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Abstract

observed during which teachers were engaged in language and literacy-focused activities.

Language and Early Literacy Progress Measures (IGDIs: Fall, Mid, Spring). Picture Naming is an individuallyWe examined the hypothesis that instructional quality would significantly predict children’s growth in language
administered timed vocabulary task. Students were asked to verbally identify a single picture, one on each card
and early literacy skills. Children served by teachers who were making greater efforts to implement language and (Bradfield et al., in press). The raw score was the number of correctly identified pictures that was converted to a Rasch
scale. The final score was a card count score adjusted by item difficulty. Sound Identification also was an individuallyliteracy instruction were more engaged and grew faster in language and early literacy. Research and practice
administered timed phonological task (Bradfield et al., in preparation). Students were asked to identify from 3 choices
implications are discussed.
displayed on one card, the letter that makes the particular letter sound modeled by the assessor (Bradfield et al., in
press). The raw score was the number of correctly identified pictures converted to a Rasch scale. The final score was a
card count score adjusted by item difficulty.

Introduction

Preschool programs with language and early literacy goals struggle to improve children’s language and early literacy
results. Often lacking is an intentional process of instruction. Greenwood et al. (2012) reported that children did not
experience any Teacher Literacy Focus in as much as 85% of instructional time observed in prekindergarten classrooms
with literacy goals! This multi-site study sought to advance our understanding of how implementation of language and
early literacy instruction influences children’s literacy engagement and accelerates growth in skills attained in the Pre-K
year.

Research Questions
1. What were the children’s language and early literacy skills at start in the Fall?
2. What was the extent of language and literacy instructional support provided to
preschool children in classrooms with language and early literacy goals?
3. What was the extent of children’s growth in Picture Naming and Sound Identification
over time?
4. Does the quality of instruction in terms of CLASS Instructional Support and
Teacher’s Literacy Focus predict greater growth in children’s language and early

Methods
Sample
Participants included 659 children served in 69 classrooms in 23 programs/districts in 4 sites in the Midwest and
Northwest during the 2009 - 2010 school year
(Greenwood et al., 2012). The average classroom
cluster size was 9.7 children per classroom. The
majority of classrooms in the sample were half (63%)
versus full day (37%). Children were served in
classrooms in 4 types of programs: State-funded prekindergarten (31%), Title 1 (30%), Head Start (24%),
and Tuition-based (14%).

Measurement
Instruction. The Classroom Assessment
Scoring System (Hamre et al., 2008) was used to
obtain a rating of Instructional Support. Raters were
trained by a CLASS-certified trainer and met ratercertification standards as required through the CLASS
website. The
Code for Interactive Recording of Children’s
Learning Environments (Atwater, Lee, Montagna, Reynolds, & Tapia, 2009) was used to obtain the percentage of time
teachers provided children with a language and literacy focus, defined as activities focused on letters and sounds,
oral language development, and being read to. Observers were trained by the developer and met high standards of
interobserver agreement. A random sample of 6 children per classroom was selected to receive CIRCLE observations.
Each child was observed for 30 minutes during a range of classroom activities in which literacy was likely to be
embedded (e.g., dramatic play, centers, art, story reading, nature, music, etc.). Scores were the percentage of intervals

Language and Early Literacy Status Measures (Fall ). Vocabulary was measured using the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test-4th Edition. Core language skills were measured by the Clinical Evaluation of Language
Fundamentals Preschool. Phonological awareness and print knowledge were measured using the Test of Preschool
Early Literacy.

Design and Statistical Analysis
A multisite, longitudinal study over one preschool year was conducted. Multi-level latent growth modeling was used
to address the key research questions concerning prediction of children’s formative growth in language and early
literacy by teacher literacy focus, child literacy engagement, and instructional support. This multilevel structural
equation model accounted for the nested organization of the data, consisting of repeated measures within each child
clustered within classrooms (du Toit & du Toit, 2008). These analyses were conducted using Mplus (version 7) (Muthén
& Muthén, 1998-2010).

Results
1. What were children’s language and early literacy skills at start in the Fall? Over the entire sample, children
performed below a mean standard score of 90.0 in all domains with exception of print knowledge (M = 95.2). Children in the three low income eligibility programs (i.e., Pre-K,
Head Start and Title 1) obtained significantly lower mean scores than children in the Tuition-Based program (see Table 2). In the case of Pre-K and Head Start, mean levels were
as low as -1 SD below normative expectation for language fundamentals (CELF) and phonological awareness (TOPEL PA). As expected, dual language learners on average
were significantly less proficient at start than native English speakers on the PPVT and CELF language
measures and on the TOPEL print knowledge and phonological awareness measures (see Table 2).
2. To what extent was were language and literacy interactions provided preschool children in
classrooms with language and early literacy outcome goals? The overall occurrence of teacher
literacy focus was infrequent, only (M = 16%, SD =15.3). Similarly, CLASS instructional support levels also
were low (M = 2.6 , SD = 0.8, on a 1 to 7 scale). Children in state-funded pre-kindergarten programs
experienced the highest level of teacher literacy focus (M = 24.6%, p = .0001), while children in Head Start
had the lowest levels (M = 5.9%).
3. What was the extent of children’s growth in Picture Naming and Sound Identification? Overall,
children showed positively accelerating growth trajectories on both indicators, Picture Naming and Sound
Identification is shown in Figure 1.
4.Did the quality of instruction in terms of CLASS Instructional Support and Teacher’s Literacy
Focus predict greater growth in children’s language and early literacy skills? Preliminary study of
the relationships among the three predictors indicated that Teacher Literacy Focus and Student Literacy
Engagement were moderately to strongly correlated at the child (r = .61) and classroom (r = .71) levels.
Neither was a significant correlate of Instructional Support. Modeling indicated that none of the child-level
pathways between teacher literacy focus and the two formative outcome measures were significant (see Figure 1. Children’s progress acquiring vocabulary (left panel) and
sound identification (right panel) skills in one year.
Figure 2). Children in classrooms served by teachers who were making greater efforts to implement
language and literacy instruction were more engaged and growing faster in picture naming and sound identification (see Figure 2).
Classroom-level results indicated that the amount of teacher literacy focus compared to instructional support best predicted growth in language and early literacy.
Literacy focus was a significant predictor of higher end-of-year Sound Identification. For every one percent increase in teacher literacy focus, the end-of-year sound
identification score was increased by 0.19 correctly identified cards (p < 0.001). The slope of sound identification also increased by 0.05 identifications per occasion (p = 0.036).
In the case of Picture Naming, a one percent increase in teacher literacy focuses was linked to a 0.02 correct cards per occasion increase (p = 0.029). While these effects
appear very small, consider that: (a) A 10-percentage-point increase in teacher literacy focus (which is approximately equal to a standard deviation increase in teacher literacy
focus across classrooms) was associated with a 1.9 increase in correct sound identifications at the end of the year, as well as a 0.5 sound identifications per occasion increase
in sound identification growth. (b) A 10 percentage increase in teacher literacy focus was also associated with a 0.2 picture cards-per-occasion increase in Picture Naming
growth. For example, a classroom receiving 25% teacher literacy focus could be expected to improve its average picture naming growth by 15% versus a classroom receiving
the average 15% teacher literacy focus (see Figure 3).




Figure 3. Children’s growth trajectories given increasing amounts of Teacher
Literacy Focus.

Discussion
In a sample of typical early childhood programs, we examined the quality of
preschool teachers’ literacy focus and instructional support and their predictive
relations of growth in children’s formative language and literacy outcomes in
programs with language and early literacy goals. Building on a prior report of low
levels of instructional quality in this sample (Greenwood et al., 2012), evidence
emerged that children in classrooms receiving higher literacy focus levels were
also growing significantly faster in language and literacy. In the case of Picture
Naming, children who starting out at lower levels caught up with higher performing
children at year’s end. In the case of Sound ID, all children experiencing more
teacher literacy focus, were growing faster and at year’s end were significantly
higher on average. In the case of instructional support, positive relationships were
not established, most likely because of the CLASS measures’ lack of alignment
with the two language and literacy indicators (La Paro, Pianta, & Stuhlman, 2004),
as compared to CIRCLE Teacher Literacy Focus.
Because growth modeling provides statistical indicators in the metrics of
Figure 2. Path diagram representing the two- measurement used, it was possible based on these predictive relationships to
level growth curve model (three-level model) forecast the likely results of the effects of increasing teacher literacy focus (Figure
for two parallel processes (picture naming and 3). An obvious study limitation was that because this was not an experimental
sound identification) with covariates. Model
study, we can only speculate that these forecasted outcomes would be attainable
Fit: χ2 (28, n = 648) = 126.173, p < .001,
if Teachers were able to make these increases in literacy focus as part of their
RMSEA = .073, NNFI = .919, CFI = .954,
core, Tier 1 instruction. This hypothesis deserves future research. Future
SRMR(Child-level) = .025, SRMR(Classroom- intervention research studies are needed to demonstrate that these relationships
level) = .066. Note. *: p < .05; Parameters are are amenable to change through professional development and, in fact, causal
unstandardized.
with respect to changes in teacher literacy focus and children’s outcomes.
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