  (Problem .. pause, wait 

for response). 

Example Episode Structure 

• Initiating Event 

(Problem) 

[Refer to page 1 of “Shipwreck.”]  What goes 

wrong here? [pause, wait for response] [Turn 

the page] What do you think caused the 

problem (Initiating Event)?  [Pause, wait for 

response] So, to include the problem you 

would say … [pause, wait for response; if 

they do not reply, then give an example: “One 

morning, the girl Lucy was walking to school 

and she fell in the mud. ”]  That tells us what 

went wrong (she fell and her project – ship 

broke, got muddy, ripped).”  [Help the child 

explain and use initiating event or problem]. 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Internal Response 

After the problem (Initiating Event), we talk 

about how the character feels (Internal 

Response).  That is important because it 

makes the story interesting and helps us 

understand the characters. 

Example Episode Structure 

• Internal Response 

[Refer to 5-sequence] What happens to the 

girl here? [pause, wait for response]  Yes, she 

is walking to school and she falls/trips on a 

rock and gets dirty.   What does she (Lucy) 

do?  [pause, wait for response]  … She 

decides to go to school and fix the boat … and 

then what happens?  [Pause, wait for 

response]  Then what happens is that the 

teacher (Ms. Garcia) sees her and tells her 

what a great project she has. Does the teacher 

know what happened to the ship? No, not 

really but Lucy tells her what happened. 
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[Repeate what happened]. So now the teacher 

knows how the ship got dirty.  She was 

walking to school and fell on a rock into the 

mud. Did the teacher know this?   (No!)  That 

is why Lucy the girl had to tell the teacher 

what the problem or what went wrong in the 

story.  So, Lucy was sad but then decided to 

go to school anyway.  Is she happy about that?  

(No1)  How does she feel?  [sad or mad or 

unhappy]  Yes, Lucy the girl is sad because 

she fell and her ship is broken.  

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Attempt/Action 

After we talk about how the characters feel, 

we talk about what they do.  What should we 

talk about?  We should talk about what the 

characters are going to do (Attempt/Action) 

Example Episode Strcture 

• Attempt/Action 

[Refer to page 8] What does the girl do? 

[pause, wait for response; if the child does not 

respond, give an example: “She goes to school 

to find the teacher, Ms. Garcia to tell her what 

happened.  The teacher gives her some tape 

and some crayons to fix the ship.  [Provide 

examples for the other new characters/animals 

in the story and discuss their names, 

description, etc].  [Help the child explain and 

use attempts on the next picture].  “That is 

right, she does not go home to her mother but 

she goes to school to fix the problem. “ 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• 

Consequence/Solution 

So, stories have a problem, characters do 

things, then the problem gets fixed.  In a good 

story, the problem gets fixed.  What happens 

to the problem? [pause and wait for response 
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… It gets fixed].   

Example Episode Structure 

• 

Consequence/Solution 

[Refer to story sequence of “Shipwreck.” 

What is the problem?  [The girl Lucy fell and 

her ship broke, got ruined, ripped]. What 

happens after the girl goes to school and talks 

to her teacher? [Her teacher finds her and 

helps her fix the boat]. Yes, that is right … 

She finds her teacher, Ms. Garcia and that 

means the problem is fixed when they fix the 

boat.  So, in good stories, the problem is 

fixed.  So, what happens to the problem in the 

story?  [pause, wait for response]  The 

problem in a story should get fixed or they 

should be able to solve the problem 

(Consequence/Solution). 

Meaning Episode Structure 

• Reaction 

When a problem gets fixed, the characters are 

happy.  This usually happens towards the end 

of the story.  How do the characters feel when 

the problem gets fixed?  [pause, wait for 

response]  They are happy (Reaction). 

Example Episode Structure 

• Reaction 

[Refer to back to story sequence, 

“Shipwreck.” How did the story end? [Pause, 

wait for response; if they don’t have or give 

an example: “What happens at the end? The 

girl goes to school and fixes the boat and her 

teacher is there to help her and listen to her 

story about what happened.”  “Do you think 

they were happy?”  [pause, wait for response]  

How would you feel, why?  [pause, wait for 

response] [Help the child explain and use 

Reaction]. 
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Summary Episode Structure 

 

Stories include the Problem, the way 

characters feel about them, what they do to try 

to solve them, how the problem gets fixed, 

and how they feel at the end.  Why is this 

important?  [pause, wait for response; if they 

do not provide an example: “This is important 

because it helps your friends understand your 

story and helps you do better in school.”]  So, 

I want you to tell me this story again with all 

of these parts [Have the child use his hand and 

fingers to remember the story parts.  The hand 

represents the WHOLE story and each finger 

symbolizes a story component]. [Child will 

then tell the five-picture sequence story again 

and assist in helping the child tell a story with 

a complete episode, if necessary]  Allow child 

to retell the story.   
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Appendix E. Narrative Assessment Protocol-Spanish (NAP-S) – Short Form 
 

NAP-Spanish Items Frequency Examples 
Sentence Structure/Estructura de la 
oracíon                

Note: Count even if not unique usage 

Complex Sentence/Oracíon compleja 0 1 2 3 El niño está buscando la raña porque 
quería ser su amigo. 

 
Modifiers /Modificadores                       Note: Count only unique usages.   

Ex. ‘rápidamente’ produced twice is only counted once.  
Adverb/Adverbio 0 1 2 3 Abajo, acá, adentro, alla , aquí, arriba, 

así, cerca, después, luego, más , 
tambíen, ya. 

 
Nouns/Nombres Note: Count only unique usages.   

Ex. ‘ranas’ produced five times is only counted once.  
Noun + modifier 
agreement/Concordancia sustantivo 
+ modificador 

0 1 2 3 El perro venía sucio. 

 
Clitic + noun agreement/ 
Concordancia clítico + sustantivo 

0 1 2 3 Lo encontró (el sapo). 
La atrapó (la raña). 

 
Verbs/Verbios Note: Count only unique usages.   

Ex. ‘fue’ produced five times is only counted once.  
Auxiliary verb + main verb/Auxiliar 
+ verbo 

0 1 2 3 Está regañando.  
Andaba abrazando. 

Copula ‘be’ verb/ 0 1 2 3 Estaba en el bote.  
Es fuerte. 

Irregular past tense verb/ Pretérito 
irregular 

0 1 2 3 Anduvo. 
Dijo. 
Hizo. 

Regular imperfect/imperfecto regular 0 1 2 3 Buscaban. 
Estaba. 
Llamaba. 

Tier-two verbs/Verbos de nivel dos. 0 1 2 3 Atrapar (más preciso que agarrar). 
Espantar (más preciso que asustar). 
Acompañar, alistar, arrimar, cazar, 
confrimar, destruir, encajar, escapar, 
explorar, hallar, lanzar, lidiar, 
sorprender, trepar. 

Transitive verbs/ verbos transitivos 0 1 2 3 Agarró la rana. 
El encontró una rana.  
Estan llevando una cubeta.  

 
Note: The Narrative Assessment Protocol-Spanish adaptation used with permission from the 
author(s): B.K. Gorman, Zuniga, & Fiestas (2011).  
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Appendix F. Narrative Assessment Protocol-English (NAP) – Short Form 
 

NAP Items Frequency Examples 

Sentence Structure 

Complex Sentence 0 1 2 3 That boy who hit me is mean. 
 

Negative Sentence 0 1 2 3 The frog can’t go there. 
      

Phrase Structure 

Elaborate noun phrase 0 1 2 3 The little dog saw the frog. 
 

Prepositional phrase 0 1 2 3 The boy looked in his boat. 
 

Modifiers 

Advanced modifier 0 1 2 3 The frog was in the filthy water. 

Nouns 

Pluralized noun 0 1 2 3 The five frogs got in.  
 

Tier-two noun 0 1 2 3 She was the doe (deer) in the woods.  

Verbs 

Auxiliary verb + main verb 0 
 
1 2 3 The boy is yelling at the frog. 

 

Copula ‘be’ verb + 0 1 2 3 The frog was here. 
 

Irregular past tense verb 0 1 2 3 The dog fell. 
 

Regular past tense verb 0 1 2 3 The dog walked.  
 

Tier-two verb 0 1 2 3 The frog whirled around.  
Note: Used with permission by the author(s): L. M. Justice, K. Pence, R. Bowles, & C. 
Gosse (2010). 
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