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Introduction


Learning to read is a complex process that involves a variety of skills and abilities.  Children must bring their existing knowledge and experiences to the task of learning to read which for most children begins with formal instruction in grade one.  Learning to read is related to children’s phonological awareness, to their knowledge of letters, to their knowledge about the functions of print, and to their oral language skills (Purcell-Gates, 1996).  It is of particular interest to both educational practitioners and researchers to document how and where children acquire these early skills because existing research evidence suggests that early individual differences in these skills are relatively stable from kindergarten through high school (Lonigan, Burgess, & Anthony, 2000).  Without question, some of these skills are acquired through oral language development and specific experiences at home or in day care centers, preschools and kindergarten.  

While the research related to oral language and the development of young children is robust and includes diverse and abundant studies related to oral language development in various areas including English language learners (ELLs), culture and the development of oral language, studies related to learning disabled children and the effects of poverty and oral language development; and there is no question as to the significance of these themes.  However, given the scope of this assignment, the present review is selective with focus on two specific themes for review within the context of oral language for several reasons.  First, critical to the foundation of oral language is a child’s prior experience in the development and use of oral language which begins at birth.  As children enter school, they bring diverse levels of language acquisition to the learning process. Without adequate opportunity to develop oral language, a child as young as three may face learning difficulties throughout his school years (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  For this reason, I am keenly interested in research that examines the impact of developing oral language in the first years of life.  Furthermore, as I investigated studies, it became evident that during the critical early years of oral language development, children can be found in three primary settings as they develop in oral language use.  Some stay at home with their mothers or primary providers while others become immersed in the daily routines of day care centers and still others enter early learning facilities.  Thus, I have focused the studies within two themes:  those that address oral language development and interventions in the home beginning at birth, and those that review oral language instructional practices and interventions within day care centers and early learning facilities prior to entry into first grade.  While some of these studies include English language learners, children of migrant workers, and children from low socioeconomic households, the primary focus of review includes oral language development of young children in home and preschool settings.
Research Goals

Two key goals form the foundation of this integrated review.  First is to examine research related to home and preschool oral language reading strategies with a focus on how the use of these reading strategies can promote the ability of young children to effectively communicate, begin to read, and to comprehend what they have read.   The idea that parents and caregivers can critically impact children’s oral language and academic development has been supported in a variety of research contexts (Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Britto, Fuligni, & Gunn, 2006; Snow, 1993; Hart & Risley, 1995).  Thus, understanding varying methods that parents and caregivers use when reading to young children and understanding how this might influence children’s acquisition of oral language and the ability to read and comprehend, is of potentially great importance.  
A second goal of this integrated review is to examine research aimed at children’s oral language development through application of interventions within preschool, center-based and kindergarten experiences. While there is relatively little known about young children’s language exposure in center-based child care and early learning center programs, over the past 30 years there has been significant research examining intervention experiences within these venues that are intended to prepare children to enter school with the early skills needed to promote later success in learning to read.  These programs are often formal and resemble the structure of early elementary classrooms, often providing children with learning experiences and oral language interventions prior to formal entry into grade one.   Both of these bodies of work, interventions at home and in early learning facilities prior to entry into grade one, focus on the oral language development of young children and report specific interventions that are used within these settings to examine children’s early oral language development.
Theoretical Perspective

Much of the research in oral language development in the home and in preschool learning facilities has been heavily influenced by Vygotskian socio-cultural theory, and this theoretical perspective is reflected throughout this review.  It is from this view that adults scaffold the skills children require to complete a task by providing guidance and feedback.  With time, the child internalizes the information the parent, caregiver or teacher provides, and the external scaffold is eventually no longer necessary (Vygotsky, 1986).  Vygotskian theory supports the belief that all types of mental functions are acquired through social relationships and that children must interact with others who provide feedback for their thoughts or help them complete a task they could not do independently.   According to Vygotsky, parents and teachers provide the language children need to help them solve problems.  Vygotsky introduced the concept of the “zone of proximal development,” the period of time when a child can do some parts of a task, but not all of them.  Adults in turn scaffold by showing children how to complete a task or modeling what a particular behavior looks like.  Scaffolding oral language provides information about finishing tasks and directs attention to what children need to learn.  Once internalized, children then become capable of performing new skills independently.  From this view, reading always occurs in context, and literacy is regarded as a social process.  The outcome of learning becomes more important than reading progress for the child and teacher.  Vygotskian theory is the predominant theoretical perspective presented throughout this review.  
                                                Literature Review
The development of oral language is crucial to a child’s literacy development (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1993).  While the home and culture of a child influences the development of oral language, the preschool environment can enable children to refine and perfect its use.  As children enter formal schooling in grade one, they bring diverse levels of language acquisition to the learning process.  By this time, educational practitioners often face a challenge to meet the individual needs of each language learner by discerning which methods work most effectively in enhancing oral language development.  Through research evidence examining the impact of home and preschool oral language interventions for young children, home care providers, preschool educators and educational practitioners can work toward maximizing the oral language development of young children in preparation for later success in reading. 
Home Interventions for Oral Language Development

Research designs and research questions.

Five research studies related to at home interventions for oral language development were 
reviewed and can be classified as true experimental designs that were conducted with the purpose of testing hypotheses about potential causal effects of oral language development.  These studies include Whitehurst et al (1988), Huebner and Melzoff (2005), Reece and Cox (1999), Reese, Leyva, Sparks, and Grolnick (2010), and Boyce, Innocenti, Roggman, Norman, and Ortiz (2010) (Table 1).   Characteristic of each study were two levels of the independent variable studied, and all included methods for at home reading orally with children in that each included an experimental and control group.  All group participation was voluntary and pre and post tests related to oral language were given to all groups.  While these tests varied in depth and scope, all were measures related to oral language.  Comparisons for each group were made between groups in children’s scores on the posttests, and in some cases on follow-up tests.  All of the comparisons allowed conclusions to be drawn about the effects of the treatment on child oral language skills.

Research questions varied among the studies reviewed although all related to at home reading interventions that could be used to promote the oral language development of young children.  For example, Whitehurst et al (1988) implemented the use of evocative questions that encouraged the child to talk about pictured materials.  In this case, Whitehurst et al (1988) hypothesized that maternal picture book reading had a direct immediate effect on the rate of children’s language acquisition.  Huebner and Melzoff (2005) examined conditions under which dialogic reading could be implemented in a community setting.  In this case, the study attempted to learn how dialogic reading could be taken to scale as a community-based universal preventive intervention testing three methods of instruction in dialogic reading.  Reece and Cox (1999) hypothesized that the styles of book reading are predictive of children’s developing literacy skills.  These included the describer (low-demand and interrupting), the comprehender (high-demand and interrupting), and performance-oriented (high-demand and interrupting) styles in their effects on emergent literacy because they represented the main styles of book reading found to date at that time in naturally occurring interactions between adults and children.   Reese, Leyva, Sparks, and Grolnick (2010) hypothesized that elaborative reminiscing training would have positive effects on preschoolers’ expressive vocabulary and narrative skills.  Characteristic of elaborative reminiscing are mothers’ uses of open-ended questions and probing for new information during oral language narrative discussions with young children.  Specifically, these researchers compared the effects of training low-income mothers in dialogic reading versus elaborative reminiscing on the oral language and emergent literacy skills of Head Start Children.  And finally, Boyce, Innocenti, Roggman, Norman, and Ortiz (2010) hypothesized that the intervention SHELLS (Storytelling for the Home Enrichment of Language and Literacy Skills) would increase parents’ use of language-supporting behaviors and that parents in the comparison group would not.  Also predicted in this study was that families in the SHELLS intervention group would have a higher quality home language and literacy environment than families in the comparison group.  Additionally predicted was that the children in the participating SHELLS intervention with their families would talk more during shared narratives using more diverse words than children in the comparison group.  And finally predicted was that families would experience the SHELLS activities as meaningful and enjoyable.

Populations and duration of studies.

Populations and durations of studies varied significantly among the five studies reviewed related to at home interventions for oral language development among preschool children.  Thirty children with normal developmental and linguistic ability and their families served as subjects in the Whitehurst et al (1988) study.  Children ranged between 21 and 35 months and came from middle-class families living on suburban Long Island, New York.  All families volunteered to participate in the study, and all children had expressive, receptive, and performance skills within the normal range for their age as measured by a developmental screening test.  This study was conducted as a one month home-based intervention. 
 Huebner and Melzoff (2005) included 95 families with two or three year old children who were recruited and randomly assigned to one of three instruction conditions for an eight week intervention period.  Parents residing in Jefferson County, a rural county in the state of Washington, were recruited in three ways including birth certificates that were used to mail invitations to all county residents who gave birth within two to three years past.  Additionally, articles were placed in two local newspapers and fliers announced the study with local phone numbers and were posted in public locations.  Group assignment consisted of random assignment to one of three instruction conditions.  One third was assigned to the in-person condition, one-third to self-instruction with telephone follow-up, and one third of participants was assigned to self instruction for a total of 95 parent participants.  

Reece and Cox (1999) recruited 50 four year old children from three state run preschools in Dunedin, New Zealand to participate in their study through letters to parents.  The children represented a broad range of initial language levels although English was the primary language in all the families’ homes.  The sample of participating parents was predominantly working class, with 60% of the children’s fathers working in technical, sales, or trade occupations.  Ten percent of children’s mothers held a university degree.  This study took place over a six week intervention period.

Reese, Leyva, Sparks, and Grolnick (2010) drew data for this study from a larger study of over 60 children attending Head Start.  Families were recruited to participate in three cohorts from 2003 through 2006 during an annual parent information session at Head Start Centers, the location of which was not reported.  Nineteen families from the first cohort participated in a “baseline only” phase so that intervention procedures could be piloted.  The remaining 41 families were then randomly assigned to an experimental condition.  The final sample consisted of 11 mother-child dyads in the control group, 10 dyads in the dialogic reading group, and 12 dyads in the elaborative reminiscing group.  Eight mothers were identified as non Hispanic White, 12 as Hispanic, and 13 as non-Hispanic Black.  Seven mothers were identified as non-Hispanic Black and African, and there were six African American mothers.  Forty eight percent of the children were classified as bilingual which meant that a second language other than English was spoken at home.

All project participants in the Boyce, Innocenti, Roggman, Norman, and Ortiz (2010) study were enrolled in a Migrant Head Start program.  Programs of this type provide comprehensive child development services to economically disadvantaged children and families who migrate during the harvest season or work in seasonal agricultural labor.  Families were recruited through program staff at three rural Migrant Head Start centers and randomly assigned to either the SHELLS group (the ongoing Head Start program with SHELLS home-visiting added) or the comparison group (Head Start program only).  Seventy-seven mothers signed informed consent forms allowing their participation in the research.  Enrollment was distributed among three sites, with 18 children enrolled at Site 1, 38 children at Site 2, and 21 children at Site 3.  Data were collected on 75 of these families from mid-spring until the fall.

Data collection and methods of analysis.


Data collection and methods of analysis within all of the studies differed significantly yet all studies were related to interventions for improved oral language outcomes among preschool children.  While all studies included the training of mothers or mothers and fathers of preschool children, the type and length of training and implementation differed between studies.  For example, Whitehurst et al (1988) trained parents in the experimental group to increase their rates of open-ended questions, function and attribute questions and expansions to respond appropriately to children’s attempts to answer questions.  Control group parents were instructed to read in their customary fashion.  This pattern was repeated throughout the studies.  Experimental groups were given specific instructions related to the proposed intervention and control groups were instructed to read as they would regularly with children.  

Data for all of the studies were collected at pretest and posttest and some studies included intervention or midterm data collection.  While measured outcomes differed in all of the studies, gains in the oral language of children were noted at posttest in all of the studies.  Descriptive statistics with varying methods of analysis and degrees of complexity were reported for all of the studies.  


Research findings.


In general and across studies, research findings demonstrated that experimental 
condition groups scored significantly higher than control groups on standardized posttests of oral 
language abilities. To a large degree, research findings were dependent on the type of analysis conducted.  To illustrate, Huebner and Melzoff (2005) reported findings that showed few parents read with a dialogic style prior to instruction after pre and post video instruction in small groups.  While this may have been the case in some of the studies reviewed, it was not reported.  In addition, Huebner and Melzoff (2005) stratified data by parents’ education and instructional method and reported a significant difference favoring in-person instruction rather than self-instruction by video alone as the more efficacious method of instruction—especially for parents with only high school educations.

To further illustrate the significance of analysis related to findings, Reece and Cox (1999) reported a describer style of reading that resulted in the greatest overall benefits for children’s vocabulary and print skills, but a performance-oriented style was also beneficial when children’s initial skill levels were taken into account.  As a result of this analysis, the recommendation for future book-reading interventions to be tailored to children’s initial skill levels was made.


As represented in all of the studies, Whitehurst et al (1988) reported significant gains in the experimental condition when compared to children in the control group on standardized posttests of expressive language ability.  Using audiotapes as the basis of analysis, children in the experimental group also had a higher mean length of utterance, a higher frequency of phrases, and a lower frequency of single words.   Reese, Leyva, Sparks, and Grolnick (2010) also reported gains for the experimental condition as posttests measured gains in children’s story comprehension through the elaborative reminiscing intervention.  These training effects were present regardless of the children’s ethnic background and whether they were bilingual.  These data were unique as none of the other studies reported findings related to ethnic background or children’s language.  And finally, the experimental group in Boyce, Innocenti, Roggman, Norman, and Ortiz (2010) reported that when compared with mothers in the control condition, experimental condition mothers were significantly more likely to increase their use of language elicitation interventions during book sharing with their children.  Results of this study show the experimental group children with increased number of total words and different word use in shared oral narratives.  
Preschool Interventions for Oral Language Development
Research designs and research questions.

Four research studies related to preschool interventions for oral language development were reviewed and can be classified as true experimental designs that were conducted with the purpose of testing hypotheses about potential causal effects of oral language development.  A fifth study was reviewed and also related to preschool interventions for oral language development although this study is classified as a quasi-experimental design (Table 2).  Children in the control condition in this study were purposely assigned to a preexisting class that existed within the school.  Children in the experimental condition were also assigned to a preexisting class although children in this condition attended school for an additional portion of the day in which they participated in the intervention.  These studies include Murray, Fees, Crowe, Murphy, and Henriksen (2006),  Bowyer-Crane et al (2008), Wasik and Hindman (2009), Silverman and Crandell (2010), and MacDonald and Figueredo (2010).  As with the studies related to home interventions and oral language development, these studies are similarly characteristic in that each includes at least two levels of the independent variable all of which included methods for preschool reading orally with children in that each included an experimental and control group.  All group participation was voluntary and pre and post tests related to oral language were given to all groups.  While these tests varied in depth and scope and include pre and post reading videotaping, the administration of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, the Denver Developmental Screening test and analysis of print skills including the measurement of receptive vocabulary concepts of print and letter and word identification; all used measures related to oral language development.  Comparisons for each group were made between groups in children’s scores on the posttests, and in some cases on follow-up tests.  All of the comparisons allowed conclusions to be drawn about the effects of the treatment on child language skills.


Research questions varied significantly among the studies reviewed although all related to preschool reading interventions that supported the promotion of oral language development in young children.  For example, Murray, Fees, Crowe, Murphy, and Henriksen (2006) hypothesized that the quantity and quality of language directed individually to toddlers in an accredited center-based child care program could be collected and compared  with data collected by Hart and Risley (1995) for the 42 children they observed in home environments varying by socioeconomic level.  Bowyer-Crane et al (2008) compared the efficacy of two school-based intervention programs, phonology with reading and oral language.  They hypothesized that the phonology with reading program would facilitate the development of word-level decoding skills in reading.  In contrast, they hypothesized that the oral language program would enhance vocabulary and grammatical skills as precursors of reading comprehension.  Wasik and Hindman (2009) proposed three research hypotheses related to the effects of the Early Learning Partnership program on both teacher and child language.  Specifically investigated was the extent to which professional development intervention was predictive of children’s vocabulary learning, the extent to which the intervention related to change in the quality of teachers’ classrooms, and the extent to which the quality of teachers’ language interactions explained a portion of the children’s vocabulary gains over the year.  Silverman and Crandell (2010) differed in their hypotheses proposing questions that studied the relationships among different vocabulary instruction practices and children’s vocabulary knowledge during read aloud time and non read aloud time.  They further investigated if the relationships depended on children’s initial level of vocabulary and whether vocabulary is measured by norm-referenced tests of children’s general vocabulary or curriculum-based tests of children’s knowledge of specific target words.  And finally, the work of MacDonald and Figueredo (2010) hypothesized that students participating in  the KELT program, a tutoring intervention program designed for oral language intervention among kindergarten children, would outperform kindergarten students who were not participating in the program. 

Populations and duration of studies.


Participating populations between and within studies varied greatly however, the duration of studies remained constant at one year for all studies reviewed.  For example, participants in the Murray, Fees, Crowe, Murphy, and Henriksen (2006) study included 14 toddlers within an accredited child care program who were videotaped for approximately 20 minutes during 14 sessions of free play.  Parents of the children included professors, community members, and parents whose children participated in Early Head Start.  In contrast, Bowyer-Crane et al (2008) studied 152 children selected from 19 schools on the basis of poor vocabulary and verbal reasoning skills and randomly assigned to either of two intervention programs within two five year old classrooms in the United Kingdom.  Both groups of children received 20 weeks of daily intervention alternating between small group and individual sessions.  Wasik and Hindman (2009) included 19 teachers who were trained in the use of effective procedural and conceptual knowledge to implement language and literacy activities within Head Start preschool centers.  Professional development training was ongoing throughout the year long study.  Three Head Start centers were randomly assigned either to the intervention or comparison condition resulting in 19 teachers from two of the centers in the intervention and 11 teachers from the remaining center in the comparison classroom.  There were a total of 542 children in the sample at the start of the school year and 481 children were available for analysis at the end of the school year.  

To further illustrate the diversity of populations within of studies, Silverman and Crandell (2010) studied 244 children on target word knowledge and general vocabulary knowledge at the beginning and end of a school year.  Children in this study ranged from four to six years and attended one of 16 participating kindergarten classrooms in an urban school district in the northeastern United States.  In contrast, MacDonald and Figueredo (2010) studied at risk kindergarten children in a Kindergarten Early Literacy Tutoring (KELT) program over one school year.  Tutors received on-going training throughout the year as children attended regular kindergarten for half of the day and participated in the KELT program for the remaining half of the day throughout the school year.

Data collection and methods of analysis.


While data collection and specific methods of analysis differed significantly between studies, all studies conducted pre and post assessments within the school year to determine the effectiveness of the preschool oral language intervention.  Murray, Fees, Crowe, Murphy, and Henriksen (2006) videotaped children as a method for data collection and transcribed and coded discourse data using interrater correlations for analysis.  Bowyer-Crane et al (2008) monitored children’s progress at four points during and after the school year and included pre, mid, post intervention as well as after a five month delay using measures of literacy, language and phonological awareness within two school based intervention programs.  Wasik and Hindman (2009) conducted pre and post assessments using the Literacy Environment Checklist portion of the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation that gauges the availability and use of books and writing materials in addition to instruction focused measures of assessment.   Additionally, all children were pre and post tested on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III, a measure of receptive vocabulary.  Silverman and Crandell (2010) used observations as a method for data collection during students’ language arts block three times over the course of the school year.  Research assistants participating in this study received specific instructions and training for data collection.  All field notes were coded according to a three step approach and finally correlated and analyzed to determine which practices were related statistically.  Descriptive statistics were used to interpret pre and posttest data.  MacDonald and Figueredo (2010) evaluated the KELT program through longitudinal tracking on measures of oral language and emergent literacy skills over the kindergarten year.  Descriptive statistics were reported to show gains among students who participated in the KELT program.

Research findings.


In general and across studies, research findings demonstrated that experimental 

conditions scored significantly higher than control groups on standardized posttests of oral 

language abilities. To a large degree, research findings differed in the types of measures used and the method for reporting descriptive statistics.  Thus, the significant research findings among all studies reported increases in children’s oral language abilities according to the varied criteria used for analysis.  For example, Murray, Fees, Crowe, Murphy, and Henriksen (2006) found that observed children in a high quality group care setting would approximate the language environment of high SES homes.  Findings revealed that children did not hear the same quantity of positive language as children in the high SES homes of Hart and Risley (1995) although the children were exposed to the same quality of language that included minimal use of imperatives and prohibitions.  Overall results from this study indicate that children who come from different SES levels may or may not benefit from days spent in high quality child care.  Advantages appear to be clear for children from low SES homes.  On the other hand, children from high SES home may experience diminished language benefits in terms of quantity compared to what they could be receiving at home.  

Results of the Bowyer-Crane et al (2008) study also reveal positive gains for students participating in the intervention programs.  Results show that these interventions were effective in promoting different aspects of literacy and spoken language in children with poor oral language skills at school entry.  Specifically, children who received the phonology with reading program made better progress in literacy skills and in phoneme awareness.  Children who received the oral language program made better progress in vocabulary and grammatical skills.


Similar findings are reported in the remaining studies.  Wasik and Hindman (2009) report that ongoing teacher professional development had a significant impact on children’s language and literacy development.  In general, students participating in the experimental condition learned more vocabulary words than children in comparison classrooms.  Silverman and Crandell (2010) report that findings reveal that teachers’ use of vocabulary instruction practices during read-aloud time was positively related to children’s vocabulary learning.  Additionally, teachers’ use of vocabulary instruction practices outside of read-aloud time was positively related to children’s vocabulary learning.  The authors concluded that extended instruction in vocabulary is beneficial for children.    MacDonald and Figueredo (2010) found that the KELT program children outperformed the comparison group on most assessments.  Of significance was that the KELT children met or surpassed the end-of-kindergarten targets for nearly all assessments by the end of the school year.  Additionally, results by English language learner suggest that the KELT program may have helped to close early evidence of a language-learner gap by the end of the school year.  
 Critique and Implications
Home and Preschool Interventions for Oral Language Development

 A review of the current literature related to interventions for the oral language development of preschool children within the home and participating in preschool programs reveals positive and hopeful results for developing oral language skills among young children in order to develop the needed skills in learning to read.   Together, these studies build a strong rationale for parents’, caregivers’ and practitioners’ involvement in the development of oral language skills among preschool children.  However, caution in pursuing this goal is warranted.  As evidenced in the findings of the review of literature, parents, day care providers, and educational practitioners need specific suggestions and guidelines about evidenced based methods in the development of oral language skills among preschool children.  

As noted previously, research evidence suggests that early individual differences in emergent literacy skills are relatively stable from kindergarten through high school (Lonigan, Burgess, & Anthony, 2000).  Evidence from the aforementioned literature review suggests that children’s acquisition of specific literacy skills related to the development of oral language require specific adult-child interactions and interventions as well as preschool oral language interventions that can influence the acquisition of and improvement in children’s literacy skills.  

Of the ten studies reviewed, eight were published between 2005 and 2010 and can thus be classified as contemporary.  If these studies are representative of evidenced based interventions to improve the oral language development of children in our contemporary society, I would question, “Is this enough?”  Home oral language interventions focused on maternal scaffolding as mothers engaged their children in conversations about book-sharing interactions.  The mother was highlighted as a major scaffold in questioning techniques.  This method clearly reflects the socio-cultural and theoretical perspective of Vygotsky previously presented.  Yet, the studies reviewed did not include specific cultural groups who may not adopt such specific socialization practices within their cultures among their children.  Future research might well address this idea in hopes of further building the oral language skills of all young children.  Further investigation is needed with diverse cultural groups, in particular research that focuses on cultural factors that shape mothers and caregivers’ scaffolding styles and how these in turn are related to children’s oral language development.  

As evidenced in the review of literature, educational practitioners too, play an important role in building children’s emergent literacy skills as they engage in oral language activities throughout the school day.  However, it appears that gaps remain in understanding how preschool teachers scaffold oral language development in general and specifically from diverse cultural groups.  None of the studies reviewed provided evidence that without formal professional development training and prescribed curriculums that focused on oral language interventions would children develop the needed skills to become proficient in oral language, a critical precursor to success in reading.  And too, none focused on the oral language development for specific cultural groups.  Additionally, most of the studies reviewed that related to oral language development among children in day care centers and preschools focused on children in low SES households.  It appears that further gaps in the literature remain in understanding how to maximize and expand the oral language development of not only diverse cultural groups, but for children in moderate to high income homes as well.


Future research may begin to review if similar positive results can be found in other forms of child care such as family child care homes.  It appears from this review that the quality and quantity of language in smaller child care settings may be more similar to homes than to center-based and preschool environments.  The possibility of more responsive interactions in 

home-based care is suggested as a possibility as children might have more secure attachments 

with their non-parental caregivers in smaller settings.  

Additionally, all of the studies reviewed relating to at home interventions included oral language interventions that focused on story book reading.  Future research may be directed toward oral language activities that focus on additional venues for language development such as family outings, computer and multimedia use, conversations related to animals and pets, summaries of the day’s event, all potential topics to generate oral language development in conjunction with the use of books.  In general, all of the studies reviewed relating to preschool oral language interventions focused on read aloud time or vocabulary skills development.  Further research might explore oral language interventions beyond these traditional methods and include areas such as building background knowledge and questioning techniques utilized outside and within the storybook framework.
Conclusion


In the present review of the literature, early home literacy experiences related to shared story book parent-child reading suggests that being read to at home utilizing specific techniques for scaffolding storybook reading plays an important role in the development of young children’s oral language development.   This is a predominately maternal and caregiver elaborative scaffolding as mothers and caregivers engage their children in conversations about the storybooks begin read and highlights scaffolding reading through explicit conversational interactions between mother/caregiver and child.  The literature reviewed includes mothers and caregivers who utilize highly elaborative conversational interventions when reading aloud to children.  As a result, findings suggest that these children have increased oral language skills including more enhanced vocabulary skills and are better prepared for the types of critical thinking that will be expected of them upon entry into grade one.  It is noted that scaffolding styles are influenced by culturally specific socialization practices, and in all of the studies reviewed, specific scaffolding techniques were presented.   That is, elabortiveness might not be a method used to scaffold children’s oral language development in particular cultural environments or across cultural groups without these specific interventions.  Further investigation is needed with diverse cultural groups, in particular research that focuses on diverse cultural factors that form mother’s and caregiver’s styles and how these are related to the oral language development of young children.  It appears that while reading to young children is important, the method used to scaffold children’s understanding through the use specific interventions is critical for children’s oral language development and later success in reading.

The present review of literature also reveals that preschool teachers and day care providers can facilitate the oral language development process of young children through the utilization of specific interventions that include vocabulary instruction and participation in oral language experiences in preschool settings.  Specifically, through professional development training, prescribed curriculum and explicit vocabulary instruction, the oral language development of young children can be improved.  Within the context of these interventions it is noted that all studies included the development of language building activities and experiences of children into the regular curriculum and daily routine of the classroom.  Additionally, the planning of curricula around relevant child-related topics was important in developing oral language however, explicit teaching of phonemic and phonological awareness and vocabulary were the primary focus of instruction for improved oral language development.  Additionally, four of the five studies focused on improvement among children exclusively from socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds.  The findings of these studies are important, and 
future research is needed to further explore relevant oral language interventions for all children.  
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Table 1.

Matrix of Home Interventions for Oral Language Development

	
	Whitehurst et al (1988)
	Huebner and Melzoff (2005)
	Reece and Cox (1999)
	Reese, Leyva, Sparks, and Grolnick (2010)
	Boyce, Innocenti, Roggman, Norman, and Ortiz (2010

	Research Design
	True Experimental
	True Experimental
	True Experimental
	True Experimental
	True Experimental

	Research  Intervention
	Evocative questions with maximum feedback; 
4 weeks
	Dialogic reading in a community setting

1—in person with video

2—self instruction with video

3—self instruction; telephone;
6 to 8 weeks
	Describer—low-demand and interrupting

Comprehender—

High-demand and non interrupting,

Performance Oriented—high demand and non interrupting

6 weeks
	Elaborative reminiscing training using open ended questions and narrative discussions or dialogic reading
September through June
	SHELLS program—language used focused on narrative, bookmaking and book sharing
Mid spring until fall

	Age of Sample Child Participants
	21 to 35 months
	2 and 3 year 

olds
	4 year olds


	4 year olds
	3 and 4 year olds

	Family Background
	Middle class families living in the suburbs of New York state
	A range of SES families in a rural region of Washington State
	A range of SES families in Dunedin, New Zealand
	Low income parents (48% bilingual)
	Economically

disadvantaged 
migrant, immigrant families 

	Measured Outcomes
	Effect of variations of reading styles 
	Parent/child reading style
	Reading style influences of emergent literacy skills
	Use of specific conversational techniques
	Number of words used in shared narratives

	Results
	Variations in reading to young children have effects on language development showing and 8.5 month growth in the experimental group
	No significant difference in reading style of parents based on method; all children made cognitive gains
	Vocabulary skill gains in performance method;  
Print skill gains in describer method; 

Story Comprehension gains not evident in any reading style
	Elaborative reminiscing—increase in story retell narratives and story comprehension;
Dialogic reading—no increases found
	Increase in total number of words and use of different words in shared narratives among children in the SHELLS group.  


Table 2.

 Matrix of Preschool Interventions for Oral Language Development  

	
	Murray, Fees, Crowe, Murphy & Henriksen (2006)
	Bowyer-Crane et al (2008)
	Wasik and Hindman (2009)
	Silverman and Crandell (2010)
	MacDonald and Figueredo (2010)

	Research Design
	True Experimental
	True Experimental
	True Experimental
	True Experimental
	Quasi Experimental

	Research  Intervention
	Comparison of language environment in child care program with data from Hart and Risley (1995) of varying SES homes
14 sessions
	Comparison of two intervention programs—phonology with reading and oral language
20 weeks
	Early Learning Partnership consisting of five modules that support early reading acquisition e.g. conversation strategies and alphabet awareness
	Observational study during read aloud time of children’s vocabulary acquisition; professional development model
One school year
	KELT intervention professional development; to enhance literacy skills through oral language, reading and writing
One year

	Age of Sample Child Participants
	16 to 34 months
	5 years at school entry
	4 and 5 years
	4, 5 and 6 year olds
	4 and 5 year olds

	Family Background
	Ranges in SES in a child care program at a Midwestern university lab school
	Low performing children;
United Kingdom
	Children participating in Head Start program
	Children living in an urban school district in the north eastern U.S.
	Children from an urban school district in central-east Canada

	Measured Outcomes
	Quantity and quality of language compared to Hart and Risley study (1995) of high SES home
	Two programs:
Phonological and early reading skills and oral language skills
	Ongoing, intensive professional development and vocabulary outcomes
	Classroom observations after professional development of children’s vocabulary development
	Oral language, concepts of print, phonemic awareness, LSC, LSK,, reading ability

	Results
	More utterances, words, and questions in high SES homes; quality of language exposure increase in high SES 
	Both programs were effective in promoting  reading and language skills in children with poor oral language skills at school entry
	Gains in vocabulary, richer literacy environments and overall instructional quality
	Gains in vocabulary when word study is taught
	Gains in four of six assessments:
Concepts of print, word knowledge, phonemic awareness, LSC


