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An intervention which targeted threeand fouryear2 f R OKAf RNBy Qa 2NI} f f |
developed for this study. The intervention was run over twiaekly sessiondor ten

weeks Incorporatinggood Early Yeagzactice, the first session in the week wagraup

shared storybook reading session witpw@ppet, where dialogic discussion took place and

the children practised sequencing the story using visual prompts. The second weekly

session consisted of plaimyg, acting out and reviewing@anned pretend play episode

based on the storybook whichwaSt R Ay GKFI G 6SS1Qa FANBRIG aSaa

Ninety-four children were randomly assigned to a control or treatment group and were
tested at pre and posttest on a battery of vocabulary and narrative assessmente

results of a Randomised Control Trial wereipes in favour of the intervention.The most
important of these results wasdatisticallysignificant effect on theeceptivevocabularyof

the children in the treatment group, with largeeffect size as measured by the
standardiseBritish Picture ¥cabulary Scalg®unnet al,, 1997) There was also a
significant effect omproductive vocabularyas measured bg Researchebesigned
Vocabulary TegRDVT) This test was devised for the purpose of this study, testing one
word vocabulary, taken dir¢ly from the storybooks in the intervention. As this is not a
norm-referenced, standardised test, caution is advisable in the interpretation of this result

A further positive effect concerned the narrative skills of the children in the treatment
group,when compared to the children in a control grogphe Mean Length of Utterance
(MLU)score wa higher in the treatment groupyith a medium effect size

By examining the intervention by Randomised Control Trial, this study responds to the call

from Lillad et al (2013) for more experimental research on pretend play and narrafives
acknowledgement of the role of the adult in the intervention coupled wité positive

STFSOU 2y GKS OKAfRNBYQa a[! YR NBOSLIIAGS ¢
further developmenthas the potential to be used as a Professional Developmentdool

supporting language development in the Early Years in the UK, in the future.
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CHAPTER ONMENTRODUCTION

Being literateempowerschildren to become adulteho can function in society in a
meaningful wayDickinsoret al.,, 2010; Justice, Mashburn, Pence, & Wiggins, 2E8)y
intervention in literacy development is crucial and has proved successful in having a long
GSN)XY AYLI Ol =hanc€sirottddma yNOtBrowh, HanB&nMorgan, 2005;
Shanahan & Lonigan, 2011). In particular, younger children benefit from oral language
interventions contaimgtalk and narrative, which can improve their reading later in life
(Aram, 2006; BowyeCraneet al.,, 2008; Landry & Smith, 20@&ergen, 2013) Dialogic
discussiorwhichtakes place during storybook reading can developamtextualised
fIy3dz3S o/ 28yS3z {AYY2yazI YIYSQWMimthust&s {G22f
Zevenbergen, 1999). Vocabulary anfiérence training can also improve oral
comprehension, vocabulary and sentence repetition in young childi#mEnglish as an
additional languagé€Dockrell, Stuart, & King, 2010). If thdiseracy compeencies are not

supported, young children can experience-faaching difficulties later in life.

This chaptepresentsarationale forastudywhichl A Y& (2 adzLJJ2 NI OKAf RNB
development, specifically their oral languagen examinationd LJ22 f A 08 2y OKAf RN
language development in the ong withl KS a i dzRé Qa 02y OSLJidzr £ dzy R
aimsare discussed It very briefly describes the interventiovhichwasdevelopedfor the

studyc[ S (0 Q &nd Ksts thg aims for both thstudy and the intervention.

This thesizomprisessixchapters:
1 Chapter Ongoresents the background and rationale for the study with a description
of the policy context for oral language development in the early years in the UK.
1 Chapter Twooffers a iterature review for the studydiscussing the theoretical
modelswhichunderpin oral language development; specifically vocabulary and
narrative It also examines the empirical reseamghichhas been carried out on oral

language development in the Eaiars to date.
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f Chapter Threalescribes thelevelopment of the interventiofi S (i Q.alt owtlinds {
its theoretical foundation, a timetable of developmertg principles, aims,
components, materials and outcomes.

1 Chapter Fourdentifies the methodologial approachexplicates the research design
and lists the research questions (Sectiof) 41t also discusses the validity and
reliability of the study, its ethical considerations and delineates any methodological
limitations.

1 Chapter Fiveresents the dea analysis and findings of the sty@nswering
Research Questions one $ox

1 Chapter Sipresents the discussion of the findings light of the Literature Review

contained in Chapter Twand offers concluding remarks about the study

1.1 BackgrounfPersonal Interest

As a former Primary Teacher and having previously studied an MSc in Child Development

YR 9RdzOFGA2Y F20dzaAy3d 2y SYSNHSyG tAGSNI Oex
development. The focus on language development in particatase out of azoungfamily

member having language difficulties duegmnd malseizuresvhenaged two andh half

@S N&RO® ¢tKAd OKAfRQAa ¢2NJAYy3a YSY2NE FyR KSNJ
affected, so | was curious to explore the backgrouhthoguage developmenin order to

understand her needs and to help in whatever way | could. When | began reading on the

subject of oral language development, it appeared that there was a paucity of experimental
intervention research on narrative develmgnt particularly This led me to the study

described in this thesis.

1.2 Rationale

EarlyChildhood Education and Childcaneghe UK constitutes educatiomhichis aimed at
children from birth to eight years olDepartment for Education, 2012yor the purposes of
this thesis, unless otherwise specified, the early years will refer to children who live in
England, who are aged between birth and five yeuans attend Early Education settings,

including childminders, preschools and nurseries and who are taught using a framework
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entitled the Early Years Foundation Sta@e'FS). The childretno were recruited for the

current study were a subsample of this group, children aged three and four years.

Even though there has been some concentration of effort on oral language development
policy in recent years, especially with respect to children in the Early {@epartment for
Children Schools and Famili@g®09; Deprtment for Education2012) evidencesuggests
that, in the UKyoung childrenncreasingly move to primary school from preschool with less
than sufficient oral language skills. Approximately 7% of five year olds entering primary
school in England (4@0 children) in 2007 had significant difficulties with speech and/or
languaggBercow, 2008; Lindsay, Dockrell, Desforges, Law, & Peacey, 2010; Lindsay,
Dockrell, & Strand, 200. The current requisite age fahildren to enterformal
schoolingprimary school irenglandsno later than the termmmediatelyafter their fifth
birthday. This can put pressure on children to fhifgjh expectationsn terms ofliteracy

and numeacy that go along with this transition. One of thesgectationamight be related
02 GKS OKAf R Q@mahyEyrabdataidhcotntidsf tHere areme-requisite
fIy3dz-3S tS@Sta F2NJ OKAf RNBYy Qa SyldtedBanian 2 LINRK Y
England, e.g. Germany aAdistriag six yearsBulgaria¢ sevenyeary. If children are not
achieving at this leveas denoted by an assessment carried out in presclibeh they are
often transferral to a prepreparatoryclasswhich can support their language development
and enable them to transition more smoothly to formal schooting following year This
pre-preparatory class is often integrated within the primary schaiiis decisiomo defer

the child for another yeais usualy consultative in nature anthkkenby a multidisciplinary
team including, for example, ECEC settings, primary scipsgishologisteind after
conferralg A 1 K GKS OKAfRQ&a LI NBydao

Thisassessment of linguistic school readinessot necessarilya straghtforward solution
for the UK, ad presupposes thathe staff/practitioners have the necessary skills to
diagnose a difficulty in the first pla@ndindeedthe skillsand re®urcesto support that
deficiency when it igdentified. However, perhaps terventions, such as that which is
described in the current stuggould support prationers and, in turn, preschool children

to become more linguistically ready for what is currently the legal entry for transition to
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primary schooln EnglandEuropean Commission/EACEA/Eurydice/Batp2014;
European Union, 2014)

Narrative and vocabulary development can increase exponentially between the ages of

three and five yearéBowyerCrane et al., 2008; Fricke, Bowa@rane, Haley, Hulme, &

Snowling, 2013) With a significant proportion of children entering primary school with

lower language skills, it is@asonable to assume that there is a gap between the potential of

OKAf RNByQa fFy3dza 3S RS@St2LIYSyd Ay (GKS SI NI @&

achieving by the time they attend primary school.

A somewhat limited focus on oral language developmeriarly Childhood Education is
mirrored by the lack oéxperimentakesearch on interventions conducted on narrative
development in children in the Foundation Stage in the(Alien, 2011; Bercow, 2008)his
crucial stage of development is being neglected. If this lack of focus persists, it could lead to
children experiencindifficultiesin their literacy levels later in life. Therefore, research is
needed to investigate the support of narrative and vocabulary development in the early

years.

1.2.1 Policy on Oral Language in the UK

Oral language development has been observable urcational policies to some extent in
the UK. For example, in response to the Special Educational Needs Gree(2Pafpethe
Department for Education commissioned tkarlyLanguageDevelopmenProgramme
(ELDPin 2012. Thecharityl Cart is spearheaihgthe challengeto develophubsof early
languageexpertisein 485 earlyyearssettingsacrosshe UK. Thisprogrammecouldbe
beneficialto youngO K A f Rrilfng@gedevelopment. However this cannotbe the case
for all children,as,unfortunately, the target populationfor this programmecontainsonly
childrenlessthan three yearsold in disadvantagedareas. Thislimited target population

overlooksa sizeableproportion of childrenin the earlyyearswho are agedthree, four and

! This charity promotes communication and language and highlights the problems children face in
communicating. It works with children who are experiencing speechi@anguage difficulties
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five years. The ELDRs omitting childrenat the very ageat whichnarrativeandvocabulary

developmentexperiences substantialand rapidincrease(Aram,2006;McPherson2002)

The extensionof free preschoolplacesto childrenundertwo yearsold wasa stepin the
rightdirectionfor OK A f Rdv@opraeat. Howeer, asit stands(2015, provisionis still
limited to childrenfrom disadvantagd backgrounds. Thereis currentlya shortageof ECEE
placesfor childrenin the UK. Asthe numberof childrenlivingin the UKunder sixyearsold
isexpectedto grow by 4%by the year2030andthe majority of youngchildren(0-3 years)
are currently caredfor out of the home,anincreasen practitionersin ECE@ all socic
economicgroupsis needed with practitionersbeingequippedwith all the necessargkills
to developandsupportO K A f RahgBageEaropean
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurosgdi]14)

We knowthat a highquality early yearssettinghasa positiveimpacton O K A f RuBnyes a
(Sammongt al., 2002;Sylveaet al., 2004;Sylvaet al., 2014;Matherset al., 2011;Matherset

al., 2007) Partof that High-qualityCls the workforcethat is deliveringearlyyearseducation

to children. More specificallyhighertrained workforcescanhavea positiveeffect on

OK A f RagdtiyeQuicomesand socialand emotionaldevelopment(Bauchmiilleet al.,
2014;Sylveet al., 2004) Bawhmullerand colleagueg2014)foundin their correlational
studyof quality in earlyeducationprovisionin Denmarkthat, alongwith other indicatorsof
guality, suchasthe staff-child ratio, anincreasen trained staffimplied anincreasen

OK A f RtAlBayddescoresin awritten Danishexaminaton at the end of Primaryschool
(Bauchmiilleet al., 2014) EventhoughBauchmulleret al concedethat the correlations

were modest,there wasa link betweenthe presenceof trainedstaffandOK A f RNB Yy Q&

outcomes.

Furthermore the ERPEstudyfound that not only wasthe staff beingtrainedimportant, but
the levelof thosequalificationshadan effecton O K A f Rdddenii@dtcomes For

examplethe higherthe academiayjualificationthe staff membershad, the better the

*ECEG, Early Childhood Education & Care
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outcomeswere for childrenin pre-readingand socialdevelopmentat agefive, particularly
when the managerof that settingwashighlyqualified(Sylvaet al., 2004) Eventhe
praditionerswho were lower qudified were better at supportingO K A f Reai@ngwhan
workingwith someonewho washigherqualified(Sammongt al., 2002) Nutbrown (2012)
suggestshat just ensuringthe practitionershavethe qualificationitself doesnot suffice In
her reviewof quality in the earlyyears,she found that the quality of the teachirg and
learningamongthe providersof the trainingwasof a veryvariedstandard. However,she
recommendedhat all staff in earlyyearseducationshouldindeedhavea minimum
qualificgion (Level3 NVQ by 2022 and,moreover, that this training be universally

providedandvalidatedfrequently.

Thereare veryfew countrieswhichhavea minimumacademiaqualificationfor workersin
earlyeducationand childcare. TheUKdoesnot currenty havea minimumacademic
gualificationfor entry to the occupation. Whencomparedwith Icelandfor example where
the minimumqualificationfor workingin early educationis a MastersDegree the UKfalls
short. Childmindersvho look after childrenoutside of earlyeducationsettingsare only
requiredonlyto havetrainingin first aid, healthand safety,and homecbasedchildcare
businesdraining,of a non-specifiedduration. Neitheristhere aminimumacademic
gualificationfor the managemenbf ECE settings. Leadersn ECE@ the UKare only
requiredto havetwo & S | eXferi@nceandno headshiptraining. If childrendo not have
accesso the mostqualifiedstaffs,their languagedevelopmentcansuffer. Theamountof
teacherlanguageijts semantic content, diversity,complexityand overallinteractionwith
children canbe affectedby the settingin whichthey are working (Dickirson,Hofer,Barnes,
& Grifenhagen2014)

Arecentstudyconducted in the USA highlights this very point. Peddttil (2014) found

that experience in language and literacy in ECEC results in greater gains in decoding, spelling

and comprehensionint G SNJ @ SF NAE® . NBPYFSYONBYYSNI I YR a2 N
suggests that there are four crucial aresisichneed to be interacting in order to have an

AYLI OG 2y | OKAfRQa RSOSt2LIVSyfprotessINEOS&aazx 02

incorporates althe interactions the child has with his/her peers, materials and concepts.
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Thecontextincludes the content, th@ersonfocuses on the individual child and his/her

potential and lastly, thetime is represented by the hours spent in language learninger Af
SEFYAYAYy3 ywm SRdzOét di fauNdtitat onINI0WD dif th&t&aEhing diy wasi G A
dedicated to language activities in preschool classrooms. It is pogsbléhe observations

were only taken on one daythat more language teaching was ta§ place overall in the

setting. However, the opposite could have been happening too, as perhaps the setting

increased the level of language teaching on that particular occasion, to give the impression

that their level of language teachingwas higbet St I G GA > t Al adl X .wdzaidAi o
If this study can be generalised in the USA, then it can be suggested that similar levels of

language teaching might be occurring in early years settings in the UK.

Therangeof different staff qualificationsin ECE@h the UK the variedquality of those
qualificationsandthe lackof leadershipexperiencejs sureto haveanimpacton OK A f RNB y Q &
development(SylvaMelhuish,SammonsSiraj,& Taggart2014) Perhapswith the varying
gualificationswhich early educationstaff currently possessthere is alsoa casefor more
rigorousprofessionablevelopmentand supportfor staff with interventionssuchasthe one

describedn the current study, which could,in turn, havea positiveeffect on the quality of

provisionof childcareandindeedO K A f Rdddepii@dtcomes(Nutbrown,2012

Sammongt al., 2002,2011)

g [201f 1 dziK2NAGe € S@St (22 Ay GKS !''YsS GKSN
development. For example, there are problems with the definition of what constitutes a

speech, language and/or communication deficie(lcgw, Boyle, Harris, Harkness, & Nye,

1998; Lindsay et al., 2010)indsat al (2010) highlighted this in their examination of six

Local Authorities and their correspohd/ 3 t NA Y| NBE / ' NB ¢NHz 1aQ (NS
Speech, Language and Communication Needs. A lack of agreement emerged in their study
between: a) education providers, whose main foagson the impending needs of any of

the children in their careandb) Speech and Language Therapists and their corresponding

leaders in the Local Authorities and Primary Care Trusts, whose primary focus was on the
diagnosis and treatmerdnly of the children with whom they aae into contact. A lack of

consistency in ta definition of need could mean that children with communication needs
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are not being targeted, as they are outside the remit of the Local Authority or Primary Care

Trust area in which they residBurden, Stott, Forge, & Goodyer, 1996; Lindsay et al., 2010)

Lastly,according to the reviseBarly Years Foundation Sta@eyFS) guidelines, there is now

a statutory requirement for formative assessment to take place when the chilged a

between 24 and 36 month@®epartment for Education, 2012Settings thus have an

opportunity to identify and work with children who may be experiencinfjalifties in oral

language development. They then have an opportunitytbr@ 8 Sda GKS OKAf RNBY
before primary schogbnce theirEarly Learning Profileas been completed at the age of

five yearqdDepartment for Education, 201.2However, as the extra support offered under

the ELDP will only target childremderthree years of age, the formative and summative
assessments will have been completed/@in and some children will inevitably lose out in
settingswhichmay not have the personnel with the requisite skitioffer them learning

support(Nutbrown, 2012.

1.2.2 Current Provision of Oral Language Support in the Early Years
dLanguage programmes are the most common support measures for children with
additional needé Ay  HukKofearlCommissio/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurosta?014:144).
However the emphasisn languageprogrammedendsto be on migrantsand childrenwho
haveEnglisrasan AdditionalLanguagerather than the official languageof instruction.
Northernlrelandhasa developmentalprogramme for childrenwho are two yearsold,
whichaimsto supportandenhancetheir languageskills. However the other three
countriesof the UKdo not havethe samepreventativepractices. In addition,there isno
requirementfor trainingfor thoselookingafter childrenwith additionalneedsin ECEC.
Thesechildren¢ who couldhavelanguagdifficulties ¢ couldbe losingout on chancedor

languagesupport(EuropeanCommissia/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurost&014).

There has been some support in relation to thelementation of the reviseéarly Years

Foundation Stagewith the production ofdocuments such aSevelopment Mattereing
produced(Moylett & Stewart, 201D Ly NBflFGA2Y (2 adzll2 NI Ay 3
development, an exploratory documewntas published by the0052010 Gvernment:
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Every Child a Talk@Department for Children Schtsoand Families, 2009)This doument

describeda threeyear rolling programmgestablished and funded by the DCSF to increase

LINF OGAGA2YSNBQ a{iAfta YR G2 NIAAS LI NBydlf
AYy>S GKSAN OKA f RINBSYWED t | 9/1F@K IRLS RBAASI QA  LINE I NI
Early Language Lead Practitioner (ELLP). These practitioners had responsibility for focusing

on programmesvhichadvanced the skills and development of language in the children in

their early educatiorsetting. Every Child a Talkeontainedanecdotal evidence of the
LINE2SO0Ga GKFG 6SNB 62NJ Ay3 Z0e8/9AENddthBughhe OK A £ R N
anecdotal evidence regarding these programmes was favourable, specifically in relation to

the invdvement of fathers, their focus was narrow (on vocabulary mostly) and once again

the crucial element of narrative was neglected. Also, as the programmes were time

constrained, longeterm evidence of their effectivenesgaslacking. Neithewasit clear

whetheror notthey were continued, following the publication of the document. Certainly,

it was evident, when Allen conducted his review of early intervention, that none of the
programmes irEvery Child a Talkerere included, as they had not been eated by RCT

or at least two quasexperimental studiegAllen, 2011)

The appantment of Early Years Consultants at Local Authority level has helped to support
staff in relation to implementation of the revised EYFS. However, these consultants need
input from current researchio enable them to offer practitioners ujp-date guidane, on
going support and mentoring of the EYFS and, in particular, its language component
(Department for Children, Schools and Families 2010; Juedtatle2008; Nutbrown 2012;
Lindsay & Dockrell 2008)

Obviously, budgetary constraints within the currestonomic climate dictate that all

children under five could not be targeted in ELDP, but there is a need to address the oral
language needs of children in Foundation Stage. If children do not receive help at this
critical developmental stage in oral larage, their literacy can suffer in later lifElfer,
Goldschmied, & Selleck, 2003)

¥ Randomised Controlled Trial
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1.2.3 Increasing the Lifehances of Young Children

Supporha Y3 OKAf RNByQa fAGSNI O& RSOSt 2dnni&ey i |
and have a longerm impact on their lives, enabling them to become adults who can
function in society in a meaningful w@jutbrownet al. 2005; Shanahan & Lonigan 2010;
Bercow 2008) Thereis currentlya shortageof ECE@lacesfor childrenEuropewide
(includingthe UK).Onlyeight countries(not includingthe UK)guaranteea placefor each
child after birth until they goto school,for example Finland, Swederand Norway
(EuropearCommission/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurosgdi14) Inthesecountries eventhough
parentscontributeto childcarecostsuntil the child goesto schoolthe governmentstill
guaranteeshem aplaceat an earlyyearssetting. Thesechildrenare spendingongerin
ECE@ndthis favourablyaffectstheir readingscoresonthe 09 / 5 F1%A Themostrecent
PISAdataavailablefor the UKisin Mathematics where the childrenwho had attendedECEC
outperformedtheir colleaguesdy 35.5points, whichis the equivalentof a child having
attendedschoolfor ayear(EuropeanCommission/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurosgiil4) Wecan
only surmisethat perhgosthere would be similarfindingsfor literacyfor childrenin the UK.
Forexample,if thesechildrenattended ECE@t ayoungerageasa matter of course,when
their vocabularywasdeveloping they could potentially accessew and novelwordsor
analyicaltalk with whichthey might perhapsnot comeinto contactotherwisein their
homelives(Dickinsoret al., 2014) Ninety-sevenpercentof childrenbetweenthe ageof
four yearsandstartingschoolattendedECE@ 2011in the UK Thisisalargenumberof
childrenat this age whoselanguagedevelopmentshoud be supportedin ECEC.

For younger children, the bedrock of literacy is oral language. It lays the foundations for
later literacy, along with other lifskills such snumeracy and social and emotional well
being(Kamhi, 2007) Previous research indicates that younger children benefit from oral
language interventions contamg talk and narrative which can improve their reading ftate
in life (Landry & Smith 2006; Bowy&raneet al. 2008; Al Otaiba & Fuchs 2006Jocabulary
and inference trainingan also improve oral comprehension, vocabulary and sentence

repetition in young childremvith English as an adwnal languagdDockrell, Stuart, & K@)

* Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
®The Programme for International Student Assessment
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2010) More generally, oral language skills at three years of age are directly related to
comprehensive language ability at 54 mon{hBCHD Early Child Care Research Network,
2005)

There is, therefore, a need for the trial of an interventishichincorporatesoral language
methodologies that are appropriate for young childregaaly and activitypbasedlearning)

GKIFG OFy &adzldl2 NI OKA f RNE yitxdly, igfoddh dractice infodtazl 3 S
future (Howeset al. 2008; Bond & Wasik 2009; Nutbrown 2012)

1.2.4 The Current Study
In this study, aintervention that supports narrative and vocabulary development in
children aged threerad four years was developed and its effectiveness was tested by a

Randomised Contrigd Trial.

The study targets children early in their language developmgeitaged three to four years

¢ in the areas of narrative (stometelling) and vocabulary devgdment in the critical years

just before they enter primary school. Berc¢2008)stated that, for children,

communication was crucial. Early identification and intervention are essgasisthere is an
inequity in the current systenas far as childrewith speech, language and communication
needs are concerned (Bercow, 2008). Bercow maintained that, if a child received help early,
he/she would have a better chance of tackling problems with his/her language development
and making progress. Studigisowthat targeted literacy interventions have had large

effects on preschool childrer{Aram, 2006; Chambers, Chamberlain, Hurley, & Slavin, 2001;
Justice & Ezell, 2004; Justice, McGinty, Cabdl|day, 2010; Justice & Pence, 2008pr
example, a integrated curriculumCuriosity Cornexyas trialled with children in 27 pre

school settings in a low income area in New Jersey, USA, to improve their oral language skills
(Chamberst al.,, 2001) The expressive abilities of children aged three years in the sample
were significantly higher than the children in the matched control group. Research has also
shown that introducing oral language interventions to children at a young age can influence
their reading abilities later in lif@Muter et al. 2004; Burngt al. 1999; Snowlingt al. 2011)

BowyerCraneet al, in their study on the improvement of language and literacy skills via
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phonology versus oral language, concluded that an oral language interventiore lsetoool
wasuseful in reducing the number of children with reading difficulties late(Bowyer
Craneet al., 2008)

Those who are not helped at an early stage in oral language development are at risk of
lower educational attainment, as they experience the krookeffect of having difficulty
accessing the curriculuCarloet al., 2004; Kieffer, 2008)For example, only 25% of

children with speech, laguage and communication deficiencies reach the accepted level of
EnglishRose, 2006) Children whose communication needs are not met at an early age risk
lower life outcomes due to not being able to contributdly socially or economical(yCAN,
2012; Rose, 2006)Language deficiencies can lead to mental health challenges and
behavioural problems, along with the risk of being bullied and socially exc{iaexk &
ContiRamsden, 2003; Lindsay et al., 200D)indsay and Dockrell (2007) recommended, in
this context, that speech, language and communication should be prioritised by all
chidrey Qa3 OSYUNBakSINIe &SINAR aSdaaay3aasz a Ad |
progress. Furthermore, WHOUNICEFand UNESC@lso list communication as one of the
ten core life skills any person should acquire. It is a fundamental human rigbtable to

communicate andt is this strong rationale that underpins the current study.

1.3 Aims of the Research

Thefirst aim of this studywasto delivera speciallydevelopedintervention, [ S Tdlkhich
addzLJLJ2 NIISR @&2dzy3 OKA foied iiaién-weidcHool termyh Ealdy 3 S
Years settingsThesecondaimwasto examinethe A y i S NJJ &fgctiversh &

puli
w»

conductinga RandomisedControlledTrial(RCT).Theintervention collatedgoodpractice
combiningthe two approachesf 1) groupsharedstorybookreadingwith a puppet, and2)
plannedpretend play episodesasedon the storybooks that were reado supportboth
OK A f Raddyla®@nd narrative (story-retelling) development.

® World Health Organisation
"United Nations CHRNBy Qa4 9 YSNHSy O& CdzyR
® United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
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Theaimsofthe[ S Tdkaterventionwere:

1. To support the development of vocabulam children in the Early Years

2. To support the development attory retellingin children in the Early Years

3.¢2 &dzZLLI2 NI OKAf RNByQa dzaS 2F ySé @20 6dzf |

4. ¢2 LINRPY20S OKATf RNBsyiiichdrawnlghfubge paiternd & Y | NNJI
stories

5 ¢2 FTLFrOATtAGFGS OKAfRNBYyQa Syecz2eyYSyid 2F fAa

turn to it in their play and learning

6. To encourage children to listen and respond orally to story

To enable children to plaand review their play

8.¢2 Syl otS OKAfRNBY (2 SELX2NB OKAt RNByQa
planned play

9. To deliverin 10 weeksan interventionwhichd dzLJLJ2 NJida OKAf RNBy Qa 2N

~

Thestudyaimsto contribute to the experimentalresearchiterature whichaddresseyoung
OK A f RrlBngEganeeds.

1.4 ResearchiQuestions
¢CKAZ adGdzRéQa 20SNI NOKAYy3I NBaSINDOK ljdSaiarzy ¢

U  Will an intervention involving planned pretend play and group shared
storybook reading have an effect on the orallguage outcomes of three to

five year old children in early years settings?

This can be further divided into the following sgbestions:

1. Will an intervention involving planned pretend play and group shared storybook
readinghave an effect on the narratv(storyretelling) of the children in the
treatment group, when compared to the children in a control group who complete
numeracy activities?

2. Will an intervention involving planned pretend play and group shared storybook
readinghave an effect on the vobailary (receptive and productive) of the children
in the treatment group, when compared to the children in a control group who
complete numeracy activities?

3. Will an intervention involving planned pretend play and group shared storybook
reading have an effg on the verbal ability of the children in the treatment group,
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when compared to the children in a control group who complete numeracy
activities?

4. Will an intervention involving planned pretend play and group shared storybook
reading have an effect on theerbal comprehension of the children in the treatment
group, when compared to the children in a control group who complete numeracy
activities?

5. Will an intervention involving planned pretend play and group shared storybook
reading have an effect on the neverbal outcomes of three to five year old children
in the treatment group, when compared to the children in a control group who
complete numeracy activities?

6. Will the intervention effect vary according to the demographic characteristics and

first languag use at home for each outcome?

1.5 ConceptuaFramework

Figurel.1 (p32) illustratesthe factorswhichwere consideredvhendevelopingthis
intervention. Theinterventionhasinteractionasits startingpoint. Thisinteractiontook
placebetweenthe researcher/adultandthe child, betweenthe child andthe intervention
material but alsobetweenthe childandother childrenin the group. Differencesn settings
and abilitieswithin the child couldaffectthe outcomesof the intervention. It was
important to ensurethat the interventionwasdevelopedwith materialswhichwere
supportedby researchandthat the aimswere addressedhdequatelythroughoutthe

Ay 0 S NI &yijibhedty/L@stly the intervention neededto be implementedand

evaluatedin a consistentmannersothat highstandardsof evidencecouldbe produced.

1.6 Chapter Summary

This chapter highlighted the rationale for the study and the backgroumdh supported
the development of an oral language intervention. It illustrated the concdgtaanework
underpinningthe study. The theory and researainichis implicit in the conceptual

framework will be addressed next in Chapter Two
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Figurel.1 Conceptual Framework: The development of an eviderzased intervention to develop young childrén a
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CHAPTER TWQLITERATURE REVIEWORAL LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT IN YOUNG CHILDREN

2.1 Introduction

This chapter firstly discusses the theoretical foundations on which the study was

based. ItintroducessaR RA &40dzaaSa GKS YI 22N GKS2NR &G a
language developmenthichare relevant to the study. These include Piaget,

Vygotsky, Bruner and Tomase{®annard, Klinger, & Tomasello, 2013; Bannard,

Lieven, & Tomasello, 2009; Bruner, 1983; Chomsky, 1988; KesslerP2ajt,

1959; Vygotsky, 1986)

The discussion of the theoretical literaturelgshow that the current studgnd in

turn, the intervention that was developedfd, have interaction as an underlying

principle This interaction can occur betweenildnen, but also between the adult

and any individual child, aralso between the child and thatervention materials

LG A& ' NBdzSR KSNB GKFd GKS | Rdz G KFra | @Al

developing.

¢KS | RdzZ 0 Qa Na ons of andenadignSap®\Rdeskal éhtronment

where language development can take place. When children are so young, i.e. in the
early years, the adult canot only provide the context where language

development can occur, but also the physical spacpiired. The adult provides the

time within which this can occuespecially in Early Childhood Education settings
thisincludes the actual duration of any intervention, their own time thahbe

given to supporting the child and the time intheclilld Rl @8kt AFS GKI G OF Yy
to language development. Enabling environments are very much promoted and
encouraged under the current Early Years Foundation Stage frameviick
practitionersshouldfollow in the early yearéDepartment for Education, 2012;
Evangelou, Sylva, Wild, Glenny, & Kyriacou, 2010; Moylett & Ste\Wag), 2
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As mentioned above, this interaction can also take place between the child and the
materials or resourcehichare presented to him/her. These resources might
include anythingvhichcan aid or supporii K S Qeiidudg& &vélopment, such as
props andstorybooks. In the current study, storybooks, props and a puppet were

used and the merits of these are discussed in the context of empigsaarch

The specific aspects onguage developmentwhichwere the focus of this study
were narrative (story retelling) and vocabulary development. These aspects are
explained in this chapter and their development is discussed in the context of the

researchwhichhas been carried out wityoung childrerio date.

2.1.1Literature Search Strategy

CANRGEEY GKS2NBGAOFf fAGSNI GdzZNB 61 a O2y adz
oral language development and tdfanm the intervention (Chapter Threg

Developing an Interventign Then, ging the British Education Index and ERIE,

literature search was limited to the timscale of 2002013 using key wordsvhich

included early education, storybook reading, pretend play, vocabulary, narrative,

evidence, RCT, experimental, oral languafjenore detailed list of these words is

contained in Appendig. The search was then widened to include any empirical

researchwhichwas conducted on narrative development in young children.

2.2Language Developmerg An Interactive Process

Theoretical prspectives regarding oral language development in young children
have tended to shift their focus from a concentration of activity within the ¢lad
an acknowledgement of the rolghichthe environmentand his/her interaction with
it plays in his/her dvelopment. Historically, the early childarnercentred
approaches included the biological approach of Chon€kypmsky, 1975nd the
stagetheory of Piage{Piaget, 1959)

/| K2yaleQa SINIeée GKS2NE 2y f Liyoddetodedm RSOSt 2 LJ

language, young children have to master its grammar and stru¢@inemsky,
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1975) His theory of linguistic nativism suggested that children have an innate ability
to learn these technicalities. Chomsky argued that this innate abilitynioersal
grammaras he termed it, is present in all children andd$ bound by culture or
nationality. He termed this particular language predisposition within the child, the

Learning Acquisition Device (LABhomsky, 1975)

/ K2 Y aLAl® wna a predomindy biological approachwhichsuggested that the
child acted as an individual. He did moiply that language is acquired by a genetic
formula, rather that the brain is prepecified or wired, to allow learning of language
to take placgChomsky, 1988; Jackendoff, 1997; Mameli & Bateson, 2006)

NHzy SNJ OKI f £t SyaSR / K2yaiewa [l y3dz3S ! Oljdza
OKAf RNByQa f I y3dzr 3S RS @Buine 1085 e acaeptel O dzf {0 dzNJ
that there were predispositions within the child to learn language, but that the
biological predisposition to speaind the cultwe within which the child operates,
could not actually be separated. He argued that the linguistic community organises
speech around the developing child, helping him/her to achieve what he/she needs
or desires. Language development, Bruner argued, monescontinuum from
communication to talkingBruner, 1983) The child learns to transform his
ccommunicative interd, usinglinguistic proceduresvhich makehis/her own
intentions clear and thosef others comprehensible (Bruner, 1983:10). For example,
quite soon after a child is born, nawutritive sucking transforms into something
whichil KS OKAf R OFy O2yiNRf F2NI Iy SYRI A®dSo (
first year is a social onevhichhas a sefpropelled readiness asperlyingon
transactionality with his/her environment and systemacity to aid his/her language
acquisition. For example, Bruner argued that, to begin with, a child is uninformed.
¢tKA& OFy f SI R tokiow som&hin@ Krhid nRed zalong ith ke
readiness to learn language &the foundation for a speech a@Bruner, 1981) The
negdiation with another, which holds the information that the child needss also

part of the speech act. For example, an adult can help the child to make his/her
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intentions clear and indicate to the child how what they say fits into the culture they

inhahkit. Bruner states that:

"mastering a languagehen, involves not only knowing how to string
together propositios, but also how to meet the conditions on the

appropriate making of utterancé¢Bruner, 1983: 158).

NHzy SNJ LINER LJ2 & SR (gK Acquisitiok Pevige|(l\®dact[ | y 3 dzl
operates within a Language Acquisition Support System (LASS) and that this is
necessary for the LAD to work properly. This LASS is a:

"system of fineduned responding that brings the child's efforts into
appropriatecontextualisaton to make a suitable inputto LAD (Bruner,

1983: 168)

¢tKS OKAfRQ& fl y3adza IS RSGSt2LIVSyd Aa 2LISNI G,
much dependent on the hearer/adult who monitors the development. This input

from adultswhoare(i KS OK A f iRt cdsksiddBryarkable, as a

parent/caregiver can give the child useful cues, but ones that are based on the

"updateable knowledge of the child's capabilitiéBruner, 1983: 168). This is where

the LAD, i.e. innate tendencies asquire languageoperatesin tandem with the

LASS. The innate system within the child, Bruner claims, needs to be pristdatie

same avith any other bodily desire. Thesaffoldingof the child, as Bruner termed

it, helps with the pragmatics ofyad dz- 3S 'y R A& | ONMHzOALl f | aLISC
development. In his approach, Bruner claimed that the adult plays an interactive

YR ONHzOALFf NRES Ay 0KBun®K®R3)h RQa I yIdad IS R

NHzy SND&a F20dza 2y GUKS GNIyal OlAznadt Ale 27
his/her language acquisitiomas also referred to by Sameroff (2003). It s this,
Sameroff claimed, that is visible as the child is developing. He argues that
interaction is notthen, simplyinteractionbut atransactionwhere one party (sually

the child) is changed by the actions of the other. He criticised the interactionist
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perspective and theorists such as Vygotsky for making the assumption that
interactionscan occur between the adult and child during which both parties remain
constant over time. He does not maintain that the relationship is unidirectional with
the child acting on his environment, or the environment influencing the child.
Rather, it is a ldirectional relationship, where both the environment and the child

have influence on each other.

For example, he discussed thieslihoodthat babieswho wereborn prematurdy

couldgo on to lead healthy and successful lives. He thekguestion:where did the

problems that being @reterm baby brought with it goHe argued that the

LINPOEfSYa RAR y20 FoldS odzi GKFEG GKS OKAf RQ
so they themselves had some part in shaping how their lives turned out. Similarly, in
discussing how children acquire language, Sameroff argued that children learn and

adapt and adopt language as they grow, and they cease to learn language when the
peoplewho surround them in their environment have ceased producing novel
situationswhichstretch their capabilities. His theory suggests that the child,who

he terms the\ghenotypehas a transaction witthe ¥nvironotypeQwho are the

peers, family and anyone the culturalenvironment who canpotentially, socialise

the child. He liken&tS Sy @ANRyYy 2@ LIS (G2 . NRYFSYyoNByySND
(Bronfenbrenner, 1977, 1979)Thisenvironotype influences the child through

interactionover his/her lifetime and not justsa snapshot in time. The

environotypealsohas the responsibility for regulation of the chitbthat the child

Oy 0S02YS | yorganRatmnal fmewdrki 5 & VENBRFTFSE HnngyY
Sameroff also acknowledges the genotype, which is the biological aspect of influence

within the child¢ and indeed the overaluman race. Thigsansaction with the
environmentalsooccuswhen the child is persisting in agicular behaviour (a
languagdbehaviourfor the purpose of this thesis) to the detriment of any others.

He apportions some of the blame for this to the adults around the child, as they have

not intervened to show them alternate behavioui@ameroff, 2009)
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Morrison and McDonald Connor (2008) keeping with Sani¢R T raixactional

Model, use the example of teaching children to read. They suggest an individualised
approach to teaching children to regMorrison & McDonald Connor, 2009¥-or

example, when a child moves from grade level to grade level each year, they argue

that the teachersat each leveshould be ommunicatingwith each otheras to what

stage that individual chiltdas reachedso thatthe child can be supported to
advance beyond thatstageli GG KS ySEG 3INI RS f S@St o ¢ KA a
learning does not stagnate arnidat they continue to pogress. Their learning has an

effect on what they are taught and the teaching turn,has an effect on their

learningg a bidirectional relationship. In the current study, the intervention was

aimed at a small number of children in the group each we€ke pretend play

FaLlSOold 2F Al az2daAKG {®@ith g ehdughlirput flokS OK A £ RNB
$SS1T G2 ©SS1 G2 SyO02dz2Ny 3S IyR RS@St2L) GKS
language. The storybooks were accessible for each child and hatuaenaknovel

words for children who were learning vocabulaaypdvivid illustrations for the

children who were struggling with basic vocabulary in the storgffect, the

intervention was aiming to facilitate a transaction between the children and the

components of the intervention, and indeed between the intervention and their

narrative and vocabulary development.

Gershoffm, Aber and Clements (2009) conducted their research with the type of

reciprocity suggested by Sameroff as the main focus. Thedfthat when a child

wants to read, a parentivests time reading more to the chigdwhich then

AYONBI aSa GKS,in@ukAihis/Reflevel of @ading, ile.ga trangagional
relationship(Gershoffm, Abe & Clements, 2009)This transactional relationship

could occur in the reverse too. The chibightnot wish to read, or indeed have the

ability to do so, so the parent might read more to him/her to try to encourage the

child. This bdirectional efect could have a positive influence on thefciR Qa NB I RAy 3 d
Furthermore, thebi-directional relationship could extend i K S Qeidgudg® Q &

development The bidirectional relationshighowsthe importance of the

SY@ANRYYSY(l Ay (wrISBpm&KAf RQA I+ y3dzZa IS RSO
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Tomasellalsoargued that language is based on more common aspects of human
cognition such as social interactioninformation processingKessler, 2010;
Tomasello, 1999) Tomasello contends that human infants can recognise
grammatical patterns and then adopt these patterns, turning them into language.
He claims that these patterns pexisted language angpecificallymodern

languages. So, having the ability to read the intentions of others, follow and share
attention with others and imitatively learn things from each other enables language
to develop. This requires a child to interact with those around him/her deioto

f SEFNYy €Fy3dz 3Ss OFNBAyYy3I 2dzi I NRtS F2NJ azo.
the development of language. Interaction was the basis for the intervention
developed for this study. The children interacted with each other and the researche
through the pretend play episodand through dialogic discussion during the

storybook reading session.

2.2.1 Interaction

Interactionist language development perspectives, such as those offered by Vygotsky
and Brunerhave valued the role of context witn which the child operate@Bruner,

1981; Vygotsky, 1986)

2.2.2 Contextual Interaction

Negotiation and Mutual Engagement

Vygotsky (1986) argued that language development was subject to influences from

thechilddd Sy JANRYYSYy il ® ' S adzZ33SadSR GKIF G € SIFN
social and culturatonceptrather than just the child acting as an individoalhis

environment. This was in contrast to what was argued by constructivist theorists

such as Piagel959).

Piaget argued that young children go through various stages of language
development based on their own construction of meaning, by acting on their
environment rather than interacting with those in it. Piaget argued that the child

operated mostlywithin a collective monologue, or a commentary on what he/she
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wasdoing, until the age of seven or eight years. He claimed that the child acted on

his environment and imitated the adult in an egocentric way. Language, for Piaget,

was seen asiot necesarily emerging in children as a result of an inbuilt

predisposition, or a desire to interact, but rather in a staged process based on the
OKAftRQa 26y I OlA2ya 2y KAa SY@ANRYYSylo t
while somewhat acknowledging the mence of interaction between the child and

higsherSY JANRBYYSY (s aGAff F20dz&aSR 2y (G(KS OKAfR

guest for languaggaather than on the interaction with others.

CATFNR FYR 1dAKSa ounnu0 OEehidiwgsymar8 R t Al 3SG
likely to explore their environment insolitaryphysical manner, rather than through

interaction with another. In their study of foyrear2 f Rrét @nguage

developmentin the UKin the 1980sTizard and Hughes observe that interant

with another adult, a mother in the home in their study,a crucial part of that

development (Tizard & Hughes, 2002). They abld®O2 NRSR 3JANIX aQ O2y @S|
with their mothers and following this, thd A Ndnv@rQations with a nursery

practitioner. They concluded that the range eXperiences, which the mother

engaged in with the chilggrovided opportunities for using and rehearsing new

language. The shared experiences of the mother and child provided a common

understanding of what eacbf themwas trying to communicateTizard and Hughes

also argued that the child asked many more questionsfeeglently hypothesised

about his/her environment at home. This was quite different, Tizard and Hughes

contended from the opportunities for communicain in a nursery environment.

They observed that therevere fewer opportunities for the children to ask questions

at nursery, as this was the role the nursenactitionertook, i.e. the questioner.

However, it is not unlikely, that, as this study wasd@ucted many years ago, and

only focused on a relatively small number of girls of a specific age, that the nursery is

LI I @Ay3 | Y2NB LINRPYAYSY(d NE ftcBay,mas/mayKAf RNEY Q
more children are attending nursery and for longeriods of time What ilear, is

GKFGO GKS Rdzf 6Qa NRBES Ay GKS eé2dzid OKAf RQA
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theirstudyr YR AYU0SNI OGA2Y ¢l a KFEGAy3a I Of SINJ L3
development(Tizard & Hughes, 20Q2)

IncontrasttoPia§ 10 > +&32Gailé& omdpycO FNHIdSR G§KIFd S@S
environment both affected and facilitated Wer learning, e.g. culture, history,
biology. In addition to the cultural influences, and somewhat similar in nature to
NHzy S ND aLASSW@dy®a 2{F2 OA | £ / 2 drguédNblGnieA OA a0 Y2 RS
OKAfRQA fSINYyAya 200dzNE Ay O2yedzyOlAzy @Al
navigates the child through what Vygotsky called4use of Proximal Development
(Vygotsky, 1978) The adult assesses the stagached bythe child and what
support they require to advance. Vygotsky cladrhat this action is mediated by
language and that the adult tunes this language to the level of the child. There is a
joint construction of meaning, a swalledco-construction as the child interacts with
another to learn about the world, and, in turdevelop languagéSheil, Cregan,

McGough, & Archer, 2012; Wood & Attfield, 2005)
2.2.3 Adult-Child Interaction

The Growth of Reference

Bruner claimed that one of the more important aspects of the interaction between
the child and adultvhichfacilitates language development, is the growth of

reference or the management of joint attentigBruner, 1983) Bruner argued that

this was a vital forerunner of the development of language. There are several steps
involved in this process and Bruner, in his research, used the example of reading a
book repeatedly to @hild to illustrate this. It is worth notin@f coursethat the
trajectory of development described by Bruner may not be typical of all children, but

it isnonethelessvhat he found in his particular research.
Firstly, thetypically-developingchild maintains eyeto-eye contact with the parent or

adult. Next, certain vocalisations are introduced by the motirethe case of
NXHzy S NI 3, in Wisch $e cNild gays attention to the rising and falling
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inflections, which indicate that the mother atempting to show him/her something

(Bruner, 1983).

Next,the child begins to point him/herself and vocalise as he/she does this. The

Y2G0KSNJ YAIKG GKSy GF1S GKS OKAftRQa @20FfAa
encourage better pronunciation from the ibth. Eventually the child may point and

label the object in the book correctly. Hereteraction between the mother and the

child is crucial for the development of language.

For Tomasello too, language becomes language when a child realises that the
mother/caregiver is directing them towards something relevant, a trait which,
among othersis uniquely human, he argu¢Schulze, Grassmann, & Tomasello,

2013)

Human Specific Traits of Language Development, i.e. Intentionality, Relevance and
Collaboration

Tomasello argues that languagea speciespecific phenomenon. He has compared
humans with apes and found that language is a social cognitive skithaadresult

can only be developed in a human conté&rosse, Moll, & Tomasello, 2010; Kessler,

2010; Tomasello, 1999, 2010)

Tomasello and colleagues (2013) suggest that there are cognitive structures in place,

which allow for language development to occur in humans. One cktie

intentionality. When they tested for this in ndrumans or apes, Schulze, Tomasello

and colleagues found that, in order for a learner to learn language, both he/she and

the teacher need to understand the intentionality in a statement utte(8dhulzest

al., 2013) Tomasello uses the example of a father helping his child to tidpone

G2eaao | S whatlatout th&t BuckOK A t RK SNE Aa AYydSylaAazy ¢
guestion. The child would have to understand that thinéa was referring to the

truck, in terms oputting it away(Tomasello, 1999) Tomasello argues thahildren

are motivated tohelp; they assume helpfulness in others and thus share intentions.
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The notion of shared intentions can be applied to the current study too. The
children in the intervention worked on a shared intention to plan, execute and

review a play episode.

The second unique human cognitive structure that exists with regard to language,

according to Tomasello, is relevance. Tomasello argues that childy@uiag as 24

months can use social pragmatics to reason out what a particular itékigar &

Tomasello, 1996)In¢ 2 Y I & $90de&itnent, a child was playing with three

objects with the experimenter before hermotherS T G KS NRB2Y ® hy G4KS
exit, the experimenter produced a fourth toy. On her return, the mother exclaimed

gA0K R AR =6 $¢K SINBR AT KS YRKRME RQa 3IFT S &6Ad
The child then knew that this was a madhe mothe would not have been

surprised at the other objects as she had seen them previd@gigtar & Tomasello,

1996)

In order to demonstrate these interactive traits as uniquely human, Tomasello
conducted further experiments Wi apes. He found thathimps ould not infer;
could look at something buivould not be aware of its relevand&chulzest al.,

2013) In addition, his testing of chimps found that thexere unable to have
languagebased communication systems, as they oftka not share expectations or
joint goals. Thegould notperform to joint expections as humans or children can.
Children are sensitive to the norms of the society in which they live and this is
evident in the language they acquire. Culture and environment are inextricably
linked to language development. For example, during thkgiy, children will say
things likex@® 2 dz O y § or dydusre doKsupjposed to play it like that
showing that they are acutely aware of norms and expectations through language.

YS&aaft SN adzYYIFNR&ASE ¢2YI aStft2Qa LRaAldA2YyY

° A novel word introduced for the purposes of the experiment
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daTomasello's explanation ifdhe inability of nonhumans to acquire words in a
humantlike fashion is founded on his conviction that they do not act helpfully
or assume helpfulness in others and that they lack the capacity to form joint

goals and conform to group expectatiohg  d@ry 20E0341)

This ability to conform to group expectations also means that children can engage in
play fairly, whichin turn, can promote interaction and language development. Like
TomaselloBruner also highlighted the fact that play is one of thosklgn
opportunities for the child to learn language ircalture-specific way. He claimed

that games could be the first opportunity that a chiilds to seekvhat they

need/want through language and within the confines of the norms of his/her own
culture. For example, a game of peekboo cangive a child insight into turtaking.
Bruner observed a mothevho changed her vocalisations as her child developed the
ability to interact and react to the different parts of the game. The child began to
sayoo for boo and thergonewhen the object disappeared. The mother then
reduced her vocalisations as the cHadrnedthe words. She negotiated the way
she interacted with the childased on how the child was developifB@runer, 1983)

The childvascollaborating with his/her mother in that game to learn language.

Tomasello (2012) asserts that childresm,by the age of approximately thref@ur
years act collaboratively. He suggests thas chiliren approach their third
birthday, their joint attentionconfersobligationson eachother. This means that
iKSe8 OFy GKSy O02yOSLJidzZ t AaS GKSANI 26y NRf S
The child has developed a normative appreciation for the agtvithin which
he/she is engaged. This is in sharp contrast to apes can potentially share in
activities such as defenckghting and even hunting. However, when it comes to
the end result of the activity, the apes will serve their own needs fifsi. example,
they will try to be the first to eatood thatthey have huntedor and killedtogether.
Humans, on the other hanavill hunt together, but will help each oth¢o achieve
the best result, by carrying weapons and sharing the best techniqlibsy will then

usually share whatever they have hunt@bmasello & Hamann, 2012)
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Young children, togcan share goals and play togethtris ability to take a roleach
enables children to play collaboratively atidrough this to develg language. Siraj
Blatchford (2009) maintains that peer play, in particular is important for children
around the age of four yearsThis she contendds whenchildren can develop
reciprocal and collaborative play. This, in turn, facilitates interaaitanguage
development can follow. In the current study, this age group of three to four years
was targeted, as children are beginning to act collaboratively at this age. Children
acting collaboratively can be facilitated through group learning, spedifipretend

play, and this was what the current intervention aimed to.do
2.2.4 PeerPeer Interaction

Small Group Interaction

wSaSIFNDOK KFra aK2g¢gy OGKFG AYyUGSNIrOGA2Y SAGK |
f SFNYAyYy3 LR G acadenit dutdores Have bén&adBon@ deacher
teaching/instructing the children in small grou@szmitia & Montgomery, 1993;

Durden & Dangel, 2008; Howe et al., 2007; Pol, Volman, & Beishuizen, 2010)

For example, Ramani, Siegler and Hitti (2012) conducted two experimneréad
Start'® classrooms in the USA. The two experiments compared two groups of
children; those that played a number board game and those that played a eolour
based board game. It was hypothesised that the children in the small groups who
played the nurber board game would have improved narical skills after taking
part ¢ specifically, numerical counting and number line estimation. The 62 children
in the sample were randomly assigned to small groups of three children in either
condition. The countingkills and number line estimation of the childrarno played

the number board game improved. The second experiment took place with a
practitioner who was minimally trained (for one houi see if the favourable

effects of the first study were dependenyo 'y SELISNI LINJ OGAGA2Y SN

®TheHead Start Prograris a prograrme of the United States Department of Health and Human
Servicesvhich provides comprehensivearly childhood educatigrhealth,nutrition, and parent
involvement services to losmcome children and their families
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number line estimation in the experimental growho played the number board

game improved, but their counting did not. The authors concluded that the children
were learning through observation of each other iretesmall groups. They also
concluded that playing the game with others can be simply more fun for the
children, as the constant engagement of the children in their study may have shown
(Ramani, Siegler, & Hitti, 2012)

More specifically, researchers in early education have advocated small group
instruction in early childhood classrooms. Wasik (2008) argues that small group
instruction can provide opportunities for dtiren to interact directly with the
instructor and answer and ask very specific questions related to what is being
covered in the lesson. There are opportunities for conversations to occur and for
each child to be able to voice something that contribuieshe discussion at their

level.

Phillips and Twardosz (2003) found that the chances to talk increase when very

young children are instructed in small groups. They comparedolingual English
speakingwo-yearold childrenin the USAvho had storybok readingfirstly in large

groups of eight or more children, and then in smaller groups of between three and

five children. The researchers found that the children in the smaller groups doubled

their amounts of comments and questio(Rhillips & Twardosz, 2003Yhe sample

was small and not diverse, so the possibility for generalisability is low. However,

their level of analysis wa®mprehensive angthrough the qualitative nature of their

data collection, i.e. videotaping, they collected robust accounts of what occurred

RAdNAY3I (KS AYyISNDSYylGA2y ® tKSe O02ftf SOGSR |

engagementas well as their nowerbal engagement with the books.

There are opportunities to learn language from other children in a small group
instructional setting too. As another child is talking in the small group, he/she is
essentally sharing his/her vocabulagwhich mayinclude rovel wordsg with the

rest of the small group, who mdkien have the opportunity to use it themselves
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(Wasik, 2008) Specific aspects of languagach as phonemic awarengssin also

be taught more effectively in small groups. A matmlysis conducted by Ehri and
colleaguesvith monolingual children who had English and other first laages

(Danish, Dutch, Finnish, German, Hebrew, Norwegian, Spanish, Sw2ah)

found large effect sized'=1.38 for teaching phonemic awareness in small groups,
when compared to teaching the individual child.67, or in large classroons$=.60.

It also had the effect of indirectly increasing spelling in the small groagainwith a
large effect sizel=.81. However, these results are correlational, so are open to other
interpretation. However, it is reasonable to suggésim the 52 studiesvhichwere
included, that small groups are beneficial to the teaching of phonemic awareness

(Ehriet al., 2001)

Storybook reading in small groups, in particular, has been recognised as an effective
way to instruct young children and improve their vocabulajyst as in the current

study (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Biemiller, 2003; Sénéchal, 1987 process of
operating in a small groypvith a contextbased instruction for new vocabulary
provides the children with chances te@inew words in an agappropriate

environment.

Assessment can take place much more easily in a small group. Observations of
individual children are much moreanageable when the group is smaller. It can be
challenging for practitioners to find the time in large grogpshen the needs of so
many children are so diverggio assess and observe children to the correct

ail yRINRO® / 2y ai NI kanlindt the guraticiNgf dbseivation® y SNB Q G
and they may miss the child achieving crucial milestones. The small group affords
the practitioner the time to observe and interact with the child for longer periods

and obtain a more reliable assessment oftheRla | 6 Af A& @

Y/ 2KSyQa R 9FFSOG {Al S o6mpyyo
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Crucially, in a small group setting, a teacher can adapt what is being taught at a

much more individualised level. Just as Vygotsky envisaged widlomésof

Proximal Developmenas the numbers are smaller, greater differentiation caounc

YR GKS OKAfRQa AYRAQGARdzZ f f SAsNdfhegrd Yy SSRa
shown above, much collaboration and differentiated learning can take place in an

interactive smalgroup settingPlayis one of the ways this can occur. It was a

central part ofthe intervention in the current studgnd this will be discussed next.

2.3 Creating an Enabling Environment for Languagelay

230m tfl@ YR / KAfRNBYyQa 5S8S0St2LIVSyi
Vygotsky advocated a preschool systefmchwas interactive and playful, wit
makebelieve play being seen as enhancing, not replacing, academic achievement
(Bodrova, 2008; Vygotsky, 18). He contended that play is &ading factor in
developmerit (Vygotsky, 1933: 28). He suggested that children should be enabled
to create imaginary situations, take on and act out roles and follow rules determined

by these rolegBodrova, 2008; MyekWayne, 2010; Vygotsky, 1978)

Play is not entirely illusonaccording to Vygotskivygotsky, 1933)In other words,

most children usually play at what they see others do intaglay life, rather than

entirely new or madeup worlds. This contextofplai ¢ KSNBE | OKAf RQ&a %2
Proximal Development can really be explo(®ygotsky, 1978)For example, in

pretend play, a child will often play a roMhichis above his age or social group, e.g.

a mummy/daddya prince. Vygotsky argued that the child is learning and stretching
him/herself, by accessing the actions and language shah arole might entail

(Vygotsky, 1933)

The caregiver has an important role here too. Siagchfordmaintainsthat, if
children of three to four years old apaying without the intervention of an adult,
their play can become repetitive. An experienced adult or older peer can extend

their play through sustained shared thinki(girajBlatchford, 2009) For example, in
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the current study, the researcher often asked a question during the play episode
& dzOKWhy dowéneedto do thiité Ay 2 NRSNJ RNBY Ol ySEIISING P y¢
and language. The role of the adult will be discussed in further detail (Section

2.2.4).

Myck-Wayne (2010) contends that play can help to construct a more individualised

learning plan for young children artidat it is vital to their saial and emotional

development as well as their cognitive development. It ledsobeen found to

support the acquisition of generic knowled{feutherland & Friedman, 2013)

Sutherland and Friedan, in a US stud{2013) found that pretend scenarios helped

the children in their study to learn about various real animiédsough playing and

FOGAY3A 2dzi GKS FYyAYlIfaQ @FNAR2dza OKI NI OG SNA
themes of theEarly Yees Foundation Stag@epartment for Education, 201,2)sing

L Fe Fa I YSRAdzY FT2NJ 4dzLILR NI Ay3 OKAf RNByQa
study was a prerequi® and aimed to bring any material to the level of the child

where optimum learning could take pla¢gharma, 1997)

Policymakers and lobbyist$oo, have recognised play as a way of suppgriand

SyO2dzN} 3Ay3 OKAf RNBY Qidhe htergeficndl Ry Sy i @ C2NJ S
Associatiorproduced a working paper on playK A f RNBYy Q&(2000) BKG G2 tf |
highlighted play as a right that children have, as ratified in Article 31 dfthid

Nations Convention of the Rights of the Cllildster & Russell, 2010Also,The

international Toy Library Associatiomhich provides free access to toys to children

all over the world, recently recommended to the EurapeJnion that there should

0S I ANBFKGSNI SYLKIaAra 2y dzyRSNBROFYRAY3I (KS
development(Whitebread, 2012)

Resultdrom the Europearwide researchwhichA Y T2 NY SR 2 KAGSo NBI RQa
on the value of play, indicated that play affords the child the opportunities to
develop language skills, amongst others such as social skills, graaseamadtor

skills and that:
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"highquality play has repeatedly been shown to be very closely associated
with the development of cognitive, social and academic abilities

(Whitebread, 2012: 22).

2 KAGSONBIFRQa NBLER2NI FAYSR G2 AYyTF2NX LRt AOe
European Union, afe Council of the European Union had officially recognised the

crucial role of play in 2011 and is focusing on early education and care as part of its

strategic plan for educatiorEducation and Training 202Play can be supported as

avaluable meanst8 Y K y OS OKA f R NBuyogean URiGng28142 LIY Sy (i
Whitebread, 2012)

Furthermore, researchsugopNJi & (G KS AYLER2NIFyOS 2F LX Il & Ay
development. Through interactions and play with caregivers, young children

become skilful communicato(§. David, Goouch, Powell, & Abbott, 2003; Hart &

Risely, 2003)

2.3.2 Play and Language Development

Play can promote literacy learning, as it provideshidanguage experiencesd
amplifies the learning potential of any exerc{®r uner, 1983; Chambegt al., 2001;
Gmitrova, Podhajecka, & Gmitrov, 2009; Howard, 2010)is practice of play, and in
particular, pretend play, provides the child with opparities for the practice of
decontextualised language, i.e. language that is not related to the immediate real
context of the child at that time, which children require for the development of
abstract thinkingMcKeown & Beck, 2009)T'his decontextualised language enables
the child to access vocabulamhichis beyond his/her dayo-day experiencesut
which is within his/her Zone of Proximal Development. Lillard and colleagues (2013),
in their metaandysis of pretend play, found that the results of many correlational
studies on the effects of pretend play on languagere favourable. This meta
analysis will be discussed furtherResearch on Pretend PJdout pretend play will

be defined and discusseatext.

49



Gillian Lake Chapter Twa; Literature Review
DPhil in Education

2.3.3 Pretend Play

Pretend play is one of the four types of play: physical play, play with objects,
symbolic play and pretence/socdramatic playWhitebread, 2012) Harris (2000)
contends thatpretendplay can support the development of language, whalethe

same time allowing children to explore interaction with othensith little or no
pressure to conform to certain classroom expectations, saghitting for longer
periods or being quiet.

According to Deunk, children need tehare a pretend franig(Deunket al, 2008:

619). Children construct the layer of pretence together, often through language, so
that they know that it is the pretence yer, i.e. playand not real interactior{Deunk,

Berenst, & De Glopper, 2008)

Children, Harris suggests, also use charaapgropriate speech in different
grammatical tenses when communicating in pretend play. For example, a child
might use the imaging performativepast to explain and communicate what is
currently happening in the play based on what has gone before, the imaginary
future-past to give stage directioner the imaginary paspast when one character
tells another what happened in the pasthis/her life or the life of the plagDeunk
et al., 2008;Harris, 200Q)

Children caralsotap into the pragmatics of language use during their pretend play.
For example, they can change their voices and address different charactieesrin

play in different ways. If they are playing the role of a father, children may use a
deeper tone and use a softer tone when playing a mother. Particularly at preschool
going age, children can use language that is appropriate to the role theyaniag.
Being able to recognise different tones and use them is another skill that can be
developed during pretend plavcLoyd, Aisha Ray, & Etteewis, 1985)

Whitebread argues that the development of language coincides with the
development/emergence of ptence in playWhitebread, 2012)Pretend play, it

seems has the potential to support language development.
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Research on Pretend Play

The researchvhichhasbeen conducted on pretend play over the last two decades

has varied in terms of its methodological strength. This was particularly highlighted

by Lillard and colleagues in their medaalysiqLillardet al., 2013) However, before
discussing that particular study, it is worth discussing some of the studties they

did not include, in order ® examine the wider evidence on any effects of pretend

LI & 2y OKAftRNByQa fly3dzr3S RS@St2LIYSyido

One of these studies is that conducted by Tykkylainen and Laagkd @in Finland

These researchers examingwnolingualfive-year2 f R 3 A NI &i@sidza8, 2 F RA NJ
specifically the use of the Finnish waldoko.They hypothesised that childrarse

many proposals and much negotiation during their pretend play, thus language is

integral to the play.

They argued that pretend play can be difficult forldten as it is not like other

games where there are strict rules, which must be obeffadkkylainen & Laakso,

2010) The rules are much more subtle and require negotiation through language.

The proposalj¢oko) requires the listener to say yes or no in responSe.it is a

proposal for action during the play. The researchers used conversation analysis to

didzReé GKS OKAfRNByQa flFy3adzad 3IS IyR AYGSNF OO,

Results showed that the young girls used the proposal extensively during their
pretendplay. For example, the girls used it to negotiate the finer details of the play,
such as who should do what or say what next. This futuiented use of the

proposal enabled them to change and diversify the play. The girls also used it to
negotiate thepretend frame and to get and maintain the attention of the person
with whom they were playing. According to the results of the study, the young girls
exhibited cooperative practices in their play through the uspoko. However,

even though the restd seemed favourable, the saneplvas small, only fosing on

four dyads. This limited the generalisability of the study. A relative strength of the
study though, was that it took place in Finland amals examining patterns of

interaction that had been wible in Englistspeaking childrein the USalso
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(Godwin & Kyratzis, 2007; Kyratzis, 2007here is a crosaultural element to the
study (Tykkylainen & Laakso, 2010)

Another international study was that of Gmitrova (2013). She conducted a study in

the Slovak Republiconyour@® KA f RNB Yy Q& LJ6SIKindergarténK SNBE 6 SNB
children in the samplevho were aged between three and six years. The children

were within 92 classrooms, with 46 classrooms being in the control group and the

other 46 occupying an experimental group. The teachers demonstrated to the

children in the experimental groubow to play by playing a character going into

rolethemselves at the beginning of the play episode. The researchers regarded this

A4 RANBOUGU AYyUuUSNBSyilAzy o0& (GKS (SI OKSNEO® ¢
facilitated by having a rolplay area in the @rner of the room with dressingp

clothes and props with which the children could interact. The teachers in the control
ANRBdzL) Sy 3l ISR Ay AYRANBOGbypryvidiGgNmeplsgyd A 2y Ay
aredd YR 22AYAy3 Ay oKSYy (GKS OKAf RNBY NBIj dzS:
RANBOGO YR AYRANBOUGU AYyuGSNBSyuAzy 2y (KS OK

wSadz Ga 2F GKS 20aSNBFiA2ya aK2gSR KFd 0K
experimental group seead to make the play more sustained and enabled the

children to engage in conversation more. There were effects on the actual play itself

too. Inthe experimental group, the chih engaged in more cognitively

challenging play. In the control groupe children more frequently rejected the role

whichthey were playing in the play pguite frequently, they changed their role,

which resulted in the play finishing. It appeared that the participation and
AYOIOSNBSYyGA2y 27F GKS,orthedizbt and degondidsyf tlHeK A f RNB y Q
intervention,d SSYSR (G2 KIFI@S 'y SFFSOU 2y GKS OKAfR

However, it is worth noting that there was no statistically significaffiecénce

between the two grouptplaying activities on the third day of the intemton. The
researchergeachedtheir conclusionsbased on surmising what had happened. As

GKS O2y iNRf 3INRdAzLIQA (SFOKSNJ gl a AYydGdSNBSYAyYy.
SELISNAYSyGEFt 3INRAZIQE GSFOKSNRA AyLdzi NBYIF A
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more intervention to help progress their playAll of the above renders theesults

somewhat unreliable.

Another weakness that was evident in this study was that the teachers were trained

in the intervention but the observers wergheir teaching colleagues. iBhcould

have resulted in some positive or negative bias by the teaching observers towards

what they viewed their colleaguesachieving with the children. The authors stated

that the observers did not know what the outcomes of the study were, but thay m

KIgS ¢A&aKSR (G2 LINRY23GS OGKSANI O2ffSI3IdzSaqQ |
the children seemed to engage in more sustained play and that, even though the

results could be questioned, some effects on their conversations were visible. It

seens, then, that early pretend playwhen it includes adult facilitation and props

can increase language abilitimsyoung childref{Gmitrova, 2013; A. K. Levy,

Wolfgang, & Mark, 1992; Roskos & Burstein, 2011)

Pretend play has had an impact on childreithvadditional needssuchasAutistic
Spectrum Disorder (AS[orter, 2012and Specific Language Impairments (SLI)
Murdock and Hobbs (2011) examined the play of childvgh ASDn the USA
through a picture and scriptbased intervention. Their aim was to increase the
OK A f RNEB y (ndre dpécificallgtahedt flay dialogue. Their sample was small,
with many vaiations in their linguistic ability, from one word to multiple phrases
but while working with children with ASD, it is realistic to assume that the sample

will be small due their different individual needs.

In the intervention group, a story was reaalthe children and rolglayed by the
teacher. The story was read a second time in a subsequent sea$iere two

children and a typically developing peer engaged in the-ptdg. The play dialogue

of the children with ASD increased. The childreraintervention group exhibited

3.6 times more play dialogue utterances than the baseline. A generalisation session
was introduced later. This generalisatiagssion comprised a new scenawhich

was introduced to the children and they were encourageglay and speak to each

other.
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In these unscripted play opportunities with toys, the results were positive in favour
of the intervention. However, even though the results appeared favourable, the
data was not normal and neparametric tests were usedrlhis was possibly due to
the small sample and the fact that the children had language difficulties to begin

with.

A second possible limitation of the study might be that the participants were given a
generalisation conditiomvhichdid not mimic the basete. If they had been given

one that did, then perhaps any differences between the two conditions niighe
produced more reliable evidence. Instead, the authors relied on the comparison

between the posttest and the generalisatioMurdock & Hobbs, 2011)

1 {5 OKAfRNBYyQa dsbehrcreasedhoiigh Nietedhd plag. yone I y
such study that describes this process was carried out by Piartbe USA2012).

| SNJ OF a8 aiddzRe T2 OdzilénguageympairedYmpriol @GN & dza
OKAfR @gAGK ! dzii A& Y QaincodsNiB deybal dedadidd.RA Ay G SNB & i
circumscribed interest for a child with Autism is a topic on whiefshelikesto

F20dza Y2al 2F KA A&k KSNI I stid tigitdpizwastrainsgC 2 NJ G K S
The mother used verbal utterances based on the theme of traitile acting out

train-related scenarios with her son. Before the intervention, the thyearold

child had a very limited vocabulary of approximately 14 word@kis increased after

the repeated play episodes. There is no concrete data and standardised
YSIF&adzZNBYSYyd F2NJ GKS aiddRRezr 2yfeé (GKS Y2iKSN.
be biased and perhaps more rigorous assessment might produce more accurate

results (Porter, 2012) It cannot be assumed thdiecause pretend play can have an

impact on the language of childremth ASDit can be useful for all children, but the

results in the research are promising.

The results ar@lsopromising for pretend play for children withpecifid.anguage
Impairment. For example, Suatal (2011) conducted a stly in the USAwith ten
monolingualchildrenwho had Speech and Language Impairmgwtsichfocused on

the actual play levels of children with a language dgiather than theirlanguage
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abilities as an outcome. The children were read a sthn invited to play based

on the theme of the story. Even though tleewas a small sample once agésix

children)\i KS OKAf RNByQa S@gSta 2F LXle& AyONBlIas

group. Indirectly, this had an impact on their language.

It must be acknowledged that the derigf this studywashighly questionable
(Sualy, Yount, Keliyance, & Ryalls, 201T)he duration of the intervention in the
intervention groups differed. One group received the intervention for six webks
other received it for eight weeks. The results cannot be generalisedlbf@arthe
study;they must be taken in isolation anaith only having had three children in
each of those groups, the results could be unreliable. The intervention sessions

seemed to be quite long, i.e. 30 minutes.

When the intervention in the currergtudy was piloted, it was deemed that 30
minutes was too longeven for the typicalhgdeveloping children in the sample. It
does seem improbable that children with limited language capabilities could manage

to concentrate and interact for 30 minutes.

The above studies, which were not included in Lillat@lQ &  §aSafysis highlight
one of the main argumentahich Lillardet al made,i.e. that methodologiesvhich
have been used in studies on pretend play are questionable. Lélad® & & G dzR &

be discussed next.

Lillard andcolleagues (2013) conducted a metaalysis on pretend play. They
examinedworldwide studieswhichdealt with the potential effects of pretend play
on language, (including narrative), emotional regulation, executive function
reasoning, creativity and social and emotibalevelopment. They concludéukat,

due to various methodological problems associated with the studigshhave

been conducted thus far, such as those already discussed above, pretend play is
more of an egphenomenon which works very well alongside adult involvement
rather than having any causal effect on development in its own (ighardet al.,
2013)
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They do maintainphowever, that the evidence shows that pretend play can aid

memory and thus support story retelling, even if these effects can be limited.

Language and story retelling, thelaim, have a relationshjplue to the similar

symbolic functionsvhichi KS& 062 0K KI @S o [AfTfINR YR O2f
more methodologicalhsound empirical research on pretend play and its potential

causal relationship with language developmefitnumber of authors responded to

the metaanalysis and they are discussed next.

Weisberget al (2013) responded to the Lillard study and criticised it for disregarding
almostcompletely a body of studiesn pretend play due to flaws in their

methodologies. Weisberget aladvocate instead the use of the studies that have

been completed so fato find new directions in the research of pretend play @aad

further the literature in the area. They also criticised the authors for taking too

narrow a defintion of pretend play as only a childitiated activity(Weisberg, Hirsh

Pasek, & Golinkoff, 2013)They suggest that perhaps pretend play should not only

be dild-directed or aduldirected, ather it should be a blending of the two. This

would echo what Vygotsky had originally alluded to in his writing orZthree of

Proximal Developmemty R OKAf RNBy Qa LJX | & ® ¢tKS OKAfR A

adult is directing it towardsraobjective or goal that has already been decided.

This was very close to what happened in the intervention in the current study. The
adult chose the materials and stories to be reatbng with introducing th@retend
play andthe childen interacted wth her and the other children to act otite play

episodes.

There has been much criticism in the research about pretendgidyndeed within
the responseso Lillardet alQ & Yr®lydis on pretend playhat the crosscultural
aspect of pretend playsinot always accounted fo¥.ates and Marcelo (2014
attempted to address this itheir crosscultural studyin the USA They examined
pretend play across different racial groups. They looked at play episodes in
laboratory and naturalistic conditionsTheyobservedl71 childrenwho could

understand English and who did not have specific language delagsithey were
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playing on their own. They examined any links between laboratory pretend play and

K2g GKS OKAftRNByQa (S| Gwdsblbol dhePpthed R G KSANJ |
observed whether any differenceghichoccurred in the adjustment to school and

the practice of pretend play were racially bound. White children were very much in

the minority, with only approximately 10% of the sample being whihe majority

were Black and Hispanic.

Results showed that all groups had similar amounts of imagination in their play. As
hypothesised, boys had highkevels of aggression in thetay than girlsbut they

both played as imaginatively as each othdfris worth noting that the numbers in

each group were very different, which resulted in pequivalent power, so this

could have affected their results Also, even though it was a crasstural study

the sample was restricted to Englisipeaking acial groups. Also, whehe teachers

N} SR GKS .t 01 OKAfRNByQa | RadzalyYSyil tS@S
the classroom environment in terms of pretend pl&ates & Marcelo, 2014)

However, these ratingsn themselvescould have been affected by the teach@rs
familianty with the children. It appears that there is a gap in the research for
interventionswhich examine theeffects of pretend play using sound methodologies

and that samples should be recruited from across racial groups.

Research shows that a pnular strain of pretend playthat of sociedramatic play

(pretend play with assigned roles and characi@milansky, 1968 can have an

AYLI OG 2y OKAf RNBYQad RSOS{(ReludkK&gl.ii2008yARE Ay (0
K. L@y, Schaefer, & Phelps, 1986; A. K. Levy et al., 1992; Smilansky, 1968; Thorp,

Stahmer, & Schreibman, 1995)

Sociedramatic Play

Smilansky defined soctramatic play as the child talg on a role in voluntarglay,
while interacting with another childred elaborating on what they are doing
(Smilansky, 1968)Smilansky maintained that soaiobamatic play contains six

elements: imitative role play, makbelieve with regard to olgicts, makebelieve
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with regard to actions and situations, persistence of at leashaminute duration,
interaction and verbal communication (Lestyal, 1992: 246).

Sociedramatic play can be enhanced by the children having a common background
of experences, having the space and time to carry it out, having access to useful and
realistic props and having the intervention of a play tutor, e.g. a teacher or
practitioner (Levyet al, 1992: 246). Smilansky claimed that persistence was a key
element of som-dramatic play and she identified the age of three when this play
could emerge in young children. Early pretend play, as opposed to-d@ritatic

play, tends to be shorter. As children grdley can concentrate for longer periods

on a given theme ahinteract with other children who are also playing a role in

makebelieve playDeunket al., 2008)

Verbal communication is central to soa@oamatic play, as talk is used to generate
the makebelieve and plan the play sessions. Sat@matic play allows children to
experiment withdifferent genresof vocabularywith whichthey would not

experiment in their daily lives (Deunk, 2008: 620).

Smilansky examined youhgraeliOK A £ RNBy Qa f I y3dzr 3S 2dzi O02YSa
sociadramatic play. She compared three groups of childesrth with adifferent

sociaeconomic status. One group received guided visits to a settinghwould be

the stimulus for play, e.g. a clinic. The second group received training on how to

play, including converting objects into ptapjects. The third group received a
RYOAYlLUGA2Y 2F (GKS 20KSNJ (g2 O2yRAGAZ2YAEAD {Y
receive guidance and are permitted to plan play, they are more likely to initiate play
themselves later. After nine weeks, she found that the involvement of the adult in

play furthered the playrather than hamgringit. The children spoke for longer

periods of time, used more nouns and adverbs and had a richer vocabulary. These
conclusions were encouraging and they support the use of shaimatic play in a

OK A f Ri&hguage bNidvelopmer{Bmilansky, 1968)
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The landmark work of Smilansky (1968) and Vygotsky (1978) paved the way for

programmes such as the Americhigh Scope Programnaoéthe Ipt n Qa ® - ¢ KA a LJ
do-review approach to education was investigated by Schweinhart and Weikart in

1997 and was found to increase the IQ of young children. It was also found to have a
delayedbut beneficialS F ¥ SO0 2y @&2dzy/3 I Rdz lidaddhatt A gSa €I @
learning intentionallyg even in the context of plag requires effort and planning on

the part of the child Schweinhart & Weikart, 1997)

Levyet al (1986) investigatethe impact of socialramatic play on language
competence. In theiUS basedesearch results of the PP\ffwere favourable,
indicating that the vocabulary of the children in their sample improved. However,
their sampling strategy was questionapées the sample was small and there was no
control groupin their research desigrirurthermore, as the study took place in a
child-care centre in a university, the potential for biashe resultsg perhaps due to

the Hawthorne effect; was high(A. K. Levy et al., 1986)

Levy revisited the topic in 1992 with a repeategasures, singlease design, and

with only three participantg¢A. K. Levy et al., 1992Results were favourable once

aglhy F2NJ OKAf RNByQa I y3adza 3So | 26 SOSNE f AY
0KS | Rdzf 61 Q& Ay@2ft dSYSyd Ay GKS addzRRé FyR
sample,and the lack of a comparable control growould render the results

guestionable. Howeer, these studies on socdramatic play and plado-review

influenced curricular development ansubsequently, th& ools of the Mind

Curriculumwas developed by Bodrova and LedBagrnettet al., 2008; Bodrova &

Leong, 1996)

Tools of the Mind

TheTools of the Mind CurriculuoM) was introduced into kindergartense
preschools in the USA in 199®asic principlesf the curriculum include: (1)

children construct their own knowledge; (2) development cannot be separated from

its social context; (3) learning can lead to development; and (4) language plays a

12 Peabaly Picture Vocabulary Te@unn 1981)
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central role in mental developmeriBodrova & Leong 200.7This suggests that

learning is an interactive process, as children construct their own knowledge in a

social contextand that this learning is mediated by language. It is a detap

F LILINR F OK G2 OKAf RNSD ydadhatid piy addynk ¢f fisInain y Of dzRA y 3
instructional methodologiegBodrova, Leong, & Akhutina, 2011)he socie

dramatic play in Tl involves the use of toys and props to represent objects in real

life, the development of extendepretend play episodewhichare based on stories,

and the child adhering to the social norms associated with a role he/she plays, all of

G6KAOK 6SNB TSI iGdNBa 2(Bodiovedd 2611)e Q&8 G KAY]1Ay3

The intervention in the current study used the above elements of tid.TThe
evidencetosuggestthat it A& O0SYSFTFAOAFIf (G2 OKAfRNByQa f

discussed next.

BarnettetalQ a a { dzRretheAUgAiseda ragdomised controlled triatp

investigate the effects of socidramatic play infools of the Minan the educational

outcomes ofyoung children.The statistically significaneffect sizes were small for

vocabulary, .22 for PPVT and .35 for GE R regression analyseslowever,

BarnettetalQa & G dzR& Af f dza 0 NF 0 SR { Kidiamadicdaiay) I A y SR LJ
canhaveanimpOié 2y OKAf RNBYyQa @20l o6dzZ I NBE gKSy 02
(Barnettet al., 2008)

In contrast to this, a more recent experimental evaluation of Tlw®ls & the Mind
(Tav) curiiculum was conducted by FarramdWilsonin the USA2014). In

contrast to the Barnetet al study described above, in which the sample made
improvements in vocabulary, no significant differences were established between
the Toolscurriculum and the control classroom in vocabuléifarran & Wilson,

2014) It is difficult to establish why the results were so different from the Bareett

al study described above.

2 Oral Language Proficiency Tegtor English Language Learners, (Ballard & Tighe, 1999)
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One possible reason for the fifing outcomes might bthe natureof the measures

employed. Both studies assessed the children usindg’dabody Picture Vocabulary

Test(Dunn 1981)but Barnettet al (2008) used many more vocabulary measures,

including the OLPBallard & Tighe, 199@nd Expressive One Word Picture
VocabularyTest(Brownell, 200Q) Perhaps the use of more vocabulary measures

gives amore detailedBrl { R2g6y 2F K2g GKS OKAf RNByQa @2«

Furthermore, BarnetetalQa a i dzRe 6Hnny 0 ¢ a nWeshAmedzOG SR 2 ¢
educational settingspne wouldtherefore expect there to have been programme

leakage. Yet the differences betwethe groups are larger than in FarranalQ a

district-split study.Farranet al (2014) conclude that the number and scale of the

activities in theToolscurriculum may have hindered the time spent on the

exploratory side of the pretend playhich can irprove the useof decontextualised

language.

In the current studyan intervention was developed, rather than a curriculum, so
only the sociedramatic play elements of ToM were used in the interventi¢m.
addition, the researcher focusednly on settingup the play. Once the play was
established, the children could explore and carry out the play themseives

creating opportunities fodeveloping vocabulary through trexploratory play

Lastly, even though the Mcurriculum is a programme that tgets all aspects of a

OKAf RQa (oStivefiedtsyrivacablilangevebpment via socialramatic

playwasfound in a study conducted by Blair and Raver in 261he USA This

neuro-scientiic study, which examined the effects of the Kindergartersion of the

ToM curriculum on academic outcomes and executive function, found an initial and
ddzadFAYySR STFSOG 2F (GKS YAYRSNAHINLSY ¢2a O
effect sizes ofl =.43 and .10 respectively.

The pretend play in the Kilergarten version of ToM differs from that of the pre

Kindergarten versiojwhichwas examined ithe Barnettet aland Farraret al

studies described above. In the Kindergarten version, the play is Ipasexbn

stories and literaturét y G KS Qg BriviRent 4n& hedaimes a
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dramatisationof a story rather thanbeingentirely grounded in everyday

experiences, although the children may draw on these too. The pretend play in the
intervention in thecurrent study resembled ik facet of tle Kindegarten version of
ToM. Thereforethe results of the Blair and Raver study are more applicebtee
current study(Blair & Raver, 2014)Thus, it is valid to include soeitvamatic play in

the intervention in the current study.

As so much of socidramatic play is reliant on language and mdletieve, Wyse
and Bradford (2008) suggetat the transfer of some draman-education strategies
can be useful when using pretend play with young childi&yse & Bradford, 2008)
Hendy reminds us that the Greek translation of the word drama is actiiatyg
through, so it seems that drama has much to offiee instructional methodology of
sociadramatic playg andindeed the pretend play sessions in the interventighich

was designed for the current studiiendy, 2008)

Dramatic Devices in Planned Pretend Play

As it is a narrative art form, Educational Drama is an important means of

constucting and experiencing the social contexts within which the different

functions and uses of language can be identified and devel¢pederson, 2012;

W2Kyazy 3 hQbSAft f XDramdis noTjusbaboBtithk goRsEI&atiomd dH U

of dramatic texts and the skills associated with ac{iNgelands & Goode, 200Q1)

There § a genuine need to talk and listen in the early years in drama and the

improvisation method of drama can help childrenmake sense of a worldhichis

outside their reaci{Baldwin & Flemings nno T | S 6 KO2GSZ mopynT W2K
1984; Wagner, 1999)The adult is a key facilitator in this process and this will be

discussed next.

2.3.4 The Role of the Adult in Play

| 26 NR KAIKEAIKGaA G§KS ONHzO@Mbviard,2®0)She2 ¥ (1 KS
maintains that adults should be striving to be accepted as play partners by children.

This might nean, she suggests, understanding the theoretical underpinnings af play

so that practitioners can approach tasks playfuPgrhapsa practitioner havingn
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FLIINBOALF GA2Y 2F { YA | yahis/edplaywshHt@K SN O2y G Ay
children in her/hissetting(A. K. Levy et al., 1992)

Forexample,KS | Rdzf 6 Q& NRtS YAIK(G Ahg/éhe dzZRS @A adzl f f
encourages the children to use language and to play out iatyasf roles and

situations using languagand stands by to assist if needed. The adult might offer

non-directive statements such aksee you have the pots and panBhe adult could

pose questions to encourage the child to use the appropriate largjuagh asnow

you have the pots and panshat will you do with them and what will you sayThe

adult could use directive statementsy deciding what roles the children will play, or

by directing where the play goes next. The adult could model theogpiate

language or actions themselves, by using a gBagddwin & Fleming, 2003)

These various interactive strategies can prove useful in interacting with young
children during playA. K. Levy dl., 1992) All of the types of interaction with
childrenwhichare described above were used at some stage in the intervention in

the current study.

wSaSINOK KIFa Ffaz2 akKz2gy GKFG GKS | RdzZ G Aa
her apperceptn studyin the UKwith young children, Howard found that young

children actually defined play as having a practitioner or teacher pregstoward,

2010) Whitebread (2012) asserts that there is a need for more research on the

waysin whichadults can most productively engage with children in play. Increasing

LIN: OGAGA2YSNBEQ dzy RS NE& (i mayRricgumgezh@ir LI I & § KN dz

interaction with, and indeed their instruction through, play with children.

The role of the adult in the current study was as an enabler. Ross (2000) contends

that adults should not be preoccupied with simply transmitting knowledbgee with
ONBlIiUAY3 GKS SY@ANRYYSYld FYyR LINRPGARAY3A (KS
can take plac€Ross, 2000)In the current study, play provided artext for this

type of learning to take place.
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There can be tension, however, between the pedagogical frameworks surrounding
play, on the one hand, and policies to which practitioners must adhere, on the other.
This results in recommendations for praictherswhichare ambiguougWood,

2010) As a result, worklay dichotomies exist, which can result in children being

left to play in nonrinteractive ways with adults and play ibg viewed as something

that children do when they are not learning.

CdzNII KSNX2NBZ ¢KSyYy | RdzZ a4 F LIINRIF OK OKAf RNBY
unwelcoming reaction from young children, as they are not always used to playing

alongside adults. This can retlsal apprehension on the part of the adults, and, in

GdzNy = | NBf dzOlGFyOS (2 AYUGSNFSNBE Ay OKAf RNB
young children were found to have a broad perception of play, which included the

presence of a teachdHoward, 201Q) When it comes to younger children, then,

adults have a responsibility to approach play, join in and sedrapursors through

story, in order to be accepted as play partners. Increasing the understanding of play

can simultaneously empower practitioners and allow children to be creéiieod,

2010)

Pushing the boundaries in intervention development can be beneficial with regard to
the role of the adul{Brundrett, Duncan, & Rhodes, 2010)his studysesmodes of
instructionwhich have keen relatively unexplored with respect to language
development, such as planned pretepthy. One of the draman-education
pedagogiesvhichwas used in the current intervention during pretend play was

| S| { K Qehch&ifRole(Heathcote, 1980)

Teacherin-Role

The scaffolding of the younger child through their Zone of Proximal Development in
drama can be aided by the adult entering the drama or play as a character, or as
Heathcote (1980) termed:iin role(Anderson, 212; Baldwin & Fleming, 2003;
Dickinson & Neeland2006; Heathcote, 1980)Within this role, adults can be

flexible. Their position is one of eking, not directing, the dramaa functionwhich

is closely linked to socidramatic play. Heathcote (1980) argued for the recognition
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of what children alredy know and building on this through the creativity of the
children and teachem-role in the classroom. The teacher/practitioner needs to be
a narrator, a positive withdrawer when the children are interacting, a suggeste
ideas and a reflector. Thresearchetin-rolein this intervention was someorte
whomthe children could respondomeone toencourageheir interest and

someone toact as a focus within their Zones of Proximal Development.

Just as in socidramatic play, Heathcote (1980) camtds that children and adults
should have an active involvement in the planning of the play episode. The
furniture, the nature of the episode and the spasbould be collectively defined in
this regard. There does not have to be a-gestined finishingpoint and persistence

is key, just as in sociramatic playWagner 1999)

Reflection through discussion after the dramalsouseful, witha practitioner using
carefully honed questions, along with other dramatic devices such as narrative
action, collective charaer, tension and belie(Baldwin, 2004) Within drama, and
in turn, sociedramatic play, Hendy suggests that adults and chiidran function as

equals in helping to build a shared environmédendy, 2008)

In the awrrent study, the childrercollaboratel with the researcher to plan the make
believe episode. The researcl@med tofacilitate the creation of tension, by

initiating a problem for the childreto solve through the play.

Teacherin-Role as a Tool to Aid Language Development

5A01Ayaz2zy IyR bSSftlyRa o6wnncy &adzZ33sSaid GKI G
language by engaging with themrale, by introducing new vocabulary to them and

by modelling tle pragmatics of languagBaldwin & Fleming, 2003) The teacher,

while in role, can also help the children to reflect on what is happening in the drama

verbally, by asking questions and extending their respo(Baklwin, 2004) When

the teacher is in rolghey will often help to set the context for the play episode and

give the children the new information they require to carry out the episode.
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Praditioners have a difficult task seeking tcstrike a balance between trying to
control the play and helping the children achieve the objectives for the lesduie

still protecting and valuing each child's contributi@ickinson & Neelands, 2006)

As with pretend play, some educators steer away from this type of interaction with
children, as they do not regard themselves as havingthikty to carry out drama
successiflly (Carleton, 2012) Baldwin (2004) and Heathcote (1980) refute this and
suggest that all practitionensho interactwith young children can be taught the

skills associated with drama, as they engage in it every day when they retell stories
to children or even their own peers. The only reservatwhichsome dramain-
education experts offer, is how in touch varioustmictors are with their thresholds

for noise and restructuring of thiayout of theclassroonfor drama Once these

have been established, it is thought that any practitioner can successfully engage in

dramatic instructional device®aldwin, 2004; Neelands, 1992; Wagner, 1999)

Historically, thepattern of research on pretend play and its potential effects on
language anditeracyhas followed two main trajectories. The first is an
environmental facilitation of resources for play, such as costumes and props fer role
play. This allows children to experiment themselves anditiate and carry out

play on their own termg a free play. On the other hand, research has also
examinedinstructional techniguesvhichinvolvean adult reading a storip children
andthen re-enactingthat storywith the children Neither have had very large
effects sizes, with most resulting in modest effect sizes. However, these enabling
environments haveigen children meaningful ways to interact gl turn, learn
(Roskos, Christie, Widman, & Holding, 201Dhe current stugl has focused on the
second of the techniques described above, gmup sharedtorybook reading with

re-enactment of the story afterwards. This will be discussed next.
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2.4 Creating an Enabling Environment for Languag@roup Shared
Storybook Reading

Dialogic discussion with an adult or more experienced peer during storybook

reading and the use of books with repeated rhymes and phrasas develop

OKA f RNB Y Q@ol BasO& de dahg; A9ESilverman & Hines, 2009;

Whitehead, 2002) The joint attentiorwhichis required during aharedstorybook
session helps the child to focus (Bruner, 1983). Puppets can help to engage children

which helps with his focus toqBarorcohen, Leslie, & Frith, 1985)

There are different typesf activity surrounding the shared reading sesswhich

Oy KI @S RAFTFSNRAY I STTFS Quitdrn, tReyf lagiagef RNSY Q&4 R
For example, Dickinson (2001) explains that shared reading can be didactic

interactional. This is where the tdaer reads the story without discussing it

beforehand there would be no discussion after the book is read either. The teacher

is simply reading the children a story. The focus in such an activity would be on

simplymemorising the story and having the htyito recall certain elements from it.

Dickinson suggests thatthen the teacher is expressive while readitigs style of
readingcould be described as permanceoriented. The teacher does not

encourage discussion during tperformancebut he/she does discuss the book

with the children before reading it. Dickinson argues that this type of shared reading
results in a high level of interest in the story and the children engage with the story

much more.

Lastly, Dickinson argues that a@onstiuctive styletakes place during the story,

where the focus is on large amounts of discussion. Children engage in prediction

and analysis of the characters and events. Dickinson foundwiman children were

involved in this type of shared reading, thiieracy skills were more advanced

when tested at the end of KindergartéDickinson & Tabors, 2001; Sheilal.,

2012) Research has also shown that storybook reading interventions have been
4dz00SaaFTdzd Ay AYLINRGAY3IA OKAfRNBYyQa fAGSNI O
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2.4.1 Storybook Reading Interventions

The National Early Literacy Panel in theAldBmpleted a metanalysis in 2008 on

the effects of shared reading on the language outcomes of young chi{tligional
Early Literacy Panel, 2008n the analysis, they examined 19 studidsch utilised
randomised controlled trials or had a quasiperimental design. The effect sizes
were mostly moderate on oral language measures. They found that there were
mostly similar outcomes fanonolingualyounger and older children: shared reading
was no lesgffective for children who were at risk of literacy difficulties than for
children who were not. Also, all children, regardless of their SES, showed similar
positive outcomes after the shared reading interventions.

Schickedanz and McGee (2010es@mned the 19 studiesvhichwere discussed in

the NELP repoiih the USASchickedanz & McGee, 2010)hey established that the
effects of shared reading were indeed more evident for younger childrenftiran
older ones, i.e. children in kindergarten. However, they acknowledged that perhaps
0KS LISNBR2Y 6K2 gl & NBIFIRAYy3 GKS ad2NB O2dz R
the story¢ which may in turn, affect their language outcomes after shared reading.
In addition, Schickedanz and McGee found that shared reading, in the studies
included in the NELP report, had a greater effect on productive language than on
receptive language,ui they acknowledged that, once again, the context for testing
and for the shared reading session itself may have had an impact on the outcomes
for the children. Specifically, they suggested that the type and expertise of the
teacher/parent relative to tle children contained in the interaction could affect
whether the shared reading session was successful or not, or indeed whether the
children even participated in the lessoh.summary of the interventions mentioned

in the next section and those that examed pretend playis contained in Tabl2.1.
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Table2.1: Summary of all Interventions for Storybook and/or Pretend Play @amguage

Papers Implementer | Skills* N Age Risk | Setting” | Study® | / 2 K S| Receptive Languagd  Expressive Notes
Factor Design| d* Language
Aram T OL/CBL T1=37, 35 Low SES| 12 pscs QE E PPVT=0.33 & Shared
(2006) T2=38; RC=0.15; PPVT=0.3 reading
Israel T3=40; & RC=0.29;
and PPVT=0.60 &
C=41 RC=0.61;
Barnettet T oL T=106 34 Scs E R PPVT=.22 OLPT=.35 Pretend
al (2008) C=168 play/ToM
USA
Beck & T oL T=52 K Low SES Scs QE R RC=1.17 (K)
McKeown C=46 | 1% Grade RC=0.74 (First
(2007) Grade)
USA
Biermanet T OL/CBL/SEl T+C=365 4 Low SES| 44 class E R EOWPVT=0.15
al (2008) in HS cnt TOoLDY=-0.07;
USA TOLDZ=-0.04
Colmar P oL T=11 5 One R PPVT=.80 SL@'=1.73
(2013) C1=12 control TELEP=1.67
Australia C2=13 group had
language

1 OL=Oral Language skillBL& Code Based Literacy skills

*5Ccs=Schools; CNT=centre(s); HS=Head Start; PSCS=Preschools; HM=Home

16 E=Experimental; QE= Quasi Experimental

Ywr/2KSyQa R NBLRZ2NISR o6& atdzReée FdziK2NBRT 97/ 2KSyQa R SadaylrdsSR
¥ TOLD1= subtest for grammatical understanding

¥ TOLD2= subtest for sentence imitation

TELD Test of Early Language Development

L SLQ=Spoken Language Quotient
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difficulties
Conneret T oL T=5 2 CNT PLS=ES not Pretend Play
al (2014) Play C=5 reported but
USA Increase for
intervention group
Coyneet al T oL T1=34 5-6 Low 7 scs E RC=0.69 RC*0.93
(2004) C=30 scores (taught);
USA RC=0.33
(untaught)

Dockrellet T oL T=53 35 ELL Scs QE Verbal Naming Shared
al (2010) C=41 Comprehension vocabulary Reading
UK C=48 (BASIH) PES=0.68 | (BASII)=PES=0.] Engli$

Language

Learners
Farran & T CBL T=498 4 Scs E Picture Pretend
Wilson C=379 vocabulary=0.07 play/ToM
(2014) Oral
USA comprehension=0.1(

Letterword=0.12
Frickeet al T oL T=90 4 Low PScs E CELF Preschool | Narraive=0.39 Shared
(2013) =90 scores [1=0.831.18 (immediate reading and
UK posttest) recreating
story

?2pL.S=Preschool Language Scale
#RC=Researchetreated

* BAS=British Ability Scales

* PES=Partial Eta Squared Effect Size
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Coyneet al (2004) investigated the use of storybodkshe USAas a means of
introducing new vocabulary. An intervention group received explicit vocabulary
teaching along with storylook reading. Teachers modelled the words in context

and gave direct presentations of the meaning. The books were of good quality, as
indicated by their beig awardwinners or classics. Students in the experimental
group had lower receptive vocabulany begin with, but had higher gains than

students who had higher receptive vocabulary originally. In a reseacgsgnel

taught vocabulary test, whileontrolling for PP\*f scores, the intervention group
scored betteE  / 2 #=%Y Dhis researchedesgned vocabulary test, they

claimed, was a better indicator of vocabulary developm@nhiD.Coyne, Simmons,
YFYSQSyYydzAix 3 {(22f YAt SNBoweverihe iesefrdthgf 3Sy 6 S NH
designed task involved the children being asked to say anything they knew about the
word, rather than what the word actually meant. This could have lowehed

validity of the instrument. But Coyret al (2004)enlisted four different scorers

whose scores were comparahlevhichactually increased the validity of the

measure.

Lastly, as the pogest was administered seven months after the vocabulary was

taught initially, the results should be considered as more of an indicator of delayed
maintenancerather than a test of immediate effects. These maintained results

adzLILI2 NI GKS dzaS 2F ai2NRo6221 AYyUuSNBSyuAz2ya

so storyook reading was used this intervention(M.D. Coyne et al., 2004)

Biermanet al (2008), in a largscale studyn the USAalso investigatethe merits of
storybook reading on the outcomes ofhlguage and social and emotional wiedling

of children inHead Stait’ classrooms. ThResearctbased Developmentally
Informed(REDI) intervention, which provided brief lessons in language development,

showed favourable results for vocabulary (effect sit&Fand emergent literacy

2 Peabody Picture \G@bulary TesfDunn 1981)

*"Head Start is a federa#funded programme in the USA targeting chéid aged & years and
providesa variety of services, inding education in the form of preschool, and nutrition and medical
services

71



Gillian Lake Chapter Twa; Literature Review
DPhil in Education

(blending of soundseffect size=.39), among other positiv@ermanet al., 2008)

It concluded that interactive reading was seen to promote richer conversational

SEOKI y3Sazx (Kdza A YLINB@rmgha al(PROB) PRMBQRa 2 OF 6
was carried out at week 25 out of a possible 35 weeks of the programme. The
resultsmight have been even more favourablead the children been tested when

the intervention was fully completed.

Furthermore ,Mol, Bus and de Jong conducted a matalysis to determine
whether there were any effectsf interactive storybook readingn oral language
(Mol et al, 2009) They examined 31 stieiwhichhad a quasexperimental design.
They focused mostly on studiadichhad preschool and kindergarten children in
their samples. The authors foutftat interactive reading with the children
provided a moderate effect size for both receptive (Sofi @®.45) and expressive
f I y3dz 3Sd=@62)2 RéiytQz2z F2dzy R GKFG GKS OKAf RNBY(
compositevocabularyscore (expressive and receptive one wongre not affected
by the duration of the intervention. What did have an effect onitloaitcomes was
who was implementing the intervention. When researchers/experimenters were
delivering the intervention, the effect sizes were in the moderate rairg&8, but

not effective at all for teachers-Q.08).

Sixtyfour percentof children inthe sample improved in oral language in general
after the interactive reading interventions, so it could be suggested that it can be a
successful way to improve oral language in young children. The duration of the
intervention did not have an impact oneloutcomes of the childreras thosewho
were under 16 weeks were just as effective as thabke were over 16 week@viol

et al,, 2009)

In addition, Beck and McKeown (2007 the USAconducted a study using reading
aloud to children as one of the techniques to teach children new, sophisticated
word vocabulary(Beck & McKeown, 2007) SO | Y R studyycBniargt@ri
intervention group fronKindergarten and @other from First @de, with children

who did not receive the intervention in the two grade groups. The intervention
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ANR dzLJA NBOSA QPSR ¢ Krichiinsttuéti@t | dzi K@ |NEg (SSRGS Vo
257) alongside a series of shared readingslens withtheir teachers over
approximately a terweek period. Richinstructioninvolvedpresenting the context

of a new word to the children, asking the children to repeat the wardl then
presenting the children with a definition and requesting thexstatement of the

word. The teacher was also asked to reinforce the word on subsequent R&fs.
instructionaccompanied a shared reading programme callegt Talk The books
whichfeatured inText Talkvere bookswvhichthe children would not have been able
to read themselves. The books had a high linguistic content and did not rely too
much on illustrations or pictures to explain new words. The children were observed
once per week by the researchers and they were tested atgseand posttest on

a resarcherdesigned vocabulary test. The children in toatrol group did not

hear the same stories as the children in theerventiongroup. They did have

shared reading opportunities with their teachers, hearing other stories in their own

classrooms.

As hypothesised by the authors, the children in both interventimugs

(Kindergarten: 5.58 words @& ® n n  /d2IKLP, FiQt:Gde: 3.64 &M dT MX [/ 2KSYy Qa
d=.74) gained more vocabulary than the children in the comparison groups

(Kindergarten: 1.04; Fir§&rade: 1.71). However, as the children in the comparison

group did not hear the same stories as the intervention groups, it is unlikely that

they were exposed to the same words as the other children at all over the course of

the study. Therefore,it is unlikely that they would know these words when tested at

posttest. If one wereonlyto consider the study as a withsubjects study, then the

results would be strong. However, as the authors were attempting to compare two

groups, the results are rendedleveaker. What the study does suppdttough, is

GKFG aKFINBR NBFRAY3 gA0K OKAT RNBtgstt®F y A Y LINS

posttest.

Even thougHearning vocabulary is extremely difficult, even with rich instruction it is

extremely difficlt to learn adjectives and adverbs, which are more abstract than
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nouns(Elley, 1989) The children in the intervention groups made some gains in
vocabuary, but they did not learn all the new words and there was not a very large
differential between their scores and the scores of the comparison groups. Perhaps,
as the authors found in a followp study, the introduction of direct instruction of

the vocalulary, or use of it at least on a subsequent dayessential if children are to
learn new or sophisticated vocabulary. The choice of vocabulary should be what the
authors call tier 2; for example, it might be a more sophisticated word for the word
nice e.g. pleasant. The authors acknowledge that learmihigh can be

represented pictorially with the use of pictures is ea$aerchildren than simply

hearing the word in insolatianThe intervention in the current study used books
whichhad a high proprtion of large illustrations featungthe words that were

being targeted.

Children caralsobenefit if their parents are trained in interactive reading. Colmar

(2013) conducted suchsiudyin the USAwhichA y @2 f SR OKAf RNBy Qa LJ
than only their teachers. She trained 36 parents to deliver an intervention over four

months to their children who had a mean age of 5:0 years and who had delayed

language skills.

CKS AYUSNBSyiGuAz2y O2yaAraitaSR 2F (0KS LI NByda
asking them open questions. A baseline was establigsdgTest of Early

Language Developmeand thePeabody Picture Vocabulary Teg&tarents were

asked to pause at the page turn when reading to their ¢hdldllow the child to

initiate talk aboutwhat was being read. When parents read picture books to their

child, these were used as a stimulus for conversation later in the day. Even though

the sample was small in this study, significant differenoeeceptive and

productiveone-word vocabularywere found in favour of the interventignwvith

medium to large effect sizg§€olmar, 2013) Interactive sbrybook readingthen,

Oy AYLINRGS OKAfRNByQa @20l odzf I NB ®
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Storybook Reading and Children with English as an Additional Language

Storybook reading has been shown to be useful in developing the vocabulary of
children who are learning English. Silvermine Himtes (2009) compared an English
Language Learning (ELL) group with aBoglish Language Learning (fielol) on
their vocabulary development after a 4#2eek interventionin the USA After a
storybook reading session, a video involving the subject eh8eiwas used to
enhance theone-word vocabulary in one groy@nd not in a control group. While it
seems that the nofELL did not show any impact of the intervention on both a
researcherdesigned and standardised vocabulary test, the ELL group did show a
improvement. It wasiot necessarily the storybook intervention that made the
difference, but more the media enhancemesdntained within it However, it could
be argued that the combination of storybook reading with another medium helped
to improve thevocabulary of ELL childréRebecca Silverman & Hines, 200%he
sample in the current study did contain childreho were learning Englis{ELL)

The storybook was a useful way of introducing vocabulary to these children.
Children with English as an Additional Language (EAL) often enter schoal with
proficiency in their own language and indeed can have an alrgeklyinguistic
repertoire (Mahon & Crutchley, 2006) hyS Ydzaid o0S OQifadggh al ya 27F

repertoires onschool entry.

Results from intervention studies where storybook reading is combined with another
YSRAdzZY 2F AyaldaNUHzOGA2Y LINRRdAzOS S@Sy adaNBy3S

vocabulary developmenand these will be discussed next.

Harris and colleaguessal argue for the use of a mixture in the pedagogies used to
teach tildren vocabulary, for exampktorybook reading alongside explicit
instruction. The implicit instruction through storybook reading can enable children
to interact with new words at a deépvel, by using them in context. This can
complementexplicit instruction(Harris, Golinkoff, & HirsRasek, 2011 Most
authorsargue that storybook reading on its own will not serve to teach children

vocabularyg it usually needso go handin-hand with another pedagogy. The
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current studyadopted this approach It first introduced the vocabulary through the
storybook session, liihe vocabulary was reinforced through its use in context by

the children in planned pretend plagn a subsequent day.

Conneret al (2014) conducted a study on the combined use of story and pretend
playin the USA Theauthors were examining the effects pretend play and story

2y OKAfRNBYyQa LI & |yR fFy3adzZtadcearadsf AGASa D
rather than the agegroup that the current study focused on. A story was read to the
children and afterwards the children were asked to plathwoyswhichwere
representative of the story. This only lasted approximately five minutes. This could
be viewed as an unrealistic timeframe to elicit whether the children had improved or
not, but the children were very young and may have lost inteifaste time had

been longer. The sample was extremely smath only 10 children in it. The

authors claim that there were improvements in tReeschool Language Scale
(Zimmerman & Castilleja, 2008gores of the children in the intervention groups.
However, the children were not matched for language ability or play level. The
results are highly questionable. There are a lot of varialvl@sh could rave

affected the results, such as teachers, the setting, the parents, the backgrounds and
abilities of the children. There was no diversity in the sample eitkigin only white

middle class children involvd@onner, Kellwance, Ryalls, & Friehe, 2014)

Results from preous studiesvhichcombine storybook reading with pretend play
showed promise, so there is a need for more experimental studies. The current
study addressed thigcuna Furthermore, the current study also included a puppet
in the storybook reading sessi. The merits of using a puppet to engage children as

part of the intervention will be discussed next.

2.4.2 Storybook Reading and Pupis

Puppets have been used in the educatmandindeed entertainment; of young
children for many years, as childrean identify with and believe in thefBaron
cohen et al., 1985; Webst&tratton, Jamila Reid, & Stoolmiller, 2008jowadays,

with advances in technologghildren are surroundedy lively and exciting
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entertainment and it can be difficult to maintain their interest. Puppets can capture

OKAf RNBY Q& 1AYISEGKSGAOS GAradd t ILgh® | dzRA G2

this can stimulate then{Fisher, 2009)

The jointattention episodewhich puppetscanprovide,facilitate conversation

between the adult and childhese conversations help to impve scientific thinking,
social, emotional and behavioural development. They also aid the development of
syntax and grammatical skills, along with the introduction of new vocabulary
(UNICEF 2004; Simenhal. 2008; Rollins & Snow 1998; Webs&irattonet al. 2008;
Depariment for ChildrenSchools andFamilies 2008; Moylett & Stewart 2012)

In policy too, the benefits of using puppets have been highlighted. The purchasing of
puppets was seen as a beneficial way to spend public money for outreach projects in
the UK andor encouraging language and cognitive development at home with

young children(Gibb, 2011) Previous policy has alluded to theccessvhich

puppets can bring to various interventiomdichwere deemed to be successful
(Department for Children Schools and FamjI2309; Moylett & Stewart, 2@).

aSlkadz2NAy3 ,2dzy3 / KAt RNBYQa 5S@St2LIYSyid gAi

Puppets have often been used as a methodology in reseaitthyoung children

(Stadler &Vard, 2005) For example, Schulze acolleaguesin Germany2013

found puppets useful for increasing the engagement of the children in their study.

The children interacted with the puppet, even making deductions and inferences

I 0 2dzi & K| Us déskeS wdrddzlellwBaii @ wanted for breakfast. The

puppet answered questions with a statement that was relataat not a direct

answeri 2 (GKS ljdzSaidAz2y GKIF G ¢ awhatdolyGivant ¢ KS
forbreakfasKk ¢ | YR (G KS &lgatohills @ NB KSA ORIActaNBSy Ay
study knew what action to takéased on inferring what the puppet wanted for

breakfast. The fact that the children had developed such a relationship with the

puppet to be able to deduce and infer shows justhuseful they can be anftbw

much the children enjoyed engaging with th¢Bchulzest al., 2013)
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Puppets have long been used in studidschexamine executive function and tasks

where theory of mind is being testd@arlson & Moses, 20Q1Beck and colleagues

(2011) used a puppet in thestudyin the USAwhichtested the testretestreliability

of executive function tasks. They reasoned that using the puppet to engage with the

children would keep the children interested. They chose to use puppathwere

familiar to the children fromawell y 2 6y OKAf RNBY Q&4 Hindt SGAaA2Y
and Ernie fronBesame StreetThe children responded to the puppets and were put

at ease by their presend8eck, Schaefer, Pang, & Carlson, 2011)

Puppets have been extremely useful to studies on pretend play also. Children enjoy
watching scenarios Wi puppets and while being entertained by them, engage with
the tasks more enthusiasticajlihe generic knowledge being transferred calso be
assimilated more readily, even if it contradicts what they already k(®wtherland

& Friedman, 2013)

Importantly for the current study, puppets have been used in studietsh have

focused on language development. Trionfi and Reese (280@n researching the

narrative development omonolingual Eglish speakinghildrenin New Zealand

dza SR LJzLJLJSGa a + gle 2F 200FrAyAy3 GKS OKA:
LJzLILISGa GKSANI aG2NASad ! aAay3d |+ LzLILISG o a
language development. Rather than a child atteimg a pen and paper task, or

answering straight questions related to his/her phonological awareness, puppets can
FAOSNIIFAY GKS OKAfRQa fS@St 2F LK2y2f 23A0!
with their pronunciation(Carroll, Snowling, Stevenson, & Hulme, 200B)e child

enjoys interacting with the puppet and is more engaged with the taska result

Davies Shanks and Davies (2004) used puppets to aid narrative development in
children with a language delayrhirty-one children from high povertareasin the
UKwere involved in an interventiowhichtook place three times per vek. The
children were encowged to use puppets to tell their own narratives after learning

about thewho, what, whereandwhenof their own stories. Daviext alfound that
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the puppets helped to bring the stories to life for the children. The children could

see a physical manifestion of their storiesand thishelpedthem to internalise the

LINE OS&da 2F RS@OSt2LIAYy3 | OKI NIDaue&NRaE Y20SYS
Shanks, & Davies, 2004)

{AYAfT I NI &z LdzLlJSia KI @S 6SSy dzzaSRnada2 ARSYy(.
multiple casestudy designlevy (2008) conducted interviews with five nursery

children using a puppet to elicit data on the home and schoobdises related to

NBI RAYy3Io [ SPeQa AYy(iSNWBASG6a gAGK GKS OKAfR
guestions to the esearcher and the researcher relaying these questions to the child.

Levy argued that the use of the puppaetthe interviewsserved to gain rich and

varied data on a range of questions relating to reading, suctwdsat do we need to

readandwhy dowesadZ O[ S@&3X HAnnyY pHOO® [ Sge 02y GS)
puppetin the interview was agappropriate therefore respecting the voice of the

child in researcliR. Levy, 2008)

The puppet has even been used in the development and success of a child interview
research tool. Th8erkley Puppet Intervie(BPIYAblow & Measelle, 1993yas
developed to assess verygzy 3 O K A f-pemidptifre alt wasStiodghbefore
this instrument was developedhat children at a young age perhaps did not have
the ability to articulate their own selberception. The tool wadeveloped to be
used with children who are as youag betweerfour andsevenyears oldn the
USA The authors of the BPI argued that more interactive andaggopriateways
of eliciting information about academic sglérception, depression and social self
perception from very young children shouldigxrather than simply asking them
guestions. They claimed that researchetso changed the way they spoke to
childrenelicitedbetter responses from the children. They therefalevised an
interview tool where the child was asked to agree or disagrile statements that
two puppets made to the child. The interview took place at floor level and the
exchange was more pedike than an adukchild interaction(Measelle & Ablow,

1998) This produced better and more plentiful responses from the children, even
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more so than pictures. Theay puppets interact with children seesto have a
positive impact on the amounts of information they are willing to shi&rerels,
Merget-Kullmann, Wende, Schmitz, & Buchbinder, 2009)

Puppets and Social and Emotional Development

Puppets have long been used in interventiovischtargetthe social and emotional
development of young children. One such example ig¢newnedUSdevised
Incredible Years Child Dinosaur Progranitd€DP) for children with behavioural
difficulties (WebsterStrattonet al.,, 2008) In this programme, during a circle time
small group therapy activity, a puppet would present a particular problencthréo
the children. The children and the puppet would try to resolve the problem
together. The children responded toe fact that the puppet was present and
introduced in the same way each week. This predictability of the sessions stabilised
the chidren. Even children with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder had
interacted successfully and in a sustained way and their inattention, oppositional
behaviour and hyperactivity had benefited from interacting with the puppet
(WebsterStratton & Reid, 2008) Children with conduct problemand those with
emotional selregulation difficulties in socially disadvantaged arals®benefted
from interaction with the puppet in IYCDP. IYCDP is afthatdlly programme
whichuses lifesize pupetswith whichthe children enjoy interactingWVebster
Strattonet al., 2008) The interaction withite puppet, in more recent research has
beenshown to have an impact on the aggression of young children with A&xdD

in follow-up studies one year lat€iWebsterStratton, Reid, & Beauchaine, 2011,
2013) The effect sizes were medium to large in the original study and these were
maintained at followup. Two thirds of the children scored belde clinical range
on aggression measures and oppositional behaviour after the intervention with the

Child Dinosaur puppet programnfé/ebsterStrattonet al., 2013)
Similarly, puppts positivelyaffected the welbeing of young children in a study in

Australia. Over the course of ten weeks, 99 children interacted with pupgath

explained how the children should conduct themselves behaviourally. The
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interaction with the puppets improved thekcA f RNBy Qa a20At+f FyR Sy2
competence(Ashdown & Bernard, 2012)The recent use of puppetsstudies to
improve social and emotional wbking and the favourable responses from young

children all serve to show the benefits of using puppets with young children.

Puppets and Academic Achievement

Puppets have been successfully used in the teaabifirsgience. In a study

conducted by Keogh and others (20@%the UK the puppet was reported as

bringing scientific stories to life for children. Theoncentration levels were

observed to have improved withhé introduction of the puppet, and theyanted to
contribute to the lesson much more when the puppet was involved. Even children
who were reported as being shy and timid before the intervention were reported as
contributing muchmore to class discussions. Th®emed to be less intimidated by
the puppet asking them questions than the teachard saw the puppet as more of

a peer than an instructor. The language used by the puppet was more at the level of
the child thanthat sometimes used by the teacher, so that made the subject matter
a little more accessible for them. ig€g2ussion levels in the classrooms increased. The
children perceived the puppet as not necessarily knowing the answers to a question
they posed, sahe childrenexplaired their questions more fully Not only did the
interaction with the puppets have an impact on the amount of verbal contribigion
the children madeit also affected the quality dhosecontributions. 8idents gave
more justificationof their positions and more reasoned answers. They spent more
time reasoningand problem solvingand in what the teachers termed learning
conversations, rather than talking about the practical elements of the task they were
askal to complete. The children generalistened more and werenuch more

engaged in the lessons. Thiggagement, the authors concludegplaved the way for
more understanding of the subject matter of the science lesg¢&esgh, Naylor,

Downing, Maloney, & Simon, 2005; Simon et al., 2008)

¢KS G(GSIFOKSNRa 2¢y Glt1 OKIyYy3ISR (22 ¢ KAa

evidencedby the teacherSlearning diaries. The teachers seemed to offer more
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encouragement to the children winethey used the puppets. It is known that

children tend to respond more to positive praise and reinforcement, so this would

KIS KIFEIR Fy AYLI OG0 2y GKS OKAfRNByQa NBalLkR

that study, provided the teacher with another3n- ya 2 F & Ol FF¥2f RAY 3

learning and constructing knowledgaithout directly interacting with the children

themselves.

Puppets and Narrative Development
Thoroughliterature searches took place of the ERIC database, along with the British

Edwcation Index in order to find studieshichexamined the effects of puppets on

OKAf RNBYyQa yINNIIAGS RSOSt2LISylo ¢ KAa

addresses this gap in the literature, as it uses a puppet in the group shared reading

session of théntervention.

2.5Section Summary

So far, the components of the intervention (group shared storybook reading and
planned pretend play) have been discussed with regard to their origins in language
acquisition research and theory and their situation withmenablingenvironment,
whichfacilitates interaction with the adult or a more knowledgeable othAtso, he
strengths of mall group interactive storybook reading and planned pretend play
have beerexplicatedin this chapter The use of puppets hasdrediscussed and

their merits have been outlined. The next section addresses the outcaiies the

components of such an intervention would seek to target.

2.6 Outcomes of the Current StudyVocabulary and Narrative (Story

retelling)

2.6.1 Vocabulary Deelopment

The Very Early Stages
There is evidence to suggest that, while babies are in the womb and have been read

a story repeatedly, they responded toay headturningvhen it was read to them
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when they were newly bor(iT. David et al., 2003}t appears thababies are tuning

into language, even at this eadyage oftheir development

During thisearlystage, the baby learns to filter out the sounahkichare not useful

or arenot usedin the home &nguage.

Phonological Processing

Research has shown that bilingual children do not necessarily differertetveen

any of the languages they hear, prenatally asdan early infantvihman, 2014)
Evidence from research with English and Chinese newborns showed ¢hat th
bilingual infants did not show a preference for listening to either language when
compared to the Englisbnly infants, who preferred English. The authors concluded
that the bilingual babies had learned enough about both languages to find them

equally nteresting(ByersHeinlein, Burns, & Werker, 2010)

This differentiatbon in monolinguathildren carcoincidewith their phonological
perceptiondeveloping Indeed, this increased phonological perception can manifest
itself in babies as young &n monthsmaking the shapes of sounds thegein

language when the primary caregiver has ugaeddiscriminately (Vihman, 2014).

There is evidence that in running spegebhbies as young as six months old can
recognise frequently heard wordsich as Mummy or their own nangBortfeld,

Morgan, Golinkoff, & Rathbun, 2005; Depaolis, Vihman, & kBaimoy, 2012;
MandelEmer & Jusczyk, 2003They may not, however, be attributing meaning to
these wordsyet, but recognition is evident. However, it has been shown that if
children can recognise word forms and indeed produce them at this early stage, then

they are more likely to show stable understandingtem later (Vihman, 2014).

Wdza OUShstudyafound thafwhen passages of text were readrtwnolingual
infantsof between six and eight monthg/hichthey had listened to for a series of
days previous to the trial, the infants listened longer, i.e. they did not turn away for

longer thantwo consecutive secondgusczyk, 2001)
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Bilingual infants possessing two phonological processing systems seems to

negatively affect their ability to respond to vowel sounds in the-dominant

language, but lingual children have the advantagédien processing vowel sounds

that are present in both their languages, which would be unfamiliar to monolingual
infants(Vihman, 2014)However, bilingual children appear to have had less practice
with known or familiar words even in their stronger languadéis could lead to a

lower lexical processing and smaller vocabulary in each language. However, it is
0K2dAKG GKIFIG oAfAy3IdzZ f OKAT RNeBuwddedttod 2 O | €
mondt A y 3 dz f and i HepdRdeBbytednteraction withthe adult, or the

exposure to each languag@®urphy, 2014)

While, there $ no conclusive evidence that there is a development by stages in
language development, a process called canonical babbling usually occurs later than

the first phonological preessing of early infant life (Vihman, 2014).

Canonical Babbling

During their fist year children begin to engage in canonical babdplinhere they
put consonants and vowels together. It is thought tHat the time they are
approximately ten months old, children are in what canéenedthe jargon stage.
This is when they use prvordswhichthey have created themselves to indicate

what they needso the functional nature danguagds emerging

It is thought that at this stage, very young children will operate a lexical selection.
They will use worde/hichhave a particulaconsonantwhichthey like to pronounce
andthey engage in vocal plaigsting their voicegStoelGammon & Menn, 2013)
Furthermore,BloomQ &  Srienta®widk (1975, 1977) showed that infants
increased their vocalisations when a parent or adult is pre§iénBloom, 1975

1977) However, they argued that in fa¢he rate of vocalisations changed
dependent on the contingent talk the adult engaged in. When the adult was
engaged in contingent talk, the infant tended to pause, become attentive and often

smile and then vodese. Duringhon-contingent talk the infants vocalised in what
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Bloom termeddbursts (Bloom, 1977: 368)Moreover, Bloom and colleaguesgued
that more adultlike vocalisationsouldbe carried out by an infant who is stimulated
by turn-taking duringsuch an interaction. Infantscanpartake in vocal matching with
the parent. For example, infants at three months and five months exercised
FGadSYLIWGa G2 YI dterénces, Kadtislay sylRabic Kreddes the
mother and infant were engaged inutual, symmetrical patterns of communication

(Hsu & Fogel, 2001)

| 26 SOSNE AU Aa y2G 2yfeée GKS OFasS GKFG GKS
vocalisations, as Goldstein and Schwade (2008) faartteir recent study of

mother-infant dyads. They found thatthe fortn¥ | Y2 G KSNDa NBaLRyas
Fy AYyFEyaQa @201t LINRPRAzOUGA 2y > a62ddA X ® RdzS
guided statistical learning ¢ A G K (GKS Ay Flyda NBalLRyRAy3 (2
analysis of its structure, which in turn facilitatéeeir ownvocalproduction

(Goldstein & Schwade, 20@21).

Gathercole and Baddely (1989) found that phonological memory could have an
impact on the speed at which children acquiacal productionst the jargonstage.

If children could remember novebands with relative ease, then it could be that
they may have a memory for new words, which is a combination of these new
sounds. Children need to be able to identify these new sounds and separate them
from the rest of the word in a particular sentenagtered to them, i.e. speech
segmentation. This is where phonological memory has a role to play. Gathercole
and Baddley (1989) found thphonological memory was highly correlated to
vocabulary at age four and age fi{@athercole & Baddeley, 1989)

There are undoubtedly roles for gesture, onomatopoeia and protowords in young
OKAf RNBYQa (UNIyaAldA2y FTNRY LK2YySYS LINRBRdzOG
However, it is argued by Vihmathat procedural routines play an even naor

significant role, where they allow the infant to engage in speplanning, which will
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eventually lead to systematic languagEhis functional nature of language is evident

ininfant) S+ NI & fAy3IdzAaidArd RSOSt2LIVSyd o

Owens(2012) suggests that typicaitieveloping children progress from having single
words only at approximately 12 montht® having around 15@00 when they reach
the age of two years. When they reach the age of thremry®wens maintains that
typically-developing children can have up to 1,08l8glewords. Children who are
developing in such a way can ask questions can make-wailtl utterances and

begin to use the possessive noun as they learn about the socialdosaif language
(Owens, 2012; Tomasello, 2009)

In contrast to StoeGammon and Menn (2013) mentioned aboVemasello

differentiates between the child uttering what he terri%ocal signalQand actual

g2NRa FNRBY (KS OKHetoRténds thatithé shil® 4l yi Sdell ¥ O S
soundwhichthey have heard an adult use, might just be a playful activity based on
his/her desire to interact, rather than a conscious use of a new word. However,

even in these reflexive vocalisations, Tomasello argues that the chileiacting

with those around him/hefTomasello, 2001)

Social Pragmatic Approach

Tomasello (2001)roposesa socialpragmatic approach to vocabulary acquisition.
He maintains that children are not passirecipients of new informatioor, in the
caseof languaye development, new words. Rathéney are constantly deciphering
what the adult is referring to. This could be the total sum of what the adult is
referring to, or just part thereof. He argues that fact, childredearn language in

the same wayn which theyacquire other conventions particular to their culture.

An example of this might be when a child ttesmake sense of whatn adult is
attendingor referring to andhus decipherghe interaction. Tomasellaiffers from

Bruner in this way, écause he does not suggest that children learn by gaze direction

27

only. Instead, he argues thatthechigdt SS{ Ay 3 (G2 dzy RSNRAGIFI YR (KS
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for them through language. He based this supposition on a study he condacted
1994 involvingtwo-year-old children. This study comprised an adult looking a child
straight in the eye and announcing that they were intending to search for a
particular item and then proceeding to search for it. In one condition, the adult
moved directly to where the ite was. In the second conditipnowever, the adult

went to the vicinity of where the item was hidden, and searched under each of the
cups, scowling at each unsuccessful one. When the adult finally located the correct
item, he/she gave a satisfied smil¢.K S | Rdzf 1 Qa NBIF OlA2y (G2 FAYF
crucialto the child learning the word, nathichtoy the adult was looking at, at that

time. Tomasello claimed that gaze direction was not a factor in the child learning

the word (Tomasello, 2001)Perhaps it was a cdymation of gaze direction and the

I Rdzf 6 Q& AYyGSNIOGA2Y gA0K GKS AdSya GKFG KS

In a second study by Tomasello, the adult carried out an action on a toy and then did
the wrong action by accident. When the adult subsequeditl the right thing,

he/she expressed satisfaction. The child was then asked to complete the action
him/herself. The child had to listen to the direction from the adult and then

complete the action correctly. The child was able to do this after that &dhd

completed his/her action first. Tomasello argued that the child was using the
intentions of the adult to decipher the action word. The action was not stopped for
the word to be announced to the child. He/she implicitly obtained the word for the
action through the interaction with the adult. This, Tomasello asserts, is the way

children can learn language.

Studies carried out by Gergely, Nadasdy and Csibra andlBB5){n Hungaryhave

exemplifiedthe potential for children to understand otha&rQ Ay 0 Sy A2y a | yR
decisions to act in a particular way based uplois. Thesestudies consisted of an

adult awkwardly bending to switch on a light with the child presentvas$clear to

the child that therewasan easier way to operate the light mgh the use of a large

switching panel. However, the child, when asked to repeat the action chose to

imitate themodus operanddf the adult. The child recognised the intention of the
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adult and deduced that the best way to achieve what the adult wanied to bend
awkwardly(Gergely, Nadasdy, iBsa, & Bird, 1995; Tomasello, 2001)

Children listen very carefully to language and can begin to isolate the phonemes in
their native language and segment ttemguageo which they are attending. This is
no easy task, as phonemes, particularly in Bmglish languagean be pronounced

in many different ways. A child needs to ensure that all the sounds are categorised
differently. Newman and colleagues cldinat this is a prerequisite for language
development(Newman, Ratner, Jusczyk, Jusczyk, & Dow, 2006y claim that this
needs to happen before the age of one year émat this is the window for
segmentation. Within this window of development, there is a possibility for

statistical learning.

Statistical Learning stermused by Newmanand colleagueso describe the

situation wherethe child learns the frequency of something occurring in a language
which, in turn,helps them to learn where and how to use a particular featurthef
language. This would be dependent on a child being able tq hedtune in to, the
people around him/her who are speaking. An anomaly angih children who are
hearingimpaired. If they cannot tune in to the language they are learning, there
might be a possibility that they might miss some of this statistical legrnAiso,
listening in could only taka childso far, ase/shemight be limited by the others

with whom he/sheisinteracting andwho may use a small number of words on a
regular or frequent basis. This again reinforces the important element of iritenac
of the infant or child withanother person It is not just the ability to recognise
sounds and indeed make them and put them together to form new vocabulary
which is relevantit is at least two people interacting and essentially communicating
that makes it a language. This social context of the child is extremely important
(Newman & Sachs, 2013n particular, the interaction between the mother and the
child is imporaint, without overreliance on Infant Directed Speech or Adult Directed

Speech, but an interaction of these two types of communication.
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In most culturesthe amount of talk the mother engages in with the child can affect

their speech development latefThis can begin as joint attention.

C2NJ SEF YLX ST RdzNAy3 . NdzySNDR&a AyGaSNBRdzo2SOGA
child can acquire words through joint attention, whiictvolvesfocusing on joint

objects of reference through modelling of gestut®sadults. The child can learn that
communication can be reciprocas was discussed in Section 2.2The first half of

this early developments usually characterised by emergent conversation. The child

is not necessarily talking and having conversgtas adults would necessarily know

it. However, certain more developed aspects of conversation are visible, such as

initiation, early turntaking and joint gaze, but actual words are not gpparent

Gesture emerges during this stage also and isyankigestone in the acquisition of

vocabulary. The child, in the second half of the intersubjective stage, i.e. six to

twelve months may hold something so that the adult can view it. Alternatively, they

may point to something or jointly point at sometlgmhichthe adult wishes them to

attend to (Sheilet al., 2012) This is not always straightforward for all children. In

particular, children with Autistic Spectrum Disorder cannot always achieve joint

attention, or joint eye gazeor even exchange smiles with another. These are all

ardya GKIFIG GKS OKAfRQAa AyGSNBald (Sheil 6 KS LINT
et al, 2012) Joint gaze is also culturally bound,iasa study conducted by Fernald

and Morikawa il993in the USAAmerican mothergncouraged their children to

look around and take in their surroundings, thus engaging in joint attention, whereas
WFELIySasS Y2G§KSNAR LINBE TS NNB RFein&d&AMbdikawa, T | y i Qa
1993.

The effects of the mothémainparent2 y G KS OKAf RQa @2 Ol 6dzf | NB |
apparent, even though how that relationship manifests itself may be different for

each culture. For example, Pan, Rowe and Singers (2005) found evidence of this
influencewhen they examined 108 children who were monolingual and from a rural
backgroundn New England, USAhey foundhat, if the mother had a higher word

olyl KSNEStT>X (0KSYy GKS OKAfRQa @20 6dzt | NB
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the amount of timethat the mother spent reading to the childnd the availability of
literacy activities and materials at homleINS RA O SR KS (RodiguezRQa @2 Ol
& TamisLeMonda, 2011; Rodriguet al., 2009)

Hoff (2005) argues thatvhen children fist acquire wordsthey are context bound.

They represent something for the child so they are referential. Hoff argues that

these first words are usually understood by the adwitto is interacting with the

developing child Wells (2009) haslentified this functional nature of language

development in his landmark study in 1980s with young childréfells and

O2ftfSI3dzSa NBO2NRSR OKAfRNByQa O2y@dSNEI GA 2
investigate the similaritiesr differenceshetween the two contextén terms of

language development. They contended that children followed a particular

functionaltrajectory of development (albeit individual to the child and their familial

situation), which is contingent on the interaction with anoth@tells, 2009) The

context in which the child is conversing then, becomes an increasingly important
FILOG2NI AY YSIadaNAy3 (KFd OKAftRQa €l y3dz 3s
should, Wells contends, be consl& R O NS Fdzf f 8> ¢KSYy YSI ada2NRAyY
acquisition. He argues that the development of vocabulary, in particular, is bound

up with the child using language to fulfil a need or want they have, which can be

possibly met by the adult that they aneteracting with. This is discussed next.

Children may typically begin with nominal words sucimasnmyor daddy, or they

can be associated witaroutine whichthe child follows, such as bedtime, drinking

and eating. Uccelli and colleagues argue tid 402 ¥ | OKAf RQa FTANRG pn
typically nouns. It is thought that nouns are acquired first becansénglish, these

are the words that come at the beginning and ending of sentemdésh(i KS OKAf RQa
familyis uttering. Thegrammaticalktructure ofEnglish is subjesaterb-object (SVO).

So, in English, the child hears a noun as the subject, and a noun as the(Olojssiti

& Pan, 2013)
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SometimesHoff (2005)argueschildren who are at this stag#f their vocabulary
developmentmistakenly overextend the words they know. For example, they may
begin to associate men with the word Daddy and call all men Daddy. Similarly,
DFGKSNO2tS YR . I RRfS@& oMoy poWmRE®BMI G2 GKS
assumpionQ When children learn a new word, they often use this word to name all
other objects that are associated with it. For example, a child might use the word
cupto describe the liquid inside, and the action of drinking. It can take a while for
childrento learn muual exclusivity. tican be difficult for them to learn that

members of the cat family do not overlap with members of another animal family.
This can also occur in the opposite way too, with some children underextending. For
example, they mgcall all dogs a collie, if that is a word they associate with,adwgs

their own dog in particular.

After the child can master some nouns, they may move to action words swath as
gone They then might move to personal words suchvaat andno andplease

When the child moves up to having approximately 600 words, 40% are nouns, 25%
are verbs and adjectives, 15% are function words, for example, drink, banana etc.
(Uccelli & Pan, 2013)The word spurt might oac after this as the child switches to
learning about the grammatical function of wor(tdoff, 2005) Bruner argues that

this is when the normative modekes place, during thertie at preschool for a
typicallyRS @St 2 LAYy 3 OKAf RO CKAA A& 6KSY OKAf RNE
stage, according to Bruner, the child can typically begin to use-mattl sentences,
sentence combinations, talk abbtheir experiences anteginto develop
decontextualisd language. It is at this timasothat the intervention in the current
study was carried out, as the children would have been beginning to use language

pragmatically and for conversatiprather than only to fulfil their needs.

CKS FIYATALFLE SY@ANRYYSY(O 6AGKAY 6KAOK | OK.
development, Hoff (2005) argues. For example, the position in the family can affect
GKS OKAfRQ& f I y3adza 3S RsEhsth enlldwBoywvastirst | 2 FF O H .

born or last born may have a slight advantage over his/her siblifigss can bdue
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to spending more actual time talking to parents and their siblingsthadact that
they may have more onto-one attention from the parety depending on the
parentLvork situation What is clear, however, is that the familyedgplay a role in

GKS OKAfRQ& IOljdzZAaAdGA2y 2F @201 odzf | NB @

Other environmentafactors, which might affect language developmemaye been
identified through largescde research studies. For example, seei@nomic status

has been shown to have an influence on vocabulary acquisition. Rodriguez and
colleagues (2011) fourtthat monolingualchildren from low soci@conomic groups
across the U%ere at or bebw, the normreferenced level for vocabulary. The
opposite was the case from the higher seeimnomic groupingéRodrigue®
TamisLeMonda, 2011) Another important finding from their study was that the
preschooling of the children sened to build on what was learned the first two
8SINB 27T f A TndrekohPex agprcisl dhiiegdht litkracy driguez

& TamisLeMonda, 20111071). Tomasello (1998) argues that personality can play a
role too. He argues that a child who may be outgoing may elicit more opportunities
to talk. They simply engage with others more, which gives them more opportunities

to acquire morewords.

Thesociceconomic grouping the children originated whether they attended
preschoojand the level of interaction they engage @il can havean impact on their
vocabulary acquisitionThe number of langages spoken at home can have an

impt Ot 2y OKAf RNByQa @20l odzft  NB | OljdZA AAGA2Y >
general. For exampleyen though children who are born into a bilingual home
produce their first words around the same time as monolingual chil§@snesee,
2003; Patterson & Pearson, 2004, Petitto et al., 2001y evidence is less conclusive
as it can verynuch depend on the age children in a sample and whether receptive
or productive vocabulary outcomes are being reportdeébr example, in large

samples of preschool children, a smaller receptive vocabulary has been reported in
bilingual children in comparison to monolingual dnéin (Bialystok, Luk, Peets, &

Yang, 2010; Mahon & Crutchley, 200&) productive language, bilingual school
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childrenhavetendedto have a smaller total vocabulary repertoireeach language

i.e. Language (L1)and Language @2)(Yan & Nicoladis, 2009However, the

amount of exposure to each languagan determine the size of the voaoalary

repertoire, i.e. a greater exposure leads to larger vocabulary paiculaty in the

L2(A. David & Wei, 2008; Poulbubois, Bialystok, Blaye, Polonia, & Yott, 2012)

Therefore, it might be beneficial for ctiien with EAL to be exposed to an

intervention that is in their L2, in order to support their total vocabulary

development.| 2 ¢ ¢S (1y2¢ oKIG | FTFSOGA OKAf RNByQa

changed and influenced the way we support it.

2.6.2 CollectingData on Vocabulary Acquisition

During the 18 and early 28 centuriesRA I NB &0 dzRASa 2F OKAf RNBYQ
RSOSt2LIYSYyld oSNB LR2LJzZ I NE gAGK LI NByida NBLI
acquisition. This was a useful methodology for examining irdlivid OKA f RNBy Q&
language development. However, the diaries proved less useful when it came to

trying to establish any patternshichSEA 4G SR Ay OKAf RNByQa f I y3d
Methodologically speaking, the validiby diary studiesvas called into quegin, as

0KS RAFNRAGA 6SNB R20dzySydAy3a KILWSyAy3Ia 4.
whichwere particularly interestingrather than rudimentary scheduling of events in

that development. More recently, the use Gbmmunicative Developmental
Inventorieshasenabledd KS Y SI adzZNBYSy i 2F OKAtoRNByQa @2
become more scientific, as these are standardised, n@farenced measures

(Uccelli & Pan, 2013)

Interventions and Vocabulary Development

Inter@dSyGA2ya OFy ©0S adz00Saa¥FdzZ Ay &adzllL2 NI Ay 3
Children in lowincome areagparticularly, havebenefitted from vocabulary

development interventiongBeck & McKeowr2007; Biemiller, 2003; Pan, Rowe,

Singer, & Snow, 2005; Roskasal., 2010; Sénéchal, 1997 For exampleAmerican
monolingualchildren who were screened as having <85 standard scotheon

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test due to high poverty circurostpor a language
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delay, responded positively to an intervention with interactive read aloud as the

main componen{Roskos & Burstein, 2011)

The children, who hha mean age of 57 months, were exposed to the intervention

twice weekly, for 12 weeks. The intervention took place in-oeek slots, with a

break between each slot. Two books were read each week to the childitna

Bay and tellabout three to fve singletarget words before each read aloud session.

CKAA ¢l a Ay 1SSLIAYy3 approxifately Kvb bel NBdggeda Yy SSR
day from the age of one year old, whicanresult in 6,000vordsby the time they

reach seven years o(@iemiller & Slonim, 2001)

The children also discussed the words after the storynead, as this has proved
successful in improving vocabulgBeck & McKeown, 200.7)The storybooks were

picture fiction booksthe target words were taken from these books ahdy were

high frequency wordso whichthe children might b exposed as their vocabulary
developed. The experienced teachers and learning assistants had debriefing

sessions about what was working in the intervention and changes were made as the
AYGSNIBSYyiGA2Yy LINPINBaAaASROD ¢ K Argsultyds the KI @S
staff had the experience and expertise to know how to adapt the intervention to

make it more successful.

The children were encouraged to retell the story themselves with puppetis mie-
play it. The children were repeatedly exposedtie new words in different
contexts,which helped them to make minthaps of the new wordsather than just
rely on an increasing memory load. When the words were introduced into the play
activity, for example, they made a shift from the sht@tm memow to the long

term memory. These interactive dialogic reading sessions resulted in moderate to

large effect sizes for productive and receptive vocabulRgskos & Butsin, 2011)

Wasik, Bond and Hindman (2006) investigated the effect®wfbiningstorybook

reading with conversation strategies, in gutervention to developAmerican
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OK A f Rniefofdyacabulary. They trained tebers to engage in purposeful
dialogue with the childrenresults showed that the children in the intervention
group improved much more than the control group for receptive vocabulary

(I 2 K S yéffeét size=.73) and productive vocabulary (effect size\W4sik, Bond,
& Hindman, 2006)

Aram (2006) also conducted a study combining the methodologies of teaching
alphabetic skills and storybook reading. One grotilsraelichildren was assigned

to a storybook condition, another to an alphetic condition, another to a combined
approach and another to a netneated comparison group. It was predicted that the
storybook reading group would score higher on giegle wordvocabulary

measures at postest. In fact, results showed that the chrigsh in the combined
programme scored higher than the storybook grougimgleword bookvocabulary

but the storybook group did show gains over the Antervention comparison

group. Also, results showed that the younger children in the sample did kbtar
GKS 2t RSNJ IANRdzL) 2y NBOSLIIAOGS @201 odzt | NE D !
robust quasiexperimental desigrand measures that were questionable, which
included a translation of a prexisting vocabulary measure. This may have affected
the results. The fidelity of the intervention could also be questioned, as the teachers
only received one page of guidelines. What is significant is that the children did

better on the oral language measures than on alphabetic skills.

There are many othestudies whichhave been discussed throughout this review
whichhave shown favourable results for interventions tharget vocabulary
(Section 2.3.2, 2.4)1The studies delineated thus far in this revieawvemeasured
both receptive vocabulary and prodtive vocabularypredominantlyfocusing on
singleword phrases and novel word learninglhey havemostlyavailed of the use of
general word learning, norrreferenced assessments. However, it is worth
considering, whether, particularly in the contextastorybook reading intervention,
which involves the implicit instruction of novel words, a general measuremient

productive or receptive vocabulary can sufficdy analysing vocabulary, through
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the use of normreferenced tests, the results usuallyowide evidence of breadth of
vocabulary and quite comprehensively too. Stamtised measures such as PBYT
BPVE, EOWPV/f and indeed the British Ability Scales Naming Votatysubtest
can have limitations ia preschool contexparticularlyin a readng-aloud context,

as they do not measure the target wordsich preschool practitioners are
particularlyinterestedin the children learningHoffman, Teale, & Paciga, 2014)
There is no doubt that thelgave strong validity and relidlty and they can assure a
normal distribution of scores, wtih make forhighly vadid analysisespecially in
terms ofthe evaluation of interventionsHowever, they do not account for depth of

vocabulary knowledge, i.e. the use and meaning.

I ASO2yR gl & (2 | &as athe tiodidh arRaNdS/siadthe @2 O 6 dzf |
definition for a singleword provided by the child¢ KA & OFy &ASNIS (2 | OO0S
semantic knowledge of a specific target word, and give both researchers and

practitioners evidence of depth of worddening. However, seeking detions s

not immune fromits methodological limitations, as what type of definition is being

sought becomegroblematic For &ample, would an equivalency statement
AdzFFAOSDI G W &IX A eidly being able to correctly categorise that

word bebestegWii KS O (i Jodindéegwvoutidyan ability tXBe a

particular farget word in context be betté& Using context caprove problematic, as

the child may or may not be able to transfer the meaning to a wider context, which

may lead to a te®r incorrectly interpeting this as not knowing a pecular word.

Additionally, T children are providing multiple different responses, it may be difficult

to establish which definition is correct for the test. Thesdinitionalassessments,

do, however, provide information about how children think about and categorise

words, which can be useful information for language development in genAsal.

definitional assessments are few in numbeempirical researchi is difficult to find

reliable and vid methods andin turn, replicatethem.

% peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 1981)
# British Picture Vocabulary Scales (Dunn, Dunn, Whetton, Burley, 1997)
% Expressive Or#ord Picture Vocabulary Test (Brownell, 2000
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A third wayto assess only targetords being taught in a particular interventigs

08 (KS dzAS 2F LIAOG2NRAIFf NBLINBA&SWarbali A 2y &
labelling of thesdsee Coynet al., 2009; Hargrave & Senechal, 2000; Justice, 2002;
Harriset al.,, 2011; Silverman, 2007; Bond & Wa2001) These type of assessments

ax
(0)]

can and havebeenused in breadtkof-word-learning studies(Bond & Wasik, 2001,

G J Whitehurst, Arnold, Epstein, & Al., 1998t these assessments have also had
methodological limitations. For examplecan bedifficult to representsometarget

words pictorially, asften moredifficult abstract target Tier 2 words (Beekal.,

2002)are testedin interventions that include storybook reading as a component

Concern arises when researchdgsigned picturenaming assessments are used in

isolation, to the exclusion @feneral reference assessments. With the validity and

reliability considerations in relation to these assessments, -evephasis of any

results, be they positive or negativé I @ NBadz & Ay YAAAYISNLINBSGIF

in terms of childre® vocabularyglevelopment.

To concludeit could besuggestedhat perhaps a combination or complementary

use of different typs of productive and receptive singieord vocabulary
assessmentsould be useful. Ingrticular, the breadth of vocablary couldbe
testedthrough general learningorm-referenced vocabulargssessments an@rget
wordsthrough researchedesigned assessmentSome form of definitional
assessment may be useful also to assess depth of knowledge, however there is little
empirical evidence toupport the successful use of thesk.would be important,
however, to exercise caution when interpreting any results in relation to researcher
designed tests, due taalidity and reliabilit)concerns, particlarly in relation to

larger effect sizes, whiccan be a feature of researchdesigned testsThecurrent

study used complementgrtechniqies, as atlined by Hoffmaret alin 2014

| KAt RNBYQa FoAftAGe (2 | OljdzANB @20 6dzf | NB A
language. Vocabulary is the laling block of syntax an@ventually conversation.
Thisconversation in turn allows the child to develop the ability to narrate and/or

retell personal and fictional stories in the form of narrative. Narrative is the other
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targetedoutcome off S (i @ & the durfent study and the background and

justification for this will be discussed next.

2.6.3 Narrative Acquisition

bl NNI A DS Aa al Adscoirge ailies acyuBed ByFyoungiclidrén A NA U
(McPherson, 2002: 23). Accordito Vygotky (1933), typicallgeveloping children

will usually progress from interacting with their familiesvasy young babies

smiling etc.fo then internalising these interactions, which become emotions and
Oz23ayAliAz2yaod I OKAf R @ygconprisaddving aStbrijradl tzNB  { 2
him/her. This has the potential to introduce him/her to the structure of a narrative.
Engaging in a joint attention episode with a child can introduce him/her to the idea

that stories are comprised of different elemergsch as characters, times, events

and placegMcPherson, 2002)Narrdive is being able to convert somethioge
knowsAyi2 2N}t O2YYdzyAOlI GA2Yy ® | KAt RNBy Qa
introduction, then the elements pertaining who, what, whereandwhenin the

story, and end with a conclusion. Hoff maintains that radive, like other areas of

cognitive development within the child, is culturally influenced. North American

children typically produce lengthy narratives, whereas in Japan, talking a lot can be
considered a negative personality attribute and is discoedaig schools and

OK A f RNE y(8eff, 2005)F NI/ A y 3

Narrative can manifest itself through different genres, for example;gatierated or

a

VI

personal narréiveswhich NB 6 aSR 2y | OKAfRQ&a 246y SELISH

found in early narrative development in children who are just beginning to develop
narrative skills. What comes later is the ability to generate fictional/fantasy

narratives. The alify to retell a story falls within the fictional/fantasy genre and

was targeted in the current study. This type of narrative can manifest itself during
symbolic playUccelli, Hemphill, Pan, & Snow, 1999) Ly ! OO0OSftfA FyR
Americanstudy, young children were videotaped in a laboratory settinggracting

with one of their parents at thre different time points. The children were studied at

20, 32 and 60 months. Results showed twdien the children had had
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conversations about fantasy storiagich contained norpresent actions at 20
months, their development of narrative was more deygdd at 32 and 60 months
(Uccelliet al., 1999)

Baldock (2006) advocates the notion of narrative competence. He defines this as

¢the ability © understand and create stories 6 . | €t R201 X HAancY cTOLO®
when children are attending preschool at the ages of three and four years old, the
potential for developing narrative is at its greatest. He suggests that there are five

components 6 narrative competence.

Firstly, the child has the ability to understand and/or construct a sequence of events
whichare ordered chronologically. Secondly, the child understands time and the
significance of its passing and that it is not just sometwhghfacilitates the

repetition of routines and rituals. Thirdly, the child understands that there are
connections within a storwhichare linked causally, i.e. one thing can cause another
in a story. This could include one character causing an e¥enitrthly, a child can
understand that a story is usually told from a particular standpoint and that different
characters can have different opinions on what has happened. Lastly, the child can
use conventions of stonywhichare linked to his/her culturenly, andthese, of
course,may differ in other cultures. These conventions can be changed or shifted in
order to increase dramatic effect or change the storjhe current intervention

sought to support these narrative competences, through the use@egisting

stories.

t NESOSQa RSTAYAIUA2ylstdnthibhgasd siudydShrde N2 4 S T NRB
monolingualchildren (one ofvhomwas her own child) who took a car journey

together on a weekly bas{®reece, 1987) She recorded every utterance of the

children and analysed them with reference to narrativvdlopment. This led to

KSNJ RSTAY A yahy wrbaldedciipio@& onke ér ¥noreipast events, b) any

examples of stories, both original creations and retellings, with stories begin defined

Fa FO002dzyia 27F a2YS KI LILIStyeAtyicdoi magieNdp, I N2 dzLJa 2
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intended to interest the reader or hearer, and c) any examples identified and labelled

as stories by the subjects themsekves6t NSSOSX mMpyTYocno® ¢ KAa
problematic, as the stories had to be a description of past everiss ruled out

many stories that children telhichare situated in the present and describe what

they are currently doing, as can often happen during pretend play. Preece did,

however, inclde retellings in her definitiorthis often gets overlooked ypnarrative

describerswho tend to categorise narrative into either personal generation or

fantasy narratives only. Story retelling is a narrative wskiith still requires the child

to sequence events, identify the characters, events, problems anticaotun a

story. LY GKS OdzNNBy (i & (rdsidgivadisépPort€d khfoligR NSy Qa & ( ;

sequencing activities.

Narrative has been defined by McCabe (1991) as the ability to sequence events.
These events can be fictional stem from real experiereswhichthe individual

may have had. The events usually have a temporal element and usually contain a
problem that needs resolving. There are also usually characters involved, there is a
spatial element to it and it usually has a locationseveral loations(McCabe &
Peterson, 1991) The above describes one of many approaches tatadysis of
narrative ability in children, i.e. structural. Other narrative analysis strategies include
story grammar, functional psycholinguistics, sociolinguisticsiatedpretative

models of narrative developmeniThese will be discussed in brief hex
2.6.4 Analysing Narrative Development

Structural Narrative development

A comparison of some of the different ways of categorising narrative development is
contained inTable2.2. Applebee advocated a structural view of narrative
development.Applebe®dda f S@Sta Attt 0S RAaA@GOEhaSR A
d4dz33Sa0SR GKFG OKAfRNBYQa yINNIGADS RS@SH
development(Applebee, 1978)
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Table2.2 Strudural Models of Narrative Development

Stages of Narrative Development
Stadlerand | ! LJLX S0 SS|{ GSAyYy | y| Description
Ward Levels
Levels
Labelling Heaps Isolated Unrelated statements that label or describe
description
Listing Sequence Desciptive Statements around a central topic
sequence
Connecting | Primitive Action sequence | Statements around a central topic with perceptual ng
Narrative temporal links
Sequencing| Unfocused chain | Reactive Tempoally related statements without a central topic
Focused chain sequence Temporally related statements around a central topig
Abbreviated Character goals and intention causality
sequence
Narrating True Narrative Complete episode| Temporally related statements around a central topig
with a theme or moal. Developed plot

(Hedberg & Westby, 1993)

Applebee (1978) entitles the first of his stages of narrative developineaps

when the typicallydeveloping child is approximately two years old. These narratives
are disorganised monologues. These monologues do nat &ay plot line and

merely describe ruleand sometimes events that have occurred. There is no
temporal element to this type of narrative. When children begin to grasp the idea of
time, they can begin to offer sequences in their narrativésch have a entral

OKI NI OG4SNE 6 KAOK ,xalledsdgileliciigy Srndive nafr&tited & G 3 S
comes r®xt ¢ where thereis no central topic but some perceptual links are made
throughout the story. This then leads tioe next stage of narrative development

called unfocused chain. Thswhen the child can describe events but there i$ no
necessarilya beginning or ending, and if either existeen they are possiblyot

linked in any way to each other or follow each other sequentially.

Next, according to Agebee, the child can develop a focused chain of narrative,

which is governed by time and focuses on a central topic. By the time the child has

reached the age of five years, there is usually a central theme rutimiaggh

his/her narratives. Thisenalsachildi 2 FTAYy Il ff & RS@Sft 2L ! LILIX So6S
called real narrative. In real or true narrative, there can be a climax to the story. The

child, according to Applebee,aentring This is where the child is searching for and

maintaining a central ttme to the story and looks for links within the story itself.

101



Gillian Lake Chapter Twa; Literature Review
DPhil in Education

There is usually a developed plot and the story may even have a moral. However,

with children who have language difficulties, there are often less goals associated

with the main characterfDavieset al., 2004) This structural approachas quite

Piagetan in its thinking, as it fomed on narrative developing at certain ages in

certain stages. However, the environment surrounding the cbilgpeople/listeners

with whom he/shemay interact over the course of this developmeate not

meni A2y SR® CKAA LROISYGALFLE AYyTFfdzsSyoS 2F (KS
in this theory of narrative developmeniThe elements contained indre, however,

dza SF¥dz Ay SEIFYAYyAy3a OKAfRNBYQa yI NNIGABSO

Stadler and Ward (2005) also argue thatdi@h begin to develop narrative around
the age of three or four years. They suggest that children begin by telling their own
personal experience stories, for exampleyent to beach; | fell over in the

playground Over timethey begin to tell fictionastories. Stadler and Ward argue

that this development occurs over several progressive levels.

Firstly, the child engages in labelljnghere he/sherepeats him/herself and favosr
demonstrative pronouns such #sisandthat. Thernthe childmaymoveto what
Stadler and Ward call the listing stage. The children will simply list the actions of the
main characters in the story one after anothethese actions may or may not be in
the sequencen whichthey occur in the story. At this stage, they arghat the

child has no understanding of timer the links between sequencgsr causes of the
action. The next stage igalledconnecting. This is when a central character
emerges and O Kstofy Rt@lling revolves around this character amddang sq
links othercharacters to him/her With this stage comes the introduction of the use
of pronouns, which coincides with the introduction of stories about otheather

than thechild him/hersef. Children in this stagkegin to have an understainy of
theory of mind and that otheralsohave stories to tell. Sequence still does not
appear until the next stage, which Stadler and Ward padidictably,the sequencing
stage. The causes of action in the story can be explained by the child steties

He/she also understands the temporal element of sequences of action. Lastly,

10z



Gillian Lake Chapter Twa; Literature Review
DPhil in Education

narrating occurs. The child can finally predict what might happen from beginning to
end, they can develop plots and initiate links between actions and characters
(Stadler & Ward, 2005)

Story Grammar Model

Narrativeability has also beeanalysedunder the Story Grammar bdel (Stein &

Glenn, 1979) Here the story is split into varisewstory units and a series of events
develops over the course of the story/narrative. The story is seen as separate from

the cognitive processes in the mimdchichgenerate or tell it. The narrative usually
consists of seven content units comprisiticharacter, 2) setting, 3) problem, 4)

emotion, 5) attempt at resolution of the problent) consequences of that

resolution and7) an ending.The Story Grammar Modbhs been used frequently to
FaaSaa OKAf RNBY QA vy I NNInthis @eSis inhe Seictibiod | Y R
Early Intervention and NarrativeeDelopment. Story Grammawas the modeivhich

was usedo measurestory retelling in the current study.

Functional Psycholinguistics

The Functional Psycholinguistagsproach to narrative anays focuses on the
linguistic devicesvhichare used by the child to generatecampetent narrative.
These might includgrammatical tenses anithe use of pronouns etc. This approach
has mostly been studied by thoséno study language acquisitipand istypically
concerned with spontaneous narrative production, rather than story retelling. For

this reason, itvasnot used in the current studgPeterson & McCabe, 1994)

Sociolinguistics

In the sociolinguistic approach to narnai development, communication with
20KSNA A& OSYGN)f o ¢CKS LRaAGAZ2YAYy3 27
him/her is important in the sociolinguistic approach. The emotional content and
A0NHzOG dzNBE 2 F OKAf RNB Y Qe ivitérpeiNdnal is ihSodantO | y
Time is a crucial element of narrative development in this approach. Narrative
becomes true narrative when young children begin to sequence the events of a story
correctly and recognise that there is a temporal elemenstory(Labov, 1977)

[ 623 RSTAY $wo clgusedliiichiakedefnporably ordered: that is, a
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change in their order will result in the temporal sequence of the original semantic
interpretatiore &Y, L9F7: 360).The interpersonal is less important in story
retelling, as the elements of story grammar are the focushsorhodel of analysis is

not used in the current study.

Interpretive Analysis of Narrative

Developmental psychology is responsifdethis approach to narrative

development. Hergnarrative is viewed as a way for the child to make sense of the
world around him/her. By narrating personal experien@ gl narrating on what

they are engaged in, children can work out why certain thargshappening in their
environment and how their world works. This appears to be quite close to the
conceptof pretend play. The comparisons between pretend play and narrative will

be addressed next.

2.6.5 Narrative Aquisition andPretendPlay

Pretendplay and narrative are quite closely linked in their maige Research in
neurology has shown recently that the parts of the brainichare activated during
pretend play arein fact, the same parts of the braiwhichare activated when
constructing a naative and/or engaging in theory of mind tasks, namely the medial

prefrontal cortex(Whitehead, Marchant, Craik, & Frith, 2009)

Whitehead and colleagues (2009) conductddkstudy with15 adults to test this.

The adults viewed videos of actorsing objects in three different ways. Firstly, the

actors would use the objedn the wayin whichit wasoriginallydesigned to be used.

Next they would use it in a novel way for a novel function. This was used as a

control. Lastly, the actors wouldse it to represent something completely different,

Fa OlFly 2F0GSy 6S F2dzyR Ay &a@&Yo02f A0 adzmadAiddz
brains were observed as they were watching the videos. Results showed that the

brain partswhichwere activated duringhe pretend play video were the same as

those activated whilst listening to narrative.
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The research suggests that the movement in the brain during a particular type of
pretend play, that of roleplay, is most aligned to the movement of the brain during
narrative (Whiteheadet al., 2009) Thatstudy was conducted with adwslt so cannot
be generalised to children, but it coube suggestedhat engaging ipretend play
may strengtherchildrenQ Barrativedevelopment The aim of the current study was
to engage in pretend play anthrough this, combined with grougharedstorybook

reading, support narrative development.

Eckler and Weininger (1989) also investigated the similarities between pretend play
and narrative. Eckler and Weininger (1989) found similarities when they examined
50 Englishspeaking Canadiad K A f RIaBpjserias. The children, ranging in age
from four to eight years oldvere encouraged to describe what they were doing as
they played and the sessions were videgorded. The transcripts and videos were
then analysed by proposition (the smallest unineéaning). The plays were then
examined using@ story grammamodel(Stein & Glenn, 1979)Thestory grammar

had to include an event, a character desiring a particular goal associated with the
event, the character then trying to achieve that gaaid succeeding or not in

achieving it. In addition to this, the play episode had to contain at least two
propositions. Having all of these elements meant it could be equated to a story. The
researchers concluded that there were very strong links structurally between
pretend play ad narrative. The older the child was, the higher the frequency of
propositions. They suggested that the pretend play continued to develop as the
childgot older (Eckler & Weininger, 1989)Thus, it is reasonable to assume that

these similarities between pretend play and narrative could be used advantageously
in an intervention o strengthen narrative in young childreaswas the case in the

intervention inthe current study(Eckler & Weininger, 1989)

Harris (1994) also argued that there was a strong link between narrative and pretend
play. He suggested that the wapswhichthe two develop within a child are similar.
Both pretend play and narragévuse connectionwhichlink the action in the

narrative. Episodes are constructed in both and these are linked by the
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aforementioned connections. Harudevelopedhissituational modeto explain this.

In thismodel,he argued thatin pretend play, chidren could put to one side what
was happening in their lives in reality at that point in time and create an imaginary
event through the use of decontextualised language. Narrative employs this same
cognitive power of the child. The child has the apiid tell the difference between
what is real and what is imaginaridowever, tildren do not ovetrely on the real in
order to make the imaginary. They often use real characters alongside fictional
ones. Kavanaugh and Harris (1994) found that childoend use what is real to feed
their imaginary play and narrativel wenty-four to 30 month old children were

shown an adult shaking maleelieve powder over aoft toy. When the child was
asked to point to the picturgvhichcorresponded to how theoft toy was after that,
the child picked the picturevhichshowed he soft toy covered in powder. This
showed that thechild engaged with the makieelieve an element that was

encouraged in the current study al¢idavanaugh & Harris, 1994)

Unlike other theorists, such as Piaget, Harris contended that this ability to construct

pretend play and geneta story through imagination is not restricted &arly

childhood,when itsinitial development takes placé;continuesinto adulthood The

FoAfAdGe 2F | Rdz G&a (G2 Llzi GKSYaStg@gSa Ay Fyz2
Rinck and Bower (1995) foutlgat adults, when asked about the location of things

within a story will often offer their position from the point of view of the main

character(Rinck & Bower, 1995)Childrercanalso do thigRall & Harris, 2000The

current study targeted children at the time, according to Haatsyhichchildren

are developing narrative, i.e. three to four years old.

Furthermore, llgaz and Akd(oc (2005) foundhat pretend play coul@ctually

predict narrative ability. They compared the g&tion of narratives of 30 three to

five year old childrencomparing direct elicitatiof narrativeand elicitation via play
prompts. When the children in their study wsprops to tell a storyplay prompts)
they could manage many more characters, as the action was live. However, when

GKSe KIR (G2 K2fR 0KSAS OKINIOGSNRERQ FOGA2ya
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out or props(direct elicitation) their narrativesvere more basic. The children, they
found, used similar skills in narrative productimnthe ones that usedh the pretend

play'acting out

ligaz and AkstocalsoF 2 dzy R (G KIF i OKAf RNBYyQa Yy I NN} GASS
preschool is episodic and caihs much of the elements of story grammar that
Applebee (1978) spoke of, such as goal attempt and consequence. However, caution
would be advised when interpreting the findings of that study, as the children were
sampled on their willingness to particiain the tasks. This could most certainly

have introduced a Hawthorne effect, with the children possibly improving even if

they had had a placebiatervention. Age did play a pam the predictive ability of

pretend play on narrativén llgaz and AksocQ & & (i dzRve gearmldsp 0
produced episodic narrativesrespective of their ability to pretend play. With four

year olds, the case was slightly different. Ttwr-yearold children produced
episodicnarratives when they were plagrompted, bu only half of the sample

produced episodic structures when they were direct elicited. Howelat,study

differed from previous studies, in that it did not ask the children to play with the toys
and narrate on what they were doing. It asked the chitdspecifically for a story

using propgligaz & AksdKog, 2005) The children in the current study were three

and four years ol@ndtheir age will be considered when analysing their results.

NarrativeR S @ S f 2 d@¥atoyfshi®to pretend play varies as the child grows,
according to McPhersofMcPherson, 2002)In a series of case studies with eight
children, similar to what ligaz amtksuKocfound later in 2005, she found that
language skills become less important to the narrative as the child grows. Language
skills, shesuggestsare very important to narrative at agevo years. However, at

age 30 to 36 monthgretend play becomes more important to narrative

development. She also found that earlier pretend play (at 30 months) was a

predictor of narrative development later at 42amths. If a child can extend beyond
reality when they are 30 months old, then they can extend beyond reality in

narrative later. Through her storyboard task, she claimed that the use of props was
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useful in extending the narrative. In the current stuthg props or aids used to

practise and elicit narrative were visugalhe pictures from the story. It should be

Yy20SR 0(0KIFIGd GKS alryYLit S Ay aOt KSmm2y Qa &ddzRe
further eight of these children examined by case study onlys dtld lead to

skewed or unreliable results. Also, the sample was quite homogematinsthe

children coming from highly educated homes, where maternal education could have
AYyFEdzZSYOSR GKS OKAf RNEPYiedsan, 2002y 3 dzt 3S RS @St 2 LJ

There are also somdifferencesetween pretend play and narrative. During a
narration, the child must change an action into language to utter it. Moreover, in
pretend play, the child moves seamlessly from one action to another. It has been
suggested that pretend play emerges first and then narrative folidwePherson,

2002) However, it could be said that the type of pretend phychwas used in the
current study, soci@ramatic play and the ability to sequence the events from a

story, are emerging more or less alongside each other. Children can use temporal
relations as young as three years old, so it is possible that they are able to use these

in pretend play also at this age.

The preceding studies mostly show a link between play and narrative. It is a link
between the ability to produce a narrative from prompts or from a title only. In the
current study, the children were helped to produce a mditre from pictorial

prompts, but also after having #enacted the story themselves. Moreover, the
children were asked to retell a stgmather than generate a new one. This is
different to what has been asked of many of the children in the studiesritest
above. Lastlyin the current studythere was also an adult present supporting the
OKAf RQA& dzi G S NI, aghdtbe redeVande &f Ehis yole WilNde disc@sed

next.

2.6.6 The Role of the Adult in Narrative Production
Narrative production des not take place in a vacuum. The interactamnchcan

take place between an adult and a child can facilitate narrative production. Hoff
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(2005) argues that narrative can be developed simply through interaction with an

adult. The adult begins the prose by scaffolding the child. He/she asks the child

guestions, which enables him/her to recall past events. Narrative then moves from

recalling past eventso including a plot with imaginary events. When the narrative

becomes established, it usually ¢aims linguistic deviceshichlink the different

elements therein. This is referred to by many authors as coherence. Social settings,

such as nurseries, or even interaction at home with a paream encourage

narrative development. When significantdel 0 & Ay (GKS OKAf RQa €A TS
St SyYSyia Ay (GKSANI 26y VYINNIGAOBSSES (GKAa OFy
they grow(Fivush, 1991) For exampldan a study caducted by Fivusimotherswho

dza SR 02YLX SE St SySyida Ay GKSANI yINNIGABSa

narrative production positively later.

Settingstoo, O 'y KIF @S Iy AYLI OG 2y OKAf RNBYQa Yy I NN
shown by the Nuirown review of quality in the Early Years and the various EPPE

studies, it is cruciahiat the staffwho are working with young children are

appropriately trained and wpo-R I S g A G K GKS NBaSFNOK LISNII A
narrative developmen{Nutbrown, 2012 Sammont al., 2002; Sylva, Melhuish,

Sammons, Sirdglatchford, & Taggart, 2004, 2008aldock (2006) offers some

advice for the development of narrative in settings. He advises that narrative

development should be at the very heart of most of what the child engagéstime

Early Years. He calls for a more theoretical input in thelpfadi A 2 Y SN A& 62 NJ &
means that every exchange between the child and the adult should have narrative
development at its core. An exercise as simple as the child telling the adult about

his/her experiences can be developed and encouraged.

Reading to ciidren is another wayn whichadultscanRS @St 2 L) OKAf RNBy Qa y
(Stadler & Ward, 2005)Exposing children to a sequential story has theepial to

nurture and improve what is developing at a fast rate at that age in the Early Years.

The types of storiewhichare read to childrershould be considered when

supportingnarrative development. Baldock suggests tlifat is true that childre
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AYAOGALFEE& yIFNNIFGS Awhichiake Presedied © thedSshdilt LJa G KS
also be arranged in heaps arouade central theme It is possible that children are

not uniformlydevelopingat this stage andhat they should be presented with books

and storieswhich stretch their capabilities. However, it does seem thaten

children are developing the ability to describe routines and rituals, they quite enjoy
bookswhichare based around one theme. Children can identify with a theme that

focuseson ritual and routine, as they themselves operate that kind of monologue

too. One strong example Baldock gives of thighis Very Hungry Caterpill@Carle,

1970) This is a very simple sequence of evgmii$ it also contains a cliaxby way

of the caterpillar turning into a butterfly. The story has a clear conclusion.

Repetition is also useful when trying to develop narrat&#eS QNB 3I2Ay 3 2y | .
Hunt(French, 2000is a particularly strong example ofish The children identify

GAGK GKS NAGdzZEE 2F GKSOGKBLIGHNNR 085S ORKAYSHPKS
mn& 6.t R201 2 HnnAcahdcdgosSutessuct 20Xad¢ ugon a2tiiS y A y 3 &
andthey all lived happily evexfter help the childto situate the story between a

beginning and an end. Successful books have also useduman characters and

incorporated a temporal element. This helps children to realise that the story is

separate from their daily routine and that they live in a world thasses in time

(Baldock, 2006)

Adults can help to actually elicit narrative from young children also. Tdregsk

guestions such asho, what, whereandwhen, which can elicit the crucial story

grammar elementsvhichthe child needs to tell a storfPeterson & McCabe, 1994)

Adults may have a role of guidance through an original stmrguidance through

0KS OKAfRQa FGOSYLW G NBONBIFGAY3I 2N 3Sy SN
task regulation while the child is narrating. This might take the form of scaffolding

the child with helpful hintsor information so that they can coplete a story or

narrative. They might also offer necessary feedback to the child, in the form of

guestions about the narrative, or simply just discuss the story once the child has

O2YLX SGSR GSftfAy3 Anerdlyto offek Baise Bizthildda NP2t S YI
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regarding his/her efforts in creating or retelling the story, or to make utterances that

reassure the child that the adult is listening and engaging with his/her story.

These various rolesvhichthe adult can play initiallycan eventually beome

intrapsychological oneshichthe child uses independently as his/her narrative skills

RS@St 2 Lo 14 UKS OKAfR 3Sda 2f RSNE LISNXKI L3
collaboration of narratives. McPherson (2002) found tloaice the children were

agedbetween 38 and 44 months, the narratives were constructed more

collaboratively with the adult and contained more elaate details as a result.

ARdzt & Ol y &0l TF2f{ Rasihéy8evaldi antl prodicg Qa Yy I NNI (A ¢
informationwhichmay help to produc& 2 NB St I 62N} S ad2NASa TN

memory.

Creating an environmenwhichcan prompt the child to create narrative can be
beneficial to his/her narrative development. For example, it is thought, thatising
pictures to help children createanratives rather than relying on their ability to
construct one from a title alonehis enables them to construct more coherent

aG2NASaD ¢KS | RdzZ 6Qa NRfS KSNB O2dzZ R o

w»
N

children have lower text comprehension atids (Cain, 2003) The rolewvhichthe

adult played during the current intervention was a collaborative and supportive one.
The adult provided pictorial prompts, facilitated the@aactmen of the storyand,

in turn, supporked the sequencing of the events. Thad to the children having the
opportunity to eventually retell (narrate) the story. Along with collaboration with an
adult, the child relies on his/her memory when constructingraive and this will

be discussed next.

2.6.7 Memory and Narrative

Baldock (2006) suggests that theory of mind appears around the same time that
infant amnesia disappears. This is significant as it is the time when narrative can
developalso. He suggesthat memory¢ moreover, working memory is a crucial

elementin being able to develop narrative competence. He argues that very young
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children (younger than three years old) can construct memories long before they can
express them. Children as youagjtwo years old can have event knowledget

not necessarily have autobiographical knowled@m the other handit has been
arguedand indeed challengedhat adultscannot remember anything before their

third birthday (Baldock, 2006)

Bruner argues that narrative can help to frame memories for a child. If a child does
not have the frame for a certain memamyen it can be los(Bruner, 199Q)

Narrative cantherefore,help the child to frame what is happening in his/her life
enabling him/her to recount it at a tar date in the form of narrative. This ability to

talk about somethingvhichhas happened in the pagtr not at the actual time of
speakingrequires the child to have decontextualised language. This is the ability to
tell a listener about somethingrhichthe child has experienced outside of the
timeframe of the narration. This requires the child to call upon langudgehis

not shared with another, but relates to the experience he/she is describing. Children

must also access their memory to retigle narrative.

Montgomery, Polunenko and Marinelle (2009) conducted a study into the
importance of working memoryi.e. phonologicashort-term memory(PSTM)

attentional resource capacity the central executive and processing sp&ethe

development& OKAf RNBYy Q& dzy RSNBRGFYRAY3a 2F &aLlR21Sy

definition offered by Bower and Morrow (1990) of narrative having two crucial
elements: characters and a physical setfiagdthey examined story grammar

under these elementfBower & Morrow, 1990) Characters can be related to the
problem and its cause in the story anebry importantly the characters can be
related toother characters in the storfMontgomery, Polunenko, & Marinellie,

2009) Montgomery and colleagues argued thiat order for a child to be ablto
understand a storyhe/sheneedsto be able to remember it firsi.e. store it in a
PSTMandthen process the understanding oftitrough the language processing
system thus engaging their working memory. Their study examined older children

(e.g. sx-eleven years) than those in the current study, but the results are valid
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nonetheless. They found that certain components of working memicey

attentional resource capacity and processing spéithave an impact o @ KA f RNB Yy Q&
spoken narrative compradnsion. However, it is worth noting that their original
conceptualisatiorof narrative was quite narrow in focus, ordgncentrating on

physicalsetting and characters. The focus in the current study is on mmamrg

aspects of the storyOther evidencéras also emerged that working memory can

contribute to the global language abilities of schgoing children aged five years
approximately(M&atta, Laakso, Tolvanen, Ahonen, & Aro, 2@14) L ¥ OKAf RNBy Qa
narrative development occurs at such a young age, there is potential for intervening

in this development, in order to support it. Early intervention in narrative

development will be discussed next

2.6.8 Early Intervention in Narrative Development

9IFNI & AYUSNBSyiliAz2y Ay OKAfRNBYQa yINNIGAGDS
(Fricke, BowyeCrane, Hulme and Snowling, 2013). Fretkeal conducted a 30

week intervention thrice weekly180pre-schoolers from 15 nurseries with a mean

age of 4:0 years took part. These children had been screened and deemed as having

below average oral language skilis evidenced by their scores on a screening test:
ClinicalBEvaluation ofLanguageFundamentals Preschool I(Wiig, Secord, & Semel,

2004)

The inervention, which was delivered by nursery staffo were trained for two

days and who also received fortnightly tutorials, took place over the last ten weeks

of preschool and the first 20 weeks when the children entered Reception. Children

were randomly Hocated to the intervention group or a waiting control,line with

GKS aiGdRReQa SELISNAYSyi(dlf RSairdayo ¢ KS OKAf
vocabulary, sentence structure and narrative skills were tested at atpsstind a

delayed followup.¢t KS OKAf RNByQa LIK2y2f 23A0Ff 6l NBy!

and general cognitive ability were also tested.
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During preschool, the intervention comprised threerhinute group sessions. When

the children moved to Receptipthey continued with thehree group sessions, but

they also received two individual sessions per week. This was quite an intensive
interventionwhichfocused on story creatigracting out of those stories and the

GSIFOKAY3 2F ySg @20 6dzf I NBE drventiorkg®upOK A f RNBYy Q
improved in taught weeks 120 of the intervention with large effect sizds.83-

1.18, but less so for the first ten weekb#0.250.27). The results werdso

favourable for the intervention in terms of narrative skills also at immediat&-p

test and delayed podest, thus making a case for early intervention in narrative

development(Frickeet al., 2013)

Spencer and Slocum (2010) also conducted a study to test the effectiveness of their
story grammar intervention on the narrative of children who had below average
narrative skills. They basd#aeir study on a previous study conducted by Hayward
and Schneider (2000), which had also taught story grammar to children with a
specific language impairment. Their small sampl&3afhildren had also beneéd
from narrative instructior(Hayward, 2000) Having defined narrat/ lorélly &
presenting causally related events or an experience in temporal'qSieencer &
Slocum, 2010: 179), they introduced various picture cardishhad icons on them
that referred to parts of the story, or the story grammar of that story. Thi&lcen
had firstlyto retell the story in a group with each child recounting one element of
the story grammar. Then the children would individually retell the story with and
without picture carddrom the story. The groups were arranged in such a way tha

there was a range of abilities in each group.

The design of their study is questionable, delivering the intervention to 19 chjldren
but only focusing on the test results of five of those who had below average scores
on Renfrew Bus Story Tg8enfrew, 2001and a Personal Narrative Test. They
claim to have used an experimentisign;however they do not appear to have

used a control group.
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Furthermore, he teachersvho were working with the children did not ageewith

GKS NBaSIHNOKSNEQ &02 Ny 3 -inmedvéntioB sforids ¥shof NI (1 SR
lesser quality than those elicited at baseline. Could it be that the fact that the
FOAEAGASE 6SNB | NNFYy3ISR F2N S OKeXd@NRdzLJ KI R
However{ LISy OS NJ I yeRults{were gosinveQrafavour of the intervention.

{ LISY OS NJ | ¢tiRly Wab rRdotdryt@Rickinson and colleadi2806) call for
narrative instruction before formal schoolirfBickinson, McCabe, & Essex, 2006)
This is a culturspecific study, as the possibility of introducing narrative irg@tion
Ay 20KSNJ LI NI&a 2F GKS ¢g2NIR a2 SIENIe& Ay |
differences can arise in relation the types of narrative produced. For example,
AmericanCaucasiamchildren tend to create stories with one theme only. African
American children tend to create stories with lots of themes. This data is very old
with Michaels having carried out the research in 198lichaels, 1981) Japanese
children tended to produce shorter stories in general. Perhaps with the advent of
widespread technology, different results migie produced nowT. D. Spencer &
Slocum, 2010)

Recent researctvhich pertains toearly intervention inthe development of narrative
usingstorybook reading is that of Dockrell al (2010). Astudy with aquast
experimentaldesignmeasural vocabulary, oral comprehension, sentence repetition
and narrative of English Language Learners. An intervention erifidlikehg Time

was delivered to one group of childramith storybook reading at its core. Open
guestioning and modelling of language warsed by the teachers, along with

pictures of local settings as stimuli to develop narrative. Children were tested on the
non-verbal subtests of th&ritish Ability Scald$ (BAS Il)Elliott, Smith, & McCulloch,
1997) Language was assessed usingNbhming VocabulargndVerbal
Comprehensiosubscales from the BAS and narrative was measured bd$e

StoryTest(Renfrew, 2001)
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Dockrellet alQ iatervention was reported as having had an effectvacabulary, oral
comprehension andentence repetitionbut not on narrative skillgDockrellet al.,

2010) However, there was a significant difference between the English Language
Learners and the monolingl children on narrative, which might suggest that
LISNKI LJA GKS OKAf RNByQa 2NAIAYIE I y3dz 3sS |
current study builds on this research, as the sample consisted of native speakers and
the storybook reading was comlad with pretend play to target narrative

development. Vocabulary was reinforced during questioning in the storybook
readingin the current studyagain during the sequencing and once again during the
planning and execution of the pretend play sessiofiso, methodologically

speaking, the current study randomly assigned the children to the groatter

than it being a quasexperimental designas was the case in Dockretlal (2010)

Early Interventiopnwhichborrows methodologies from the realof acting, canalso

LINE @S &dz00SaaFdzZ F2NJ OKAf RNBYQa y I NN GADS
intervention entitledPlayworl& OKAf RNBY 6SNB Sy O2dzN» ISR (2
concepts in a multisensory way. Usifge Lion, the Witch and the Wardrofg. S.

Lewis, 1994)a treatment group ol 7 five-yearold children participated in a 14

week intervention. A story was read to the childrand then the children had a

choice of fee play, reenactment of the story or art activities, followey a

discussion of the bookThe children in the intervention group had improved

narrative comprehension (tested through sequencing an unknown story with

pictures) and narrative productiongsted by using visual prompts to tell a story)

(Baumer, Ferholt, & Lecusay, 2009)he childrenin a makebelieve setting

experiencedvhat the characters in the book would havepexienced.

The components dPlayworldare comparable with what actors using the

Stanislavski method do when trying to create a believable (®lanslavski, 1981)
Similar to the Stanislavski method, childresahave the opportunity of

experiencing what the character might feel, see, do, how they might react to certain

things and essentially see life from the point of view of that character. Ttiega
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out of a storyfacilitates the playing of a character. i¥banhelp children to

AYOGSNYLEFEtAaS OKIFINIYOGSNEQ | OdAz2ya |yR GKS

thus helping tamprovetheir ability to retell that story

2.7 Section Summary

Oral narrative can be considered as a cultural practseculure and heritage is
transferred fromone generation to another (Elgt al, 2000). It promotes social
interaction among childrerenabling them to share experiences (Coupland &
Jaworski, 2003). It develops in preschool and continues to be refined theoug
OKAf RQ&a ariokaduhbod(@éutddSksidktal 2011).

Narrative can be defined as consisting of a macrostructure and a microstructure.
The macrostructure consists of the content and organisation of a story retelling as
indicated by story @ammar. Story grammar refers to aspects of the story such as
the setting information, an initiating event, internal response to the evant
consequencsof the event in the story. Microstructure refers to technical aspects
of language useduch as ennectives and conjunction&pstein & Phillips, 2009)
Younger children tend to have a lower level of cohesion in their narrative, i.e. they
have lower levels of microstructurét the age of three and four yeathey are
masteringthe concept of real narrative, they can identify a central theme in a story

and establish links between the main elements of that s{@pplebee, 1978)

Oral narrative can promoteosial interaction among children, enabling them to

share experiencefCoupland & Jaworski, 2003f narrative development is not

addzLJLIR2 NISRY K26SOSNE (KS SF¥FFSOuta OFry oS

experiene. Deficiencies in narrative ability can lead to bullying, negative evaluation

by others and peer rejection in time, not to mention lower academic success with

NBEIFNR (2 OKAft REHiy&LDreh 1894 Epslei® & PhiligsRA0X; G A S a

Davieset al. 2004)

RS



Gillian Lake Chapter Twa; Literature Review
DPhil in Education

Thereappeardgo be a lack of experimental researctrrentlywhichpertains to
narrative development in native speaker®ne of the main aims of the current
study was to producaresearch desigthat wasasmethodologically sound as

possibleto address this gap in the research literature.

2.8 Chapter 8ammary
This chapter presented a review of the literatwbich supports the development of
an interventionwhichhasgroup sharedtorybook reading with a puppet and

pretend play as its components.

The choice of components is supported by evidence fifoeniterature about how a

child develops narrative and vocabulaaynd language in generaSpecifically, it is

argued thatwhenchildren develop narrative skijlthese are dentifiable through a

structural model of narrative development, which was deyped by Stein and Glenn

(1979)and Applebed1978Yp ¢ KS | RdzZf 41 Qa NBES Ay (GKAa RS@S
RA&OdzaaSR Ay NBf I {A2@005)k2y P 2. 0IHKRRSIOIRIES NI I Y R
contention that the very act of adults reading to children, can highlightgtructure

of story, which in turn can support their understanding of story gram(8agin &

Glenn, 1979)i.e. the foundations of story retelling.

Ly GSN¥Ya 2F OKAfRNByQa @20FodzZ F NB RS@St 2 LIy
children rapidy developone-word vocabulary fronthe age of two and a half / three

years The current intervention worked with children from the age of three

2y 6 NRa® (20D)Workios €ollaBogation and mutual engagement and his

Social Pragmatic model of vdndary developmen{Tomasello, 20013re offered as

thS F2dzy RFGA2ya FT2NJ RSOSt2LIAYy3a (KS OKAf RNBY !
intervention aimedtofacill 0 S OKAf RNByQa AYy(GSNIOGA2Y 6A0GK
pretend play episode and a stdyook reading session, using new vocabulary, which

is related to the story thaivas read each week
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h@dSNIffx Ad Aa I NAWSHFcikitmBichistingdell +&320a1eQ
underpins the intervention. The children are interacting with each othues, t

intervention materials and the adult. This interaction is aiming to facilitate the

OKAf RNBY Q& rdaaassadf IghBuade yh RrSa8aRpropriate and child

friendly manner.

¢tKS NRtS 2F (GUKS FTRdzZA G A& RA&GDaga &SR Ay NBf I
RSOSt2LIYSyYy (s Ay (iDs3pvorkch oMt refeEnce. Nizyise Nfliha

storybook is viewed here as a way of developing that joint reference, which in turn

adzLJLI2 NIia OKAf RNByQa € y3dzZ 3S RS@OSt2LISyio

Play is discussed in light of itsestgths in creating an enabling environment for

OKAf RNByQa fFy3dzr3S RS@St2LIYSyido t NBiSyR
type of play that is most favourable for this development. It is contended here that

the adult has a crucial role to playthis enabling environment and some of the

strategies that have been adopted in bdtie Took of the Mind CurriculuniBodrova

& Leong, 2007) and indeed drarmaeducation are offered as pedagogies within the

intervention.

The use otomponents, whiclare based on interactions also supported by
evidencefrom the research literature that currently existéntervention research
relating to vocabulary evelopment, to a lesser exteniarrative developmentdue

to a paucity of experimental researcstaybook reading and pretend play aadi
discussedn relation toits methodological standing along witts links to the current
intervention. Interventionstudies, which are directly relevant to the decisions made
in relation to the intervention desigrare summarised in a table with comparisons
made between them.Classic studies on language development in the UK, such as
Tizard and Hughes (2002) and Wells (2009 ptsediscussedn order to provide

some historical context for the current studVizard & Hughes, 2002, 2009; Wells,
2009)



Gillian Lake Chapter Twa; Literature Review
DPhil in Education

Attempts were made to provide a sound theoretical foundatéord research
evidencefor the selection of bottthe components and outames of the intervention

in the current study.

The actual design and development of that intervention is described in the next

chapter.
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CHAPTER THREBEVELOPING AN INTERVENTION

3.1Introduction

This chapter presents the development of the interventipgh S G Q& ¢ I £

Firstly,| S ( Q & intdotutel andhen a very brief reminder from Chapter Two of
the way in which children develop language, specifically vocabulary and narrative by

way of rationalising the interventignis presented.

Secondly, thegader is reminded of the outcomes that the intervention was
targeting in the young children, i.e. vocabulary and narrative. Details are presented
of the target vocabularywhichwas selected for each sessj@nd the reasons for

choosing such vocabulary.

Thirdly, a timetable illustrates the timescale of the development of the intervention
over the course of the study. It shows its development fronbatsis inbest

practice to its piloting and finally its delivery in the main study.

The next section attesses again briefly the empirical reseandhichhas already

taken placewhichcan support the chosen components of the intervention, i.e.

group sharedstorybook reading and pretend playn addition, the nature of the
involvement of the adult in the tervention is discussednd links are made to the
pedagogical principles of the day and the evidence that supports them. This section
also describes the overall approach of the intervention. In this study, the
intervention targeted vocabulary and narra¢ development, so objectives or

learning goals were developed in keeping with the Early Years Foundation Stage
(Department for Education, 2012)he target adience of the intervention is

discussedincludingthe age group of children and their so@geonomic grouping
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Links are made to the rationale for such an interventinichwas presented in

Chapter One and the literature and research discussed in En@pto.

Fifthly, the principles and each of the aims of the intervention are listed and the
exactcomponents of the interventio group sharedtorybook reading and pretend
playc are introduced. The exact usage of the puppgolf) in the storybook
sessions is described. The choice of puppet is described and the way he was

introduced at each session is supported by relevant literature. Photographs of the

LJdzLILISG +F NB Ay Of dzZRSR YR (GKS LI NIGAOALIYGAQ

rationale for the e of planned pretend play is shown agdiased on evidence

FNRBY G(GKS NBASEFNODK fAGSNI GAZNB Ay / KIFLIISNI ¢ g

the pretend play episodes is explaines well as theature of the sessionsThe

dramatic device ofeacherin-roleis explicated and its exact usage is described

OW2Kyazy g9 hQbSAtftX mopynT bSSttryRa g D22RS

The chapter then discusses the thenvesichwere selected, bw they were selected

and the materialsvhichwere used with reference to EYFS learning goals

(Department for Education, 2012)y R NBX & S+ NOK 2gferecish f RNB Yy Q&
(Gmitrovaet al., 2009)

Thematerialswhich were used by the researcher for rgdiying with the children
are described. There were very few actual props requicedhis interventionand
the ones brought to the session by the resd@er are listed. Photographs of the
session packs are presented. Some examples of synsdigtitutes, which the
children used for items they required to enter the mabelieve world are listed.
The resources and materials used for the storybook sessaom described and
discussed. The rationale for the choiedsichwere made with regard to these

resources, and their basis on the themes ahare explained.

Next, the delivery of the intervention is discussed. The layout of the room, the group

sizes and the number of sessioasediscussed. A detailed description of where the

12z
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children were positioned in relation to the researchand what furniture was used
at each sessiqns presented. Theenefits of children working in small groupse

discused in this section.

As this was an interventiowhichwas delivered by the researcher, it is important to

discuss the fidelity ats delivery. This is discussadxt

Lastly, a chapter summary is presented to summarise the content of Chapter Three.

3.20verview ofthe Intervention

C2NJ GKS LlzN1lJ}22asS 2F GKAA (K StBeimplEmentgfionA y i SN S
of an experimental project or programme, or a change in the focus or delivery of

SEA &l Ay BliverRNeRiith(808)¢ Althougtthis conceptualiation of

intervention is narrow in focus, only taking into account the programme itgedf

not the environment surrounding the vy i S NI @emibeksat gudiarises the

current study dain focugOliver & Smith, 2000)Thestudyseeks to implementma

intervention, which collates good practice and whithrgesOKA f RNy Qa 2 NI £ f |
skills. In additiorthe intervention itself airsto counter the narrow focus described

aboveo & AYUGSANI GAYy3d GKS NBOSAOSNEQ 6ADPSd GKS

and their environment.

The intervention was devised to target oral language skills of children aged between

three and five years, specifically their vocabulary and narrative (storylingtel It

was grounded in thedgial Interactionist perspective of Vygily and Bruner

(Bruner, Jolly, & Sylva, 1976; Bruner, 1981; Vygotsky, 1933,. 1886k place

twice weekly for nine weeks. It feaed a twopronged approactfirstly, a group

shared storybook reading session, followed by a planned pretend play session later

in the week. Groups consisted of no more than five children and no less than three

of mixed gender and ability. Each session was basdgtiematic unitsappropriate

G2 GKS OKAf RNBYQa S yEaiyNBRryrouSddtionragey & SNBSada |

learning goals.
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The intervention consisted of two elements of good practjggoup shared

storybook reading and pretend plajrhe storybook wastroduced in the first

session in the week with a puppeind a dialogic discussion took place between the

researcher and the childreand amonghe children themselves. Sessiowd

consisted of a planned pretend play epispbdased on the storyhat was introduced

in Session @e. Each week a new storybook was introduced, but the theme only

changed fortnightly. An example of a session is contained in App2nthe[ S (i Q a

TakY2 RSt O2yaAdaidSR 2F | FlLOAfAGlI lahd®2y 2F OKA

enjoy storybook reading.

3.21 Rationalefof St Qa ¢ f |

Early intervention in literacy development is crucial and has proved successful in
havingalongi SNY A YLJ Ol =hanc&wriotitddmad\littrawndt 4l F S
2005) More specifically, research shows that younger children benefit from oral
language interventionshich contain talk and narrativéhat can improve their

reading later irlife (Aram, 2006; BowyeC€raneet al., 2008; Landry & Smith, 26
Vocabulary and inference training can also improve oral comprehension, vocabulary
and sentence repetition in young childrenth English as an Additional Language
(Dockrellet al., 2010)

CKAA 2N}t fly3adza 3S RSOSt2LIVYSyis 6KAOK A& &
development can take place through play, talk amddraction(Bergen, 2013; M.D.

Coyne et al., 2004; Sualy et al., 2011; Vygotsky, 18&3he Literature Review in

Chapter Twdnighlighted this language deslopment does not arise only out of an

inbuilt predisposition to speak, nor does it emerge solely as a result of influences

from outside of the child. It is a transactional procegschoperates within an

interactionist contexi{Bannardet al., 2013;Childers & Tomasello, 2002arris,

1992; Schulzet al., 2013; Tomasello, 2003; Vygotsky, 1978his interactive model

enabled the two outcomes dhe interventionto betargeted.
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3.3Intervention Outcomes

3.3.1 Narrative (Story Retelling)

Previous studies have shown that narrattypicallybegins to develoany time

between the ages of three and five years. This age trajectory hasitesetified

through observatioal studiesand experimentalresearchwhichhasmeasured

OKAf RNBYy Qa y I NNIBaldogk2006;McPRersbrE B0R5SSailer & 3 S &
Ward, 2005) Different approaches have accounted for the way narrative develops,
but most authors generally agree that it takes a variable path from single topics of
interest, to personal story generatioto where a child can generate a story from a
title, from his/her play and/or using props or visual promybtsl fictional or fantasy
narratives Story retelling, which is the focus of the current study, occurs around the
time that the typicallydeveloping child can engage in fictional narrative

developrent (Bergen, 2013; ligaz & Akiiog, 2005)

In the current study, the children were trained in sequencing a seagh

contributing a section of the stomgt first and then etelling the entire story in turn.

Ly (G0KS aG2NEBRo221 aSaarazys | LldzLLISG o+ a dza$s
retelling. Then, after acting out the story in the second sessinchildren were

asked to sequence the stgnysing picturesandto practise retelling it once more.

+AadzZ £ LINRPYLIWi&a FFNB dzaSTdz 7T2(azAKBRA Y3 OKAf R
Kog, 2005) Such promptsvere usedn the current interventiorand children were

supportedaccordirg to their relative abilities regarding story retelling

3.3.2 Vocabulary

Vocabulary development begins from birfRernald, Perfors, & Marchman, 2006;

Hart & Risely, 2003; Howes et al., 2008; Newman et al., 2006; Uccelli & Pan, 2013)

| 26 SOSNE FNRY | NRdzyR (KS [laySlev@lopmeinthas & S NA
the capacityto increase rapidlyThereis a substantial opportunity to support

vocabulary acquisition when childreoroe to preschool, as most three tve year

olds in the UK are doing ngwue to the provision of 1fee hours perweekof

preschool(European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurostt4p Interventions

12t
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which aim to improve vocabulary in young childieawve proved successful in the

past to varying degreesSuch interventionsould besummarisedas being

4dz00SaaFdz Ay adzZIR2NIAy3a OKAf{ RANG)VGLE LINE RdzO
Aram, 2006; T. D. Spencer & Slocum, 201®erventions have differed in the

methodologies and pedagogies they emplfspm direct instruction to implicit

acquisiton. AO2 YOAY Il GA2Y 2F (KSasS aidiNlriS3arsSa Oy |

that wasthe approach useth the current intervention.

The choice of theéarget vocabulary for the intervention was based on research

evidence discussed in Chapter Twehicha K2 ¢ SR G KI (0 &a&lgzy3 OKAf RNE
vocabulary acquisitionomsistspredominantly of nouns40%2 ¥ | OKAf RQa TANX&
words(Uccelli & Pan, 2013)Nounswvhichwere novel, butvhichmight be used

frequently bythe childrenin their everyday language the future, were chosenand

these wordswere taken from the storybookshichwere usedn the intervention.

There were several criteria for selecting the wardased on evidence from previous

intervention studiegSénéchal, 1997; E. J. Spencer et al., 20ER}tly, as this was
aninterventionwhichg I & FAYAyYy 3 (2 &dzLI2 NI YRk 2 NJ & dzLJL]
vocabulary, then it was imptant to select concepts thahe children may already

know, but might not have a new or alternative word ferg.uniform (dothes)

rowboat (boat), sigrfsignpost), patient (sick lady).

Secondlyeach target word waselectedasthe childrenwere readily exposed to it in

the storylook. For example, each word wapresented pictorially in the storybook,
usedmultiple times, embeddedn the story grammar itseJfand was associated with

a key character or event in the stoffjherefore a rich context for each word was

readily provided

Thirdly,it is bereficial to choose words thatere unlikely to be familiar to preschool
children but whichcould be used in conversation the future and may have a high
utility for the children(E J. Spencer et al., 2012)it is possible, that had this

vocabulary test been more rigorously piloted, then perhaps the choice of words
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could have been a more refined and appropriate list for the children in this study.
Two words from each story (fofirom each theme) were includednd a list of
these, along with their corresponding themes, whieiti be discussed in Section 3.7

is contained in Tabla.1.

The target words were then tested in tiiesearcher Designed Vocabulary Test

Some of the wads had acceptable alternativess many children offered these at

the testing stageit was not possible to have a completely unambiguous pictorial
NBLINSASYGlFrGA2yY 2F &a2YS 2FREXKBSNR2ONBey R adad O
children showed semdit knowledge of the picturesoan alternativewasaccepted

for three of themore difficult words. The words were repeated before, during and

FFGSNI NBFRAY3IS gKAOK KFa oSSy@Bamer&y G2 AyO
Boote, 2006; Roskos & Burstein, 2011; Sheil et al., 2048, the words were used

in the sequencig of the storyafter reading and during the planning, executing and

reviewing of pretend play ithe second sessioof the interventioneach week The

children experienced the words in a contextual manner. Using the new words

themselves in the correaontext could help thehildrento make mind maps of the
words(Roskos & Burstein, 2011These words and storybooks were chosen early in

the process of developing ¢hintervention. A detailed description of the timetable

of this, and the rest of the interventiorwill be discussed next.
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Intervention Theme

Target Vocabulary

1 vase
Household g ]El)mons
owers
4 fabric
5 rowboat
T 6 harbour
ransport > Signpost
8 roundabout
9 sandwich
10 slice (pizza)
Banquet/Feast 11 dessert (icecream)
12 pineapple
13 basket
Market 14 shopkeeper
15 purse
16 escalator (moving stairs)
17 uniform
. 18 postcard
Professions 19 e
20 patient

3.4 Timetable of Developmentor the Intervention

[ S i Quwas davdloped over a period 8 months, from theinitial consultation of

the literaturein October 2011to the maindelivery ofit to the children in thdirst

two settings,in January 2013. Development took place in four phases (Faglre

Phase Oneansisted of a literature reviewehase Two included the development of

the componentf the interventionand details of its operationalisation. In Phase

Three, piloting of the interventiontook placeand in Phase Four, the fully developed

programme was delivered.
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
: Components .
sl Il evtceivi) Bl S B -2
development Pilot Study

Figure3.1 Developmentoff SG Q& ¢ f |

3.4.1 Phase One

A comprehensive literature review was conducted on the oral language
development of yang children. This included any metnalyses, journal articles,
books, policy documents and unpublished theses (a full description of how the
literature search occurred was presented in Chapter Jl'wbappearedrom the
literature that there was a pauty of evidencebased narrative development
interventions for children aged three and four years. Alswais apparenfrom the

literature that vocabulary was important for narrative development. As oral

language has been found to be a predictor ofiie O&8 RS @St 2LIYSy i €I (S

life, and early intervention tends to give at least moderate effect sfpasknsonet
al., 2010; Muteret al., 2004) it was decided to focus on the outcomes of narrative

and vocabulary development for the intervention.

The literature suggested that a good stimulus and means of introducing target
vocabulary is the storybogCoyne et al., 2004; Mol et al., 2009; Sénéchal, 1997)
The story would be sequenced repeatedly, using the target vocabulary, which would
facilitate story retdling. Pretend play is seen as a crucial part of the development of
narrative, so it followed that this should be introduced as a second session in the
intervention. The planning element of the play session helped the children to use
the vocabulary oncagain and embed the sequence of the story in their minds. The

sequencing was then repeated once more at the end of the pretend play and the
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children would discuss what they had dom the play. This reviewiradlowed the

children to retell their part othe story once more.

3.4.2 Phase Two

Adiscussiorook place witha Programme Lead on Undergraduate and Foundation
Early Education Studies Degree Programnigisisperson who had mang S I NA& Q
experienceas a nurserpeadteachey offered useful insightmthe proposed
programme. A senstructured interview was conducted and the questi@r field

notesare listedin AppendixX25.

Thesediscussiongrovided rich and detailed informatiooased orthe

KSI R S expekiehdemafavorking with children inetearly yearswhichthe

researcher considered while developitig intervention. The respondent stated

that he hadoften used stories orally. He maintained that the interactimtween

children was differentwhen they were asked to interact orally aldcustory, than

when they sat stationaryistening to a story being read to them in a didactic way.

He argued that storytelling was a rich experience, which contained several elements.

The richness of the storybook itself was important, but so too wkesillustrations

and the plot line within that book. Books needed to be interesting and sometimes
KdzY2NRdza Sy 2dzaK (2 K2ThiRis idifie@ith & dufreRINSY Qa Ay (.
NBEaSI NOK SOARSYOS 2y OKAf RNBY @aicher A (0 SNI (0 dzNB

when choosing the intervention storybookshich is discussed in Section 3.8

Therespondentalso offered advice about the use of a puppéte thoughthat

perhaps the puppeshould havesome mystery surrounding, iand that perhaps it

shouR 65 AYyUNRBRdIzOSR 2dzi 2F |+ o02E (2 | Npdza$S
He had used planned pretend play before drejave useful insight into the themes

F2NJ G0KS A ylieSriedxsay] imingdjateély likedare the ones that have

concrete elements to thersp therefore a market, hairdressers, going to the doctor,

builderg @ ¢CKS LINPFSaarz2ya oSNB SGKZHSHEfMa 2y S

I NH dzS RIf ydukate gaing t@ go dowfthe route of] role play, then thejthe
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themes]need to be attachedat situations that the children recogniésébhis was in
1SSLAY3I 6AGK GKS NB &SI NQGnitrdwdet ab, RO09) $OMB Yy Qa LI
was decided by the researcher thtapicswhichare familiarto young children

should bechosenfor eachtheme.

It was decided that a manual would be developgd2 | AR LINF OUGAGA2Yy SNAQ
the intervention in the future. Providing practitioners with as much information as

possible to ease their delivery of a programme is beneficial, as researchtas

that the level of expertise varies from setting to settiagd the quality of preschool
aSiiAy3da KlFa | LINRTF2dzy R (QustiteSMashbigny G KS OKA €
Hamre,et al., 2008; Mathers, Syly& Joshi, 2007; Nutbrown, 20L% therefore

seemed appropriate to ensure that the intervention were used in settings in the

future, somethingconcrete should exist for the practitioners to udé.could contain

guidance rather than be totally prescriptive. Creating a mamaal also a useful

exercise for the researcher, as it enabled her to focus on the development of

underlying principles fothe intervention(Section 3.51).

Once the researcher had consulted the literature, the overall outlinbef
interventioncould be developed. There were several factehichwere considered

when designing the intervention and these will be discdssext.
Factors for Consideration when Developing an Intervention

The Learning Environment
Considerationow2 32 F¥FQa GKS2NE | 02dzi OKAf RNByQa S|
development of the interventiorfCollins, Joseph, & Bielaczyc, 2004; Rogoff, 1995)

Rogoff (1995) anged that the learning environment (of an intervention) should have

1) apersonal layer?) an interpersonal layeand3) a community layer.

Firstly, at thepersonallayer, it is important to uncover what the children themselves
might know before they eter the setting, or in the case of the current study, engage

in the intervention. For exampléhe researcher checkedhether the children had
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already been exposed to any of the storybooks, or whether they had ever engaged in
the practice of planned pretel play and if so, to what exteniWhetherthe children

had been taking part in any other language interventions alas taken into

account None of the children hadn fact, done soThe interventioralsohad to be
malleable enough to enable the imtluction of the concept of planned pretend play

to the children, ithey were not familiar with it

On consultation of the literature, it was apparent that there was a paudity
research relatingo Ytervention developmer®ix particular. It was dgded that
some of thefactorsthat are considered, and the vocabulary that is used, when
designing curriculacould be useful to theesearcheiin the current studywhen

developingthe intervention.

Even though it was not the settirggaff who wasleweloping this intervention, the

LINAY OALX Sa Ay . NdzyRNBGGE 5dzy Oty YR wK2RSa
RSOSt2LIYSyd OFy 0SS ILILX ASR (2] 5KQaNBa SR MOK
The intervention in the current studyould be viewed as aery minor curriculum of

sorts, albeit much smaller in natutlan the likes of national curriculaBrundrettet

al (2010) conducted studies examining the key skiiich are required of school

staffs to be leaders in curriculum innovation. These researchiers specifically

interested in whether a link existed between curriculum innovation and school

effectiveness. The sample<(12 inthree primary schoolsyvas quite targeted and

small, but this was intentional, as the participating schools haidhalemented

some interestingalternative curriculgreviously. Their findings indicated that

curriculum developmentvasuseful andmportant, as long as it supportegood
practicewhichalready existednd therewasreal engagement with the sta¥ho

workedthere. The intervention in the current study did exactly that, as it

incorporated two elemerg of preexisting good practicestorybook reading and

pretend play.
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The headteachers in BrundregtalQa oHvHnmnv &aiddzRé NBO2YYSYRSR
be rigorousplanning and monitoring of thenplementationof any new programme

They arguedhat it should be an ongoing, dynamic and reflective process, which

facilitates an ethos for change through rslking, experimentation, trialling and

piloting. Thethinking kehind thesepointscanbe applied to the development of the

current intervention. There was an element of rtsking involved on the part of the

settings in investing in the research, but the intervention was wedlled and

piloted; this is discussetully in Section 3.6Brundrettet al., 2010)

Secondly, at thénterpersonalevel, the way in which the adult and the children

were going to interagtand the ways in which the children would interact with both
each other and the materig, wasconsidered carefully. Research has shown that
adult-initiated play can have an effect on the language outcomes of young children
(Sheilet al., 2012; Weisbergt al,, 2013) Partaking in small group activities @so
have a positive impact on the oral language outcomes of young children. They
share, use and learn new vocabulary by interacting with each other directly in small
groups(Wasik, 2008) Children can be assessed more readily by the adult in small
groups, as the instructor is not as restrictieg time, and can observe childrdmoth

individually andn terms oftheir ability to interact and communicate within the

group.

| KAt RNBYQa AYyUSNIOGA2Y gA0K GKS NB&a2dz2NOSa

to be consideredor the curent study in relation to thisvere: what resources would

be used, how accessible they should be and how integrated they needed to be in the

activity in which the child was engaged. Storybooks were the main resources were

required for the current intervention anthey were selected very carefully with

support from the research literatureegardingOK A ft RNByYy Qad AYGSNI OGAz2y
(Roskos & Burstein, 2011; Sulzby, 1985y had to be engaging enough to hold the

OKAf RNBYQa AYyGSNBadz KFEGS | aGNRByYy3 yINNFGA
interesting humour and illustratias to appeal to a younger audience. The choice of

books will bediscussed further in Section 318 For the pretend play aspect of the
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intervention, objects available in the immediate vicinity were mostly used. The
children were required to engage inmpolic substitution of items/furniture in the
room, in order to enhance their use of the new target words. A diffexmdtume
item was brought each week by the researcher to Helpreate the role of the

character she played. These were brightly cadouand sufficiently different from

GKS NB&aSIHNOKSNDRDa Of 20 KAy 3 { 20of tkeSewillbeONB | (i S

outlinedin Section 3.2.

Lastly, Rogoff (1995) suggests that learning needs to include consideration of a
communitylayer. Herehe emphasises the importance of the agreement of all sides.
In this case, practitioners, the researcher and parents all had to agree to thegst
time in the intervention and the research. The parents and settings were provided
with detailed informatian about the intervention and had many opportunities to ask

the researcher questions about any aspect of it (Chapter Four).

Rogoff suggests that the migyolitical impact, if any, should be accounted for in
developing a learning environment for childreim the current study, the researcher
had to ensure that the intervention had a strong foundation in theory and research

on oral language. This has been described in full in Chapter Two.

Tosummarisetwo important factorswhichwere considered when dggning the
intervention in the current studywere the potentialinfluence on the learning
outcomes of the childrerandthe relative ease with which the programme could be

adopted bysettings(Roskos & Burstein, 2011)

Recipients othe Intervention

When developingn intervention, it is important tde clear abouthe audiencdor
which it is intendedso that it carattempt to match their needs. Bond and Wasik
argue that children move from noise, to single woyttscomplex sentences, and

between birth to five years old it is estimated that children acquire 10,000 words
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(Bond & Wasik, 2009)In order for any or all of this development to occur, children

need to be exposed to chances to téBond & Wasik, 2009)

Some studieshow that targeted literacy interventions have had large effects on
participants similar to those targeted in this intervention: peehool children
(Chambers, Chamberlain, Hurley, & Slavin, 2001; Justice & Ezell, 2004; Justice &
Pence, 2004; Justie al., 2010) Specifically, mintegrated curculumg Curiosiy
Cornerg was implementedvith children in 27 preschool settings in bow income

area in New JerseySAto improve their oral language skil€hambert al.,

2001) The expressive abilities of children aged three years in the sample were
significantly higher than the children in the matched control growam (2006) &lo
highlights the importance of promoting vocabulary and alphabetic skills from three
years of ageThis supports the argument for targeting children at this stage of their

oral language development througtmintervention.

Research has also shoiBurns et al., 1999; Muter et al., 2004; Snowling et al.,
2011)that introducing oral language curricular interventions to children at a young
age can influence their reading abilities later in life. Bowgraneet al(2008) in

their study on themprovement of language and literacy skills via phonology versus
oral languaggeconcludethat an oral language intervention before primary school is
dza SF¥dzf Ay NBRdAzOAYy 3 OKA f (BoweyQibheetMB2068f Y3 RA T T
During this period ats it is thought that typicallgleveloping children switch from

giving pesonal narratives, to offering fictional and fantasy narratives In narrative
development(McPherson, 2002)importantly, as was the case in the intervention,
pretend playduring thisageperiodcan be a useful way of supportingrrative
development(Baumer et al., 2005; Eckler & Weininger, 1989; Feldman, 2005; llgaz &
AksuKog, 2005; McPherson, 2002)

Socieeconanic Grouping
There has been much emphasis in educational research on improving the

educational attainment of children in lower soegonomic areagBond & Wasik,
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2009; ckrell et al., 2010; Pungello, Iruka, Dotterer, Milzonce, & Reznick, 2009)

August and colleagues (2006) state that children whedisadvantagd are at risk

of oral language failurAugust, Shanahan, & Shanahan, 208®Jicymakers too,

have highlighted th need for rsourcestobefocd SR 2y OKAf RNBy Qa f | y 3
in these socieeconomic areagBercow, 2008p ¢tKS h9o/5 adréagsSa GkKI G
SO2y2YAO o6l O13aANRdzyR Oly KI @S |y AyTFtdzsSyoOS
(OECD, 2010)The OECD data suggests that in the OECD countries:

¢a student from a more socieconomically advantaged background (among
the top one seventutperforms a student from an average background by
38 points, or about one year's worth of education, in readi(@ECD,

2010:8)

Burger, in his metanalysis on the effectiveness of early years programmes, found
that children who start school from lower soes@onomic areatagbehind their

more advantaged peers during their later school ygwsrger, 201Q) Also, in

relative terms, children from socieconomically disadvantaged backgrounds made
slightly more progress thameir counterparts in higher socieconomic backgrounds
(Burger, 2010) Both the research above and the increased focuweémment

policy show thateachingthe target audience ofraintervention is extremely
important, especially when it is targeted at those who may be vulnerade,

preschool children from lower soceconomic backgrounds.

There is a detailed descriph, in Chapter Four, as to how the children for the

current study were recruitedSocieeconomic status was considered, along with the
general cognitive and language abilities of the children. Attendance was not a factor
Ay (KS OKAf R NiBvsQdactar Bdt Sr@nged Awing pténmdaitation,

as some childremwere absent due to summer holidays.
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The Role of the Adult

A recentEuropean Union repoyKey Data on Early Childhood Education and Care
(2014)has advocated a mix of addéd andchild-initiated activities. Th&eport
found that there wasurrentlya balance between these twypes of activities in the
UK;however, there was little support material for practitioners on how this should
manifest itself on a daily basis in setti@sropean

Commission/EACEA/Eurydice/Eurostat, 2014)

In the curent study, as the intervention comprised shared storybook reading and

LI ' YYSR LINBUGSYRA VI G RAEE (EISE PIRWES BetdBsd S NOK S NI
development and implementation. This role was to be one of a facilitator, or a

creator of an enalihg learning environment for the children. This is directly in

keeping with theEarly Years Foundation Sta@@epartment for Education, 201.2)

For example n the storybook sessigithe adultresearcherchose the stories,

fielded questions and explained things during a dialogic discussion. Before, during
and after reading, she engaged with the children through the use of the puppet. She
operated the hand pupet and interpreted questionwhichthe children asked the
puppet. She also facilitated the story retelling practice for the children. She was
responsible for establishing the background to the pretend play sesd#chwould

occur later in the week.

There isalsoevidence to suggest that addihitiated play can have positive impact

onbothOKAf RNBSYy Q& LJ I & | y(\Weisbelg\6thldz20ASWIRELI St 2 LIY Sy
Attfield, 2005) In the pretend play session, thesearchediscussedhe play

episode with the children and helped thetm plan the story reenactment. She

LINE A RSR LINBoW sve bhidz@ fockét & ldvifaRdo we need to go

shoppindk ¢  reger&helin the current study also entered into role in order to

initiate the play episode. This built beliefthe play episodeand tensiorregarding

GKS OKAf RNByQa azf OAwydesial ddmenishiiLIA a2 RSQa LJ
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helped the childrerio live through the sociaramatic playpo W2 Ky a2y 3 h Qb SAf €
Neelands, 1992; Stanslavski, 1981; Wagner, 1999)

Research to Practice

When designing an intervention, developel®sald consider a researcto-practice
model (Justiceet al., 2010) The intervention should be formed on a strong
theoretical and evidencebased foundation. For example, Aram (2006) argues that
storybook reading is more useful for psehoolers than kindergarteners for
developing receptive vocabulary. This position supports the rationale for including
storybook reading as an egral part of this intervention. In addition, others claim
that storybook reading with discussion can help to develojaetextualised
language which is useful for narrative developmégtoyne et al., 2004; Snow,
Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Snow, Griffin, & Burns, 2009vérJ. Whitehurst &
Zevenbergen, 1999)singhis model ofresearchto-practicefacilitates reciprocity
and current, relevant material can be produced and used in the (lldticeet al.,

2010)

Blenkin and colleagues (1994) argue that international researabwerbul evidence

for early yeas practitioners.Their standpoity even though it was referring to
curriculum development, can be applied to an intervention development context for
the purpose of this thesisThey maintain that the educationahlueswhich existin

the literature and researchre not always present ian intervention. They argue for
the embracing of knowledge of the various developmental stages of young children
whendevelopingany interventionin order to create a childentred programme
(Blenkin & Kelly, 1994)Blenkin and Kelly (1994) summarise their position by
underlining how important it is to actualyy O | NB childies whérf@evelogngan
intervention. Thenterventionin the current studystrove to have theadultas a

LI NOHYSNI Ay (GKS OKAfRQa f SI Nydnyiranmenws A G K | F2

whichwas relevant to the child, where optimigarning could take place.
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It is clear that the adulfthe researcherjn the current intervention had a role of
facilitator and initiator at different times throughout the intervention sessions. She
also had a parto playin setting the agenda for thmatervention, setting out the

ways in which the outcomes would be targeted and setting the objectives for the

intervention.
ObjectivesDriven versis ProcesDriven Intervention

ProcessDriven

Blenkin and Kelly (1994) argue that a child cannot make sartbe world if it is

only presented in an abstract form. They suggest that children need to discuss and
figure out learning material in collaboration with another, in a contesttichis

familiar to them. Here we see the influence of the theory of Vykydds#ione of

Proximal Developmertheory whichdescriba&l how valuable the support of an adult

to a child isin higher learning(Vygotsky, 1978) The adult can draw the child
upwards developmentally, based on where he assesses the child can go. Examining
research on curriculum development was a valuable way of deciding whether a
processdriven or objectivesiriven intervention should be designed. According to
Ross (2000), a procedsven curriculum is one contexthichallows this transaction

to take place. The child and the teacher are partners in this type of educational
process andhe demands of a curriculum have relevance to the leatumpston

& Whitehead, 1994) The emphasis in agressdriven curriculum is on how a child

is shaping their learning, rather than satisfying curricular goals and objectives, as
would bethe case in an objectivedriven curriculum. But is thggroces§enough?

Some authors suggest that any interventishould have a prplanned systematic
design, with focused goals, aims and lesbgtiesson objectivegAram 2006; Justice

et al. 2010)

ObjectivesDriven

Applyingan objectivesdriven curriculum modeio the intervention knowledge is
viewed as a commodityhich can, anghould be measure(Ross, 2000) However,
problems arise in the notion of measurement itself. Often in this model, there is not

acomparablewvay of measuring objectivedhere isalsodebateaboutwhether the
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objectives are actually measurable at(@lolby, Greenwald, & West, 1975)

Objectivesettersoften assumehat all children can acquire knowledge over the

course of the teahing episode or learning day. This is not always the case. The

consultation process regarding the conceptiontod Early Years Foundation Stage

has indicated that, while objectives have their place, rewards for effort, i.e. an

integral part of procesas wellagi KS O2y GAydz2dza Y2yAG2NAy3I 2F
should be includedTickell, 201).

Eisner (1975) makes a distinction between expressive objectives and instructional
objectives. Expressive objectives are thodechdescribe a situation that should

take place, or a task that should be attempted. These are in contrast to instnacti
objectives, where the child is deemed to have been successfyif some tangible
results have been attaineavies, 1975) Both of these types of olgéve, even
though they differ, can reduce success to serving a summative end or fulfilling
various assessment criteria. The usefulness of a prograwtimah is only based on
ASNIAY3 202S0GA0Sa Aa ljdSadAiazylofSo 9 @I f dz
measured against some milestone has its place in checking what works and what
does not. However, Bernstein (1971) maintained that curriculum development
should not be summativeriven, but rather the other waground. He argued that it
would be more beneéial to the pupil to develop objectives founded upon what a
curriculum is endeavouring to tea¢Bernstein, 1971) However, one shouldlsobe
cautious of this approach, dsonly measures a narrow band of knowledge, rather

than the more general development of the child.

So what couldhe evidence on curriculurabjectives offer this intervembn and

what form should they have taken? If they were to be useful in this intervention,

objectives had to be flexibjsothati KS& O2dz R 6S | RFLIWSR 42 GK:
the child was to be at the centre of the learni(i@avies, 1975) Objectives had to be
contextspecific for the child and have the ability to be translated into learning and

pedagogy, but not be so specific that any creativity or spoaity in the lesson from

the instructor or the pupil was logDavies, 1975) They needed tbe consstent
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with each other and work towards the same gaawell as beinguitable and
NEf SOyl G2 K Sndsgedifiband iasislevaddn, 200a)A £ A (& =

However, to base this interventiconly on rigorous objecties and uset as the only
framework YA 3K KIF @S YSFyid GKFG | yINNRBg OASs 2
taken (Department for ChildrenSchoolsand Families 2008)

The focus on the child and how they process their learriag been shown to be
0SYSTAOAIT (2 OFkAduikkiNR2G01 Edward 2808; MIURES y

2003) If knowledge is viesd as something that is emonstructed by the child with

the educator, then it was important for the practitioner in this case, i.e. the

researcher, to work in tandem with the child. Thagjuiredthe researcher to be

adaptablein considerindhow bestthe child couldaccess the language instruction.

While this processlriven approach is useful, one cannot ignore the relative merits of

objectivea SGGAY 3 Ay NBEf I IRRS Ry GKKS LK OIIRG A 2S¢
Setting targets enables the practitier to guide the child through their Zone of

Proximal Developmen(Vygotsky, 1978) This, in turn, allows the child to develop.

Objectives in this intervention remained flexible and responded to the creativity of

iKS OKAfRQa STT2NIad ¢KAaa ¢ta 2F dzivyzad A
drama and preteneplay, which are healy reliant on spontaneity, were the main

media of instruction.

Procesdlriven and objectivesiriven models of curriculum development are
independent of each other, but they also have some overlapping themes. It is here
at the overlapping point that thetervention for this study lies. For example, Ross
(2000) highlights that the proceskiven curriculum and the objectivedriven
curriculum share the importance of individual student ownership and responsibility
for learning. This intervention had theest fit in this overlappinghodel; for
examplethe children took ownership through their creativity and planning of the
pretend-play, but the researcher set the objectives in keeping with the aims of the

intervention. Both the procesgrivencurriculumand the objectivedriven
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curriculum also have a broadly egatian approach (Ross, 200@n that

competencies are assessed in both models. They may be assessed in different ways
but they are assessed nonetheless. Whitehead argues that there shoald be

element of operendedness in interventionwhichtarget young children with regard

to the objectives thereifWhitehead, 1994) They should be flexible enough to

allow for spontaneity on the pamf both the teacher and thetudent, a facta

particularly pertinent to the use of drama as a medium of instruction. Brundrett

sums this up by saying:

0An enriched, thembased or artsbased curriculum which has the effect of
Sy3alFr3aay3a OKAfRNByQa SyidKdzZAl &Yost YR Ay SNE
academic achievement in ways which have a reasonably close fit with those

recommended in the Rose curriculugBrundrettet al., 2010 411)

Cost of Development and Implementation
This inaldes any costs to be incurred in the development, implementation and

evaluation of a new intervention.

Cost of Development

Most of the costs incurred in the development of any intervention at a national level
are related to initial research and consuiti. Other costs in relation to the
development of interventions migtdrise fromthe development and printing of new
guidancematerials e.g. handbooks. There ad# course other miscellaneous costs
whicharise as the intervention progresses. As thisrvention was on a very much
smaller scale than any national curriculum would be, any financial implications of

development fell to the researcher fastify.

Cost of Implementation

If there is a high cost involved in administering an interventiois, less likely that it
will be taken up by various practitionefdusticeet al,, 2010) Interventionswvhich
have had high takep by practitionerssuch afReadit Again a 30week language

and literacy curriculum supplement cassng of separate lesson plangre
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inexpensive and were compatible with what resources were avaikdbdady in
settings(Justiceet al.,, 2010) In contrast to this, materialshichwere developed for
Doors to Discovergstory-book reading interventiorfWright Group, 2001)

required teachers to use several sets of materiatgl thisrendered the intervention
very expensivgAssel, Landry, Swank, & Gunnewig, 20@7ijh regard to this study,
storybookswhichwere already being used in preschools were used forstieed
storybook reading and dialogic discussion activities. The other matdnalading

the handbooks, for example, were developed at a cost to the researcher. Any props

F2NJ GKS LINBGSYR LXIFe aSaarazy 6SNB GKS N

&
Qx
w»

of costune dogearswhichwere purchased.

3.4.3 Phase Three

A pilot study containing a reduced samphe40) took place in the academic year
before the main intervention was rolled out. Two weeks of the intervention were
trialled and decisions were made to charg®tain aspects of it. These will be

discussed in full in Section 3.9

3.4.4 Phase Four
This was the delivery phase of the intervention. Details on how it was delivered are

contained in Section 3.9

3.5Principles and Aims dhe Intervention-[ S Talka

The development of the intervention required strategic and innovative thinking. It
needed both to be practical in order to implement it, and to contain objectives
whichwere realistic and measurable. The thinking and planning behind the

development esulted in nine aims. These will be discussed next.

3.5.1 Principles

Figure3.2A f f dzZa UNJ 0Sa GKS 20SNI NOKAY3I LINAYOALX Sa
learning is central to the intervention and is supported by interaction with the child

and scaffoldindnis/her learning. His/her learning is stimulated by the methodologies

used.
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Scaffolding
a child's

learning

Child's
learning in
Let's Talk

Interacting
with the
child

Stimulating
the child to

learn

Figure3.2Principlesof S Qa ¢ f

3.5.2 Aims

1. To support the development of vocabulary in children in the Early Years

2. To support the development of story retelling in cinéd in the Early Years

3.¢2 &adzZlILI2 NI OKAf RNByQa dzaS 2F yS¢ @20 6dz

4. ¢2 LINBY203S OKACf RNEB Wwihichdrawmildhguagey 3 2 F Yy I NNJ
patterns of stories

5 ¢2 FTIOAfAGIGS OKAf RNByQa Syez2eyYSyid 2F f.
language, and turn to it in their play and learning

6. To encourage children to listen and respond orally to story

7. To enable children to plan and review their play

8.¢2 SylotS OKAfRNBYy (2 SELX 2NB OKAf RNBYyQ
planned play

9. To ddiver, in 10 weeksan interventionwhichsupports chillN\B y Q& 2 NI f

language

These aims follow the guidance for effective teaching in the early years contained in
the Early Years Foundation Sta@eY'FS) guidelines:

 playing and exploringchildreninvesll | G S | yR SELISNASYyOS {(KAy
- 32QT
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1 active learning children concentrate and keep on trying if they encounter
difficulties, and enjoy achievements; and
1 creating and thinking criticallychildren have and develop their own ideas,
make links beteen ideas, and develop strategies for doing things
(Department for Education, 2012: 7).
Furthermore, the aims df S (i Q &re it keépihg with the Early Learning Goals of
the EYFS. The Early Learning Goals comprise the three prime areas of
Communicatio and Language, Physical Development and Personal, Social and
Emotional Developmen({Department for Education, 2012Under the prime area of
Communication andlanguage, which is relevant for the current study, children were

helped in their listening and attention, their understanding and their speaking.

O«
e

The interventiorprovided 2 LILJ2 Nlidzy A 6 A S& F2NJ RS@St 2 LAy 3
attention skillsthrough the sharedstorybook reading session. The children were

helped to anticipate events in the story and they were encouraged to respond to it
through interaction with the puppet. They were required to give their attention to

the storyand to all of the interative activitiesin a small group. They were also

encouraged t@articipatein repeated refrains ithe storybooks.

[ Si QaimetltobupporOKA f RNSYy Qa dzy RSNRGIFYRAY 3 (0 KNER dz3
before, during and after reading the story. The cldltwere asked to answer

guestions about the stories artd respondto questions put to them by the puppet.

Thisaimed to helpthem to focus onand understandthe characters and events of

the story. Theirunderstanding of the story was supportdtroughre-enactment of

the stories andhe planningof their versions of it. The use oprops and the

encouragement of symbolgubstitutionwere usedto increase understanding of the

new words from the story.

Under the EYFS learning prime area of Communigatid Y R [ | y3dzl 3S3E OKAf F
development in speaking must be supportdd.S (i Q aimet! to Supporthe
childrerQ @xpress#on of the story. Theywould be supported in the use okew

vocabulary whilglaying andencouraged to asguestions during the storydmok
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session. Thewould alsobe encouragedi 2

in sequencing different parts of the story.

3.6 Components

aK2g

ChapterThreeg Developing an Intervention
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61 NBy Saa

by directly addressing the puppet and each other, explaining things and taking turns

The interventiontook plece over two sessions per weedach approximately 2@5

minutes long. Thidifferedfrom the pilot study, where the sessiotested30

27T

minutes. In the pilot studythe children were losing interest and their attention was

waningtowards the end othe sessions, so it was decided to reduce the session

times for the main study. The first session comprigealip sharedstorybook

reading the second consisted of planned pretend play. Figu8dists the two main

components and their core activitieg\lsoincluded inFigure 3.3re guiding

principles that were considered when developing the intervention (Se&idr).

Storybook Pretend Guiding
Reading Play Principles

Figure3.3 Core Activities and Delivery df S i Q &

Puppets

Engaging Texts

Dialogic
Discussion

Performance
orientated
reading

Contextual
information for
new words

Sequencing

|_| Practitioner-in- Layert_ed
Role Interaction
(Rogoff, 1995)
Child-in-Role Tools of the
Mind: Planning,
Executing &
Reviewing
Props
¢t
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3.6.1 Group Sharedstorybook Reading

The first session in the week was a graapredstorybook reading session. Music
worked well in breaking the sittinime of the childrerduringthe story. Thause of
lively pieces of musjand he O K A f RHy$cyl De@raction with thatusic helped
to refocus treir attention. The researdr introduced the storybook via a puppet
Tobi(Figure3.4).

Figure3.4 Tobithe Puppet

The story was read and dialogic discussion was facilifatgd the puppet asking
guestions and helping to maintain the interest of the children. The childrer

asked to retelthe story to the puppet at the end of each sessiosing prompt
pictures from the story. A puppet was incorporated into the storybook component
of the intervention to aid the discussion, engage with the children and to develop

the syrtax associated with questionin@ierman et al., 2008; Carroll et al., 2003)
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Using the Puppet

Puppets have been used in the educatmand indeed the entertainmeng of young

children for many years, as children can identify with them and can believe in them

(Baroncohenet al., 1985) They can provide a joint attention episqaéth

conversation foboth adult and childand these conversations have helped to

improve scientific thking, social, emotional and behavioural development alsd

to develop syntax and grammatical sk{epartment for ChildrerSchools and
Families, 2008; Moylett & Stewart, 2012b; Rollins & Snow, 1998; Sitrain 2008;
UNICEF, 2004; WebstBtrattonet al., 2008)

Puppets can help to:

1

= =4 4 4

Encouragereviouslyinhibited feedback from children

Provide a visual stimulus for a dialogic discussion

{ dzLILI2 NIi OKAf RNBYy Qa RS@St2LISyld 2F tAads
Allow the child to explore the use of vocabulary in an atmosphere of fun
Create variety in the learning environment

Help the child to explore the imaginaworld.

Practitioners often fear the use of puppetiue to a lack of confidence or

inexperience in using them. However, puppets, andact, just an extension of the

practitioner and his/her interactions with the children. The puppet should have a

fully developed characteso that he is a believable addition to the classro@mon

et al., 2008)

In this study the researcher:

1

Chose the puppet carefully.®oy puppet is usually preferrethpys tend to

react better to that fearingthe stereotypical notion that it could be a doll
Created a farcfile about the puppet, a puppet passport containing his name,
where he is from, where he lives, his likes and dislikes. This was useful for
engaging the children (FiguBeb)

Had taken some photographs of the puppet in different plasbghwere
easilyidentifiable to the children in order to create a background for it
(Figure3.6)

Had the puppet sit on her knee and had the puppet turn the pages during the
storybook session

14¢€
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Used the puppet to model listening and the asking of questions

Had the puppet et as an audience to whom a child retold the story

Used the puppet to model taking turns in conversation about a book

Used the puppet to encourage children to try use new vocabulary in
sentences

1 Made the puppet the games organiser for games based on tlodé.b For
example, the puppet gave the children a picture from the story and they had
to exclaim when the researcher reached their part of the story

= =4 =4 A

t F NODAOALI yGaQ wSFEOGA2ya G2 GKS t dzZLJLIS

Based on observations by the researcher and feedback from theitiwaets, the

puppet was very well received by the children in both the pilot study and the main

study. Thechildrenlooked forward to his company and repeatedly asked when he

would visit again. The children very much enjoyed his humorous side.télrusad

to engage morevith him when he had brought propshichhelped to create his

character, e.g. photographs. They engaged with his presemck at timesand

interacted more withhim than with the researcherThe children also projected

their questiorn 2y (12 KAY® C 2 NabiSvanits Yolske $hat pictkeS e al ARZ
agairt ZKBIOA& o yisa G@RKY] yBdldLISG RAR y2aG aLlsl 1=

replicability of the intervention in the future.

There was a need for parameters to be established with eg@athe puppet. At

the beginning of each storybook session, the puppet would be in his brightly

coloured box (Figur8.70 ® ¢ KS N aS whiDdayGdNaddagAddiwRo a | & @
always comes onthisdfyt ® ¢ KS OKAf RNBY ¢2dz RNANBaLR2ZyR &
immediately recognise the box as containifgpbi The children would be

encouraged to read the sign on thexwhich readiLook insidé | YR G KA A& ONBI {
anticipation and excitement in the children. The puppet would emerge and chat,

(through the reseecher) to the children before introducing the new book (Figure

3.6). These actions were repeated at each storybook sessitastine children

could predict and anticipate the session. The popularity of the puppet was used to

its full advantage by theesearcher
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Figure3.5Passport forTobithe Puppet

Figure3.6Tobitl KS t dzLJLJS(i Qa t K232 3INIF LK ! f 6 dzY
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Figure3.7 Tobithe Puppet htroduces theStorybook for the $ssion

Performanceoriented Reading

The dialogic discussion that can take place duriagybook reading can develop de
contextualised languag&oyne et al., 2004; Sénéchal, 1997; Grovéfhitehurst &
Zevenbergen, 1999%5torybook reading can also be used as a stimulus for-story
retelling also. The focus for practitionerqirS (i Q @clutidd &l§ments of

performanceoriented readingCoyne et al., 2004)

This involved:

1 Being very familiar with the text

1 Emphasising target words

1 Creating a sense of occasjarsing the puppet before starting the reading
session

Using a variety of pitches and tones in the voice

Using different vaies for different characters in the book

Using eye contact

Generating suspense and interest in the book using questioning

= =4 4 A

A list of the booksvhichwere used in the interventiogrand the selection criteria

whichwere usedare contained in in Section 318
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To summarise, thgroup sharedtorybook session was the first of two sessions in
the week. The storybook was introduced by the pupped before, during and
after reading activitiesa discussion took place. After the story, the children were
askedby the puppet to describe what was in a visual prom. a picturdrom the
story, andto retell their part of the story to the puppet. As the intervention

progressed, the children took turns to retell the whole starging the pictures.

3.6.2 Planred Pretend Play

The second session in the week was a planned pretend play session. Pretend play

as a medium of instruction in oral languadeas an interactionist perspective as its

overarching principle. I S (i Q,dhe grétend playinvolved the istructor
AYGSNIOGAY3 6A0K (GKS OKAfR Ay I gte OGKFdG &
learning needs, while being enjoyable for the cliBergen, 2013Harris, 2000;

W2Kyazy g9 hQbSAtf I wmdoyn[S{ zakgdejobngR 3 CNA S
OKAf RNBYyQa 2NIf f I y 3danmats play kdicBdeg@lrova &lza G A y SR
Leong, 2007Harris, 2000; Heathcote, 1980)

Sociedramatic play i quite natural process for childrgfeunket al., 2008) It

involves the child entering o a makebelieve world whichcan be based on a real

life scenario. The child takes on roles associated with the real world and can adhere
to the social rules of that scenario. This seaiamatic play can be used to develop
total wordsin conversationyocabulary specific to a defined theme of play and an
increased number of words indicating concepts of colour, shape, number, quantity,

space, and timg¢Deunk et al., 2008; A. K. Levy et al., 1986)

Implementation of Pretend Play Sessions

The planned pretend play session was based on the story from the first session in

that week. Theresearch&y 4t SNBR Ay {2 WNRESQ la 2yS 27F
and invited the children to act d@uhe story, or a version of it. The researcher, while

in role, would pose @aroblemto the children which wasbhased on the story. The

children planned whattaracter they would play and the way the playing area

should be set out, including what props and furniture might be requinearder to
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solve this probler® 2 KSy GKS LJXle& ¢gla FAYAaKSRE (KS
and a discussion ensued, facilitdtby the researcher, as to the nature of the play

session and the participation of the children in it. The session required the children

to selfregulate their participation and learning. They engaged in planning, executing

and reviewing their play, WBiK Ol y | A R (iédblationkohttieRpaR.y Qa a St ¥F
The researcher had a large role to play in facilitating thisregffilation. This will be

discussed next.

Planning
This is the first of three steps in planned pretend play. The researcher:

1 Introduced the children to the theme for the session

1 Introduced the children to the propshichmight be requiredincluding
some of the target words

1 Discussed with the children what could be used to represent various items
needed for the play session

1 Helped thechildren to set out the area for the play session, i.e. positioning of
furniture

1 Gathered together possible itenvghich could be useful as props in future
sessions

Executing
The researcher initiated the play sessitilwever,once the children were engad
in it, she stepped back. Thesearcher:

1 Encouraged the children by offering verbal encouragement as needed

1 Engaged in the play by assuming a role at the beginning

1 Offered nondirective statements to the childrewhichadvanced the playA.
K. Levy et al., 1992)

1 Physically intervened in the play by committing an actdrnichadvanced the
play

1 Modelled language and used target vocabulary

Reviewing
Inthis part of theplay$Sd a A 2y > (G KS NRBGaSffaciiatod Ndka NRf S 4 3
researcher:

{ Facilitated a discussiaamong the children aboutthelr Yy R 2 i KSNE Q NRf Sa
the play session
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1 Investigated with the children how the play deviated from the original plan
Highlighted tle goals originally set by the children for the play
1 Discussed with the children how they might change the play session if they
were to engage in it another time
f CHOAfTAGFGSR GKS OKAftRNBYyQa .aSldzSyOAy3a I

=

t I NOGAOALN yiRr@enadviPay OG A2y a G2

Feedback from the children indicated that they appeared to enjoy the pretend play

sessions. Many of the children had not taken part in this type of pretend play

previously (aduHinitiated role-play). When it was discovered that the childtesd

little experience of entering into a predefined role, sessions were adapted to make

them more interactive. For example, in session two, the children were invited to

physically experience what it would be likelde an animal. They were asked to

movel NRBdzy R GKS &aLJI OS tA1S I LI NIGAOdzZ F NI FyAYL
(Appendix20 ® CKAad SYNAROKSR (GKS OKAfRNBYyQa Ay@d2i
main study, work on physical representation and relaxation exercises was included in
earlysessionsi2 Syl ofS GKS RS@St2LIYSyd 2F GKS OKA

engagement.

Interacting with the researchen-role was a new experience for many of the

children. The researcher used a prop related to the character in the wtuigh she

was playing, e.@ hat, to signal when she wasrole. This made the divide between
beingin-role and not-in-role much clearer to the children. The researcher was an
evoker of the action, posing a problem for the children to solve. This added focus to

the play sessioand gave it a purpose.

[ S & Qiwvas tetefvdd well in all settings by children and practitioners alike. Oral
feedback was positive and the practitione@nfirmed thatthey could see the
potential of the intervention. They also sdltht the children were very excited on

the dayson whichthe intervention was to be delivered each week.
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3.7 Themes othe Intervention

Choosing themes that were engaging, aggropriate and relevant for the children

was crucial in the development pfS (i Q aAINCK-SAIND & (i dzReé 2y OKAf RNBY
preferences, Gmitrovat al (2009) found thatwhen the teacher examined which

themes were popular with the children during pretepthy, they could focus the

educational objectives accordingl@mitrovaet al., 2009)

The chosen themes for the weekly sessions 8 (i Q &eretblsed| on research on
OKAf RNBY Qa I(@mitrévaet 3INRBOPY NlBsyfaliliaied maximum
engagement of the children. The overarching themes (one per fortnight) were
trandated into more accessible topiosith two storybooks chosen for each theme
(Table3.2). For example, when the theme of Banquet/Feast arosefwioe
storybooks were about a jam sandwich and a girl who ate lots angréstigectively
The two stories werdifferent, but the theme remained the same over the fortnight.
The storybookfor the market themewere about, first, a little boy who goes
shopping andsecond dogs that go in search of a birthday present. These books
were ageappropriate, but in keejmg with the theme and guidelines froiirhe Early

Years Foundation StagPepartment for Education, 2012)

Table3.2Themesfof SG Q& ¢ £

Week Theme

1&2 Household
3&4 Transport
5&6 Banquet/feast
7&8 Market
9&10 Professions

3.8 Materials forthe Intervention

Each week ifi S (i Q Bad gsloWniresource pagkontaining the storybook for the

week, the script and guidance notes for the sessjany role props for the

researcher, music to be used in the session and visual prompts from the story (Figure
3.8).
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Figure3.8 Example of Resource Pack forS i Qa ¢ I f

3.8.1 Storybooks
As was discussed above, it is vital that storybaskiEhare chogn for an
intervention with young children are therdeased and in keeping with the

objectives of the interventioriSheilet al., 2012)

Along with this, humour and vibrant illustrations can help children to engage with
storybooks. The sequencing nature of the books in this intervention, and their use of
repetitive languagehelped to engage the children with the stories. Thek® (Table
3.3 & Figure3.9) whichwere selected fof S (1 Q @ncotirageq the child to engage

with the story, due to their:

Vibrant and engaging illustrations

Repetitive text, i.e. the use of refrains

Accessible language

Larger size (some)

Humour

= =2 =2 =2 A

Length

15€




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































