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ABSTRACT
Young children’s emergent literacy skills, particularly phonological awareness (PA) and
alphabet knowledge (AK), are two of the strongest predictors of future reading skill. There is
limited research evaluating the effectiveness of emergent literacy interventions on the dual
language PA and AK skills of at-risk Latino preschoolers who are Dual Language Learners
(DLLs). The bulk of existing interventions are conducted only in English. There is preliminary
evidence supporting that DLL Latino children benefit from Spanish PA and AK instruction;
however, few studies include preschool-aged children.
This study applied a multiple probe design across units of instruction to evaluate the
effects of a supplemental PA and AK intervention delivered in Spanish that explicitly teaches
transfer of these skills to English. The aims of the study were to determine: 1) whether children
receiving this intervention would make gains in their Spanish PA skills following the
intervention; 2) whether they would apply the PA skills they learned from Spanish to English; 3)
whether they would make gains in their Spanish AK skills; and lastly; 4) whether they would
apply these Spanish AK skills to English.
Four Latino preschoolers with limited emergent literacy skills in Spanish and English
participated in this study. Bilingual researchers delivered scripted lessons targeting PA and AK
skills. The results indicated that children made large gains in their Spanish PA skills and small to
moderate gains in their AK skills. Children also applied the skills they learned in Spanish to
English. These findings provide preliminary evidence Latino preschoolers who are DLL benefit
from emergent literacy instruction that promotes their bilingual and biliterate development.
iii

CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
Reading proficiency is strongly associated with academic success (Hernandez, 2011;
Snow, Burns, & Griffith, 1998). The consequences of having poor reading skills are detrimental.
Individuals with inadequate reading skills are more likely to drop out of high school, have
reduced wages, and be incarcerated (Loschert, 2016). The damaging consequences of inadequate
reading are particularly alarming for many Latino individuals. Latinos are the fastest growing
minority population in the U.S. (U.S. Census, 2014), but they have the highest high school
dropout rate in the nation (Annie E. Casey, 2017). Many Latino children who are Dual Language
Learners (DLLs) have other risk factors, including living in poverty and low maternal education,
which when combined with low reading skills, increases their risk of becoming struggling
readers (Cardenas-Hagan, Carlson, & Pollard-Durodola, 2007). The important relation between
reading and high school retention makes it imperative to provide Latino children with effective
and proactive literacy interventions.
The path to becoming a proficient reader starts in preschool (Snow, Burns, & Griffith,
1998). Preschoolers’ development of emergent literacy skills set the foundation for future
reading (Torgesen, 2002). Phonological awareness (PA) and alphabet knowledge (AK) are two
emergent literacy skills that strongly predict preschoolers’ later reading (Whitehurst & Lonigan,
1998). Preschoolers with reduced emergent literacy skills upon entering Kindergarten are at
greater risk of developing persisting reading difficulties (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Almost
half of Latino preschoolers who are DLL enter Kindergarten with reduced PA and AK skills in
1

Spanish and English (Fuller, 2011). Although there is evidence that providing preschoolers with
reduced emergent literacy skills with PA and AK instruction reduces their risk of reading
disability (Ehri et al., 2001), research investigating the effects of providing PA and AK
instruction to preschoolers who are Latino is sorely lacking (Barnett, VanDerHeyden, & Witt,
2007; Durán, Roseth & Hoffman, 2010; Farver, Lonigan, & Eppe, 2009). This scarcity of
research leaves educators and clinicians ill equipped to meet the needs of at-risk Latino
preschoolers who are DLL; consequently, missing a critical window of opportunity to reduce the
prevalence of reading disabilities and prevent high school drop out in individuals who are Latino.
Developing effective, preventative emergent literacy interventions targeting PA and AK are vital
in the pursuit of narrowing the reading achievement gap between Latino children and their peers
(Madrid, 2011).
Emergent Literacy Skills
Preschoolers’ mastery of emergent literacy skills is foundational for their academic
success (Torgesen, 2002). Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998) define emergent literacy as, “the
skills, knowledge, and attitudes that are developmental precursors to reading and writing” (p.
847). They categorize emergent literacy into two domains: outside-in skills (language and
conceptual knowledge) and inside-out skills (phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge).
Both set of skills develop in a continuum, and begin to form before starting formal schooling.
One inside-out skill that is highly predictive of preschoolers’ later academic success is
phonological awareness (PA; Lonigan & Shanahan, 2008). PA is the analysis and synthesis of
spoken language into words, syllables, and phonemes (e.g., rhyming, segmenting, blending)
(Bailet, Repper, Murphy, Piasta, Zettler-Greely, 2011). Children’s mastery of PA skills
facilitates their understanding of the relation between spoken words and written texts. This
2

mastery facilitates their understanding of the alphabetic principle (Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley,
1989), the knowledge that words are comprised of letters, and that these letters represent sounds.
Young children need to master the alphabetic principle to read skillfully.
Another emergent literacy skill necessary for future reading is alphabet knowledge (AK).
Alphabet knowledge includes instruction on letter names and sounds, and on letter-sound
correspondence. Alphabet knowledge in combination with PA skills, is highly predictive of
reading acquisition (Foy & Mann, 2006). When children combine PA skills with letter
knowledge, they can acquire letter-sound correspondence (Stahl & Murray, 1994). There is
growing evidence that combining PA with alphabet instruction results in increased emergent
literacy development for preschoolers than whole-word approaches to reading (Ehri et al., 2001;
Stahl & Murray, 1994). Children who do not readily learn alphabet knowledge and phonological
awareness skills require explicit instruction to gain these important emergent literacy skills
(Goldstein, 1990).
While both set of skills are very important for reading development, PA and AK are
highly predictive of children’s future reading skills during the early elementary school years,
when the focus of instruction is on decoding. Children who do not master these skills in
preschool or kindergarten are very likely to fall behind their peers (National Early Literacy Panel
[NELP]; Lonigan & Shanahan, 2008). Providing at-risk preschoolers with explicit, systematic
instruction targeting PA and AK skills, while also providing them with rich oral language
exposure in the classroom, is effective in bolstering their reading development.

3

Phonological Awareness in Latino Preschoolers who are DLLs
Many Latino preschoolers enter Kindergarten with limited PA and AK skills in English
and Spanish (Fuller, 2011). These children are likely to fall behind their peers academically
without explicit, teacher-directed instruction (Ehri et al., 2001). Despite strong evidence that
providing timely, effective PA and AK instruction to preschoolers with deficient emergent skills
can reduce their risk of reading failure (Ehri et al., 2001), there are still critical questions
regarding the best method of delivering PA instruction to Latino preschoolers who are DLL. One
of these pressing questions is whether Latino preschoolers benefit from the same instructional
practices used with children who are monolingual. Castro and colleagues (2011) argue that
although Latino children who are DLL benefit from the same evidenced-based instructional
strategies found to effectively teach phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge, they also
require additional instruction to meet their particular language needs. Both Latino and
monolingual children, for example, respond well to emergent literacy instruction that follows a
developmental scope and sequence, that is explicit and systematic, that allows for multiple
response opportunities, and that provides contingent feedback (Steven & Rosenshine, 1981).
Latino children also benefit from PA instruction that incorporates the use of visuals (e.g.,
clapping to represent the syllable in each word or pictures to assist in blending of sounds) and
gradual fading of prompts (Pollard-Durodola & Simmons, 2009; Stewart, 2004). However,
applying these strategies without considering the unique language needs of children who are
DLL is insufficient (Castro et al., 2011), as it fails to acknowledge our contemporary
understanding of bilingualism.
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Contemporary theories of bilingualism note that Latino DLLs do not have two separate
language systems, but rather that their two languages have a bidirectional relationship (Grosjean,
1989). This inter-dependent relationship between the two languages allows children to apply
some of the skills they know in one language to their other language (Varhoeven, 2007). For
example, children might apply the syntactic rules of one language to their other language when
they are first acquiring grammar. Children’s PA skills in one language may also influence their
PA skills in their other language (Lopez & Greenfield, 2004). This inter-language relationship
makes it vitally important to consider Latino preschoolers’ bilingualism when developing
effective and preventative phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge interventions for this
population.
Because Latino children who are DLL have unique experiences as speakers of two
languages, it is important to evaluate whether providing them with emergent literacy instruction
that promotes their acquisition of PA skills in their two languages is beneficial. Hence, adequate
phonological awareness interventions for Latino preschoolers need to consider the following: 1)
the relation between children’s PA skills across their two languages; 2) the similarities and
differences between English and Spanish PA; and 3) how to best assess dual PA skills in Latino
children to measure the effects of intervention.
Inter-Language Relation of PA Skills. At the crux of developing effective PA
interventions for Latino preschoolers who are DLL is considering the cross-language transfer of
PA between English and Spanish. Cross-language transfer refers to the application of the skills a
person has in one language to their other language (Durgunoglu, Nagy, & Hancin-Bhatt, 1993).
The Revised Interdependence Hypothesis (Varhoeven, 2007), for example, notes that for crosslanguage transfer of PA skills to occur, children must demonstrate high PA skills in their first
5

language. This hypothesis postulates that it is necessary for children to have strong oral
language skills in their first language to apply PA skills from one language to the other. There is
research indicating that Latino DLL children with high PA skills in Spanish also will exhibit
high PA skills in English (Dickinson, McCabe, Clark-Chiarelli, & Wolf, 2004; Durgunoglu,
Nagy, & Hancin-Bhatt, 1993; Lopez & Greenfield, 2007), but other research has been
contradictory (Anthony et al., 2009; Cardenas-Hagan, Carlson, Pollard-Durodola, 2007; Petersen
& Gillam, 2013; Scarpino, Larence, Davison, & Hammer, 2011). Anthony and his colleagues
(2009), for example, found that oral language skills in a first language were stronger predictors
of PA skills within that language than PA skills in the other language.
Gottardo and colleagues (2011) propose that the lack of accord in the body of literature
on cross-language transfer of PA skills is associated with conceptual limitations. First, most
studies assume that cross-language transfer is an all-or-nothing phenomenon. Because Latinos
are heterogeneous and vary on their range of experiences with their two languages, their transfer
of PA skills may not be equivalent for all children (Gonzalez et al., 2016). Second, most studies
provide a rudimentary description of their participants, failing to describe their demographic
factors (parent education, home language use), classroom factors (type of PA instruction), and
child-level factors (oral language skills) that may influence cross-language transfer. Third, most
Spanish assessments of PA skills used to determine cross-language transfer are direct translations
of English tests (Pollard-Durodolla & Simmons, 2009), which reduces the validity of these
assessments by failing to capture the nature of the Spanish language (e.g., consonant-vowelconsonant-vowel structures, multisyllabic words) (Peña, Bedore, Kester, 2016). For example,
the results reported by Goodrich, Lonigan, and Farver (2013; 2014) and Goodrich and Lonigan
(2017) were based on children’s performance on Spanish PA assessments that were directly
6

translated from English PA assessments, such as the Comprehensive Test of Phonological
Processing (CTOPP; Wagner, Torgesen, Rashotte, & Pearson, 1999) and the Test of Preschool
Early Literacy (TOPEL; Lonigan, Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 2007). The limitation of using
Spanish versions of these English assessments is that they contain tasks such as phoneme elision
of consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words that are not appropriate for Spanish. It is important
for future research related to the PA skills of Latino children who are DLL to address these
linguistic differences and assessment needs.
Differences and Similarities of English and Spanish PA. PA skills are vital to learning
to read in both English and Spanish; however, there are important differences between English
and Spanish that need to be considered when developing effective PA interventions for Latino
preschoolers who are DLL. Directly translating PA curricula from English to Spanish without
considering the language difference between the languages reduces the adequacy of PA
instruction (Peña et al., 2016). English and Spanish have distinct linguistic differences that
impact the acquisition and ease of a PA task in each language, as summarized in Table 1
(Jimenez Gonzalez & Ortiz, 2000). These language differences impact the ease of a PA task in
each language (Anthony et al., 2011; Gorman & Gillam, 2003). In English, the manipulation of
words at the phoneme level is vital for reading, but in Spanish, blending and segmenting words
at the syllable level are most predictive of future reading (Pollard-Durodola & Simmons, 2009).
Providing PA instruction to Latino children who are DLL requires consideration of the language
differences between English and Spanish PA.
Assessment of PA Skills in DLLs. Some researchers suggest that PA is not specific to
one language, but rather that there is an underlying mechanism that facilitates PA skills in the
first and second language (Durgounoglu et al., 1993; Lopez & Greenfield, 2004). Because there
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is a strong association between children’s PA skills in both languages, it is important to conduct
PA assessments in both languages (San Francisco, Carlo, August, & Snow, 2006). However,
most studies only assess DLL children’s English PA skills (Kamps et al., 2007; Leafstedt,
Richard, & Gerber, 2004; Roberts & Neal, 2004; Solari & Gerber, 2008). most studies only
assess DLL children’s English PA skills (Kamps et al., 2007; Leafstedt, Richard, & Gerber,
2004; Roberts & Neal, 2004; Solari & Gerber, 2008). Existing research highlights the
importance of the interdependence between bilingual children’s PA skills in their two languages
(Anthony et al., 2009; Lopez & Greenfield, 2004). Thus, a missing ingredient in PA
interventions for DLL children may be tasks to build children’s underlying processing skills
across languages, and valid assessments to evaluate children’s gains in their two languages.
Table 1
Differences Between English and Spanish PA
Characteristic
Orthography
Word Structures

Vowels
Developmental Sequence of PA
Skills

PA Skill Most Predictive of
Reading

•
•
•
•

English
Less transparent
CVC is most common
Many monosyllabic words
Consonant clusters in the final
word position

• 14 vowel sounds
• Compound words; words;
syllables; phonemes

• Phonemic awareness (blending
and elision)
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Spanish
• More transparent
• CVCV is most common
• More polysyllabic words
(e.g., 2-4 syllables)
• No consonant clusters in the
final word position
• 5 vowel sounds
• Not fully understood
(Jimenez-Gonzalez &
Garcia, 1995)
• Blending and segmenting of
syllables acquired before
English speakers (Anthony et
al., 2011)
• Shorter words (2 syllables)
with or without initial
consonant clusters and words
with initial continuant sounds
(e.g., /s, f/) are easier to
manipulate (PollardDurodola & Simmons, 2009)
• Segmentation at the syllable
level (Gorman & Gillam,
2003)

Effective PA Interventions for Preschoolers who are DLL
Instructional Targets. The NELP (Lonigan & Shanahan, 2008) recommends that
effective PA instruction should be explicit, systematic, follow a developmental scope and
sequence, and provide contingent feedback. Latino preschoolers who are DLL benefit from
instruction that not only applies these evidenced-based strategies, but that also considers their
unique language needs (Castro et al., 2011). To date, only five studies have investigated the
effects of providing Latino preschoolers who are DLL with PA interventions (Barnett,
VanDerHayden, & Witt, 2007; Durán et al., 2010; Farver et al., 2009; Han, Vukelich, Buell, &
Meacham, 2014; Roberts & Neal, 2004).
Four of these five studies examined the effects of Latino preschoolers’ PA gains when
instruction was embedded within a larger curriculum targeting an array of skills such as High
Scope (Barnett et al., 2007; Farver et al., 2009) or Creative Curriculum (Durán et al., 2010; Han
et al., 2014). The High Scope curriculum targets rhyming, syllable awareness, alphabet
knowledge, and dialogic reading, whereas Creative Curriculum targets rhyming, alliteration,
alphabet knowledge, print awareness, and oral language. Children receiving PA instruction using
High Scope made moderate (Barnett et al., 2007) to large gains (Farver et al., 2009), while
children receiving PA instruction through Creative Curriculum did not make any PA gains
(Durán et al., 2010; Han et al., 2014). Only one study has examined the effects of providing
Latino preschoolers with an intervention focusing specifically on PA and alphabet knowledge
instruction (Roberts & Neal, 2004). Roberts and Neal’s study evaluated the effects of providing
Latino preschoolers with instruction targeting letter knowledge and rhyming. Although the
children in this study gained letter sound knowledge, they did not improve their rhyming skills.
Most of the existing interventions target PA skills while also teaching other skills, such as oral
9

language and comprehension skills (Barnett et al., 2007; Durán et al., 2010; Farver et al., 2009;
Han et al., 2014). A limitation of this approach may be that children are not provided with
explicit instruction, contingent feedback, and multiple practice opportunities (Goldstein, 2011).
Children with limited PA skills upon entering Kindergarten do not make PA gains without
explicit instruction (Pollard-Durodola & Simmons, 2009). Future research should investigate the
effects of providing Latino preschoolers who are DLL with PA instruction that is focused,
explicit, and systematic.
Language of Instruction. Another salient question when developing PA interventions
for DLLs is knowing what language(s) to use when delivering instruction. Most of the current
PA interventions for Latino children who are DLL are in English (Calhoon et al., 2007; Gyovai
et al., 2009; Linan-Thompson, Vaughn, Hickman-Davis, & Kouzekanani, 2003; Roberts & Neal,
2004; Solari & Gerber, 2008; Vaughn et al., 2006a). The results of these studies indicate that
Latino children make gains in English PA following instruction, but some children continue
struggling to catch up to their monolingual peers (Calhoon et al., 2007). There is growing
evidence that DLL children receiving PA instruction in Spanish and English make greater gains
in both languages without sacrificing their English acquisition (Barnett et al., 2007; Durán et al.,
2010; Farver et al., 2009; Vaughn et al., 2006b). Farver and her team (2009), for example, found
that preschoolers receiving PA instruction in Spanish and English outperformed peers who only
received English instruction. To date, no study has examined the bilingual gains Latino
preschoolers made after providing them with with systematic, explicit PA instruction in Spanish.
However, the results of studies delivering Spanish PA instruction with children in early
elementary school are promising (Linan-Thompson et al., 2005; Vaughn et al., 2006c). Vaughn
and colleagues (2006c), for example, found that first grade Latino children made large gains in
10

their Spanish PA skills, and moderate gains in English, following Spanish-only instruction.
These findings provide preliminary evidence supporting the inter-relationship between Latino
children’s PA skills in English and Spanish. These findings are in line with previous studies
indicating that Latino children can apply the PA skills they know in one language to their other
language (Dickinson et al., 2004; Lindsey, Manis, & Bailey, 2003; Lopez & Greenfield, 2004;
Paez, Tabor, & Lopez, 2007; Petersen & Gillam, 2013).
Latino preschoolers entering Kindergarten with limited English language skills may have
more difficulty acquiring PA skills when instruction is delivered only in English (PollardDurodola & Simmons, 2009). Therefore, it is important to investigate the effects of providing
Latino preschoolers with PA instruction that targets their dual early literacy development.
Existing childhood bilingual emergent literacy curricula for Latino preschoolers (Farver et al.,
2009) are limited because most translate the curricula from English to Spanish with little
modification. Translating curricula from English to Spanish directly may reduce their validity
(Peña et al., 2016). For example, most bilingual PA curricula target rhyming or the manipulation
of monosyllabic words in Spanish, which are infrequently occurring in the language (Farver et
al., 2009). Although children develop Spanish and English PA skills similarly, there are
important differences between the languages that need consideration (Anthony et al., 2011).
Differences between languages can affect the ease of PA tasks, and different set of PA skills is
needed to become competent readers in each language (i.e., syllable segmentation in Spanish vs.
phonemic awareness in English) (Pollard-Durodola & Simmons, 2009). Hence, the development
of early literacy bilingual curricula requires careful consideration of cross-linguistic differences,
rather than directly translating interventions.
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Effective Alphabet Knowledge Instruction for DLL Preschoolers
There is strong evidence supporting that PA instruction is most effective when it is
combined with AK instruction (Cardoso-Martins et al., 2011; Ehri et al., 2001; Justice & Pullen,
2003; Piasta & Wagner, 2010). When PA is combined with AK skills, young children can
manipulate words and make associations between these spoken words and written words;
consequently, forming the foundation to become competent decoders (Foy & Mann, 2006).
Although AK instruction is frequently part of widely adopted commercial preschool curricula,
there is limited research empirically evaluating best practices for teaching this important
emergent literacy skill (Piasta & Wagner, 2010). AK is often overlooked (Piasta & Wagner,
2010) and many children enter Kindergarten with reduced AK skills (Invernizzi, Justice,
Landrum, & Brooker, 2004).
Most of what we know about effective AK instruction for preschoolers is based on
descriptive studies focusing on monolingual children (Carnine et al., 2009; Evans, Bell, Shaw,
Moretti, & Page, 2006; Foy & Mann, 2006; Justice, Pence, Boweles, & Wiggins, 2006; Molfese,
Beswick, Molnar, & Jacobi-Vessels, 2006; Treiman, Kessler, & Cury Pollo, 2005). These studies
provide general guidelines for AK instruction. These guidelines recommend: (a) teaching the
letters in children’s names, the letters representing early acquired consonants, and the letter
names that when spoken contain the sound represented in their name (Justice et al., 2006); (b)
teaching multiple letters that are distinctive from each other at the same time rather than teaching
one letter at a time (Carnine et al., 2009); and (c) teaching uppercase letters before teaching
lowercase letters (Evans et al., 2006). Additional guidelines recommend reviewing the same
letter multiple times, adjusting the pacing of instruction based on children’s needs, and providing
whole group and small group instruction (Jones, Clark, & Reutzel, 2013). Although the results of
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these descriptive studies provide general guidelines for AK instruction, there continues to be a
dire need for empirical studies that evaluate how to teach preschoolers AK skills (Piasta &
Wagner, 2010).
Few studies have evaluated the effects of providing young monolingual children with AK
interventions (Piasta, Purpura, & Wagner, 2009; Volpe, Burns, DuBois, & Zaslofsky, 2011) and
even less have evaluated the effects of providing AK instruction to children who are DLL
(Peterson et al., 2013). Piasta and colleagues (2009) compared the effects of providing
monolingual children in Kindergarten with AK instruction that combined letter naming and letter
sounds with instruction focusing only on sounds. Instruction included brief, scripted lessons
delivered in small groups. Each lesson focused on one letter at a time. The results of this study
indicated the children receiving AK instruction combining letter naming and letter sounds
instruction made greater gains than children whose instruction only focused on sounds. Thus,
this study offers preliminary support for explicit AK instruction that combines letter naming and
sounds.
There is limited research focusing specifically on the provision of AK instruction to
children who are DLL (Peterson et al., 2013). Peterson and colleagues (2013) investigated the
effects of providing English AK instruction to children in Kindergarten who spoke Hmong,
Spanish, or Polish as their first language. Instruction was explicit and followed a systematic
instructional sequence that included: 1) assessing children’s knowledge of target letters before
the lesson; 2) modeling one unknown letter at a time (e.g., “This is letter ____. It makes the
sound ____. What sound?”); 3) following a rehearsal sequence in which children were asked to
label two known and two unknown letters that were randomly presented; and 4) providing
contingent error correction for incorrect responses. All of the lessons were scripted and delivered
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individually for 10-15 minute sessions each. The intervention was delivered three times a week
for nine weeks. The results of this multiple baseline study across sets of unknown letters
indicated that all of the children made large gains in their AK skills following the intervention,
with children learning an average of 3.81 letters per week. The results of this study are
promising, showing strong effects of providing DLL children with with explicit and systematic
AK instruction.
There is a dearth of research focusing on evaluating the cross-linguistic relationships of
DLL preschoolers’ AK skills (Soto, Olszewski, & Goldstein, accepted). Bengochea and
colleagues (2015) conducted a cross-linguistic descriptive study in which they examined how
Yuactec bilingual preschoolers developed print knowledge skills (i.e., print/word awareness,
letter naming, letter sounds, name writing) in Mayan and Spanish. They found that there was a
relation between children’s print knowledge skills in Mayan and Spanish, but that children
exhibited higher AK skills in Spanish than in Mayan. The researchers concluded that children
demonstrated cross-language relations in their print knowledge skills. However, they posited that
superior performance in Spanish might be related to children’s experiences with environmental
print, as Mayan primarily follows an oral tradition, and the bulk of instruction children receive is
in Spanish. These findings provide preliminary information about DLL children’s dual AK
development; however, there continues to be a significant need for studies to examine the effects
of explicit instruction on DLL preschoolers’ bilingual AK development.
Instruction to Facilitate Cross-Language Transfer of Emergent Literacy Skills
Despite evidence supporting that DLL children transfer the emergent literacy skills they
know from one language to another, is important to note that this transfer is nuanced. Crosslanguage transfer of emergent literacy skills is unlikely to occur in children with limited
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language and literacy skills (Pollard-Durodola & Simmons, 2009). For the purposes of this
study, cross-language transfer is operationalized the extent to which children apply, or
generalize, the skills learned in one language to their other language. Pollard-Durodolo &
Simmons (2009) note that children with limited language and/or literacy skills in both languages
require explicit instruction to facilitate their application of emergent literacy skills from one
language to the other. To date, what we know regarding cross-language transfer of emergent
literacy skills is based on findings from correlational studies (Atwill et al., 2010; Castilla,
Restrepo, Perez-Leroux, 2009; Goodrich, Lonigan, & Farver, 2014; Goodrich & Lonigan, 2017;
Koda, 2000; Ramirez, Chen, & Pasquarella, 2013). There has yet to be a study that has examined
effective ways of explicitly facilitating preschoolers’ transfer of emergent literacy skills from one
language to another. Kohnert and Derr (2012) propose that using a bilingual approach, where
instruction is designed to bring simultaneous attention to the cognitive-linguistic processes that
are similar across children’s two languages is likely to facilitate children’s metalinguistic
awareness and cross-language transfer. Applying this bilingual approach is also in line with the
Anthony et al. (2009) and Lopez and Greenfield (2004) recommendations to support children’s
acquisition of PA skills by providing instruction in both languages.
Bilingual approaches to instruction differ in their implementation (Kohnert, 2013). Some
bilingual approaches include teaching a skill in one language for one session, and teaching in the
other language on another session. Other bilingual approaches include intentionally and
systematically using children’s most proficient language to facilitate their acquisition of a new
skill in their second language. This latter approach is particularly beneficial for DLL children
who have limited experiences with academic language in their second language. For these
children, learning PA and AK skills in English, while they are still acquiring proficient English
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language skills, can make mastering emergent literacy skills in English daunting (PollardDurodola & Simmons, 2009). Instead, it is recommended that the language of instruction remain
in children’s strongest language, but that their acquisition of English PA be facilitated by
allowing them to practice the targeted PA skill with English words (Anthony et al., 2011).
Although this bilingual approach is based on our contemporary theoretical understanding of
bilinguals’ dual language development, there has yet to be a study that has examined the effects
of applying a bilingual approach to facilitate DLL preschoolers’ cross-language transfer of
emergent literacy skills.
Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS)
Greenwood and colleagues (2014) found that at-risk preschoolers benefit from early
literacy instruction that applies a Multi-tiered System of Supports (MTSS) approach. MTSS is an
educational and preventative framework that seeks to prevent academic difficulties in at-risk
children (Greenwood et al., 2013). The mission of MTSS is to meet each child’s academic and
social needs through a process that applies problem-solving, data-based decisions, and
evidenced-based instruction (Carta et al., 2016; Carta & Miller-Young, 2019). MTSS is
comprised of three tiers. Tier 1 refers to the universal high quality, evidenced-based instruction
all children receive in the classroom. In Tier 1, children’s progress is monitored through periodic
universal screenings. Children whose scores on the universal screenings indicate they are not
meeting grade-level benchmarks, are provided Tier 2, supplemental instruction. Tier 2
instruction typically focuses on a particular skill, includes small-group interventions, provides
explicit and systematic instruction, and incorporates frequent progress monitoring. If children are
making adequate progress while receiving Tier 2 instruction, they can go back to only receiving
Tier 1 instruction. However, children not responding to Tier 2 instruction are provided with more
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Tier 3 intervention. Tier 3 instruction is more intensive, individualized interventions. Once again,
children’s progress is monitored frequently. Children who respond well to Tier 3 instruction can
go back to only receiving Tier 1 instruction. But children who do not respond to Tier 3
instruction are further referred for psychological assessments from a multidisciplinary team
involving psychologists, special education teachers, speech-language pathologists, etc. MTSS is
particularly beneficial for preschoolers who are DLL, as many of them enter Kindergarten with
varied home language and literacy experiences, and sometimes reduced pre-academic skills,
which can increase their chance of developing into struggling learners (Durán & WackerleHollman, 2019). MTSS is beneficial for preschool-aged children who are DLL, as its goal is to
reduce the number of children who are disproportionally represented in special education
(Orosco & Klinger, 2010).
PAth to Literacy
PAth to Literacy (Goldstein, 2016), a brief, Tier 2 supplemental PA intervention, is one
of the few preschool curricula developed using an MTSS approach (Kruse, Spencer, Olszewski,
& Goldstein, 2015; Noe, Spencer, Kruse, & Goldstein, 2014; Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein,
2017; Spencer, Peterson, & Adams, 2015). PAth to Literacy incorporates MTSS by including
universal screenings of early literacy for all children receiving whole-group Tier 1 instruction.
Children who fail the screening who continue to demonstrate low phonological awareness and
alphabet skills are provided with small group, supplemental Tier 2 instruction (Olszewski et al.,
2017). Children in this Tier 2 intervention are assessed frequently for progress monitoring. If
children do not make improvements after receiving this Tier 2 intervention, they are provided
with Tier 3 instruction that is more intensive and individualized (Kruse, Spencer, Olszewski, &
Goldstein, 2015).
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Olszewski and colleagues (2017) found that PAth to Literacy led to significant gains on
monolingual preschoolers’ alphabet letter knowledge and PA skills. Eighty-two percent of
monolingual preschoolers receiving this PAth to Literacy met beginning Kindergarten
benchmarks on the First Sound Fluency measure of the Dynamic Indicators of Balanced Early
Literacy Scale (DIBELS; Dynamic Assessment Group, 2006). Adapting PAth to Literacy for
preschoolers who are DLL has significant advantages. First, this curriculum has already been
shown to be effective for children who are monolingual. Second, it incorporates progress
monitoring as part of its MTSS model. Frequent progress monitoring reduces test bias and
decreases the likelihood of a misdiagnosis (Lidz & Peña, 1996; Patterson, Rodriguez, & Dale,
2013; Tzuriel, 2001). The effects of adapting PAth to Literacy for Latino preschoolers who are
DLLs has yet to be explored.
Statement of the Problem
There is a dire need for research on emergent literacy interventions for Latino DLL
preschoolers. Most studies have simply applied English curricula without modifying instruction
to address the needs of these children. Few have investigated the effects of providing PA and AK
instruction in children’s home language. Although it is best practice to assess these children in
both their languages, the bulk of studies only evaluate English skills without reporting whether
children met grade-level benchmarks. From the studies that have provided instruction in Spanish,
very few have considered the nature of Spanish phonological awareness when developing
treatment targets. The provision of effective emergent literacy interventions in Latino
preschoolers’ home language could potentially reduce their likelihood of developing future
reading difficulties.
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Research Questions
1. Does a supplemental phonological awareness intervention delivered in Spanish yield gains in
Spanish PA?
2. To what extent do Latino preschoolers apply the phonological awareness skills they learn in
Spanish to English?
3. Do children make gains in their Spanish letter naming and sound identification skills after
receiving alphabet knowledge instruction using instructive feedback?
4. To what extent do Latino preschoolers apply the letter naming and sound identification skills
they learn in Spanish to English?
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CHAPTER TWO:
METHOD
Participants
Participants were Latino DLLs ages 4-5 years old. Five participants were initially
selected from two classrooms in a privately owned preschool in the Tampa Bay area that
received state funding for low-income families. One participant withdrew from the study, leaving
four participants in the study.
Ninety-eight percent of the children who attended the preschool were Latinos who were
DLL. Teachers were Latina, Spanish-English bilingual speakers who delivered the bulk of the
classroom instruction in English using Creative Curriculum. Spanish was used for social reasons
and to clarify instructions. Emergent literacy instruction occurred in whole and small-groups.
Instructional targets included alphabet knowledge skills, and some phonological awareness
skills. Alphabet knowledge was taught by targeting one letter per week, and by completing a
series of activities (e.g., reading books, talking about the letter in circle time, performing arts and
crafts) to reinforce target letters. Phonological awareness skills were taught through the use of
rhyming books and songs, by clapping syllables, and by writing words that rhymed on the board
during circle time. The teachers reported not knowing what to do to provide additional
instruction to children who were falling behind in their emergent literacy skills. The study took
place in the spring after the first semester of the Pre-K year, so children had adequate exposure to
general classroom instruction.
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Teachers helped identify the children in the classroom who were fluent Spanish speakers.
Parent consent forms were sent home in Spanish and English. All children with parental consent
were screened using English and Spanish versions of a researcher-developed Curriculum-Based
Measures (CBMs) of phonological awareness (PA) and alphabet knowledge (AK).
To participate in the study, children needed to: 1) have adequate Spanish language skills
to benefit from the Spanish PA curriculum; 2) speak and hear Spanish at home at least 50% of
the time; 3) have no history of developmental delay or hearing loss; and 4) demonstrate low PA
and AK skills in Spanish and English prior to the intervention.
Four participants met the inclusion criteria. Their descriptive information is presented in
Table 2. All of the names of the participants are pseudonyms to maintain confidentiality. All of
the participants were female, with an average age of 5 years 1 month (range: 4; 10-5; 6). They all
had language skills that were above average. Two of the participants’ best language scores were
in Spanish (Cynthia and Ana), one’s best language scores were similar in Spanish and English
(Denise), and the other’s best language score was English (Adelia). All of the participants were
exposed to more Spanish than English at home (range of 67% to 87% Spanish exposure). Three
of the four participants met the benchmark of 8 on the Spanish and English Narrative Language
Measures, supporting they had adequate oral language skills in both languages. Adelia, however,
did not retell the stories on the NLMs. Her performance was likely related to her reserved nature
during the initial stages of the study. However, because she received above average language
scores on the standardized language measure and she participated actively as she became
familiar with the research staff, she was included in the study.
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Table 2
Description of Participants
Child

Cynthia
Ana
Denise
Adelia

Age (at
Pretest)

4; 10
5; 1
5; 5
5; 6

Gender

F
F
F
F

BESA
Results
Language
Best
Index Score
Language
Score
142
Spanish
138
Spanish
>145
Both
140
English

BIOS Results
%SIO

%EIO

67%
87%
68%
70%

33%
13%
32%
30%

Spanish
NLM

English
NLM

15
8
16
0

10
11
8
0

Note: BESA: Bilingual English Spanish Assessment (mean: 100, SD: +15); BIOS: Bilingual Input Output Questionnaire;
%SIO: Spanish Input Output; %EIO: English Input Output; NLM: Narrative Language Measure (benchmark: 8).

Data gathered from the Family Demographic Questionnaire indicated that parents read to
their children at home either everyday (Ana), once or twice per week (Denise and Adelia), or
three times or more in a week (Cynthia). One parent believed that it was her role to teach her
daughter early literacy skills while she was in preschool (Ana), one parent believed it was her
role to teach her daughter early literacy skills once she entered Kindergarten (Cynthia), and two
parents believed it was the teachers’ role to teach their children early literacy skills once they
entered Kindergarten. Two of the four participants came from families in which parent(s) had
received a high school diploma, one came from a family in which the parent(s) had received
some high school education, and one participant came from a family in which one of her parents
completed a bachelor’s degree. Three of the four participants resided in homes with an average
family income ranging from $16,000-$18, 999. One participants came from a family in which
the average family income was $25,00-$27,999. All of the participants were of Cuban descent,
and lived in a community with a predominantly Latino population.
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Intervention
Children received Spanish PA intervention using a parallel version of PAth to Literacy
(Goldstein, 2016; Kruse et al., 2015; Noe, Spencer, Kruse, & Goldstein, 2014; Olszewski, Soto,
& Goldstein, 2017) called PAsos Para Leer. PAsos Para Leer is unique in that it was carefully
constructed to avoid translating the curriculum directly from English without considering crosslanguage differences that impact the complexity of PA tasks in each language (Gorman &
Gillam, 2003).
This Spanish version was adapted to address cross-linguistic differences between English
and Spanish (Jimenez, Gonzalez, & Garcia, 1995). In Spanish, most words are multisyllabic,
they have a CVCV structure, only a few consonants can occur in the final word position (/l/, / ɾ/,
/d/, /n/, and /s/), there are fewer consonant clusters that only occur in the initial word position
(/pl/, /pɾ/, /bl/, /bɾ/, /tɾ/, /dɾ/, /kl/, /kɾ/, /gl/, /gɾ/, /fl/, and /fɾ/), and there are only five vowels (/a/,
/e/, /i/, /o/, /u/). Dialectical variations also exist in Spanish phonology. For example, speakers of a
Puerto Rican dialect of Spanish may substitute /l/ for tap /r/ in the some contexts (e.g., /floɾ/
becomes /flol/). These linguistic differences and dialectical variations were accounted for during
the assessment and intervention. Finally, because syllable blending and segmentation are more
critical to reading in Spanish than in English, where phoneme manipulation contributes more to
reading, the PA tasks selected for instruction also reflected the nature of the Spanish PA
acquisition (Gorman & Gillam, 2003).
PAsos Para Leer. Pasos Para Leer targets PA, alphabet knowledge, and explicit
teaching to facilitate transfer of PA skills from one language to another (Appendices A-C).
PAsos Para Leer is comprised of four units targeting the early literacy PA skills most predictive
of future reading (Nation & Hulme, 1997): mezclar (blending), separación (segmenting),
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identificación de la primera silaba (initial word-part identification), and identificación de el
sonido inicial (initial phoneme identification) and 4 letter sets per unit (Table 3). Although in
Spanish segmenting and blending at the syllable level are most predictive of future reading skills
than phonemic awareness (Gorman & Gillam, 2013), children were taught to identify initial
phonemes because this is in an important skill for English decoding (Ehri et al., 2001). Units one
to three contained Spanish instruction with Spanish stimuli followed by English stimuli to
facilitate transfer of the PA skills taught in Spanish to English. Because unit four targets a PA
skill that is not as relevant to Spanish PA acquisition (Gorman & Gillam, 2013), this lesson
consisted of Spanish instruction with English stimuli. This approach followed best practices
suggesting Latino DLL children with emerging English language skills benefit from practicing
English PA skills while delivering the bulk of instruction in Spanish (Anthony et al., 2009;
Lopez & Greenfield, 2004; U.S. Department of Health & Human Services, 2008).
Table 3
Scope and Sequence of PAsos Para Leer

Letters
PA Skill
Word
Structure

Unit 1
Ss, I, Pp, F
Blending

Unit 2
D, Kk, M, A
Segmenting

2, 3 syllables

2, 3 syllables

Unit 3
R, G, N, E
First-Part
Identification
2, 3 syllables

Unit 4
L, B, Cc, Ww
First-Sound
Identification
Compound
words, 1 syllable

Stimuli. Because there is evidence suggesting PA instruction is most effective when
combining alphabet skills (Ehri et al., 2011), each unit targeted 4 letters (total 16) shared in
Spanish and English. The 16 letters selected met several criteria. First, they occurred in both
Spanish and English. Second, they occurred frequently in the initial word position. Vowels were
included in the instruction because Spanish has transparent grapheme-phonemic correspondence
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and vowels are more salient and frequently occurring in the initial position in Spanish than in
English. The frequency of Spanish phonemes in the initial word position was determined using
corpus data gathered by Guirao and Jurado (1990). Each unit contained two letters with high
frequency and two letters with low frequency to counterbalance the level of difficulty.
Target words (Appendix I) used for instruction were carefully selected to be ageappropriate and to exclude words with dialectical variations (Gonzalez & Gonzalez, 1994), as
children’s familiarity with the words may impact their performance. Words with labels that vary
based on dialectical differences (e.g., cerdo (pig) can be referred to as cochino, marrano, lechón,
chancho) were excluded. To ensure that the words were dialectically neutral, the principal
investigator conducted a survey where Spanish-speaking adults (n=120) who represented 16
countries rated each word’s dialectical neutrality. Ninety-two percent of these Spanish-speaking
adults received at least a portion of their academic instruction in Spanish, 69% had attended a
Spanish-speaking university, and 95% of them learned Spanish before the age of 5. The words
that 10% or more of the participants identified as dialectically biased were excluded from the
stimuli set. Additionally, words were selected to be culturally relevant. For example, the word
torta may be more culturally appropriate than sandwich for some Spanish speakers. The English
words selected for the intervention were extracted from a pool of words in the existing English
intervention program that PAsos Para Leer is modeled after (Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein,
2017).
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Lessons. Each of the four units contained three parallel lessons with the same instruction
but different stimuli (Appendix II). Each lesson progressed from less complex word structures to
more complex word structures (Anthony, 2011) (Table 4). For example, in Spanish, 2-syllable
words are easier to manipulate than 3-syllable words, where in English, compound words are
easier to manipulate than monosyllabic words. The level of prompting was faded as each lesson
progressed.
Lessons were scripted as illustrated in Appendices II and III. For each lesson, direct
instruction (Gersten & Carnine, 1988) was used to teach children PA skills. Instead of teaching
skills implicitly through discussion and questioning, instruction began by explicitly modeling the
target PA skill. At the beginning of each lesson, this explicit instruction was initially combined
with high levels of support (e.g., manipulatives, visuals and gestures) to scaffold children’s
learning. As the lesson progressed, the level of prompting was faded to promote children’s
independent responses. By the end of the lesson, children were asked to respond to an auditoryonly response void of visuals, manipulatives, or gestures (e.g., “What are the small parts of the
word baby?”).
Children had several response opportunities for guided and independent practice. With
each item, children were presented with feedback for correct, incorrect, and non-responses.
Feedback was contingent upon group responses. If one child answered incorrectly, additional
instruction was provided, and children had another response opportunity. Two rounds of
feedback were delivered for each incorrect response before moving to the next item. Instruction
was systematized by targeting increasingly complex skills and by using consistent instructional
language across the lessons to facilitate children’s acquisition of target skills.
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Table 4
Instructional Sequence of PAsos Para Leer for Each Unit
Unit
1. Blending

a) Learn
about what
a word is,
and that
words are
comprised
of small
parts.

2.
Segmenting

a) Learn
about little
parts of
words.

3. First Part
Identification

a) Learn
about the
concept of
first.

4. Initial
Sound
Identification

a) Review
concept of
first.

Instructional Sequence in Each Lesson by Unit
Spanish stimuli and prompts
b) 2 syllables;
c) 2 syllables;
d) 3 syllables;
image split
image
gestures
into two to
showing
represent each squares
syllable.
underneath
Syllables united representing
like a puzzle to
each syllable.
illustrate
Arrow
blending.
underneath.
b) 2 syllables;
c) 2 syllables;
d) 3 syllables;
image with
blocks
gestures
squares
representing
underneath
each syllable.
representing
each syllable.
b) 2 syllables;
c) 2 syllables;
d) 3 syllables;
image
image that
gestures
containing
split in half to
dashed line
illustrate the
through the
first part of
middle to
the syllable.
illustrate the
first part of the
word.
English stimuli and prompts
b) Compound
c) 2 syllables;
d) 1 syllable;
words;
image split
identification
progressive
into smaller
of segmented
crouching to
parts. Word
word that
indicate
written
contains the
manipulation
underneath
target initial
of word from
image.
sound out a
large (words)
Identify:
field of 4 CVC
to small
1) first part; 2) words.
segments
onset; 3) initial
(initial
sound.
sounds).

e) 3
syllables;
auditoryonly

English
f) 2
syllables;
auditoryonly

e) 3
syllables;
auditoryonly

f) 2
syllables;
auditoryonly

e) 3
syllables;
auditoryonly

f) 2
syllables;
auditoryonly

e) 1
syllable;
gestures

f) 1
syllable;
auditoryonly

Alphabet knowledge was taught using instructive feedback. Instructive feedback is a
procedure in which additional instruction is given after providing positive feedback during direct
instruction (Werts, Wolery, Holcombe, & Gast, 1995). Instructive feedback incorporating a
progressive time delay has been effective in teaching alphabet letter skills within an early literacy
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curriculum without detracting from PA instruction (Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein, 2017).
Following each positive feedback, interventionists followed scripted instruction to model the
letter and sound that corresponded to the target word. For example, the interventionist said,
“Bola comienza con la letra (pausa) B. La letra B hace el sonido (pausa) /b/” [Ball starts with
the letter (pause) B. B makes the sound (pause) /b/]. Interventionists paused to allow children to
produce the name of the letters and its sound. As children progressed through the lesson, the time
delay was increased from 1-3 seconds to facilitate their independent responses. Interventionists
identified the target letter from a field of four letters to help children discriminate between the
letters targeted during the unit. Each unit contained stimuli starting with one of the four letter
targets to ensure children had multiple opportunities to practice the letters and sounds taught.
Upper and lower case letters that were visually similar were presented at the same time (e.g.,
Ww, Cc, Pp) (Carnine, Silbert, & Kame'enui, 2009).
Because young children who are DLL with low emergent literacy skills are unlikely to
transfer the skills they know in one language to their second language without explicit instruction
(Pollard-Durodola & Simmons, 2009), PAsos Para Leer specifically targeted transfer of
emergent literacy skills. The first three units contained Spanish instruction with English stimuli
at the end of each lesson to facilitate transfer, while the last unit contained only English stimuli
with Spanish instruction. The Spanish meaning of the English words was provided to promote
children’s English vocabulary (Castro et al., 2011). Instruction applied a bilingual approach
(Kohnert, 2013) to highlight similarities across languages (e.g., También podemos separar
palabras en íngles. [We can also segment words in English]. Vamos a separar la palabra bebé
en íngles, baby. [Let’s separate the word ‘bebé’ in English, baby]. Because children who are
DLL benefit from opportunities to expand their vocabulary skills (Castro et al., 2011), the
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Spanish translations of the target English words were provided. This approach was applied using
best instructional practices for teaching children who are DLL (Castro et al., 2011).
Each of the units was introduced by a different animal character to help children
discriminate between discrete PA skills. These four characters were: Susy la serpiente
(segmentación [segmentation]), Marta la mariposa (mezclar [blending]), Pablo el perro
(primeras partes (first-part identification), and Igor la iguana (sonidos iniciales [initial sound
identification]). The target skill was defined throughout each lesson to help children discriminate
between PA tasks. It was hypothesized that providing children with graphic and verbal cues
would help children better generalize skills to both proximal and generalization measures.
Trained bilingual researchers delivered instruction to individual or small groups of 2
children. Instruction took place 4-5 times per week. Each lesson was 10 minutes and the
intervention lasted for 12-17 weeks. Children’s attendance during intervention ranged from 56%
to 100%. Children’s Spanish and English PA and AK skills were assessed at the end of each
lesson using Mastery Monitors. To progress through units, all children needed a score of at least
a two out of three on the Mastery Monitor for the second lesson (Lesson B), and a total group
score of seven out of nine. If this criterion was achieved, lesson C of that unit was skipped, and
children progressed to the next unit. If this criterion was not achieved, they continued with
Lesson C until they reached the criterion. If children did not meet the criterion after rotating
through the three lessons of an unit three times, they progressed to the subsequent unit.
Intensive Alphabet Knowledge Intervention. An intensive, one-on-one intervention
targeting letter sounds (Appendix IV) was developed for children who did not make robust gains
when letter names and sounds were taught using instructive feedback. Adequate candidates for
this Tier 3 intervention needed to meet one or more of the following criteria: 1) limited gains
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(average score of 4 or less across sessions) in their Spanish and English AK skills following the
Tier 2 intervention; 2) inconsistent responses when evaluated using the AK CBMs (i.e., marked
variability in number of letter names and sounds known across testing sessions); 3) teacher report
of continued difficulty demonstrating mastery of AK skills in the classroom; and 4) limited
response to intervention based on clinical judgment from this principal investigator.
This intervention applied a match-point-tact approach (Douglas Greer, Stolfi, &
Pistoljevic, 2007; Greer, Stofli, & Pistoljevic, 2007; Pistoljevic, 2008). Catania (1998) explains
that for children to name, they must first engage with listener behaviors (such as matching and
pointing) before repeating and naming (tacting) stimuli. This approach has been used in previous
studies targeting naming of nouns (Gilic & Greer, 2011; Greer, Stolfi, & Pistoljevic, 2007) and
nonwords (Fioreli & Greer, 2007; Pistoljevic, 2008) with toddlers (Gilic & Greer, 2011) and
preschoolers (Greer, Stolfi, & Pistoljevic, 2007; Fiorile & Greer, 2007) who are typically
developing (Gilic & Greer, 2011; Greer, Stolfi, & Pistoljevic, 2007) or with language delays and
Autism Spectrum Disorder (Pistoljevic, 2008). The results of these studies indicate that children
benefit from multiple exemplar instruction that alternates between matching, pointing, and
tacting for a set of stimuli (Fiorile & Greer, 2007). For children struggling to label letter names
and sounds independently, applying a more systematic, intensive AK instruction using matchpoint-tact was promising.
The match-point-tact intensive AK intervention only targeted sounds because letter
sounds are more pertinent to reading than letter naming (Carnine et al., 2009), and to focus
instruction on one particular skill at a time for children struggling to acquire alphabet knowledge.
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Prior to beginning each session, children were presented with the 16 sounds taught in the
intervention and asked to name the sound each letter made. Children were considered to master a
letter sound if they knew the correct sound independently for two consecutive sessions at the
beginning of the session.
The interventionist used the data gathered before the session to select three sounds to
teach in the session. After the initial assessment, children were presented with three letter cards
representing the three sounds that would be taught in the session. Each sound was systematically
taught using a match-point-tact. For the matching task, children were given an additional letter
card and asked to match that letter to the target sound (e.g., “match this letter to the one that
makes the sound /m/.) If the child matched the sound correctly, her response was verbally
reinforced and the three letter cards were reshuffled prior to progressing to the pointing task. For
the pointing task, children were asked to point to the target sound (e.g., “point to the sound /m/”).
Correct responses were once again verbally praised and the letter cards were reshuffled. Then,
the interventionist held the target letter card and asked, “What sound does this letter make?”
(tact). If the child named the letter sound correctly, the match-point-tact approach was repeated
randomly for all target sounds until children named the sounds independently. Each letter sound
was reviewed at least five times in the session. At the end of each session, interventionists asked
children to name the sounds taught in the lesson. This intensive alphabet knowledge intervention
was delivered three times a week, for 15 minute sessions, for a total of 2-4 weeks. If children
knew a letter sound for two consecutive sessions when they were assessed before the beginning
of the lesson, it was considered they mastered that particular letter sound.
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Measurement
Researcher-developed and standardized assessments were administered in Spanish and
English to measure children’s phonological awareness, alphabet knowledge, and language skills.
A detailed description of each assessment is presented below (Table 5).
Table 5
List of Proximal, Generalization, Descriptive, and Social Validity Measures
Purpose
Proximal
Measures

Skill
Phonological
Awareness

Descriptive
Measures

English PA CBM

Mastery Monitor
(Units 1-3)
Spanish AK CBM

Mastery Monitor
(Unit 4)
English AK CBM

Phonological
Awareness

IGDIs-S Primeros
Sonidos (First
Sounds)

Alphabet
Knowledge

IGDIs-S Letter
Naming and Sound
Identification Tasks

Language

Spanish subtests
from the BESA
Spanish Narrative
Language Measure
Bilingual InputOutput Survey
(BIOS)
Family Demographic
Questionnaire
Teacher
Questionnaire
Teacher, Parent,
Child Social Validity
Questionnaires

DIBELS First
Sound Fluency and
Phoneme
Segmentation
Tasks
IGDIs Letter
Naming and Sound
Identification
Tasks
English subtests
from the BESA
English Narrative
Language Measure

Home Language Use

Demographics

Social Validity
Measures

English

Spanish PA CBM

Alphabet
Knowledge

Generalization
Measures

Spanish

Classroom
Characteristics
Social Validity
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Frequency of
Assessment
Pretest,
progress
monitoring,
posttest

Progress
monitoring
Pretest,
progress
monitoring,
posttest
Pre-posttest

Pre-posttest

Before the
intervention
Before the
intervention
Before the
intervention
Before the
intervention
Before the
intervention
After the
intervention

Proximal Measures. At the end of each lesson, a Mastery Monitor was administered to
assess children’s learning of the PA and alphabet knowledge skills targeted during instruction
(Appendices E and F). This assessment was administered in small groups or individually,
depending on the composition of the session. Each child had the opportunity to respond to three
stimuli related to the PA task targeted during instruction. Two of the stimuli were ones reviewed
during the lesson, and one was a novel stimuli beginning with a different sound than the ones
targeted during instruction. Each child could earn up to three points on the Mastery Monitor.
Group scores also were calculated, with a group potentially earning nine points total. Children’s
knowledge of the four letters targeted using instructive feedback also were evaluated at the end
of each lesson. Each child was presented with an array of the four letters targeted during
instruction. They were instructed to identify the letter named, and to identify its sound. Children
earned one point per each letter and one point per sound they identified correctly, for a possible
total score of eight points.
A Spanish adaptation of the English PA Curriculum Based Measure (CBM) used in
previous studies of PAth to Literacy (Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein, 2017) served as a proximal
measure of Spanish PA skills (Appendix V). The English PA CBM was used to measure transfer
of taught Spanish PA skills to English. The Spanish PA CBM contained three subtests: blending,
segmenting, first part identification. These measures were parallel in Spanish and English. Initial
Sound Identification only was assessed in English as this task is appropriate for English, but not
Spanish. For each subtest, the PA skill was introduced and modeled. Each subtest had a total of
10 points. Children received 1 point per correct response, and 0 for incorrect responses. The
animal characters used during instruction for each unit were present during the assessments to
help children discriminate between PA tasks. All instructions were provided in Spanish.
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Following the instructions, children were asked to complete the targeted PA task for 10 words..
Three parallel versions of the PA CBM were created in each language. The instructions remained
the same, but the stimuli were changed.
The Alphabet Knowledge CBMs in Spanish and English (Appendix VI) (Olszewski et al.,
2017) served as a proximal measure of alphabetic knowledge in Spanish and English. These
measures assessed children’s knowledge of the 16 target alphabet letters and their corresponding
sounds. Instructions were provided in the language of the assessment. For each assessment,
children were shown a card containing a target letter. They were asked to name the letter and its
corresponding sound. Children earned one point for naming the letter, and an additional point for
naming its sound correctly, having a possible total of score of 32 (16 letter names and 16
sounds). Although children’s knowledge of all 16 letters was assessed during each
administration, scores were calculated for each letter set corresponding to the units of instruction.
The order in which the Spanish and English measures were presented was
counterbalanced across children. Interventionists only spoke to the children in the language of
the assessment to reduce code-switching. A game-like format (e.g., fishing, feeding a monster)
was used when completing these measures. The measures took approximately 5 minutes to
complete in each language.
Generalization Measures. Generalization measures of Spanish and English PA and
alphabet knowledge were administered before and after the intervention. The First
Sounds/Primeros Sonidos task from the Individual Growth & Development Indicators-Spanish
(IGDI-S) (Wackerle-Hollman et al., 2012) served as the generalization measure of Spanish PA
skills. The First Sounds task evaluated children’s knowledge of the initial phoneme in words. In
this task, the administrator named each object on a card and then provided the beginning sound
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of one of those words. Children were asked to identify the picture that corresponded to that
initial sound (for a possibility of 8 points per unit).
The Phoneme Segmentation and First Sound Fluency tasks from the DIBELS (Dynamic
Assessment Group, 2006) served as the generalization measures of English PA skills. Each of
these tests is standardized and is administered individually. The Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
(PSF) subtest evaluates children’s ability to segment one, two, and three syllable words into
individual phonemes in a 1-minute fluency task. Evaluators orally presented the target words
and children are instructed to segment as many words as they can in 1 minute. Although this
measure is normed on children in Kindergarten and the early elementary years, it has been used
successfully in previous studies with preschoolers (Goldstein et al., 2017; Kruse et al., 2015;
Olszewski et al., 2017). The alternate form reliability for this measure is good (0.82).
The DIBELS FSF measure evaluates children’s ability to hear and produce initial sounds
in words. This is a 1-minute fluency task in which children are orally presented with up to 30
words, and they are instructed to isolate the initial sound of the word. For each word, a score of 3
indicates children isolated the initial sound in the word, a score 2 represents the child isolated the
first syllable or blend in a word, and 0 points indicate an incorrect response. This measure has a
high alternate form reliability of .88.
The Letter Naming and Sound Identification subtests from the IGDIs in Spanish
(Wackerle-Hollman et al., 2012) and English (McConnell et al., 2012) were administered. These
subtests served as generalization measures of alphabetic knowledge. Each subtest is 15 items.
The Letter Naming subtest evaluates children’s knowledge of alphabet letters. Children are
presented with individual uppercase letters and instructed to name them. Letters are presented
individually and in a field of three. The Sound Identification subtest measures children’s
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knowledge of phonemes. Children are presented with a field of three uppercase letters and asked
to identify the target phoneme out of a field of three.
Descriptive Measures. The Bilingual English-Spanish Assessment (BESA; Peña et al.,
2014) was used as a descriptive measure of children’s Spanish and English language skills. The
BESA is a standardized assessment that is normed on children who are bilingual. The BESA
yields a mean score of 100, with a standard deviation of +15. The Morphosyntax, Semantics, and
Phonology subtests from the BESA were administered in both languages. Each language was
assessed separately. The Morphosyntax subtest evaluates children’s grammatical and sentence
structures using cloze and sentence repetition tasks. Grammatical features salient in each
language are assessed. This subtest yields scores on the cloze and sentence repetition tasks, as
well as a total score. The internal consistency of this subtest is high, with a coefficient alpha of
.96 in Spanish and .94 in English. The Semantics subtest evaluates receptive and expressive
skills in six areas: analogies, characteristic properties, categorization, functions, linguistic
concepts, and similarities and differences. The English version contains 25 items (10 receptive
and 15 expressive). The Spanish version also contains 25 items (12 receptive and 13 expressive).
Code-switching is allowed in this subtest. This assessment has an alpha coefficient of .84 in
Spanish, and .82 in English, indicating high internal consistency. The Phonology subtest is a
single-word assessment of children’s phonological skills. The Spanish measure assesses the
production of 28 Spanish words, while the English measure assesses production of 31 words.
This subtest takes 10 to 15 minutes in each language to administer. This subtest has an alpha
coefficient of .88 in Spanish, and .86 in English, indicating high internal consistency.
The Bilingual Input-Output Survey (BIOS) from the BESA was used to assess children’s
language exposure history. Survey questions pertain to the languages children hear during a
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typical school day and during a typical weekend on an hourly basis. This survey is completed by
parents or caregivers, presented in English or Spanish, and it takes 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
The Spanish and English versions of the Test of Narrative Retell (TNR) from the
Narrative Language Measure: Preschool (NLM:P; Petersen & Spencer, 2012) were used to
supplement the results obtained from the BESA. The Spanish and English TNR contain three
age-appropriate, brief parallel stories with familiar themes and a consistent story grammar. The
administrator reads each story and asks the child to retell the story. Children’s retellings are
evaluated to determine if they contain story features including character, setting, problem,
emotion, attempt, consequence, and an ending. Children can obtain a total of up to 24 point per
retelling. The best score from the three retellings produced is counted. The benchmark is a score
of 8. The NLM:P’s alternate form reliability is considered adequate (.77).
A Family Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix VII) was used to garner additional
information regarding the children who participated in the study. This questionnaire contained
questions related to parents’ income, parents’ highest level of education, what language(s) were
spoken at home, home literacy and language experiences, and parents’ perceived role in
children’s emergent literacy development.
A teacher questionnaire (Appendix VIII) was used to gather information about teacher
and classroom characteristics. This questionnaire gathered information regarding the number of
years teachers taught, teachers’ highest level of education, the curriculum used in the classroom,
the number of DLL children in the classroom, the language(s) used to instruct in the classroom,
and current practices for children who are falling behind academically.
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Social Validity Measures. At the end of the study, teachers, parents, and children were
asked to complete social validity questionnaires about PAsos Para Leer. The teacher survey
(Appendix XI) contained questions about the feasibility of the intervention in classroom use, the
perceived effectiveness of the intervention, and the likelihood of future use. The survey also
contained specific questions regarding teachers’ perception regarding the provision of instruction
in Spanish and English. This measure was adapted from a survey used on a recent study of PAth
to Literacy (Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein, 2017), the curriculum used as a model to create the
current intervention.
The parent social validity survey (Appendix X) contained questions related to parents’
perceived improvements in their children’s phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge
skills after completing the intervention, whether their children spoke about the curriculum at
home, and to what extent did they consider Spanish and English instruction effective. The survey
also contained questions asking them to identify what they enjoyed about the intervention and
what suggestions they had for future iterations of the intervention.
Children’s perception of the social validity of PAsos Para Leer was also evaluated
(Appendix XI). Children were asked simple questions related to the intervention, including
whether they enjoyed the intervention, whether they liked working with the interventionists, and
whether they wanted to speak Spanish and English in their homes and classrooms.
Interventionists presented these questions to the children orally while presenting them with a
visual likert-scale to help them rate whether they liked (happy face), were indifferent (neutral
face), or disliked (disapproving face) a particular component of the intervention.
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Procedures
Spanish-English bilingual undergraduate and graduate students delivered the
interventions. To ensure that these researchers could effectively deliver the interventions in
Spanish, their proficiency was assessed informally. Their Spanish literacy was evaluated by
having them read a sample of the scripted PA lessons. The principal investigator, who is a
Spanish-English bilingual speech-language pathologist, engaged them in unstructured Spanish
conversation to gauge their language proficiency.
The principal investigator conducted a comprehensive training on the Spanish PA
curriculum. The training included reviewing instruction materials and practicing delivering
interventions. Interventionists received a manual with detailed instructions on completing the
instruction. The primary investigator ensured that interventionists delivered instruction with at
least 80% fidelity before they provided the lessons (Appendix XII). Interventionists were
observed at least once a week to provide ongoing support and training as needed.
PAsos Para Leer. Children’s Spanish and English PA and alphabet knowledge were
assessed at least three times using the Spanish and English PA and AK CBMs before initiating
the intervention to ensure their gains were a result of PAsos Para Leer. Children receiving a
score of 8 or less out of 40 on the Spanish and English PA CBMs and score of 8 or less on the
Spanish and English AK CBMs were selected for participation. Children with a higher score for
the blending subtest of the PA CBM were included in the study if they demonstrated low
segmenting, first part, and initial sound identification skills, as well as reduced alphabet
knowledge.
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In addition to the Spanish and English PA and AK CBMs, children’s language skills were
assessed using the Bilingual English Spanish Assessment (BESA; Peña et al., 2014), the
Narrative Language Measures (NLM; Petersen & Spencer, 2012), and the Bilingual InputOutput Survey (BIOS; Peña et al., 2014). Additional descriptive information was gathered using
the Family and Teacher Demographics questionnaires. Their Spanish and English PA and AK
skills were evaluated using generalization measures before and after the intervention.
Once the initial battery of assessments was administered, interventionists initially
delivered the lessons in small groups of 2-3 children each. However, because Cynthia went to
Cuba for two weeks and one child withdrew from the study, sessions were later delivered
individually to accommodate each child’s progress. Instruction was given 4-5 days a week. The
duration of each lesson was 10 minutes. At the end of each lesson, interventionists administered
a Mastery Monitor to assess children’s understanding of the Spanish PA and AK skills targeted
during the lesson. After treatment, children’s Spanish and English PA skills were assessed three
times within a two-week period to evaluate their maintenance of skills. Children were assessed in
one language per session to reduce testing fatigue. The order of the language in which children
were assessed was counterbalanced across children.
Intensive AK intervention. Children who did not make gains in their AK skills received
a more intensive AK intervention targeting Spanish letter sounds. This intervention was
delivered 3-4 times a week. Each session lasted 10-15 minutes. Children’s knowledge of the 16
letter sounds targeted was assessed at the beginning of each session, and reviewed at the end of
the session. Their gains on the Spanish and English AK Sounds CBMs were evaluated after the
third day of instruction. The order in which each language was assessed was counterbalanced
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across children. Children’s Spanish and English gains on generalization measures of AK were
assessed before and after receiving the intervention.
Maintaining Engagement. Children’s engagement in the lessons was maintained by
providing them with visual, verbal, and tangible reinforcers. Prior to beginning each session,
expectations for participation also were reviewed (i.e., listen with your ears and your eyes, stay
on topic, remain sitting, and keep a positive attitude). Children were encouraged to follow these
expectations by providing them with verbal reinforcement and with tokens that led to choosing a
small toy from a treasure box.
Fidelity and Reliability
Implementation fidelity was evaluated using a procedural observation checklist
(Appendices L), completed for 20% of the intervention sessions. Researchers scored fidelity on
each other using the observation checklist. The checklist included procedures that were vital for
lesson delivery, including reading the target items accurately, providing the appropriate
feedback, reading the script verbatim, and maintaining children’s positive behavior. Percentage
of implementation fidelity was calculated by dividing the total number of observed procedural
points by the total number of possible procedural points. The implementation fidelity for PAsos
Para Leer in this study was an average of 98%, with a range of 94% to 100%. The
implementation fidelity for the intensive AK intervention was 100%.
Twenty percent of the AK (Appendix XIII) and PA CBMs (Appendix XIV) administered
were randomly selected and assessed for implementation fidelity and scoring fidelity. The
administration of these assessments were audio recorded and identified with a code so research
assistants were blind to the children’s identity and phase in the study. A trained research assistant
listened to the audio recording and scored the implementation fidelity for the PA and AK CBMs.
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A percentage of fidelity were calculated by dividing the total observed number of procedures by
the total number of possible procedures. The average implementation fidelity score for the
Spanish PA CBM was 96% (range: 86%-100%), 95% for the English PA CBM (range: 93%100%) and 98% for the AK CBM (range: 98%-100%).
Inter-rater reliability was determined by rescoring 20% of the assessments for the PA
CBMs. The assessments rescored were randomly selected. A trained research assistant listened to
audio recordings of the sessions and rescored the assessments. A percentage of item-level
agreement was calculated to evaluate inter-rater reliability. The inter-rater reliability scores for
the Spanish PA Blending CBM was 99% (range: 80%-100%), 98% for the Spanish Segmenting
PA CBM (range: 90%-100%), and 99% for the Spanish First Part Identification PA CBM (range:
90%-100%). The inter-rater reliability score for the English Blending PA CBM was 98% (range:
80%-100%), 99% for the English Segmenting PA CBM (range: 90%-100%), 98% the English
First Part Identification PA CBM (range: 80%-100%), and 99% for the English Initial Sound PA
CBM (range: 90%-100%).
Experimental Design and Analysis
This study applied a single-subject experimental design (SSED) approach to evaluate the
relation between treatment and the learning of PA and AK skills. A multiple probe design across
units of instruction was used to measure the effects of PAsos Para Leer on children’s Spanish
PA and alphabet knowledge skills. A multiple probe design was appropriate as extensive
baseline testing placed undue burden and exacerbate test fatigue on children who are unlikely to
acquire PA skills without direct instruction (Gast & Ledford, 2014; Kennedy, 2005). The units of
instruction included four different PA skills that were introduced in a developmental order. Each
unit also included four alphabet letters.
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This design potentially allowed for four inter-subject replications (corresponding to the
four children in the study) (Gast & Ledford, 2014). Second, multiple probes across four PA
skills and sets of letters allowed for four intra-subject replications. Instructional phases consisted
of 4 units, targeting 4 PA tasks and 4 sets of letters. Baseline assessments were administered for
each of the units for at least three sessions, for the first unit, and intermittently for the other units.
Two or more assessments just prior to initiating treatment for the other units ensured the baseline
performance remained low and stable. The length of the baseline and treatment phases was
staggered across units of instruction.
The Spanish PA CBM served as the primary outcome measure for the first research
question and the English PA CBM served as the primary outcome measure for the second
research question. The Spanish AK CBM served as the primary outcome measure for the third
research question and the English AK CBM served as the primary outcome measure for the
fourth research question. Each participant’s performance on the PA and AK CBMs was
graphically displayed separately during the baseline, treatment, and maintenance phases.
Instructional phases consisted of 4 units, each unit targeting one PA skill and a
corresponding set of letters. At each phase, upward trends for the targeted PA skill and letters
taught, while maintaining a low and stable baseline for the PA skills and letter sets not yet
introduced, indicated that children learned the emergent literacy skills as a result of the
intervention. Visual analysis and effect size calculations were conducted to determine the effects
of PAsos Para Leer. The generalized effects associated with changes in CBMs were assessed
using generalization measures of PA and AK in Spanish and English (e.g. Spanish PA scores on
the IGDI-S Primeros Sonidos subtest).
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Data Analyses. Visual analyses are the gold standard for interpreting the results of single
subject experimental designs (Gast & Ledford, 2014; Kennedy, 2005; Kratochwill et al., 2012).
Visual analyses were used to determine whether a functional relationship existed between the
treatment and the outcome measures. Visual analyses of the graphic data allowed for the analysis
of individual performance, it facilitated a dynamic process in which data were interpreted
continuously, and it allowed data-based decisions throughout the study. Within and betweenphase comparisons were completed. Within-phase comparisons included an analysis of the level,
trend, and variability of the data (Kratochwill et al., 2012). “Level” refers to the overall average
of the data within a phase. “Trend” refers to the slope of the best-fitting line. “Variability” is the
degree to which there is overall scatter in the data. Between-phase comparisons were conducted
by analyzing the immediacy, overlap, and consistency of adjacent phases. “Immediacy” is the
change in level between the last three data points in one phase, and the first three data points in
the next phase. “Overlap” is the proportion of points within one phase that overlap with the other
phase. Less overlap between the phases indicates greater gains. “Consistency” is the extent to
which data from the same phase (e.g., all baselines across participants) are related.
It was expected that all participants would demonstrate low and stable performance
during the baseline phase without showing an upward trend. Upward trends on specific subtests
of the PA CBMs during each unit following instruction, combined with little overlap between the
baseline and other intervention/maintenance phases, indicated that children learned the skills
taught following instruction (Gast & Ledford, 2014; Kennedy, 2005). Children’s gains in their
Spanish and English letter names and sounds were also graphically displayed using bar graphs to
compare their performance within (i.e., gains on Spanish letter names versus Spanish sounds),
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and across languages (i.e., gains on Spanish vs. English letter names; Spanish vs. English letter
sounds).
Effect sizes were calculated using Tau-U (Parker, Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2011) for
the SSD graphs evaluating children’s PA gains. This is a method for calculating the effects of
SSED studies that accounts for non-overlap between phases with trend from the intervention
phase. This effect size measure is an alternate measure to regression and traditional non-overlap
methods (e.g., percentage of non-overlap data). This measure is preferable to non-overlap
calculations that tend to lack statistical power, and do not discriminate well among successful
interventions that have ceiling effects. It also provides credit for improvements in trend within
the intervention phase. Another advantage of Tau-U is that it is flexible. Calculations can be
made for the trend only, the non-overlap between phases only, or a combination of these two.
Tau-U allows for a calculation of effects for each baseline-intervention contrast, and then all the
Tau-U scores are averaged to get a final effect size measure. Tau-U yields percentage scores
ranging from 0 to 1.0. A score of .65 or lower is interpreted as a weak effect, a score of .66 to .92
is considered moderate to large, and a score of .93 or higher represents strong effects. Tau-U was
calculated using a free, online tool, Single Case Research
(http://www.singlecaseresearch.org/calculators).
Differences in children’s performance on the generalization measures of Spanish PA and
alphabet knowledge at pre- and post-testing were compared. Children’s scores on the IGDI-S
Primeros Sonidos (First Sounds) assessments before and after treatment were compared to
evaluate PA gains. The Letter Naming and Sound Identification subtests of the IGDIs-Spanish
were used to evaluate alphabetic knowledge. It was hypothesized that children would
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demonstrate significant gains on this generalization PA and alphabet knowledge measures
following the intervention.
Research questions two and four evaluating the extent to which PA and AK skills taught
transferred across children’s two languages were addressed by comparing children’s
performances on parallel Spanish and English versions of the PA and AK CBMs. These
measures were administered during the baseline, intervention, and maintenance phases. It was
expected that baseline performance would be low and steady in English and Spanish prior to the
intervention. Ideally, there would be an upward trend for the English PA fluency subtest
following instruction on its parallel Spanish PA skill, with little overlap in scores between the
baseline and intervention or maintenance phases. Children’s gains on parallel English PA skills
and alphabet letters only taught in Spanish indicated cross-language transfer. Effect sizes were
calculated using Tau-U to substantiate the findings from the visual analysis. For children’s AK
skills, it was expected that children would have low letter naming and letter sounds knowledge in
Spanish and English prior to the intervention, and that they would make gradual growths in these
skills over time. It was hypothesized that children would demonstrate gains in Spanish and
English PA skills and alphabetic knowledge following the Spanish-only intervention.
The extent of cross-language transfer also was evaluated using formal PA measures. At
the end of the study, children’s performance on the Spanish PA generalization measures
compared to their performance on the English PA generalization measures. It was hypothesized
that PA skills that were salient to reading across the two languages (i.e., blending and
segmenting) would transfer from one language to another more readily than those that were more
specific to English (i.e., first sound identification). In regards to the transfer of AK skills, it was
hypothesized that children would apply the letter sounds that were similar in Spanish to English,
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but that letter names would not transfer as readily. This hypothesis was in line with previous
research suggesting that children are likely to transfer, or generalize AK skills that are similar
across languages (Warwire & Kim, 2018); however, they won’t generalize letter names and
sounds that differ vastly across their two languages.
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CHAPTER THREE:
EXPERIMENT RESULTS
The effects of PAsos Para Leer were evaluated by addressing four research questions: 1)
Do children make Spanish PA gains following the intervention; 2) Do children apply the PA
skills they learn in Spanish to English?; 3) Do children make Spanish letter naming and sound
identification gains when instructive feedback is applied?; and 4) Do children apply the letter
naming and sound identification skills they learn in Spanish to English? The results of the study
are illustrated in Figures 1 through 8.
Phonological Awareness (PA)
The first two research questions were addressed by analyzing children’s performance on
the Spanish and English PA CBMs. Figures 1-4 depict the results of children’s Spanish and
English PA gains for the first three units, and children’s English PA gains for the fourth unit
(initial sound identification). The y-axis represents children’s scores on the primary outcome
measures of PA (the Spanish and English CBMs), separated by unit of instruction (blending,
segmenting, first part identification, and initial sound identification), and the x-axis represents
the days of the intervention. The solid vertical line separates the baseline and the treatment
phases. The figures depict children’s Spanish and English scores concurrently to compare their
performance across their two languages. The open circles represents children’s Spanish scores
and the black squares represents children’s English scores. Overall, the results of the visual
analyses indicate the children made gains in their Spanish PA skills following instruction.
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Figure 1. Cynthia’s Spanish and English PA scores across units of instruction
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Figure 2. Ana’s Spanish and English PA scores across units of instruction
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Figure 3. Denise’s Spanish and English PA scores across units of instruction
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Figure 4. Adelia’s Spanish and English PA scores across units of instruction
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Cynthia. Cynthia (Figure 1) made gains in all of the Spanish and English PA skills
targeted, except in English initial sound identification. In regards to Cynthia’s Spanish PA gains,
she had a low and steady baseline for first part identification units and a low baseline for
blending with one high data point in session three. She demonstrated the greatest variability in
her baseline for the segmenting unit, but her final three baseline points show a consistent, linear
trend. There was no overlap in her scores between the baseline and treatment phases for the
blending and first part identification units, indicating a functional relationship between her
Spanish PA gains and the intervention. Her scores on the segmenting unit show more variability.
Her scores on the segmenting task increased immediately after introducing this unit, returned to
baseline during days 13 and 14 of the intervention, and increased again during subsequent
sessions. Her Spanish PA gains were immediate after introducing instruction for each respective
unit.
In regards to Cynthia’s application of Spanish PA skills to her English PA skills, her
baselines on blending, segmenting, and first identification were low and steady in both languages
prior to the intervention, and increased in Spanish and English following the intervention. Her
PA gains were slightly higher for Spanish blending and first part identification than English,
while her segmenting scores were slightly higher in English than Spanish. As seen in Spanish,
she demonstrated gains in her English PA skills for the first three units immediately following
the introduction to each respective unit. However, she made small gains in her English initial
sound identification skills following the introduction to that unit. It should be noted that her
response to this unit was delayed. She showed positive, but small, gains after the third day she
was assessed following instruction for that unit.
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Ana. Ana (Figure 2) made gains in her Spanish PA skills for all the units of instruction,
and applied her Spanish PA skills to her English PA skills. In regards to her Spanish PA skills,
she demonstrated a low and steady baseline for the segmenting and first part identification units,
and a low, but a variable baseline for the blending unit. There was an immediate increase in her
Spanish PA scores following the introduction of each unit. Her scores were consistently high
after she was introduced to each unit. There was no overlap between her scores on the baseline
and treatment phases, indicating the existence of a functional relationship between the
intervention and her Spanish PA scores.
In regards to Ana’s application of the Spanish PA skills she learned to her English PA
skills, she also made gains in English PA following instruction. There was little overlap between
her English PA scores before and after the intervention for all the units, demonstrating a
functional relationship exists between her English PA skills and the intervention. Her Spanish
blending skills were slightly higher than her English blending skills. She demonstrated an
increase in her English PA skills immediately following the introduction of each respective unit.
Ana also made gains in her English initial sound identification skills, showing little overlap
between the baseline and treatment phase and immediate gains for that unit.
Denise. Denise (Figure 3) demonstrated gains on the Spanish segmenting and first part
identification tasks, and on all the English PA tasks, except English blending. In regards to
Denise’s gains on the Spanish PA skills, she demonstrated a variable and high baseline for the
blending unit. Because of this, there was overlap in her scores between the baseline and
treatment phase, indicating her Spanish blending skills did not increase as a result of the
intervention. Her baseline scores on the segmenting and blending units were lower, with slight
variability. There was no overlap between her scores on the segmenting task for the baseline and
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treatment conditions, demonstrating a functional relationship between her outcomes and the
intervention for this unit. For the first part identification unit, Denise had a high baseline score
for the third session, but a low and steady baseline for subsequent sessions for this unit. She
demonstrated gains on her first part identification task following instruction on this unit. Her
gains on the Spanish PA segmentation and first identification tasks were immediate after each
respective unit was introduced. Denise also demonstrated gains in her English initial sound
identification skills following instruction on that unit, showing consistent, immediate gains, and
little overlap between the baseline and treatment phases for that unit.
Adelia. Adelia (Figure 4) demonstrated gains in her Spanish and English PA skills for all
the units. In regards to her Spanish PA skills, she demonstrated a variable, high baseline for the
blending unit and low and steady baselines for the segmenting and first part identification units.
She showed immediate gains after receiving instruction for each unit. There was little overlap
between most of her scores during the baseline and treatment phases, suggesting a functional
relationship between her Spanish PA gains and the intervention. However, her scores during the
treatment phases varied across time for each unit. For example, in the segmenting unit, she had a
score that returned to baseline on her fourteenth session but increased in subsequent sessions.
Her scores on first part identification, on the other hand, demonstrated an upward trend over
time.
In regards to Adelia’s application of PA skills from Spanish to English, she demonstrated
a low and steady baseline in Spanish and English for segmenting and first part identification, and
a slightly higher baseline for blending in both languages. However, there was no overlap in her
English PA scores between the baseline and treatment phases, suggesting she generalized the PA
skills she learned in Spanish to English. Her PA gains in blending were higher in Spanish than
55

English, while her segmenting and first part identification scores were slightly higher in English
than Spanish. As seen in Spanish, she demonstrated immediate gains in her English PA skills
following instruction for each respective unit. Adelia also demonstrated gains in her English
initial sound identification tasks following instruction for that unit. Like Ana and Denise, she
exhibited little overlap between the baseline and treatment phase and immediate and consistent
gains following instruction for that unit.
Summary of visual analyses for PA outcomes. Overall, the results of the visual
analyses illustrate the effects of PAsos Para Leer on children’s Spanish PA skills were replicated
for 92% (11 of the 12) units across children. Gains on the Spanish blending unit were replicated
for 3 of the 4 children, and gains on segmenting and first part identification were replicated for
all the children. These results indicate a significant relationship between PAsos Para Leer and
children’s Spanish PA skills following instruction. In regards to the extent to which children’s
Spanish PA skills were generalized to their English PA skills, the effects of PAsos Para Leer in
children’s cross-language transfer of Spanish and English PA were replicated for 92% (11 of the
12) possible replications across participants.
Effect size estimates of PA primary outcomes. Effect sizes were estimated using Tau-U
to determine the magnitude of children’s Spanish and English PA gains (Table 6). Tau-U scores
that are less than >.65 indicate that the effects are questionable, a score between .66 and .92 is
considered effective, and a score of >.93 is interpreted as very effective. The Tau-U score for the
Spanish PA outcome was an average of .91, indicating PAsos Para Leer was effective in
improving children’s Spanish PA skills. The Spanish Tau-U scores ranged from .81 to 1.0, with
Ana having the highest effects. The average Tau-U score for English PA was .93, indicating the
intervention was very effective. The scores ranged from .79 to .99, with Ana once again having
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the highest effects (.99). These effect size estimates corroborate the findings from the visual
analyses, confirming that PAsos Para Leer improved children’s Spanish and English PA skills.
Table 6
Tau-U Effect Sizes for the PA Outcome Measures
Child
Cynthia
Ana
Denise
Adelia
Average

Spanish PA CBM
.90
1.0
.81
.94
.91

English PA CBM
.79
.99
.98
.95
.93

Generalization outcomes of PA skills. Generalization measures of Spanish and
English PA were administered to corroborate the effects of the visual analyses (Table 7). The
Primeros Sonidos subtest of the Spanish-IGDIs served as the generalization measure of Spanish
phonological awareness. Three of the four children (all except Cynthia) met the benchmark (a
score of 8 or higher) on this subtest after receiving the intervention. Denise showed the greatest
gains on the Primeros Sonidos measure (11 points). Ana and Adelia increased by 6 and 5 points
respectively. Cynthia, however, only increased her score by one point.
The First Sound Fluency (FSF) and Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) tasks from the
DIBELS served as the generalization measure of English phonological awareness. Denise
exceeded the FSF benchmark (10+) with a score of 14. Although Ana and Adelia did not meet
the benchmark, they were close to achieving it with a score of 9. Cynthia did not show gains on
the FSF measure. Fifty percent of the children (Denise and Adelia) exceeded the PSF benchmark
of 20+. Ana was close to meeting this benchmark with a score of 18, and Cynthia increased her
score by 14 points. Overall, the results from the visual analyses, effect size estimates, and
generalization measures indicate that PAsos Para Leer is efficacious in improving children’s
Spanish and English PA skills.
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Table 7
Phonological Awareness Pre-Post Generalization Measures

Child
Cynthia
Ana
Denise
Adelia

Spanish
PrePostPrimeros Primeros
Sonidos
Sonidos
6
7
3
9
3
14
6
11

Pre_FSF
0
1
5
1

English
Post_FSF Pre_PSF
0
9
14
9

0
0
0
0

Post_PSF
14
18
31
21

Note. Benchmarks Primeros Sonidos: >8; FSF (First Sound Fluency): >10; PSF (Phoneme Segmentation Fluency): >20

Alphabet Knowledge (AK)
The third and fourth research questions were answered by analyzing children’s Spanish
and English AK letter naming and sound identification gains on the Spanish and English AK
CBMs (Figures 5-8). Each participants’ performance was graphically displayed in terms of their
1) Spanish letter naming vs. Spanish sound identification gains; 2) extent to which Spanish letter
naming skills were generalized to English letter naming; and 3) extent to which Spanish sound
identification skills were generalized to their English sound identification skills. For each graph,
the x-axis represents the weeks of the intervention, and the y-axis represents the total score on
the AK CBMs, representative of the 16 letters/sounds targeted in the intervention. The black
vertical line on each graph separates the baseline from the treatment phase, and the dashed
vertical lines indicate children’s alphabet knowledge skills across the four units of instruction.
Overall, children made gains in their Spanish AK skills, but the magnitude of their gains varied
across children. Denise (Figure 7) and Adelia (Figure 8) made the highest gains in their Spanish
AK skills following instruction, Ana (Figure 6) and Cynthia (Figure 5) made small gains but
their scores were inconsistent.
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Figure 5. Cynthia’s Spanish and English naming and sound identification skills across units of
instruction
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Figure 6. Ana’s Spanish and English letter naming and sound identification skills across units of
instruction
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Figure 7. Denise’s Spanish and English letter naming and sound identification skills across units
of instruction
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Figure 8. Adelia’s Spanish and English letter naming and sound identification skills across units
of instruction
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Cynthia. Cynthia (Figure 5) made minimal gains in her Spanish and English letter
naming and sound identification skills. Cynthia made very small gains in her Spanish letter
naming and sound identification skills (Figure 5, top graph). There was significant overlap
between the baseline and treatment phase. Although her knowledge of Spanish letter names was
slightly higher than her knowledge of letter sounds, her performance on these two skills was
limited. She did not make immediate gains in her Spanish letter naming or sound identification
skills when instruction for each respective unit was introduced, and her performance remained
consistently low throughout the intervention.
In regards to the cross language transfer of Cynthia’s letter naming and sound
identification skills, Cynthia’s English letter naming (Figure 5, middle graph) and sound
identification skills (Figure 5, bottom graph) gains were small, just like in Spanish. Her English
letter naming skills were slightly higher than her Spanish letter naming skills. Conversely, her
Spanish sound identification skills were slightly higher than her English sound identification
skills. She did not demonstrate immediate gains after instruction was introduced for each unit.
There was overlap between the baseline and treatment phase, indicating there was not a strong
functional relationship between the treatment and the outcomes.
Ana. Ana (Figure 6) made small gains in her Spanish and English letter naming and
sound identification skills, but her performance was variable over time. In regards to her Spanish
letter naming and sound identification skills (Figure 6, top graph), Ana had slow and steady
baselines for both skills prior to the intervention. There was some overlap between the baseline
and treatment phases, indicating she did not demonstrate high gains in her Spanish letter naming
and sound identification skills. She demonstrated the highest letter naming and sound
identification gains immediately after each unit is introduced, but showed inconsistent gains over
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time. She had an upward trend for Units 1 and 2 a downward trend for Units 3 and 4. Her scores
on Spanish letter naming and sound identification were maintained after the intervention. Her
knowledge of Spanish letter sounds was slightly higher than her letter naming skills for Units 3
and 4 and for the maintenance phase. These results indicated she made small, but variable gains
after receiving AK instruction through instructive feedback.
In regards to Ana’s application of her Spanish letter naming and sound identification to
English, Ana demonstrated slightly higher baselines for her English letter naming skills than her
Spanish letter naming skills (Figure 6, middle graph) before the intervention. However, her letter
naming skills in English and Spanish were both small and varied across units after the
intervention. Her knowledge of letter names was slightly higher in English than in Spanish for
Unit 4 and for the maintenance phase. In regards to her knowledge of English letter sounds
(Figure 6, bottom graph), her baseline prior to the intervention was similar to Spanish, both low
and steady. As seen in Spanish, her knowledge of letter sounds increased slightly after each unit
is introduced, but there was variability across each unit. There was slight overlap between the
baseline and her knowledge of English letter sounds during the intervention.
Denise. Denise (Figure 7, top graph) demonstrated the highest gains in the Spanish letter
names and sounds taught during the intervention, replicating the effects of the intervention for all
the units. For Spanish letter names, she had low and steady baseline for all of the units prior to
the intervention. She demonstrated little overlap between the baseline and treatment phase for
letter naming. Despite this lack of overlap between the phases, her scores on Spanish letter
naming showed a negative trend for Unit 4. For Spanish letter sounds, she demonstrated a high
baseline prior to the intervention, but had no overlap between the baseline and treatment phase
for this skill. Her gains were immediate after instruction for each unit was introduced.
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Her scores were higher for Spanish letter sounds than for Spanish letter names. Although
Denise’s scores varied over time, there was no overlap in her Spanish letter naming and sound
identification scores between the baseline and treatment phases, indicating positive gains on her
Spanish AK skills following instruction.
In regards to Denise’s generalization of Spanish letter naming (Figure 7, middle graph)
and sound identification (Figure 7, bottom graph) to English, she had high baselines in her
English letter naming skills and low baselines in her Spanish letter naming skills before the
intervention. Therefore, there was no evidence that she applied the letter naming skills she
acquired in Spanish to English. Likewise, she already had higher baselines for her Spanish and
English letter sound identification skills prior to the intervention. Thus, it is unlike she applied
her letter sound identification skills from Spanish to English.
Adelia. Adelia (Figure 8) showed moderate gains on her Spanish and English letter
naming and sound identification skills after receiving instruction. In regards to her Spanish
knowledge of letter names and sound identification skills (Figure 8, top graph), Adelia had a low
and stable baseline for Spanish letter names and a slightly higher and more variable baseline. She
made slight gains immediately following the intervention in both Spanish letter naming and
sound identification. There was little overlap between her baseline and treatment phase,
indicating she did make gains. However, she did not maintain her knowledge of previously
learned letter names and sounds across the units of instruction. In regards to her generalization of
Spanish letter names to her knowledge of English letter names (Figure 8, middle graph), Adelia
demonstrated a low and steady baseline for both Spanish and English. There was an upward
trend in her skills in both languages over time, and little overlap between the baseline and
treatment phase. She made immediate gains in her letter naming skills in Spanish and English
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after being introduced to each letter set per unit. However, she did not maintain her knowledge of
letter names across time. Nonetheless, she demonstrated generalization of her Spanish letter
naming skills to English, with English letter names being slightly higher than her Spanish letter
naming skills. In regards to Adelia’s generalization of Spanish letter sounds to English (Figure 8,
bottom half), Adelia demonstrated a low but somewhat variable baseline in her Spanish and
English sound identification skills prior to the intervention. She showed an upward trend and
immediate gains in her knowledge of English letter sounds immediately after the intervention for
Units 3 and 4, and a linear trend for Units 1 and 2. Overall, there was little overlap between the
baseline and treatment phases in her sound identification skills in both her languages, indicating
a functional relationship exists between the treatment and the intervention
Overall results of the visual analyses. The results of the visual analyses indicated that
the effects of PAsos Para Leer on children’s Spanish AK skills were replicated for 88% (14 out
16) possible replications across children. There was a general trend for children to apply the
letter sounds they knew from Spanish to English, but not the letter names. Overall, these results
suggest that children applied some of the AK skills they learned across their two languages.
Effect size estimates of AK primary outcomes. The effect size estimates supported the
results of the visual analyses (Table 8). The average Tau-U score for the Spanish AK CBM was
.72, indicating that overall, the intervention was effective in improving children’s Spanish AK
skills. However, it is important to note that there was a significant range in the effect size
estimates across children (.43 to .91). Ana’s (.69), Adelia’s (.85), and Denise’s (.91) effects are
within the effective range, but Cynthia’s (.43) effects were questionable. The average Tau-U
score for the English AK CBM was .51, indicating the effects of the intervention on children’s
English AK skills were questionable. The effect size estimates for the English AK CBM ranged
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from .26 (Cynthia) to .69 (Ana). Overall, the effect size estimates were higher in Spanish than in
English. These results indicate that the children’s gains were higher in Spanish than in English,
particularly on their Spanish letter sound knowledge.
Table 8
Tau-U Effect Size Estimates for the AK Outcome Measures
Child
Cynthia
Ana
Denise
Adelia
Average

Spanish AK
CBM
.43
.69
.91
.85
.72

English AK
CBM
.26
.69
.54
.57
.51

Generalization outcomes of AK skills. The Spanish and English Letter Naming and
Letter Sounds Identification subtests from the IGDIs served as the generalization measures of
alphabet knowledge (Tables 9 and 10). One child (Ana) went from below level to on level on the
Spanish Letter Naming IGDI following the intervention, Cynthia remained below level after the
intervention, Denise was on level and stayed on level after the intervention, and Adelia was on
level and went below level after the intervention. Ana made the highest gains (8 points) on the
Letter Naming measure. Two of the children (Ana and Adelia) made gains on the Spanish Sound
Identification subtest of the IGDIs that placed them on level after the intervention. Denise was
already on level prior to the intervention and Cynthia remained below level after the
intervention.
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Table 9
Spanish Alphabet Knowledge Pre-Post Generalization Measures
Child

Cynthia
Ana
Denise
Adelia

PreIGDI-S
Letter
Naming
Below
Below
On Level
On Level

PostIGDI-S
Letter
Naming
Below
On Level
On Level
Below

PreIGDI-S
Sound ID.

PostIGDI-S
Sound ID.

Below
Below
On Level
Below

Below
On Level
On Level
On Level

The children made minimal gains on the English Letter Naming subtest of the IGDIs.
Cynthia and Ana did not show any gains on this measure. Denise’s posttest score increased by
two points, and Ana’s score by one point. Children’s pre and posttest scores on the English
Sound Identification measure were mixed. Denise had the highest posttest gain (14 points) and
Ana’s posttest score increased by five points. Cynthia’s and Adelia’s scores were lower at
posttest than pretest. It should be noted that Adelia was distractible when the English posttest
measures were administered.
Table 10
English Alphabet Knowledge Pre-Post Generalization Measures
Child

Cynthia
Ana
Denise
Adelia

PreIGDI-E
Letter
Naming
0
2
7
2

PostIGDI-E
Letter
Naming
0
3
9
2
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PreIGDI-E
Sound ID.
6
6
5
5

PostIGDI-E
Sound
ID.
4
11
19
4

Intensive Tier 3 AK Intervention.
Because Ana and Cynthia demonstrated small, variable, gains in their Spanish letter
naming and sound identification skills following the Tier 2 intervention, they received a more
intensive Tier 3 AK intervention that specifically targeted letter sounds. Ana was chosen to
receive a Tier 3 intervention because she showed inconsistencies in her performance across
sessions. For example, she would correctly name target letter names and sounds on one day, and
then forget them the next day. Her teacher reported similar patterns of performance in the
classroom, indicating Ana showed frustration when asked to name target letters and sounds
during Circle Time. Cynthia was chosen for Tier 3 intervention because she consistently
demonstrated very small gains in her Spanish and English letter naming and sound identification
skills during the Tier 2 intervention.
The rationale for focusing specifically on letter sounds for the intensive Tier 3 AK
intervention was twofold. First, Ana and Cynthia had demonstrated variable, inconsistent gains
when both letter names and sounds were targeted in the intervention. Second, sounds are more
salient for future reading than letter naming. Ana and Cynthia’s Spanish and English gains in
letter sounds and letter names following the introduction of the Tier 3 intervention are depicted
in Figures 10 and 11. For each child, the top graph represents her letter naming gains in Spanish
and English, and the bottom graph illustrate her letter sound identification gains in both
languages. The x-axis shows the week of the intervention, and the y-axis represents their score
on the AK CBM. The solid vertical line separates their letter naming (top graph) and letter
sounds scores (bottom graph) between the Tier 2 and Tier 3 interventions. Spanish and English
letter names and sounds are depicted concurrently in one graph.
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Figure 9. Ana’s Spanish and English letter naming and sound identification skills following Tier
3 intervention
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Figure 10. Cynthia’s letter naming and letter sound knowledge on the Spanish and English AK
CBMs following Tier 3 intervention
Ana. Ana received Tier 3 AK instruction for 13 sessions. In regards to her letter naming
knowledge (Figure 9, top graph), Ana demonstrated higher gains in her English letter naming
skills than in her Spanish letter naming skills after receiving the Tier 3 intervention. There was
little overlap in her scores between the Tier 2 and Tier 3 phases for English, but there was
significant overlap in her letter naming skills between the baseline and treatment phase in
Spanish. She demonstrated immediate English letter naming skills with an upward trend, and a
71

negative trend for her Spanish letter naming skills. Overall, these findings indicated she showed
gains in her English letter naming but not in her Spanish letter naming skills as a result of the
Tier 3 intervention.
In regards to Ana’s letter sound identification skills between Spanish and English
following the Tier 3 intervention (Figure 9, bottom graph), there was no overlap between her
Tier 2 and Tier 3 performance in both languages, indicating the existence of a relationship
between her performance and the intervention. She made immediate gains in both languages,
demonstrating an upward trend in her Spanish and English sound identification skills after
receiving a more intensive Tier 3 intervention. Data gathered before the lesson indicated her
knowledge of Spanish letter sounds increased from 6.25% at the beginning of the intervention to
93.75% at the end of the intervention.
Cynthia. Cynthia only received the Tier 3 intervention for seven sessions due to time
constraints (she was transitioning to Kindergarten). In regards to her knowledge of letter names
in Spanish and English following the Tier 3 intervention (Figure 10, top graph), there was
significant overlap between the Tier 2 and Tier 3 treatment phases, indicating she did not make
gains following the Tier 3 intervention. In regards to her knowledge of Spanish and English letter
sound identification skills (Figure 10, bottom graph), there was no overlap between her
knowledge of letter sounds in Spanish and English between her Tier 2 and Tier 3 performance,
indicating a relationship between the intensive intervention and her outcomes. She demonstrated
an immediate increase in her skills following the introduction of the Tier 3 intervention, with
what appeared to be a downward trend. However, more data points are needed to ascertain the
trajectory of her response to the Tier 3 intervention. Despite the limited data, Cynthia showed
promising improvements in her knowledge of Spanish and English letter sounds following the
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intervention. Data gathered before the lesson indicated her knowledge of Spanish letter sounds
increased from 6.25% at the beginning of the intervention to 50% at the end of the intervention.
Effect size estimates. Ana and Cynthia’s effect size estimates for the Spanish and
English gains on the Letter Sounds CBMs were calculated to evaluate the magnitude of their
gains. Ana’s Spanish and English Tau-U scores were .69. Cynthia’s Spanish and English Tau-U
scores were .85. These scores indicate that the Tier 3 intervention was effective in improving
their knowledge of letter sounds.
Generalization outcomes of AK skills. Cynthia and Ana’s Spanish and English AK
skills were reevaluated with the AK generalization measures at the end of the Tier 3 intervention
(Tables 11 and 12). When comparing Ana’s performance on the AK generalization measures
following Tier 2 versus Tier 3 intervention, her scores on the English IGDI Letter Naming and
Spanish/English IGDI Sound Identification measures increased. Her performance on the Spanish
Letter Naming measure, however, decreased by two points after the Tier 3 intervention. She
made the greatest gains on the English Letter Naming measure (6 point increase). Ana made
gains on the Spanish Letter Naming measure and the English Sound Identification measures after
the Tier 3 intervention. She did not show gains in her performance on the English Letter Naming
task, and her Spanish Sound Identification score decreased by three points at the end of the Tier
3 intervention.
Table 11
Tier 2 vs. Tier 3 Spanish AK Generalization Measures (Posttests) Comparisons

Ana
Cynthia

Tier 2
S_IGDI Letter
Naming
On Level
Below

Tier 3
S_IGDI Letter
Naming
On Level
On Level
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Tier 2
S_IGDI Sound
ID Naming
On Level
Below

Tier 3
S_IGDI Sound
ID
On Level
Below

Table 12
Tier 2 vs. Tier 3 English AK Genera lization Measures (Posttests) Comparisons

Child
Ana
Cynthia

Tier 2
E_IGDI Letter
Naming
3
0

Tier 3
E_IGDI
Letter Naming
9
0

Tier 2
E_IGDI Sound
ID
11
4

Tier 3
E_IGDI
Sound ID
15
8

Consumer Satisfaction
The consumer satisfaction surveys revealed that the children, parents, and teachers found
PAsos Para Leer to be beneficial. All the children reported they liked doing the lessons. Two of
the children noted they enjoyed seeing the characters like Pablo el Perro (Pablo the Dog) and
Marta la Mariposa (Marta the Butterfly), and two said they sort of did. Three of the four
children noted they liked speaking Spanish at home and one of the four children stated she did
not like speaking English at school. One child said, “I am embarrassed to speak English,” while
another one said, “I like speaking Spanish at home and both languages at school.”
All the parents agreed that their children’s knowledge of letters increased after
participating in PAsos Para Leer. They reported children spoke about the program at home and
that it was important to work on developing children’s early literacy skills in the home. One
parent stated that she somewhat agreed that PAsos Para Leer improved her child’s ability to
manipulate words into smaller parts. All the parents felt it was beneficial for bilingual children to
receive Spanish instruction. The parents’ overall feedback about PAsos Para Leer was positive.
One parent stated, “My overall impression of the program is very positive because I’ve lived and
witnessed the gradual development of my little one. I’m very grateful!”
The results of the teacher consumer satisfaction survey were also affirmative. Both
teachers felt the children made progress in their Spanish and English early literacy skills. They
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felt PAsos Para Leer kept children engaged and that providing instruction in Spanish helped
children perform better in English. They felt that it was important to promote children’s bilingual
development and that teaching phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge in preschool is
important. One of the teachers felt that it would be somewhat difficult for her to deliver PAsos
Para Leer in her classroom. Both teachers thought that delivering the lessons for 10 minutes a
day for 4 to 5 times per week was appropriate.
The results of this study provide strong evidence that PAsos Para Leer is effective in
improving children’s Spanish phonological awareness skills, and that children can transfer the
PA skills they learn in Spanish to English. The use of instructive feedback to teach alphabet
knowledge, however, is only somewhat effective in improving children’s Spanish and English
AK skills. Although this intervention warrants revisions to strengthen its alphabet knowledge
instruction, children’s robust phonological awareness gains and stakeholders’ positive reactions
make PAsos Para Leer a promising intervention to promote Latino preschoolers’ dual early
literacy skills.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
DISCUSSION
Although young children’s phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge skills are
very strong predictors of their future academic success, there is a dearth of research that has
specifically focused on evaluating the effects of providing emergent literacy interventions to
preschoolers who are Spanish-speaking, Latino DLLs. Further limiting the application of this
small body of literature is that most studies apply interventions that do not consider the linguistic
differences between Spanish and English and many focus on skills that are not as relevant for
developing children’s reading skills (e.g., rhyming). The purpose of this study was to address
existing gaps in our knowledge by developing and evaluating the effects of PAsos Para Leer, a
supplemental Spanish emergent literacy intervention for at-risk Latino preschoolers who are
DLL. More specifically, the aims of the study were to determine if children receiving this
intervention would make gains in their Spanish PA and AK skills, and whether they would
transfer these skills from Spanish to English following instruction that encouraged crosslanguage transfer.
Phonological Awareness (PA)
Consistent with our hypothesis, DLL preschoolers in this study made robust gains in their
Spanish PA skills after the intervention, indicating that PAsos Para Leer was efficacious in
teaching this important emergent literacy skill. Because children were receiving instruction in
Spanish through the intervention, but not in the classroom, there is evidence that children’s PA
gains were a result of receiving this intervention. Gains were made in both the curriculum-based
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measures and in the generalization measures, with 75% of the children (all but Cynthia) meeting
the benchmark on the Primeros Sonidos subtest of the IGDIs. These findings corroborated the
results from studies evaluating the effects of PAth to Literacy, the English version on which the
Spanish curriculum in this study was based (Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein, 2017). Regardless of
language of instruction, preschoolers with reduced emergent literacy skills benefit from PA
instruction that is explicit and systematic. These findings have important implications, as
commercially available preschool curricula do not always include PA instruction that is focused
and explicit. This less systematic approach is likely to result in lower rates of learning for
children who are not acquiring PA skills on par with their peers.
The results from this study highlight another important question regarding the
metalinguistic nature of phonological awareness. That is, whether children who master blending
skills will segment words without direct instruction. In this study, the children did not make
gains in each specific PA skill before the unit corresponding to that skill was introduced.
However, the question remains regarding the effects of targeting segmenting before blending
skills. Because our existing knowledge of what PA skills are easier to most difficult to acquire in
Spanish, there is a need for future studies to measure the effects of counterbalancing which PA
skill (blending vs. segmenting) is first introduced within developmentally sequenced Spanish
early literacy curricula for preschoolers.
Cross-Language Transfer of PA Skills. In addition to evaluating the effects of PAsos
Para Leer on children’s acquisition of Spanish PA skills, the second aim of this study was to
address one of the most pressing questions in the fields of early childhood and bilingualism: the
extent of cross-language transfer, or generalization of skills, across languages. The findings from
this study revealed that all the children who made gains in their Spanish PA skills also exhibited
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gains in their English PA skills. These findings are in line with the Interdependence Linguistic
Hypothesis (Cummins, 1979; Varhoeven, 2003), which postulates that bilingual children with
strong phonological awareness skills in one language apply these skills to their second language.
However, it is important to note that this cross-language transfer of PA skills is nuanced,
meaning that the extent of cross-language transfer of PA skills is mediated by the similarities in
PA tasks across languages as well as by language-specific characteristics.
The results of this study also highlight the nature of cross-language transfer of PA skills.
Greater generalization occurred when PA tasks were the same in Spanish and English. For
example, once children learned to blend words at the syllable level in Spanish (e.g., ca-sa), they
completed this task successfully in English (e.g., bo-ttle). However, when they were asked to
blend onset-rimes in English (e.g., c-at), they had more difficulty applying their Spanish
blending skills, as such onset-rimes are rare in Spanish. Despite these differences in
performance, even when tasks differed across the two languages, children’s performance in one
language predicted their performance in their other language. For example, the children in this
study who successfully identified initial phonemes of English CVC words through productive
tasks also identified initial sounds in Spanish when evaluated using the receptive Primeros
Sonidos task. This is a notable finding, as children were not explicitly taught to identify initial
phonemes in Spanish. The findings from this study were consistent with the results reported by
Wawire and Kim (2018), in which they found similar patterns of cross-language transfer between
Kiswahili, a syllabic language like Spanish, and English. The findings from this study support
previous research positing that phonological awareness is a metalinguistic skill in which
knowledge of PA is highly interrelated across languages; however, there are language-specific
word manipulations that do not transfer as readily. These results provide preliminary evidence
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suggesting that children’s generalization of skills might be somewhat predictable. In other words,
children are most likely to generalize PA skills with word structures that occur across their two
languages but might need exposure to more-specific word manipulations (e.g., segmenting
individual phonemes in English), before they can fully acquire these skills. Future studies should
examine the effects of word structure characteristics (e.g., multisyllabic words, onset-rimes,
phoneme segmentation) on children’s generalization of skills across their two languages.
Another important aspect of this study related to the nature of cross-language transfer, or
generalization, of DLL children’s PA skills is highlighted through the way initial sound
identification was taught in Unit 4 of PAsos Para Leer. Because initial sound identification is
more salient in English than in Spanish, children practiced this PA skill with English words
while they received instruction in Spanish. Interestingly, children applied their initial sound
identification skills from English to Spanish. These findings have important implications. First,
these findings support that cross-language transfer is bidirectional, meaning that children can
apply the skills they learn in their second language to their first. This finding contradicts previous
research implying that cross-language transfer is a linear process in which only a child’s first
language influences their second language, but their second language does not influence their
first. Second, these findings showcase how to develop Spanish emergent literacy interventions in
ways that are linguistically appropriate. Because most of the existing Spanish PA interventions
and assessments are direct translations from English, they target initial sound identification in
Spanish. Teaching this PA skill in Spanish as an expressive task is inappropriate, because in
Spanish phoneme identification does not facilitate Spanish reading. Instead of providing a direct
translation of initial sound identification from English to Spanish, careful attention was used to
ensure that the intervention considered the linguistic differences between these two languages.
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Third, the findings from this study provide preliminary support in favor of best practices
for providing dual language emergent literacy instruction to children who are DLL. Anthony et
al. (2011) and Lopez and Greenfield (2004) suggest that preschoolers who are DLL with limited
English skills benefit from practicing PA skills with English words as long as the bulk of the
instruction is in Spanish. Despite this recommendation, no study to date had empirically
evaluated the effects of providing children the opportunity to practice English PA skills while
supporting their understanding of the task using Spanish instruction. The findings from this study
provide promising evidence supporting the benefit of scaffolding children’s understanding of
English tasks through Spanish instruction. Pollard-Durdola and colleagues (2009) caution that
for DLL children entering Kindergarten with reduced emergent literacy skills and limited
English language skills, learning PA skills through English-only instruction can make their
acquisition of PA rather daunting. This mismatch between children’s PA instruction and their
English language skills widens the gap between them and the rest of their monolingual peers.
This study provides a preliminary basis for supporting young DLL children’s acquisition of
English emergent literacy skills while providing them with Spanish instructional support as they
acquire English. Further studies should examine the effects of this type of bilingual instructional
approach on DLL children’s dual emergent literacy development.
Alphabet Knowledge (AK)
The third aim of this study was to determine if children made gains in their Spanish letter
naming and sound identification skills following the intervention when AK skills were taught
using instructive feedback. Although Denise and Adelia made robust gains in their Spanish AK
skills after receiving instruction via instructive feedback, Cynthia and Ana struggled to increase
and maintain large gains in their Spanish AK skills. These findings were in line with a similar
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study by Olszewski (2015), in which he concluded that instructive feedback that incorporated a
progressive time delay resulted in AK gains for all children; however, not all children made
equal gains. In his study, only one child learned all of his letter names and sounds following the
intervention. His findings, in addition to those from this study, indicate that although providing
AK instruction via instructive feedback is beneficial, not all children will make significant gains
following this method of instruction. For other children, more explicit forms of AK instruction
are necessary.
The findings from this study, in conjunction with Dr. Olszewski’s (2015) findings, bring
into question the utility of instructive feedback on preschoolers’ acquisition of AK skills.
Although teaching AK skills through instructive feedback led to variable findings across
children, some children did make gains, and this instructional strategy has the benefit of
incorporating AK instruction within a PA curriculum without distracting children from the main
target skills (Olszewski, Soto, & Goldstein, 2017). Further studies should evaluate who is most
likely to benefit from AK instruction that uses instructive feedback.
Cynthia and Ana typify children who might not benefit as much from AK instruction that
incorporates instructive feedback. Cynthia, for example, was easily distractible, requiring
frequent redirection during the lesson. When provided with a progressive time delay to respond,
she often labeled the target letter incorrectly. She also perseverated on one particular letter
throughout the unit. For example, she would call all the letters in the unit the letter “M.” She had
difficulty discriminating between the letters and frequently confused letters with numbers. When
she saw the first letter in her name or her mother’s name, she would correctly say, “That’s the
letter in my name” or “My mommy’s name starts with that letter.” However, she was unable to
name the letter or its sound. Ana, on the other hand, labeled the letter names and sounds during
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the lesson; however, she had difficulty distinguishing between the target letters when she was
asked to point to them. Ana’s teacher noted inconsistencies in her learning, sometimes
remembering the letters and on other days, appearing as if she forgot them altogether. Cynthia
and Ana highlight the importance of considering children’s learning profiles and characteristics
when considering using instructive feedback to teach AK skills. Some children require more
explicit instruction to make gains in their AK skills.
Cynthia and Ana made substantial growth in their AK skills when they were provided
with instruction that was focused, intensive, and systematic. After only receiving the more
intensive Tier 3 AK intervention for approximately four weeks, Ana learned and retained all the
target letters and sounds. She also generalized this knowledge to the classroom, with her teacher
reporting she was naming sounds she knew during Circle Time. Notably, her teacher reported
that Ana quickly learned letter naming skills after learning the letters sounds, although this was
not the focus of the intervention. Similarly, although Cynthia only received this intervention for
two weeks due to time constraints, she learned approximately 8 of the 16 letters in a relatively
short period of time. The findings from this study provide promising, preliminary data in support
of providing struggling children with more intensive AK interventions.
There are several reasons as to why this more intensive AK intervention was more
effective for Cynthia and Ana. First, only sounds were targeted. Because Cynthia and Ana had
difficulty learning the letters and sounds at the same time, focusing instruction on sounds at first
was beneficial. Second, instruction included three systematic steps (matching, pointing, tacting)
that incorporated errorless learning. For example, a hand-over-hand approach was used to help
children match the target sound out of a field of three sounds. When the child was unable to do a
task independently, the task was repeated until the child could do so by herself. Third, children
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had the opportunity to review the sounds they had not yet mastered in previous sessions. Target
sounds were reviewed until children mastered them independently. Incorporating repeated
exposures and practice opportunities facilitated Cynthia and Ana’s knowledge of letter sounds.
These findings are consistent with previous studies (Fiorile & Greer, 2007; Greer, Stolfi, &
Pistoljevic, 2007; Pistoljevic, 2008) that have used similar instructional strategies to teach
naming skills. Based on the results of this study, children with limited attention or those who
have difficulty retaining letter names and sounds from session to session benefit from more
focused and intensive AK instruction.
Finally, it is important to note that in this study, there was a significant delay between the
time Ana and Cynthia started demonstrating difficulty acquiring the targeted letter names and
sounds, and when a more intensive, Tier 3 intervention was introduced. This significant delay
was done because the primary aim of the study was to evaluate the effects and feasibility of the
Tier 2, PAsos Para Leer intervention. If this intervention was done in an authentic classroom
setting with a teacher serving as the implementer, it would be best to introduce Tier 3 instruction
sooner, after children demonstrate limited gains in their AK skills as indicated on their progress
monitoring assessments for a briefer amount of time. For example, if a child is not showing gains
in their AK skills after three sessions of data monitoring, then this child might require a more
intensive Tier 3 intervention. Further studies are needed to determine when it would be the best
time to introduce non-responders to a Tier 3 intervention, who is likely to require Tier 3
instruction, and how to adapt the Tier 2, PAsos Para Leer intervention so children can receive
more intensive AK instruction while still having the opportunity to receive instruction.
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Cross-Language Transfer of AK Skills. The final aim of this study was to determine
whether children who made gains in their Spanish letter naming and sound identification skills
also made gains in their English AK skills. The findings from this study were consistent with the
author’s hypothesis, indicating that children transferred letter-sounds knowledge but not letternaming knowledge from Spanish to English. These results also are consistent with previous
studies by Vaughn and colleagues (2006c) and Warwire and Kim (2018). One potential
explanation for these findings is that because the letters taught in PAsos Para Leer occurred in
Spanish and English, many shared the same sounds between the two languages (e.g., /s, p, b, t, f,
k, r/). But because letter names differ between Spanish and English, children did not apply their
knowledge of letter names in Spanish to English as easily. For example, in Spanish the letter N’s
name sounds like /ɛnɛ/ and in English it sounds like, /ɛn/. These differences between letternames make it difficult for children to label the Spanish letters they know in English.
Warwire and Kim (2018) attribute this difference in transfer of letter-sounds versus letternaming skills to the similarity/discrepancy account. According to this account, letter sounds and
names that are similar across the two languages will transfer, but letter sounds and names that
differ significantly across the two languages will not transfer. These authors conclude that
although not all letter names and letter sounds will transfer from one language to another,
children receiving alphabet knowledge training in one language are likely to increase their
alphabet knowledge in their other language. Therefore, augmenting their understanding of the
alphabetic principle. These conclusions suggest that although PAsos Para Leer did not result in
transfer of letter-naming skills from Spanish to English, children receiving this intervention are
likely to acquire letter-naming skills in English with greater ease now that they have a greater
understanding of the alphabet principle in Spanish.
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Strengths
The current study presents with significant strengths that overcome limitations in the
existing body of literature related to emergent literacy and DLLs. First, this study focuses on
developing and evaluating a Spanish emergent literacy intervention for at-risk Latino
preschoolers who are DLL. Because this area of research is sorely understudied, this study helps
address a mounting gap in our knowledge that hinders educators’ and clinicians’ ability to render
effective, timely interventions to this vulnerable population. This study yields promising findings
in support of providing DLL Latino preschoolers with explicit, systematic emergent literacy
instruction that bolsters their Spanish and English skills.
Second, this study contains a Spanish supplemental emergent literacy curriculum in
which careful consideration was placed to ensure that the intervention was appropriate for the
Spanish language. Most of the existing Spanish emergent literacy curricula target PA skills
(rhyming, phoneme-level manipulations) that are not appropriate for Spanish. However, in this
study, only the PA skills salient in Spanish were included, the stimuli were dialectically
unbiased, and only word structures (two syllable, three syllable words) frequently occurring in
the language were included.
Third, this study applies an intervention that was brief, scripted, and easy to implement,
increasing the likelihood teachers and clinicians will implement PAsos Para Leer in school and
clinical settings. Fourth, this study incorporated the evaluation of a more intensive AK
intervention for the children whom the first AK intervention was not sufficient. Because our
existing understanding how to effectively teach AK skills is limited, this study contributes to an
understudied area in the field of emergent literacy.
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Fifth, the findings from this study include consumer satisfaction reports from all
stakeholders-teachers, parents, and children. These social validity measures augment the external
validity of PAsos Para Leer. Finally, and most notably, this study is the first of its kind to
explicitly facilitate cross-language transfer of DLL preschoolers’ emergent literacy skills. Prior
to this study, all we knew about cross-language transfer of phonological awareness skills was
based on descriptive, correlational studies. However, these studies have yielded contradictory
findings. This is the first study that empirically evaluated the effects of facilitating crosslanguage transfer. By applying an intentional and systematic bilingual approach, children with
low emergent literacy skills successfully applied the phonological awareness skills they learned
from one language to another. The findings from this study provide preliminary evidence
supporting the benefit of facilitating bilingual children’s emergent literacy knowledge in their
two languages. To this end, this study contributes to progressive bilingual perspectives, in which
the goal is not to use Spanish as a conduit for teaching English, but rather, to develop
interventions that focus on strengthening DLL children’s bilingual and biliterate skills.
Limitations
Despite this study’s strengths, there are ways in which this study could be improved.
First, research staff delivered the intervention. This study would be strengthened if bilingual
teachers served as the interventionists. Because this was the first study to evaluate the initial
development of PAsos Para Leer, research staff delivered the intervention. However, it is
important for future studies to involve teachers to gather information about the feasibility of the
intervention.
Second, the children in this study attended a preschool that applied an English immersion
approach. Although this approach to instruction is widely used in the United States, it would
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have been beneficial to conduct the intervention in a classroom where children are formally
taught in English and Spanish. Despite the positive effects of PAsos Para Leer on Latino
children’s bilingual development of emergent literacy skills, the question remains as to how to
implement such interventions when bilingual teachers are not available in districts in which
policy mandates English-only instruction.
Third, this study is limited by the scarcity of valid assessments available to evaluate
preschoolers’ Spanish emergent literacy skills. Including more exhaustive assessments of
Spanish PA skills would have strengthened this study; however, limitations in what is currently
available made it difficult to evaluate children’s Spanish PA outcomes using standardized,
generalization measures. There continues to be a dire need for valid assessments of Spanish PA.
Finally, although the results of the more intensive AK intervention were promising, this
intervention was only delivered with two children for a short duration of time due to time
constraints (i.e., children were matriculating to Kindergarten). It is important to continue
evaluating the effects of providing explicit, and systematic Spanish and English AK
interventions to Latino preschoolers who are DLL.
Clinical Implications
The current study has important clinical implications as it addresses a topic that is sorely
understudied in our field; that is, the promotion of dual emergent literacy skills in at-risk Latino
preschoolers who are DLL. Although state and federal policies, such as the 2017 Head Start
Policy Statement, support the promotion of DLL children’s home language, there is a significant
gap between policy and practice. This gap can be attributed in part to the limited research of
effective ways of delivering timely, preventative bilingual emergent literacy interventions to
young children who are DLL. The findings from this study provide a promising intervention that
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is mindful of the linguistic differences between Spanish and English by targeting PA skills that
are predictive of future reading in both languages and by explicitly facilitating cross-language
transfer.
Although it is hard to dispute that many Latino children are lagging behind their peers in
the area of reading, teachers and clinicians have limited resources to address the educational and
linguistic needs of this population. This study offers early childhood educators and clinicians
with a practical, feasible intervention to improve the bilingual and biliterate skills of Latino
preschoolers who are DLL. Moreover, this study contributes to the growing body of literature
supporting children who are DLL benefit most from bilingual rather than English-only
instruction. For many decades, the focus of bilingual research has been on identifying ways of
using children’s knowledge of Spanish to help them acquire English. However, this study
highlights an important shift in perspective in this area of research, where the goal is to boost
children’s two language systems. This line of research is important as clinicians and educators
strive to support DLL children’s bilingual development.
Future Directions
The findings from this study were promising, suggesting that at-risk Latino preschoolers
benefit from explicit and systematic PA and AK instruction that promote their biliterate
development. The results of this study, however, are only the first step toward developing
effective emergent literacy interventions for at-risk Latino preschoolers. Future research should
focus on: 1) determining the effects of PAsos Para Leer when this intervention is scaled-up and
delivered by bilingual teachers; 2) identifying more effective ways of teaching AK skills; 3)
assessing cross-linguistic differences in Spanish and English PA development; and 4) comparing
the effects of PAsos Para Leer when the intervention is delivered in English-immersion versus
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bilingual classrooms; 5) developing more valid curriculum-based assessments that evaluate
children’s Spanish PA skills; 6) identifying the long-term effects of providing preschoolers with
emergent literacy instruction in their home language; and 7) determining the child-level and
classroom-level predictors that influence DLL children’s development of their Spanish and
English emergent literacy skills. Addressing these research questions in the future will ensure
that teachers and educators are better prepared to prevent literacy-based academic difficulties in
at-risk Latino preschoolers who are DLL.
Conclusion
In conclusion, this study demonstrates that Latino preschoolers who are DLL benefit
from supplemental Spanish emergent literacy instruction, making gains in their Spanish
phonological awareness and alphabet knowledge skills, and applying these learned skills to
English. The results of this study also suggest that some children may not learn AK skills
through instructive feedback and may require more explicit and intensive AK instruction.
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APPENDICES
Appendix I: Scope and Sequence of PAsos Para Leer
Unit 1: Mezclar (Blending)
Alphabet Targets: Ss, i, Pp, F
Character: Marta la mariposa
Lesson A
Lesson B

Lesson C

sopa

plato

pollo

perro
foto
isla

silla
fiesta
papa

isla
pato
soda

silla
papa
salsa

isla
sobre
pintar

foca
flaco
papel

feliz

saco

falda

sábana
iguana
pingüino

iglesia
piñata
serrucho

invierno
princesa
sombrilla

fantasma

funeral

pintura

farmacia

internet

famoso

sábado

familia

pulsera

pecera
flower
pencil
scissors
insect

sentarse
salad
puppy
fountain
insect

sorpresa
insect
singer
pocket
funny

Activity
Introduction;
Spanish; 2
syllables. Visual
split in two like
puzzle.

Spanish; 2
syllables; Visual
with squares for
each syllable and
arrow to show
blending.
Spanish; 3
syllables. Gestures.
Spanish; 3
syllables; auditoryonly

English; 2
syllables; auditoryonly

Unit 2: Segmentación (Segmentation)
Alphabet Targets: D, K, M, a
Character: Susy la serpiente
Lesson A
Lesson B

Lesson C

dedo

mapa

kiwi

mapo
actor
mesa

dedo
kiwi
alas

mano
danza
agua

mentir
ave
doctor

dormir
mirar
mundo

mesa
dama
agua

malo

amor

diente

manzana
amigo
kanguro

kimono
abuelo
muñeca

araña
mosquito
deporte

dinero

karate

abajo

mañana

dibujo

karate

abeja

artista

montaña

money
doctor
kichen
apple
dessert

movie
apple
diaper
ketchup
monkey

apple
dentist
kitten
metal
after
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Activity
Introduction; Little
Parts; 2 syllable
parts/picture strips
Spanish; 2 syllables;
visual with squares
underneath to
correspond to each
syllable
Spanish, 2 syllables;
no visuals; blocks for
each syllable

Spanish; 3 syllables;
gestures
Spanish; 3 syllables;
auditory-only

English; 2 syllables;
auditory-only

!
Unit 3: Primeras Partes (First Part Identification)
Alphabet Targets: R, G, N, e
Character: Pablo el perro
Lesson A
Lesson B
Lesson C

Activity

Teach concept of first by having illustrations that show
an array of images.

Explicitly teach the
concept of first.

gato
rata

rosa
nadar

niña
granja

nube

gallo

risa

ganso
reloj

nariz
granja

reina
nieve

nudo

rico

ganso

estrella
novela
rodilla

regalo
escuela
navidad

nevera
repetir
enfermo

gallina

galleta

noticia

escuhar
naranja
receta
enter
neighbor
gator
napkin

espejo
retratar
escoba
guitar
robot
empty
rocket

respirar
empujar
gorilla
river
enter
raisin
nervous

Spanish; 2
syllables; visual
showing picture
that has a dashed
line separating the
first vs. other parts
Spanish; 2
syllables; visual
that is split in half
to correspond to
each syllable
Spanish; 3
syllables; gestures

Spanish; 3
syllables; auditoryonly
English; 2
syllables; auditoryonly
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Unit 4: Sonidos Iniciales (Initial Sound Identification)
Alphabet Targets: L, B, Cc, Ww
Character: Igor la iguana
Lesson A
Lesson B
Lesson C
Activity
Review concept of first by having children identify
Review concept of
what it fist in an array
first.
backyard
ladybug

waterfall
campfire

catfish
basketball

cartwheel

lunchbox

watchdog

cookie
water

window
baby

bacon
lobster

lego

coffee

woman

cat*
bat*
hat

wig*
big*
fig

bag*
wag*
rag

rat

pig

tag

lip
bear
cup
wife
cap
lap
wind
cash
lamp

car
laugh
bird
camp
wig
big
cow
lost
wolf

worm
cow
lick
cape
bat
cat
bag
worm
cape

English;
compound word;
progressive
crouching to show
word going from
big (word) to small
units (sounds)
English; 2
syllables; picture
strips with words
under them
English; 1 syllable;
Identify word
segmented into
onset-rime out of a
field of 4 CVC
words
English; 1 syllable;
gestures

English; 1 syllable;
no visuals
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Appendix III: English Translation of Instructional Language for Units 1-4

Introduction

Activity 1

Activity 2

Activity 3

Activity 4
Activity 5

Example of
Feedback

Unit 1: Blending
Hi! Today we will play with Marta the Butterfly. Let’s help her! But
first, let’s learn what a word is. This is the word: X. Show image with
its parts together. The small parts of X are X(1)X. Show image divided
in two. When we put the parts of word together (unite the parts of the
image), we have the word X.

Let’s play a game with Marta the Butterfly to blend more sounds in
words. This is the word X. Show the image with its parts together. Say:
X. The word X has two parts: X (1) X. Separate the image. Now we are
going to say the parts together (unite the parts of the image): X (1) X
(3).
Marta the Butterfly wants to blend sounds in another game. The parts
of the word are X (1) X. Touch a square per syllable. This is the word
(3): X. Slide finger under arrow. Say the parts together: X (1) X (3).
Now Marta wants to play a different game. The parts of the word are
X(1)X(1)X. Tap the table once per syllable. Now let’s put the parts
together (slide finger across the table): X. Now it’s your turn! Say the
parts together: X(1)X(1) X(1) (3).
Now Marta wants to blend sounds without a picture. Listen. Tell me
the parts of the word together: X (1) X (1) X(1)(3).
Marta the Butterfly likes to speak Spanish and English. She can blend
sounds in English too. In English, it’s blending. The word X (English)
means X (Spanish). Tell me the parts of the word together: X (1) X (3).

Unit 2: Segmentation
Hi! This is Susy the Snake. She loves segmenting words into smaller parts.
Today we will play games with her! But first, let’s talk about what a part is.
This is a car (show image). Now let’s divide the car into smaller parts
(divide image). Now it’s your turn. Look at this pizza (show image). Now
show me the parts of the pizza. Great job! You found the parts of the pizza!
Now let’s see how Susy segments the word X (show the image) into smaller
parts. X has two parts: X(1) X (separate the image in two parts). Now we
will practice more words. Let’s segment more words into smaller parts.
Let’s help Susy the Snake segment more words. This is the word: X (show
the image). X has two parts (touch a box for each syllable): X(1)X. Now
you try. What are the parts of X? (3)
Susy wants to play another game with you. Let’s segment words into
smaller parts using blocks. Show the blocks. Susy first. The word is: X. The
parts of the word are (place one block on the table for each syllable):
X(1)X. You try. What are that parts of X? (3)
Susy the Snake wants you to listen very well. Let’s use our fingers to tap
the table (tap the table) for each part of the word we hear. This is the word:
X. X has three parts: X(1)X(1)X (tap the table once per syllable). Now tell
me, what ae the parts of X? (3)
Let’s help Susy segment more words. What are the parts of the word X? (3)
Susy the Snake also segments words in English. In English, it’s called,
segmenting. Listen: The word X (English) means X in Spanish. What are
the parts of the word X (English)? (3)

Incorrect/No Response: Let’s try again! The word X has two parts: X(1)X. Let’s put the parts of X(1) X together.
Correct: Great! The parts of X(1)X together make the word X!
Instructive Feedback: X starts with the letter (1) Y. Y makes the sound (1) /xxx/.
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Introduction

Activity 1

Activity 2

Activity 3

Activity 4

Activity 5

Unit 3: First Parts Identification
Hi! This is Pablo the Dog. Pablo likes to find the first parts of words. Look.
This cat is first in line. Show image and touch the cat. Look here. This car is
first. Show image and touch the car. Now it’s your turn. Show image of toys.
Which one is first? (3). Great! That toy is first in the line! (Touch the first toy
in the line). One more. Show me which one is first (Touch the first food in the
line). Yes! You found the first one in the line. Now let’s learn how to find the
first part of words!
Let’s help Pablo the Dog find the first parts of words. For example, this is he
word: X. X has two parts: X(1)X. Show each image and touch each part of the
word. The first part of X is (3) (cover second part of the image with your
hand) X.
Pablo wants to play another game with you. Look. This is the word: X. Show
parts of image together. X has two parts: X(1)X. Touch each part of the word
as you say it, and then remove the second part of the image. The first part of
the word is (3) X. Show image of the first part. Now it’s your turn. This is the
word: X. Show image with its parts together. X hast two parts: X(1)X. Touch
each part of the word as you say it, and remove the second part of the image.
What is the first part of X? (3)
Now Pablo wants you to listen carefully. Let’s use our hands to find the first
parts of words. Listen. The word is: X. The parts of X are X(1)X(1)X. Place
hands in front of each other to show parts of the word. The parts are
X(1)X(1)X (one hand in front of other). What is the first part of X? (3)
Let’s help Pablo find the first parts of words. What is the first part of X? (3)

Pablo the Dog likes to speak Spanish and English. He knows how to find the
first part in English words too! In English, it’s called first parts. Listen. The
word is: X (English), it means X (Spanish). The parts of X (English) are:
X(1)X. What is the first part of X (English)? (3)
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Unit 4: Initial Sound Identification
Hi! This is Igor the Iguana. He speaks Spanish and English. He will teach you how
to find the fist sound in words. Show image of animals in a line. Touch the animal
that is first. Excellent! You found the first animal. Let’s also remember that words
are made up of smaller parts. Look, this is the word: X (Spanish). The parts of X
(Spanish) are X(1)X. Words in English are also made up of smaller parts. In
English, X (Spanish) is X (English). The smaller parts of X (English) are X(1) X
(English).
Help Igor the Iguana find the fist sound of words. This is the word X, it means X.
The word X (stand up) has two big parts: X (1) X. Crouch slightly to show each
part of the word. We can separate this word in smaller parts. This is the part X.
Crouch more. X has even two smaller parts /X/(1)XX. Crouch even more. Let’s say
find the first sound of /X/(1)XX. Crouch even more. What is the first sound of
/X/(1)XX? (3)
This is the word X (English), it means X (Spanish). The word X (English) has two
parts X(1) XX. Show image with its parts together. The first part of X(1)XX is X.
Say the two parts and remove the second part of the image. What is the first sound
in the word X? (3)

Let’s play a different game with Igor. Look these are the words (touch each image
of the word as you name it): X, X, X, X. In English, it’s X, X, X, X (touch each
image). Let’s touch the word Igor says. Touch the word /X/(1)XX. (3)
Let’s play another game with Igor. Let’s use our hands to identify the first sounds
in the next words. This is the word X (English), it means X (Spanish). This is the
word X (English; hands apart). X has smaller parts X(1) XX (hands closer). The
first sound in X(1)XX (English) is X (hands even closer). Let’s practice more. The
word X (Spanish) means X (English). Say X (English). X has two smaller parts
X(1)XX (hands closer). What is the first sound in X(1)XX? (hands even closer) (3)
Now Igor wants you to play another game without pictures. Listen well. This is the
word X (English), it means X (Spanish). In English the word is X (English). What
is the first sound in X (English)? (3)

Appendix IV: Procedure for Intensive, Tier 3 AK Intervention
Step

Action
Description
Verbal Prompt
Assess
Present one letter card at a time
What sound does this letter make?
and ask child to name the sound the
letter makes.

1

Match

2

Point

3

Tact

Before

During

Reasses
After

Present array of 3 letters. Have
Match the one the letter that makes the
child match the target sound to the
sound /xxx/.
one corresponding to it on the array. Correct: Yes, X makes the sound /xxx/.
Incorrect: Match the correct letter. Shuffle,
and then ask again.
Present array of 3 letters. Have
Point to the sound /xxx/.
child match the target sound to the
Correct: Correct! X makes the sound /xxx/.
one corresponding to it on the array. Incorrect: Point to the letter that makes the
sound /xxx/. Shuffle, and then ask again.
Hold target letter.
What sound does this letter make?
Correct: Correct! X makes the sound /xxx/.
Incorrect: This letter makes the sound
/xxx/. Say /xxx/. Let’s try again. What sound
does this letter make?
Present one letter card at a time
What sound does this letter make?
and ask child to name the sound the
letter makes.

!

Note. Mastery Criteria: Child must know the sound independently for two consecutive sessions when assessed at the beginning of the
lesson.
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Appendix V: Phonological Awareness Curriculum-Based Measures

Phonological Awareness Curriculum-Based Measure: Mezclar/Blending

SPANISH CBM
Direcciones: ¡Hola! Mi nombre es Marta la
mariposa! ¡A mí me encanta mezclar las partes
de las palabras! Podemos mezclar las partes de
las palabras juntos. ¿Me puedes ayudar? ¿Qué
palabra forman estas dos partes? ca (1) sa. La
palabra es (2) casa. Ahora es tu turno. Yo voy a
decir las partes de las palabras y tú las pondrás
juntas. ¿Listo (a)? Escucha. Dime las partes
juntas en __________.
Palabra
Puntos
1. so-pa (sopa)
0
1
2. pa-to (pato)
0
1
3. fue-go (fuego)
0
1
4. me-sa (mesa)
0
1
5. ro-jo (rojo)
0
1
6. som-bri-lla (sombrilla)
0
1
7. ma-le-ta (maleta)
0
1
8. a-ra-ña (araña)
0
1
9. gui-ta-rra (guitarra)
0
1
10. bom-be-ro (bombero)
0
1
Total

ENGLISH CBM
Directions: A Marta le gusta hablar español e ingles.
¡Ahora vamos a mezclar las partes de las palabras
en inglés también! En ingles, delfín se dice dolphin.
¿Qué palabra forman estas dos partes? dol (1) phin.
La palabra es (3) dolphin. Ahora es tu turno. Yo voy
a decir las partes de las palabras y tú las pondrás
juntas. ¿Listo (a)? Escucha. Dime las partes juntas
en __________.
Word
Points
1. mor-ning (morning)
0
1
2. r-un (run)
0
1
3. c-orn (corn)
0
1
4. bed-room (bedroom)
0
1
5. mong-key (monkey)
0
1
6. s-un (sun)
0
1
7. zi-pper (zipper)
0
1
8. gr-een (green)
0
1
9. free-zer (freezer)
0
1
10. hot-dog (hotdog)
0
1
Total
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Phonological Awareness Curriculum-Based Measure: Segmentación/Segmentation

Spanish CBM
Direcciones: ¡Hola! Mi nombre es Susy la
serpiente! ¡A mí me gusta separar las palabras
en partes pequeñas! ¿Me puedes ayudar?
Escucha. La palabra es: perro. Di: perro.
¿Cuáles son las partes pequeñas de la palabra
perro? Las partes son: pe (1) rro. Ahora es tu
turno. ¿Cuáles son las partes de ____?

Palabra
1. codo (co-do)
2. bosque (bos-que)

Puntos
0
1
0
1

3. loco (lo-co)
4. robot (ro-bot)
5. negro (ne-gro)

0
0
0

1
1
1

6. babero (ba-be-ro)
7. esponja (es-pon-ja)
8. rodilla (ro-di-lla)

0
0
0

1
1
1

9. alfombra (al-fom-bra)
10. pecera (pe-ce-ra)

0
0

1
1

ENGLISH CBM
Directions: Susy ahora te va a hablar en ingles.
En ingles, agua se dice water. Escucha. La
palabra es: water. Di: water. ¿Cuáles son las
partes pequeñas de la palabra water? Las partes
son (3): wa (1) ter. Ahora es tu turno. ¿Cuáles
son las partes de ____?
Word
Points
0
1
1. doctor (doc-tor)
0
1
2. sofa (so-fa)
0
1
3. little (li-ttle)
0
1
4. hotdog (hot-dog)
0
1
5. tiger (ti-ger)
0
1
6. muffin (mu-ffin)
0
1
7. number (num-ber)
0
1
8. purple (pur-ple)
0
1
9. pickle (pi-ckle)
0
1
10. tunnel (tu-nnel)
Total

Total
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Phonological Awareness Curriculum-Based Measure: Identificación de Primeras Partes/First Part ID
Spanish CBM
Direcciones: !Hola! Mi nombre es Pablo el
perro! ¡A mí me gusta encontrar las primeras
partes de las palabras! ¿Me puedes ayudar?
¿Cuál es la primera parte de la palabra bote?
La primera parte es (3): bo. Ahora es tu turno.
¿Cuál es la primera parte de ____?

Palabra
1. palo (pa)
2. feo (fe)

Puntos
0
1
0
1

3. nariz (na)
4. radio (ra)
5. lindo (lin)

0
0
0

1
1
1

6. bodega (bo)
7. colores (co)
8. lechuga (le)

0
0
0

1
1
1

9. motora (mo)
10. piloto (pi)

0
0

1
1

ENGLISH CBM
Directions: Ahora Pablo te va hablar en ingles.
En ingles, la palabra dedo se dice finger. ¿Cuál
es la primera parte de la palabra finger? (3) La
primera parte es: fin. Ahora es tu turno. ¿Cuál es
la primera parte de ____?
Word
Points
0
1
1. shampoo (sham)
0
1
2. pony (po)
0
1
3. popcorn (pop)
0
1
4. coffee (co)
0
1
5. tummy (tu)
0
1
6. milkshake (milk)
0
1
7. starfish (star)
0
1
8. bagel (bae)
0
1
9. seashell (sea)
0
1
10. carrot (ca)
Total

Total
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Phonological Awareness Curriculum-Based Measure: Initial Sound Identification
ENGLISH CBM
Directions: Hi! Soy Igor la iguana. Yo hablo
español e ingles. A mí me gusta identificar el
primer sonido de las palabras en inglés. Vamos
a intentarlo juntos. En ingles, sun significa sol.
¿Cuál es el primer sonido en la palabra sun? (3)
¡Bien! El primer sonido de las palabras sun es /s/.
Ahora vas tú. ¿Cuál es el primer sonido de la
palabra_____?
Word
Points
0
1
1. forest /f/
0
1
2. sunshine /s/
0
1
3. window /w/
0
1
4. fun /f/
0
1
5. pumpkin /p/
0
1
6. lollipop /l/
0
1
7. neck /n/
0
1
8. tiger /t/
0
1
9. cat /k/
0
1
10. baseball /b/
Total
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Appendix VI: Alphabet Knowledge Curriculum-Based Measures
Spanish Alphabet Mastery Monitor
Instrucciones: Diga, “Te voy a enseñar unas letras. Yo quiero que me digas el nombre
de cada letra, y el sonido que hace.”

Pregunta: ¿Cómo se llama esta letra?
•

•

Si el niño(a) no responde en 3 segundos,
pregunte, “¿Cómo se llama esta letra?”Si
no responde después de 3 segundos
más, diga, “Está bien. Vamos a intentar
la próxima.”
Si el niño(a) provee el sonido, y no la letra,
dele un punto por el sonido. Diga, “Si, ese
es el sonido que hace la letra. Ahora
dime el nombre de la letra.” Si el niño(a)
dice el sonido de la letra de nuevo, diga,
“Acuérdate. Dime el nombre de la letra.”
Si el niño(a) no lo hace, dele un punto de 0.

Pregunta: ¿Qué sonido hace esta letra?
•

•

Si el niño(a) no responde en 3 segundos, diga,

“¿Qué sonido hace esta letra?” Si el
niño(a) no responde después de 3 segundos
más, diga, “Está bien. Vamos a intentar la
próxima.”
Si el niño(a) provee el nombre de la letra, dele
un punto por la letra. Diga, “Ese es el nombre
de la letra. Ahora dime el sonido.” Si el
niño(a) dice el nombre de la letra de nuevo,
diga, “Acuérdate. Dime el sonido de la letra.”
Si el niño(a) provee el nombre de la letra de
nuevo, dele un 0 y presente la próxima letra.

Puntos: Otorgue un 1 por cada respuesta correcta, y un 0 por cada respuesta
incorrecta.
Letra

Nombre

Sonido

Ss

0 1

0 1

i

0 1

0 1

Pp

0 1

0 1

F

0 1

0 1

!
!
!
Total
Nombre +
Sonido

Letra

Nombre

Sonido

R

0 1

0 1

G

0 1

0 1

N

0 1

0 1

e

0 1

0 1

L

0 1

0 1

B

0 1

0 1

Total 3

Total 1
D

0 1

0 1

Kk

0 1

0 1

M

0 1

0 1

Cc

0 1

0 1

a

0 1

0 1

Ww

0 1

0 1

Total 4

Total 2

Total Cumulativo:
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Total
Nombre +
Sonido

English Alphabet Mastery Monitor
Instructions: Say, “I will show you some letters and I want you to tell me their name and
the sound they make.”

Question: What is this letter called?
•

•

If the child does not respond after 3
seconds, ask, “What is the name of the
letter?” If the child does not respond after 3
more seconds say, “It’s OK. Let’s try the
next one.”
If the child says the sound and not the
name of the letter, give the child 1 point
for the sound. Say, “Yes, that’s the sound
the letter makes. Now tell me the name
of the letter.” If the child says the sound
again, say, “Remember, tell me the
name of the letter.” If the child still does
not name the letter, give him/her a 0.”

Question: What sound does it make?
•

•

If the child does not respond after 3 seconds,
say, “What sound does the letter make”? If the
child does not respond after an additional 3
seconds say, “That’s OK. Let’s try the next
one.”
If the child says the name of the letter, give
him/her 1 point for the letter. Say, “That ‘s the
name of the letter. Now tell me the sound.” If
the child names the letter again, say,
“Remember, tell me the sound the letter
makes.” If the child says the name of the letter
again, give him/her a 0 and move on to the next
letter.

Points: Give 1 point for a correct response, and 0 points for an incorrect response.
Letter

Name

Sound

Ss

0 1

0 1

i

0 1

0 1

Pp

0 1

0 1

F

0 1

0 1

Total Name
+ Sound

Letter

Name

Sound

R

0 1

0 1

G

0 1

0 1

N

0 1

0 1

e

0 1

0 1

L

0 1

0 1

Total 3

Total 1
D

0 1

0 1

Kk

0 1

0 1

B

0 1

0 1

M

0 1

0 1

Cc

0 1

0 1

a

0 1

0 1

Ww

0 1

0 1

Total 4

Total 2

Cumulative Total:
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Total Name
+ Sound

Appendix VII: Family Demographic Questionnaire
Cuestionario Familiar
Estas preguntas nos ayudaran aprender más sobre su hijo(a). ¡Muchas gracias por su
cooperación!
2. Sexo: Niño !

1. Fecha de Nacimiento de Su Hijo(a): ____/_____/_______

Niña !

3. ¿Cómo describiría la etnicidad de su hijo(a)? Chequee todos lo que apliquen:
Africano / Africano-Americano
Hispano / Latino
Asiático / Asiático-Americano
Nativo Americano
Blanco/Caucásico
Otro – Especifica:
__________________
4. Por favor indique su relación con su hijo(a):
! Madre/Padre
! Abuelo(a)
! Otro familiar

! Padre Adoptivo
! Otro – Especifica: ___________________

5. Algunos niños escriben o pretenden escribir. ¿Con que frecuencia su hijo(a) hace esto?
Nunca

Una o dos veces

Algunas veces

6. Su hijo(a), ¿mira libros con fotos y pretende leer?

SI

A menudo
NO

7. ¿Cuantas veces usted (u otro familiar) le leyó a su hijo(a) en la semanada pasada?
Nunca
Una o dos veces
3 veces o más
Todos lo días
8. ¿Cuántos libros de niños tienen en la casa?
1 -10
11 – 25
26 – 50
Más de 50
9. ¿Que lenguaje están escritos los libros?
Chequee todos los que aplican:
Ingles
Español
Otro:
_______________
10. ¿Con que frecuencia usted (u otro familiar) hizo una de las siguientes actividades con su
niño(a) en la semana pasada?
Por favor chequee una columna para cada pregunta:
3 veces o
Nunca
1 o 2 veces
más
A. Le conto un cuento
B. Le enseño letras, números, o palabras
C. Le enseño música o canciones
D. Trabajo en manualidades
E. Jugo un juego adentro de la casa
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Nunca

1 o 2 veces

3 veces o
más

F. Jugo un deporte o hizo una actividad afuera
G. Hizo diligencias en el banco, por ejemplo
H. Hizo actividades en la casa como limpiar,
lavar ropa, barrer, etc.
11. ¿Usted (o alguien en su familia) a comenzado a enseñarle letras del alfabeto a su hijo(a)
o piensa que es mejor esperar cuando empiece Kindergarten y permitir que la maestra
lo enseñe?
Empecé a enseñar las letras en casa
Estoy planeando a enseñar las letras entes de comenzar Kindergarten
Creo es mejor esperar que la maestra enseñe las letras en Kindergarten
12. ¿Alguien en su casa habla español?

SI

NO

Si su hijo(a) habla o escucha otro lenguaje que no sea inglés o español en su casa, por favor
indique ese lenguaje aquí: ___________________________________
13. ¿Qué lenguaje usted habla con su hijo? (Chequee solo una opción)
Solo Ingles
Mayormente inglés
Ingles e español por partes iguales
Mayormente español
Otro lenguaje: ________________________
14. ¿Qué lenguaje usan otras personas en su casa cuando le hablan a su hijo(a)?
(Chequee solo una opción)
Solo inglés
Mayormente inglés
Inglés e español por partes iguales
Mayormente español
Otro lenguaje: ______________________
15. ¿Qué lenguaje habla su hijo(a) ? (Chequee todos los que aplican)
Ingles

Español

Otro lenguaje: ___________________________

16. ¿Qué lenguaje usted piensa que su hijo(a) se siente más cómodo(a) hablando ahora?
(Chequee uno)
Ingles

Español

Otro lenguaje: ___________________________

17. ¿Cuál es el nivel de educación más alto que usted ha obtenido?
! Antes de la escuela superior (secundaria)
(secundaria)
! Diploma de escuela superior (secundaria)
! GED
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! Alguna escuela superior
! Bachillerato
! Maestría
! Doctorado

18. Por favor indique las personas que residen en su hogar:
Número de niños (18 años o menos)
__________
Numero de adultos (18 años o más)
__________
19. Por favor chequee el ingreso de su familia el año pasado. Esto incluye el ingreso de
todas las personas que trabajan en su casa.
! Menos de $10,000
$33,999
! $10,000 – $12,999
$36,999
! $13,000 – $15,999
$39,999
! $16,000 – $18,999

! $19,000 – $21,999

! $31,000 –

! $22,000 – $24,999

! $34,000 –

! $25,000 – $27,999

! $37,000 –

! $28,000 – $30,999

! $40,000 o mas

Family Survey
These questions will help us learn about the children in the classroom and the concerns of
parents. Thanks very much for your time and your help!
1. Your child’s birth date: ____/_____/_______

2. Gender: Boy !

Girl !

3. How would you describe your children’s ethnicity? Please check all that apply:
African / African-American
Hispanic / Latino
Asian / Asian-American
Native American
Caucasian
Other – Please list:
__________________
5. Please indicate your relationship to the child:
! Mother/father
! Foster parent
! Grandparent
! Other – Please describe:
___________________
! Other relative
7. Some children write or pretend to write words. How often does your child do this?
Never
Once or twice
Sometimes
Often
8. Does your child ever look at a book with pictures and pretend to read?
NO

YES

8. In the past week, how many times have you (or someone in your family) read to your
child?
Not at all
Once or twice
3 or more times
Every day
8. About how many children’s books do you own?
1 -10
11 – 25
26 – 50
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More than 50

9. What languages are your child’s books written in?
Check all that apply:
English
Spanish

Other

10. During the past week, how often have you (or someone in your family) done any of the
following things with your children?
Please check one column for every
question:
None

1 or 2
Times

3 or
More
Times

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Told your child a story
Taught your child letters, words, or numbers
Taught your child songs or music
Worked on arts and crafts with your child
Played with toys or games together indoors
Played a game sport, or exercised together
Took your child along while doing errands
like going to the post office, the bank, or the
store
H. Involved your child in household chores like
cooking, cleaning, setting the table, or caring
for pets
11. Have you (or anyone in your family) started teaching your child letters in the alphabet
or do you think it’s better to wait until they get to kindergarten and let the teacher do
that?
Have started teaching the alphabet at home
Plan to start teaching at home before my child starts kindergarten
Believe it’s better to wait for the teacher to teach the alphabet in kindergarten
18. Does anyone in your home speak Spanish?

YES

NO

If your child hears or speaks any languages other than English and Spanish at home, please
list those languages here:
19. What languages do you use when you talk to your child? (Check one)
English only
Mostly English
Spanish
Another language
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English/Spanish Equally

Mostly

20. What languages do other people at home use when they talk to your child? (Check one)
English only
Mostly English
Spanish
Another language

English/Spanish Equally

Mostly

21. What languages does your child use when talking at home? (Check all that apply)
English

Spanish

Another language

22. What language do you think your child is most comfortable with now? (Check one)
English

Spanish

Another language

23. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
! Grade less than high school
! Some education after high school
! Some high school
! Associate degree (AA)
! GED
! College degree (BA/BS)
! High school diploma
! Graduate degree
24. Please indicate the number of people who live in your home:
Number of children (under the age of 18)
__________
Number of adults (18 or older)
__________
25. Please check the amount that best describes the income for your household last year.
This would include salaries of any people in your household who work.
! Less than $10,000
! $19,000 – $21,999
! $31,000 –
$33,999
! $10,000 – $12,999
! $22,000 – $24,999
! $34,000 –
$36,999
! $13,000 – $15,999
! $25,000 – $27,999
! $37,000 –
$39,999
! $16,000 – $18,999
! $28,000 – $30,999
! $40,000 or more
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Appendix VIII: Teacher Questionnaire
PAsos Para Leer Teacher Survey
We would like to ask you some questions about the make-up of your classroom and approaches for
supporting language and early literacy. This information will help us prepare for child assessments and
is important for describing the classrooms that are part of this study.
Date completed: _________________ Interviewer: _______________
1. Is your classroom a full day or half day program? If half day, AM or PM?
Full-day
Half-day AM
Half-day PM
2. On average, how many children attend this classroom?

_________

3. How many of these children are Kindergarten eligible for next year?

_________

4. Among all the children in your classroom, how many children in this classroom have qualified for
special education services and have an IEP (Individualized Education Plan)?
_________
5. Which of these categories apply to your classroom: (Check all that apply.)
State-funded pre-kindergarten
Head Start
Title 1
Private tuition
6. On average, how many hours per day do children attend this classroom?

_________

7. On average, how many days per week do children attend this classroom?

_________

8. How many adults are present in this classroom at any given time?
8a. Number of lead teachers

__________

8b. Number of assistant teachers

__________

8c. Number of aides and paraprofessionals

__________

8d. Number of volunteers

__________

9. Among all the children in your classroom, how many come from homes where English is not the
primary language?
___________
10. Please check one of the following sentences that best describes the language of instruction in your
classroom:
All of the instruction in this classroom is in English.
The majority of instruction is in English, but some is in another language.
We use an even mix of English and other language(s) for instruction.
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We use mostly languages other than English for instruction.
11. Are you currently using a curriculum or curricula to teach early literacy and language?
Yes
No
11a. If Yes, are you using a published curriculum?
11b. Name of curriculum and publisher:

Yes

No

11c. How many days per week do you use this curriculum? __________
12. If you do not use a curriculum to teach early literacy or you supplement the curriculum, briefly
describe or list strategies you use to teach early literacy.

13. About how many minutes a day would you say you spend teaching early literacy skills? _________
12a. Approximately what percent of the instruction occurs in a large group? _________
12b. Approximately what percent of the instruction occurs in small groups? _________
12c. Approximately what percent of the instruction occurs individually? _________
14. Please list the early literacy skills that you teach.

15. Do you currently use any strategies to identify children who may need more support in early literacy
and language than what is provided to all children in the class?
Yes
No
12a. If Yes, please describe the strategies you use to identify these children:

16. Please indicate how many children receive any additional instruction in early literacy beyond what is
provided in class for all children. (Check all that apply.)
Tutoring
Additional time in small groups
Additional instructional opportunities embedded across the day
Referred out to special education
Other (please describe):
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1. How long have you worked in early childhood programs, including both current and previous
employment? ___________Years ___________ Months
2. Your date of birth
3. Please check the highest level of education you have completed:
High school:
Some high school
High school diploma
GED
After high school:
Some college, but no degree
Associates degree
Major: __________________________
4-year degree (B.A., B.S.)
Major: __________________________
Graduate degree (M.A., Ph.D.)
Field of study:_____________________
4. Have you completed a CDA (Child Development Associate)?

Yes

No

16a. If no, are you currently working on a CDA?

Yes

No

Thank you very much for your time!
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Appendix IX: Teacher Social Validity Survey
PAsos Para Leer Teacher Social Validity Questionnaire
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Agree
Agree
1. My students made progress in their Spanish
early literacy skills (phonological
awareness/alphabet knowledge) after the
program.
2. My students made progress in their English
early literacy skills (phonological
awareness/alphabet knowledge) after the
program.
3. It would be easy for me to use the program in
my classroom.
4. The program keeps students engaged.
5. Delivering lessons for 10 minutes per day, 4-5
times a week is appropriate.
6. Providing instruction in Spanish helps children
perform better in English.
7. I am comfortable providing instruction in
Spanish.
8. I use Spanish to support English instruction in my
classroom.
9. It’s important to promote bilingual children’s
literacy and language development in English
and Spanish.
10. Teaching phonological awareness and
alphabet knowledge skills in preschool is
important.
Question
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Somewhat
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Appendix X: Parent Social Validity Survey

Cuestionario Para Los Padres Sobre PAsos Para Leer
¡Gracias por permitir que su hijo(a) participara en nuestro estudio del desarrollo de la lectura temprana en niños
Latinos! Por favor llene este breve cuestionario para brindarnos su opinión sobre el programa de lectura temprana.
Su opinión es muy valiosa y nos ayudará a mejorar el programa para el futuro.
1
Estoy de
Acuerdo

2
Parcialmente de
Acuerdo

3
No Opinión

4
Parcialmente
Desacuerdo

5
Desacuerdo

1. Mi hijo(a) mejoró su conocimiento
de las letras después de participar en
el programa.
2. Mi hijo(a) mejoró su habilidad de
separar palabras en partes pequeñas
(ejemplo: las partes pequeñas de
caballo son ca-ba-llo).
3. Mi hijo(a) habló sobre el
programa en la casa.
4. La duración del programa fue
adecuado.
5. Es bueno que los niños bilingües
reciban instrucción en español.
6. Es importante desarrollar las
destrezas de los niños en español e
inglés.
7. Es importante que yo trabaje con
mi hijo(a) en sus destrezas de lectura
temprana (ejemplo: letras, sonidos,
leer libros, etc.) en casa.
¿Cuál fue su impresión general del programa de lectura temprana?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
__________
¿Qué es algo que usted cambiaria del programa de lectura temprana para mejorarlo?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
***!Gracias! Por favor regrese este cuestionario a la escuela! ***
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PAsos Para Leer Parent Questionnaire
Thank you for allowing your child to participate in a study of Latino preschoolers’ early literacy skills! Please fill
out this brief questionnaire to provide us feedback on our early literacy program. Your feedback is very valuable,
and helpful in improving the program in the future!
1
Agree

2
Somewhat
Agree

3
No opinion

4
Somewhat
Disagree

1. My child’s knowledge of letters improved after
participating in the program.
2. My child improved his/her ability to divide words
into smaller parts (example: small parts of baby are
bay-bee).
3. My child talked about the program at home.
4. The length of the early literacy program was
adequate.
5. It is beneficial for bilingual children to receive
Spanish instruction.
6. It is important to help children develop both their
English and Spanish skills.
7. I work on my child’s early literacy skills
(example: letter names and sounds, book reading) at
home.
What was your overall impression of our literacy program?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
What would you change about our early literacy program to make it better?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
****Thank you! Please return this questionnaire to the school! ****

144

5
Disagree

Appendix XI: Child Social Validity Survey
Child ID: __________________

1
(Si/Yes)

1. ¿Te gustó jugar los juegos de los sonidos y las letras
con
nosotros? (Did you like playing the word games with us?)
2. ¿Te gustó conocer nuestras mascotas, como a Pablo el
Perro o a Susy la Serpiente? (Did you like meeting our
pets like Pablo el Perro or Suzy la Serpiente?)
3. ¿Te gusta hablar en español en la escuela? (Do you
like speaking Spanish at school?)
4. ¿Te gusta hablar en inglés en la escuela? (Do you like
speaking English at school?)
5. ¿Te gusta leer libros? (Do you like to read books?)
6. ¿Cuál fue tu mascota favorita? (Who was your favorite
pet?)
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2
(Más o
Menos/ So
So)

3
(No)

Appendix XII: PAsos Para Leer Fidelity of Implementation Checklist
Directions: Circle the number in parentheses that corresponds to the teacher’s adherence to
fidelity for each item. If interventionist self-corrects (e.g., finds the right materials after showing
the wrong ones), consider fidelity to be high.

Criterion
1. Prepared students for
the lesson
(introduction/rules).
2. Read the lesson script
verbatim.

Implementation Rating
Yes (1)

4. Said parts and sounds
of words correctly.

Item
2
Yes
No

Item
3
Yes
No

Item
4
Yes
No

Item
5
Yes
No

Item
6
Yes
No

5. Provided feedback
correctly.

Round
1

Item
1
Yes
No

Round
2

Item
1
Yes
No

Item
2
Yes
No
Item
2
Yes

No (0)

Read it exactly (4)
Read it with minor changes
(3)
Read it with major omissions or
additions (2)
Read it with major additions
AND omissions (1)
Read less than 50% of the
script (1)
Always (1)
Often (.75)
Sometimes (.50)
Never (0)
Always (90%) (4)
Often (75%-90%) (3)
Sometimes (50-75%) (2)
Rarely (25-49%) (1)
Never (<25%) (0)

3. Showed visuals as
instructed.

Item 1
Yes
No

Notes

Item
7
Yes
No

Item
8
Yes
No

Item
9
Yes
No

Item
10
Yes
No

Item
11
Yes
No

Item
12
Yes
No

Item
13
Yes
No

Item
14
Yes
No

Item
15
Yes
No

Item
16
Yes
No

Item
17
Yes
No

Item
18
Yes
No

Total:

Total:

Always (90%) (4)
Often (75%-90%) (3)
Sometimes (50-75%) (2)
Rarely (25-49%) (1)
Never (<25%) (0)

Item
3
Yes
No

Item
4
Yes
No

Item
5
Yes
No

Item
6
Yes
No

Item
7
Yes
No

Item
8
Yes
No

Item
9
Yes
No

Item
10
Yes
No

Item
11
Yes
No

Item
12
Yes
No

Item
13
Yes
No

Item
14
Yes
No

Item
15
Yes
No

Item
16
Yes
No

Item
17
Yes
No

Item
18
Yes
No

Item
3
Yes
No

Item
4
Yes
No

Item
5
Yes
No

Item
6
Yes
No

Item
7
Yes
No

Item
8
Yes
No

Item
9
Yes
No

Item
10
Yes
No

Item
11
Yes
No

Item
12
Yes
No

Item
13
Yes
No

Item
14
Yes
No

Item
15
Yes
No

Item
16
Yes
No

Item
17
Yes
No

Item
18
Yes
No

No

6. Number of times
interventionist lost his/her
place while reading the
script.

0-1 times (1)
2-4 times (.5)
More than 5 times (0)
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7. Interventionist
accurately recorded end
of lesson data for each
child.
8. Interventionist kept
children’s attention on the
lesson.

Recorded accurately for each
child (2)
Recorded by made a mistake
(1)
Didn’t record (0)
Always (1)
Often (.75)
Sometimes (.5)
Never (0)
Total Points

Observer Notes:
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_____/18 X 100 =_____%

Appendix XIII: AK CBM Implementation Fidelity Checklist

Letter-Sound ID Mastery Monitor

Yes No

Comments

Stated introductory testing directions as written
Stated testing directions for letter names
Stated testing directions for letter sounds
Prompted the child after 3 seconds if he/she didn’t respond
Did not provide feedback for child’s responses during test
items
Totals
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________ Fidelity (= # Yes /
5 X 100)

Appendix XIV: PA CBM Implementation Fidelity Checklist
Mezclar/Blending:
1. Used finger puppet
2. Read all instructions.
3. Did not add instruction.
4. Used discontinue rule appropriately.
5. Segmented words appropriately.
6. Did not provide feedback to responses.
7. Used prompt appropriately.
Segmentación/Segmenting:
1. Used finger puppet
2. Read all instructions.
3. Did not add instruction.
4. Used discontinue rule appropriately.
5. Said words correctly (did not segment).
6. Did not provide feedback to responses.
7. Used prompt appropriately.
Primeras Partes/First Syllable ID:
1. Used finger puppet
2. Read all instructions.
3. Did not add instruction.
4. Used discontinue rule appropriately.
5. Said words correctly (did not segment or
emphasize first sound).
6. Did not provide feedback to responses.
7. Used prompt appropriately.
Initial Sound ID:
1. Used finger puppet
2. Read all instructions.
3. Did not add instruction.
4. Started timer after reading item 1.
5. Used discontinue rule appropriately.
6. Said words correctly (did not segment or
emphasize first sound).
7. Did not provide feedback to responses.
8. Used prompt “remember to tell me the first
sound” appropriately.
Totals
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Spanish
Yes
No
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0

English
Yes
No
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
1
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0

1
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1

0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1

0
0

Appendix XV: IRB Approval Letter
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