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ABSTRACT
The following study examined the possible relationship between young childoditista learn
words from videos and individual difference factors such as their previous @&qeenéh
videos, location (i.e. rural vs. non-rural), household income, maternal education, angeecept
language skills. Preschool-aged children between the ages of 3 and 5 yehesrgratdnt or
guardian were recruited from two vastly different populations, one rural and onarabnFhe
parent completed a demographic form including questions about education and ilgne a
with a survey detailing their child’s regular exposure to screenan€tildren subsequently
completed two tasks: the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test—IIl and avioksiovord learning
task. Findings indicate that children from the two populations were dramatdédirent on all
individual difference factors but that both populations were similarly succedsfideo word
learning and that none of the individual differences predicted performanbe wvi¢o word

learning task.



DVD

JD

nd

ns

PhD
PPVT-R
PPVT-III
r

SES

TV

%

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS
Beta
Digital video disc
Fisher’'sF ratio
Juris Doctor
Mean
Sample size
No date
Not significant

Probability associated with the occurrence under the null hypothesis of a value as
extreme as or more extreme than the observed value

Doctor of Philosophy
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-11I
Sample correlational coefficient
Socio-economic status
t-test
Television
Chi-square statistic
Greater than
Less than
Equal to
Percentage



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would like to acknowledge a number of special people who have provided instruction,
support and encouragement to me throughout this research project. First, | wowld like t
recognize and thank Dr. Jason Scofield for his instruction, time, patience andasexpanbt
only the area of language development but also the processes involved in implementing a
relevant research study. This study was also supported by the director bflthen
Program, Robin Hollingsworth, and her staff at the University of Alabama, anliréotor of
the Pickens County Head Start Program, Cynthia Simpson, and her staflibN&vwys Head
Start. Their willingness to cooperate with this study is greatly aeelci | would also like to
thank the members of my committee, Dr. Carroll M. Tingle, Dr. Jason M. &tafid Debra
McCrary for their insight, skill, and interest in this project. Finally, | widike to thank my
husband, Roddy Sanders, my parents, Gayle Moussa, Jim and Pat Griffin, and my children,
Chelsey and Cameron. This project, a life-long goal, would never have beeedreatirout

their unending love, support, patience, and encouragement.



CONTENTS

AB S T R A T o e e e Ii

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS.......ccoiiiiiiiii el

ACKN OW LED GMEN T S .o e e e e e e e e e e e e e v
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS ...t et e e e e e e e e e aee e e Vi
LIST OF TABLES ... i e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeas Vi
N 15 1 L I 1 1
a. Developmental Impact of Screen Media upon Young Children...............cooooeiiiiiinnnn. 1
b. The Impact of Screen Media upon Word Learning .........cooooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeenn 5
Y N [ 5 P 13

= WO A= 1 PP R
o = 1o = 1 g | £ 13
C. Materials. . ... e 14
(0 O 0 o =T [ = 15
1 I 19

a. Video Word Learning and Screen Media EXPOSUIE..........ooviiiiiiiie i iiiieienans 26
b. Video Word Learning and Household Income..............cooiiiiiiiii e 28
c. Video Word Learning and Maternal EAucation.............cooooviiiiiiii i, 29
d. Video Word Learning and Receptive Language..........coouieiui i neenes 30
REFEREN CES. ... i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 34



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure 1. Rural and Non-rural Children’s Selection of the Target Objettie
Experimental and Control THalS .........uuuveeiiiiiiiee e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaenaaannes

Vi



Table 1:

Table 2:

Table 3:

Table 4:

LIST OF TABLES

Rural and Non-rural Annual Household INCOME .....oeeeeieieeee e

Rural and Non-rural Maternal EQUCATION ........c.eeee e

Rural and Non-rural Children’s Receptive Language StandarésSc.................... 43

Correlations Between Individual Difference
Learning in the Rural and Non-rural Groups

Vil

Factors and Vidae W



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Using television and videos as a vehicle for learning is not a new idea (e.l,, Fisc
Truglio, & Cole, 1999; Shin, 2004; Ennemoser & Schneider, 2007), nor is it one that solely
pertains to advancing the social and cognitive skills of school-aged childgerB@l & Bogatz,
1970; Hayne, Herbert, & Simcock, 2003). In fact, many studies have examined wiagibies
screen media might facilitate the growth of one of the most elementéldeivalopmental skills,
that of language acquisition in young children (e.g., Linebarger & W&Rke§; Krcmar, Grela,
& Lin, 2007). Overall, the findings from previous research have provided alatgcstanding
of television’s effect upon the development of social, cognitive, and languagerskilisng
children (e.g., Ball & Bogatz, 1970; Linebarger & Walker, 2005; Zimmer&&tristakis,
2005). Even so, there are still many questions regarding television’s cdpdaitylitate
learning in children that have not been adequately addressed, in particulapdbethat
individual differences might have on findings. The current study examined theriodl that
individual differences such as screen media exposure, location, household inctenggalma
education and receptive language skills had upon young children’s video worddearni
Developmental Impact of Screen Media upon Young Children

Despite the recommendation by the American Academy of Pediatrics (2001tyitd res
television viewing in young children, screen media such as television and videos t@we be
thoroughly entrenched features within the daily life of most toddlers. FindingslieKeaiser

Foundation survey confirm this point, indicating that children under the age of twespears



over two hours a day (2:05) using electronic screen media, including TVs, videos, and DVDs
When compared to the time spent engaged in other childhood activities such as outdoor play
(2:01), and being read to or reading independently (39 minutes), the amount of time young
children assign to electronic screen media is considerable (Rideout, Vasid&natartella,

2003). Consequently, many have questioned the impact that screen media can have’'sn a chi
development.

This particular line of inquiry has prompted a broad body of research studies ohesit the
three decades. Initially, some of the earliest studies were conducteddm aftprofessionals
working for the producers of a highly touted children’s program known as Sesaete Sire
intent of these studies was twofold. First, formative research was conduadssldred during
production of individual episodes so as to provide the producers qualitative information that
would facilitate in the continued production of not only successful but also engaging sf@ode
children in the future. Secondly, summative research took place after productiorritoorde
evaluate the success that the program had in terms of meeting establiseeshgdalmeasure
the impact that it had on young viewers (Fisch, Truglio, & Cole, 1999). These educgtialsal
were derived from an intentional effort to prepare young, disadvantaged chddestrly into
kindergarten (Lovelace, 1990; Mielke, 1990), and included teaching classificatioarang s
skills as well as the recognition and labeling of letters and numerals (Balb&t® 1970).

In 1970, Ball and Bogatz examined the impact that the first year of S&iegethad on
943 children. Their study divided these 3- to 5-year-olds into four groups: (ajpohitio
rarely or never viewed the program, (b) children who viewed the prograno tivcee times per
week, (c) children who viewed the program four to five times per week, and finalghildden

who viewed the program more than five times per week. After comparingitioeiledge of



body parts, letters, forms, numbers, relation terms, sorting and classifiskills before and
after the first season of the program, the authors found that children whal \B&same Street
more than five times a week exhibited greater gains in all eight areas tladnldihen from the
other three groups. Those children who watched to a lesser degree also displayedansrall
While children who rarely or never watched the program experienced gamesdarhe eight
areas, those gains were not as significant as the gains demonstratedHtoidtien in the other
three groups. Their final conclusion was that Sesame $licken fact, accomplish its
established goals, and that it was a successful program when presented on siantéBall &
Bogatz, 1970).

Interestingly enough, an extension of this work was conducted by the team of Rice,
Huston, Truglio, and Wright (1990). These researchers followed the footsteps ah@&bgatz
20 years later by re-examining the effects that Sesame Ba@ein children between the ages of
three and five years. In a two year longitudinal study, the authorgedpbat the approach
employed by the producers of Sesame Stegrttroduce new information prompted the
development of vocabulary in preschool children. They concluded their report by sug)tiest
television/video may very well be an appropriate and proficient method in whiclot@tut
introduce new words to young children (Rice, Huston, Truglio, & Wright, 1990).

Paradoxically, there have been numerous studies since the Ball and Bogatz 1970 stud
finding contrary results (e.g. Koolstra, van der Voort & van der Kamp, 1997; Ennemoser &
Schneider, 2007; Chonchaiya & Pruksananonda, 2008). These studies indicated that television
did not facilitate cognitive development and, in fact, was an impediment for thesidoquof
cognitive skills. One such study examined the effect that television viewing hachifgben’s

academic achievement as well as their rate of impulsive behaviorsaAfgeralysis of a variety



of measures including parent diaries, the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Test of Aehigzerd
several selected items from the Behavior Problems Index and the Postliaei@ Scale, the
author concluded that significant negative correlations were observed from tlzertotent of
time devoted to television viewing to scores on the Woodcock-Johnson Revised Test of
Achievement. In addition, it was evident that as children viewed more televisayngid,
indeed exhibit more impulsive behaviors (Shin, 2004).

Another study of school aged children by Koolstra, van der Voort & van der Kamp
(1997) found a negative relationship between television viewing to reading compoahensi
Similar results were observed by Ennemoser and Schneider (2007). In their sthdigreh’s
reading comprehension and reading literacy development these authors observee negati
correlations between the amount of television children watched, and the developrhent of t
reading comprehension and literacy. It should be noted that the negative amsdiaind in
these studies (i.e. Ennemoser & Schneider, 2007; Koolstra, van der Voort & van der Kamp,
1997) were that of “entertainment” television rather than “educational” tedavis

Clearly, the research at hand has yet to provide unmitigated evidenairgghe
impact of screen media upon young children. Nevertheless, many rese&ayereached a
general consensus regarding the antecedent skills children must have o teder from the
information presented to them on the screen. Based upon the results from ssgarahre
studies (e.g., Anderson & Levin, 1976; Barr & Wyss, 2008; DeLoache, 1987; Howard &
Roberts, 2002; Troseth, Saylor & Archer, 2006), it appears that young children betwageshe
of two-and-a-half and three years of age become more capable ofiegtraeaningful
information from televised images. This capability is evidenced by a vafiéagtors, such as

their appreciation of the dual nature of televised images (DeLoache, 1987), thtgitabitend



to televised programs for a significant period of time (Anderson & Levin, 1976atdos/
Roberts, 2002), and the decrement of a video deficit effect (Anderson & Pempek, 20@&; Barr
Wyss, 2008; Troseth, Saylor & Archer, 2006). Ironically, this capability ab@sowvith an
escalation in their viewing time (Rideout, Vandewater, & Wartella, 200@eHdss a significant
upsurge in their acquisition of new words (Carey & Bartlett, 1978; Heibeck & Marki®&87).
Interestingly, many recent studies regarding the impact of screen apeaiachild development
have focused upon its influence upon language development.
The Impact of Screen Media upon Word Learning

Currently, investigators appear to have divergent views regarding the barefmacity
that television can have upon word learning. Some studies suggest that televisiguositise
effect upon language development (e.g., Rice & Woodsmall, 1988), while others hatedrepor
negative effects (e.g., Zimmerman, Christakis, & Meltzoff, 2007), sgimal effects (e.g.,
Schmidt et al., 2009). In one study that supported the view that television has an effgetse
upon language development, negative correlations were found between the numbeds of wor
young children acquired to the length of time they viewed screen media (Zimmerm
Christakis, & Meltzoff, 2007). This finding was distinctively apparent forntddoetween 8 and
16 months of age, and was demonstrated by a diminution in language scores with each additional
daily hour of television viewing. Interestingly, these results were nataggdl by older children
in the study.

Comparative findings were attained in another study of children betweegehefal5
to 48 months (Chonchaiya & Pruksananonda, 2008). In this investigation, the researchers
compared the television viewing practices of language delayed children to thoigzepraf

children who had normal language skills. Based upon the results from a varietgsoires a



compelling relationship was found between language delays in young children wigawabke
an “early onset” and “high frequency” of viewing television programs (p. 981). Marghose
children who began watching television before turning one, and who watched more than two
hours of television each day were at an escalated risk for developingdaraglays than those
of their cohorts. It is important to reiterate that infants and toddlers hawvautiyffextracting
information from screen media (see discussion on antecedent skills infantsldiedst must
have to learn from screen media), and it does seem possible that other factorsweould ha
contributed to the negative correlations between the time children viewed teleansl the
number of words they acquire (Zimmerman, Christakis, & Meltzoff, 2007) and the gagua
delays presented from children who began viewing television at an eadyn@ge a high
frequency (Chonchaiya & Pruksananonda, 2008).

In contrast to the findings from studies by Zimmerman, Christakis, & Melt@807)
and Chonchaiya & Pruksananonda (2008), another study found that viewing screen media had
little to no effect upon a child’s language development (Schmidt et al., 2009)irIn the
longitudinal examination of the language and visual motor skills of 872 childrenytbae old
children, these researchers determined that there was nothing to substentiege that
television viewing led to a delay in language acquisition for their young ssibfeethermore,
they concluded that the viewing of television throughout infancy was in no wagdrétethe
cognitive or language skills of the children in their study as they advanced ty¢arseof age.

With respect to the previous findings regarding the impact television has upon word
learning, it is clear that the prevailing opinions concerning its effiappear to be divided.
Whereas some view heavy television as a detriment to language acquesdidbionchaiya &

Pruksananonda, 2008), others have concluded that it has little to no measurable effect upon a



child’s attainment of new words (Schmidt et al., 2009). In spite of these timgflpositions,
some have found that screen media can, in fact be effective mediums in which to in@oduce
therebyteachnew words to young children.

One such study examined the learning of novel words to corresponding novel objects by
15- to 24-month-old toddlers under five distinctive conditions: with an adult speaker on
television, during short segments of a Teletubbj@sode, through joint referencing interactions
with an adult, through discrepant referencing interactions with an adult, and, fihedlygh a
televised presentation without the introduction of a corresponding word (Krcméa,&lcen,
2007). Overall, the performance of the toddlers in the study indicated that thalaqndition
for introducing new words to young children was through joint referencing ititeraavith an
adult. And while the toddlers in the study demonstrated a marginal ability to leamands/
through the adult video presentations, the researchers noted that this abibtywoasly
subjacent to their word learning when supported through joint referencing by adidts. T
particular finding was hardly extraordinary given what is widely known atheuimitations
children this age have extracting meaningful information from televisibrat was
unanticipated, however, was the greater influence of the televised adultrageakevord
learning when it was compared to the Teletubbeggment condition as well as the discrepant
referencing interactions

Despite the limitations exhibited by the young children in the previous study, other
studies have evinced a more stable capacity to learn words through experinteasbyi older,
children. For instance, Rice and Woodsmall (1988) examined the word learnitigsabfl3- to
5-year-olds when introduced 20 novel words through animated programs. Beforartdemr

assignment to experimental and control groups, these children presentetracepiave



language skills on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test — Revised (RPWhen the children
participated in two individual viewing sessions with an experimenter in whichwateped an
animated program that had either 20 novel target words (experimental gradupssuc
“gramophone” or “fabricate” or 20 corresponding target words (control group) sucbcasd’t
or “make”. By comparing their subjects’ comprehension of novel target \befdse and after
their initial presentations in the animated program, the researchers fatietiitiren as young
as three years old could indeed learn new words during the viewing experieneevéfptheir
learning was not associated with their subsequent performance on the PPMTRBrmore, as
demonstrated by the advanced performance of the 5-year-olds, the capa&eity twdrds
through television exposure appeared to become more refined and thereby effechtingren
aged.

Similar findings were observed in another study of the world learning atifildyildren
aged two and three years old when novel words and corresponding novel objects wetegres
to them through video segments (Scofield, Williams, & Behrend, 2007). In this dtady, t
researchers presented new words to 2- and 3-year-olds through video segments in an
examination of their ability to learn words without the supportive cues that spexiter
provide. In these video segments, the image of a single novel target object dppeare
computer screen. While the image was on the screen, the children heard a prerexoede
identifying it by novel name three times. After its introduction, the novel iffedgd from the
screen, only to reappear with three other distracter images. It is at thishaoitite children
heard the prerecorded voice again, this time asking them to point to the targetobjec
comprehensive analysis of their responses clearly indicated that theae@ds were able to

successfully select the novel objects from distracters at a ratecagtlif greater than chance.



In addition, their performance demonstrated not only a 2-year-old’s abiléyatn words
without the use of referential cues, but also his/her ability to learn words throwegis vid

These findings were extended in a follow-up study investigating the cap&@iyear-
olds to effectively disambiguate (i.e., to deduce the meaning of one word from thei
understanding of another word) and extend their learning of new words from vidéel(5&
Williams, 2009). While the general findings from this study indicated tha?-glds were
unable to correctly distinguish between novel and distracter images when tretgegre
ambiguous, the children were, however, able to not only learn new words from videos;ebut we
also able to extend that knowledge to exemplars of the novel target imagestitigigresough,
in another study of video word learning in 2-year-olds, the young subjects didi in f
demonstrate an ability to disambiguate words from experimental viddea gAScofield,
2010). In this study, children were given a video word learning task in which they were
challenged to learn a new word, demonstrate that knowledge in a disambiguationdask, a
identify it by pointing and naming it upon request. Findings from this study revésethese
children were able to learn new words from video, use that knowledge to sucgesshplete
disambiguation tasks, extend that knowledge to exemplars of target imagese émalnswly
learned word to name the novel object (Allen & Scofield, 2010).

In sum, the principal question at hand has considered the feasibility of screen nzedia as
vehicle for teaching words to young children. While previous research hasdomusopics
such as the impact of screen media upon vocabulary size (i.e. ZimmermatakKX¥)r&
Meltzoff, 2007) and age or condition differences exhibited by children in videwd le@ming
studies (e.g., Allen & Scofield, 2010; Rice & Woodsmall,1988), many lines of incgrnngin

unanswered. For instance, little is known about the potential impact of a chikks soedia



exposure upon his/her capacity to extract new information, such as learning woeds, w
presented via video. While one particular study found that infants who had prexpeu®ece
watching a the video attended to it longer in subsequent viewing sessions than trisevind
were viewing it for the first time, this study did not examine a child’stylo learn through
videos (Barr, Zack, Garcia, & Muentener, 2008). And given this finding, one could teason
since previous experience viewing videos can augment the span of time a child edtiater
viewings, and information is extracted throughout the viewing, that thdsleechiconsequently,
could have a greater aptitude for learning through screen media.

In addition, a growing body of research has examined the influence that individual
differences such as maternal education (e.g. Anand & Krosnick, 2008; Qi, Kailser, &
Hancock, 2006) and household income (e.g. Hoff, 2003; Lee, Bartolic, & Vandewater, 2009)
might have on the television viewing practices and language development gfglolainen. For
instance, some have observed that family income does not play a role in a chidrg\of
television (e.g., Lee et al., 2009). However, Pinion, Huston, and Wright (1989) founchérat w
mothers worked outside the home, their children viewed less television due to timi spent
daycares and preschools. Furthermore, possible correlations between pdtesatabal level
and the time children devoted to television viewing have also been investigated. Altleaugt
al. (2009) found that there was no relationship between a mother’s educational leveleamel tim
child spent viewing television, several other researchers arrived at gadreniusions (Anand
& Krosnick, 2008; Arterberry, Bornstein, Midgett, & Putnick, 2007; Certain & Kahn, 2002).
Findings from these studies suggested negative correlations between a lowealredteration
and their subjects’ time viewing television. Whereas all of these findunggest that individual

demographic differences (e.g., household income and maternal education leatfeca

10



children’s television viewing, they do not address whether these variablesaatfaldt’s ability
to learn information, particularly new words from the viewing experience.

There is also compelling evidence indicating that household income and maternal
education have a significant impact upon language development. In fact, somehe¥sdzave
found positive correlations between SES and language development in young children (e.g.,
Farah et al., 2006; Hoff, 2003; Stanton-Chapman, Chapman, Kaiser, & Hancock, 2004), and
others have revealed strong relationships between lower levels of matkroation and a
decrement in children’s language skills (e.g., Dollaghan et al.,199%ader, Milan, &
Hancock, 2006). Whether these two factors would lead to variable perforntgndeitdren on a
video word learning task is a question addressed in the current study.

Also, it is important to note that the context in which word learning from screeia mse
quite different from that in which normal language development occurs. Ordjrduiilgren
learn words with the support of referential cues such as pointing, eye ganmanef¢rencing
(Brooks & Meltzoff, 2005; Carpenter, Nagell, & Tomasello, 1998; Iverson, Caicaselli,
1994; Lempers, 1979). Clearly, these same cues are not always provided by sdiaeSonee
previous studies of word learning via screen media have demonstrated thahdaldre
successfully learn new words without the aid of these referential cues @lIScofield, 2010;
Rice & Woodsmall, 1988; Scofield & Williams, 2009; Scofield, Williams, & Behrend, 2007)
however, these studies have not addressed the possible variability that may be desdomistr
this type of word learning between children from different populations wheantegswith the
same task via screen media.

Finally, previous research indicates the predictive utility of earlyuagg skills for later

academic performance (e.g., Rescorla, 2005; Young et al. 2002), as well agéskls (e.g.,
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Rescorla & Roberts, 1997; Rescorla & Schwartz, 1990; Tsao, Liu, & Kuhl, 200d)Sé&néchal,
Thomas, and Monker (1995) found that children’s vocabulary knowledge, as assessed by the
PPVT-R, predicted their ability to learn novel words when listening to sthia¢svere read
aloud. Yet, the relationship between early language skills and their impact upon avonage
through video is still unclear.

Based upon the current research regarding screen media and its effieaeghicle for
teaching young children, several things are clear. Discordant vigaxsineg the nature and
degree to which screen media impacts early learning abound, yet, a broad bodgrafee
indicates that screen media may, in fact, support some learning in yoldrgrchoreover,
many have found evidence supporting screen media’s utility in teaching nel& twarhildren;
however, these findings have yet to be studied in diverse populations. Alscsttitees have
not considered the influence that various individual differences such as sciiarerposure,
location, household income, maternal education and receptive language skills magdraae
child’s ability to learn new words from video. Accordingly, it is evident thah&rrt
investigations into potential relationships between word learning by scesia mith the above

mentioned factors is thereby warranted.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD

Overview

This study was devised to investigate the potential relationship between a capdcity
to learn words from videos with various demographic factors such as a child’s environment
family structure, parental education level and family income, their igedphguage skills as
well as their screen media exposure.
Participants

Eighty-two preschool children (i.e., 30 3-year-olds, 35 4-year-olds, and 17 5-year-olds)
and one parent/guardian of each child participated in this study. There weresEhtd®&2 girls
from the rural group, with an average age of 4 years, 2 months. There were 21 boys asd 20 girl
in the non-rural group, with an average age of 4 years, 3 months. Participantscwetedre
from a rural and non-rural locatiinJoyful News Head St&rin Aliceville, AL (rural), and the
Children’s Program at the Child Development Research Cdatated on the campus of the

University of Alabama (non-rural).

! The U.S. Census Bureau identifies a rural poparatis one located outside an urbanized area on atbster with
less than 1000 people per square mile. Converaelyrbanized area has a population density of pedple or
more per square mile (United States Census 2000).

2 Aliceville is rural town, with 538 people per sgeanile, and is located in Pickens County, Alaba&l&eville is
a poor community (55.1% living in poverty), with agtimated median household income of $14,389.a@&;hns
less than half the median income ($40,489) of tate ©f Alabama (city-data.com. n.d.). Joyful Nehhesad Start is
a preschool in Aliceville, Alabama.

% Tuscaloosa, AL is a non-rural city, with 1,657 pksoper square mile (city-data.com. n.d.). The @hih’s
Program at the Child Development Research Centecated in Tuscaloosa, AL. The program provideéklatare
to 110 children from the Tuscaloosa area. The pau@many of these children are students, staff,faculty at the
University of Alabama.

13



Materials

The materials used in this study include: 1) animated videos depicting imagagebf
target objects and distracters, 2) real target objects and distracters, |3yomige 4)
demographic information form 5) media questionnaire, and 6) the Peabody Pictubelepca
Test Ill.

Images, Real Objects, and Wordsdeos created with Microsoft Office PowerPoint

2007 introduced images of novel target objects such as a plastic t-joint and ifagesl and
familiar distracters. The experimenter also introduced real novel tggts similar to those
introduced on the videos as well as real novel and familiar distractersyFiaadet objects

(both images and real) were labeled with novel words such as koba, dax, hap, and kip. Novel

images, real objects, and words were specifically selected to be uafamdhildren.

Demographic Information formA demographic information form was completed by the
parent/guardian of the participating child. Through this process, an investigatavaible to
provide assistance to adult participants as they completed the form. Foathmpurdation, the
investigator was asked to read the questions aloud for several respondents irr tinéer fo
complete the form. This assistance was not necessary for the non-ruralipoptilas form
asked the parent to report details such as “What is the highest level of eduty@uthave?”,
or “What is your gross household income?” The information was collected to analyze
demographic differences that may be present between children from arearah comparison to
those from a non-rural area.

Media Questionnairéthe Questionnaire of Media Practices is an inquiry regarding the

television watching practices within the home of the participants testealidrhthis process, an

investigator was available to provide assistance to adult participants asiinggted the
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guestionnaire. For the rural population, the investigator was asked to read the qaésitidhar
several respondents in order for them to complete the questionnaire. This asgiatanoe
necessary for the non-rural population. Questions such as “How much time does Igour chi

spend watching television?”, or “When your child watches DVD’s and videbssatheone,

what do they watch?” were asked on this questionnaire in order to document the use of
televisions, computers and videos within the homes. Two items on this questionnaitieewere

focus of later analyses, one on the amount of TV watching and the other on the amount of video
watching. Each of these items was scored on a scale of 0-3 with 0 corresponding to no
TV/videos, 1 corresponding to less than 1 hour a day of TV/videos, 2 corresponding to 1-2 hours
a day of TV/videos, and 3 corresponding to more than 2 hours a day of TV/videos.

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test —Ill (PPVT-IThe PPVT-Ill is a standardized

receptive vocabulary assessment in which respondents between the 2@esooths and 90
years old hear a word and are asked to select the corresponding image ptata’alfat
includes four black and white images. Twelve individual plates are contaieadh set and
respondents complete up to 17 different sets depending on performance. The medmseer has
found to be an appropriate evaluation of receptive language skills for responueating
children, from diverse populations (Qi et al., 2006; Washington & Craig, 1999). Acgdalthe
PPVT-IIl manual, test-retest reliability for this measure is highdiana=.95) (Dunn & Dunn,
1997).All participating children in the current study were given the measure.
Procedure

After providing their consent, participating adults completed the Questrerofdviedia
Practices and the Demographic Information form. Once these questionnaieesompleted,

testing with the children began. Each participating child completed the PPddl&n
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experimental word learning session.

In the experimental session, children completed two phases of the experimemrt) a
up phase, consisting of two trials, and a 2) test phase, consisting of four exparirmestand
four control trials. In each trial, children completed two tasks: 1) video task, aedl 2ask.
Trials were blocked in pairs so that children were presented two experimetval control
trials at a time. The blocks were counterbalanced so that sometimes amertsblock was
presented first, and at other times the control block was first.

Warm up phaserhe purpose of this phase was to familiarize the children with the

process incorporated in the experiment. In this phase, children completed lsva trvhich a
familiar target object, such as a sock, appeared beside a familiar distigjetct, such as
scissors. These objects remained on the screen approximately 5 seconds befstradter di
object disappeared. While the familiar target object remained on the stieehild heard a
prerecorded voice identifying the object by name (e.g., “This is a sock.”) The mhjened on
the screen for 5 more seconds before disappearing. Then, both objects re-appearesidade by
on the screen. It is at this point that the child heard the prerecorded voice agdimelasking
the child to point to the target object (e.g., “Can you point to the sock?”). Aftehillde
successful completed the first trial, a second trial followed. In the secdndhridren were
presented with two more familiar objects, and asked in a similar manner tdyideatiarget
object. Those children who correctly identified the familiar target oljpeobih trials proceeded
to the test phase.

Test phaseThe test phase was conducted in order to demonstrate the child’s ability to
learn novel words through videos. This phase followed a procedure analogous to the warm up

phase, with children completing four experimental trials, and four control tinaddl eight trials,
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children were presented with two distinct tasks: 1) to identify an imageofed object
presented on video, (video task), and 2) identify a replica of the same novel object wbkdn pla
on the table before them, (real task).

Experimental trialsEach experimental trial began with the presentation of four objects to

children on a video screen. One of these objects was a novel target object and three were
distracter objects (one unfamiliar and two familiar). All four objects wer@ged on the screen
in two rows of two. These objects remained on the screen approximately 5 secondthbefore
distracter objects disappeared. While the novel target object remained orethre gu child
heard a prerecorded voice identifying the object by name three timesl{ea, a koba! It's a
koba! This is a koba!”) The object remained on the screen for 5 more seconds before
disappearing. The trial continued, with all four objects re-appearing on the,sanasged in a
like manner. When completing theleo taskthe children heard the prerecorded voice again,
this time asking them to point to the target object on the screen (e.g., “Can gbtopbe
koba?”). The objects remained on the screen approximately 5 more seconds bgipeadisg
in order to initiate the next task. When completingrébad task the children were presented with
replicas of the objects viewed on the screen as they were placed on the tableahtfremi
These objects remained in place for 5 seconds before the experimenter dsked whpoint to
the target replica (“Can you point to the koba?”). The children’s responses to lstivéss
recorded, thereby concluding the first experimental trial. Three moreiegmeal trials were
completed as well as four control trials.

Control trials In these trials, children were presented four objects, one unfamiliar target
object, and three distracter objects,(two familiar and one unfamiliar), on@sadsen. All four

objects were arranged on the screen in two rows of two. These objects remainescoeetne
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approximately 5 seconds before three distracters objects disappearedhé&/hiedl target
object remained on the screen, the children heard a prerecorded voice identifgibgthéy
name three times (e.g., “Look, a hap! It's a hap! This is a hap!”) The objeeinred on the
screen for 5 more seconds before disappearing. The trial continued, with all fis obt
appearing on the screen, arranged in a like manner. When completindetheéaskthe children
heard the prerecorded voice again, this time asking them to point to the unfdisitecter
object by using an unfamiliar word (e.g., “Can you point to the dax?”). The olgectsned on
the screen approximately 5 more seconds before disappearing in order tothetiagat task.
When completing thesal task the children were presented with replicas of the objects viewed
on the screen as they were placed on the table in front of them. These objects renpaocsd i
for 5 seconds before the experimenter asked children to point to the unfdmihacterreplica
by using an unfamiliar word (e.g., “Can you point to the dax?”). The children’s resporissh
tasks were recorded, thereby concluding the first control trial. Adtapteting three more
control trials, the test phase was concluded.

Presentation orders were counterbalanced with half of the children compihetinigeo
task first, and half of them completing the real task first. In addition, the orgeese#ntation for
the experimental and control trials was counterbalanced as well, withf lizdf children

completing the experimental trials first, and half completing the contats first.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS

In this study, three and four year old children were introduced a novel object and a novel
word via video. Their success at learning the new word from this medium wasretehg their
rate of accurately pointing to target images on the screen as well aagtonthneir real
exemplars when presented before them. Through this process, children weredabtenstrate
their abilities to learn new words from a video screen and to extend that knovdedgéworld
exemplars.

Analysis of children’s performance on the video word learning task indidzaethere
was little variance between the two groups of children on the experimeatgtith children
from both groups successfully learning words from video (see Figure 1). Jinuiadtchildren
(i.e., 3.69/4) did not differ significantly from non-rural children (i.e., 3.90/4) on pedoce on
the experimental video trialg,/7)=1.48 p=ns. Likewise, rural children (i.e., 3.82/4) did not
differ significantly from non-rural children (i.e., 3.98/4) on performance on theiexgatal real
trials, t(77)=1.48 p=ns. Together these results suggest that children are capable of learning
words from video and extending those words to real world exemplars at a high rate.

In addition, both rural and non-rural children solved the video word learning task at
above chance levels. In this case chance was calculated as the likelihoazhtlthivlo was
guessing would select the correct object. Because there were alwaysfepdssces, guessing
would result in selection of the correct object on 25% of the trials (i.e., 1 out obwgudr,

because 2 of the 4 objects in each selection array were familiar, it coulgliee #hat children
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were actually only selecting between the 2 unfamiliar objects. If so, tbleitdaguessing would

select the correct object on 50% of the trials (i.e., 2 out of 4). The currentigihlgn, used the

more conservative 50% chance value to assess children’s selection of thealyes. Using

this value, the analyses revealed both rural {(&8)=13.21 p<.01) and non-rural children (i.e.,
t(39)=31.71 p<.01) chose the correct object at above chance levels on the video trials, and both
rural (i.e.,t(38)=18.90 p<.01) and non-rural children (i.&(39)=79.00 p<.01) chose the

correct object at above chance levels on the real trials.

It was also the case that both rural and non-rural children were more likelgdbtke
correct object on the experimental trials of the video word learning task than@mthd trials.
Recall that the control trials were structured similarly to the exysertal trials except that
children were asked to select the object that matched a new, novel word rathiee tiaaget
word. Solving the control trials correctly, then, actually required childreeléatsthe unfamiliar
object that was not named. The control trials were included to ensure that children in the
experimental trials were not simply selecting the correct objectibed¢ahad been seen
previously but instead were selecting the correct object because theyddlmatched the
target word. To assess performance across the experimental and corgrifidr@alrrent study
compared children’s selection of the target object on the experimentatdrcgdren’s
erroneous selection of the target object on the control trials. Were chilcglly selecting the
object that had been seen previously, they should have erroneously selected the éatgmt obj
the control trials. The analyses revealed that both ivta2(28) (i.e.t(38)=5.24 p<.01) and
non-rural childrenN1=1.46) (i.e.(38)=12.15 p<.01) were more likely to correctly select the
target object on the experimental video trials than to incorrectly seleeirtjet on the control

video trials. Furthermore, both rurdfi€2.54) (i.e.1(38)=5.09 p<.01) and non-rural children
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(M=1.85) (i.e.t(38)=10.21 p<.01) were more likely to correctly select the target object on the
experimental real trials than to incorrectly select the target on theokoedl trials.

Interestingly, rural children’s performance on the control real trials at above chance
levels (i.e.£(38)=2.60 p<.05) suggesting that there was some tendency during these trials for
rural children to select the object that had been seen previously. In addition, natritdrah’s
performance on the control video trials was at below chance level§8%=2.68 p<.05)
suggesting that there was some tendency during these trials for non-tidrahcto select away
from the object that had been seen previously. Of course, this is an appropraitensklenon-
rural children to make considering that the control trials are simply digaatimn trials, and it
is quite common for children in this age range to solve a disambiguation trial ttyimgathe
novel word to the novel, unnamed object (see Merriman & Bowman, 1989).

Analysis of children’s individual differences indicated that there veaméndous
variance between the two groups of children on screen media exposure, locatiodmpldouse
income, maternal education, and receptive language skills. For household incomglthe r
parents reported significantly less annual income than non-rural paféate=78) =62.02,
p>.01. This information was initially submitted in $5000.00 increments, beginningwith
annual household income of $5,000.00 and increasing to an annual household income of more
than $50,000.00. However, for this analysis, these $5,000.00 ranges of annual household income
were collapsed into the following categories: under $25,000, between $25,000 and $50,000, or
over $50,000. Accordingly, results of the chi-square analysis showed that a disprzperti
number of rural households (i.e., 35 out of 38) were categorized as having a household income of
under $25,000 compared to non-rural households (i.e., 2 out of 40). Results of this analysis also

showed that a disproportionate number non-rural households (i.e., 31 out of 40) were categorized
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as having a household income of over $50,000 compared to rural households (i.e., 0 out of 38)
(see Table 1).

For maternal education, rural mothers reported having completed a sighfloarmr
level of education than non-rural motheg1l, n=81) =60.13p>.01. This information was
initially submitted according to mothers’ completion of highest gradedarejears in college
as well as their attainment of college degrees. As a consequence, the dad adwread range
of educational experiences (e.§.gade to PhD and JD degrees). For this analysis, maternal
education was collapsed into groups of mothers having completed a college(degreem a
4-year institution) or those who have not. Results of the chi-square analysis shainsed t
disproportionate number of rural mothers (i.e., 40 out of 40) were categorized asrnwving
competed a college degree compared to non-rural mothers (i.e., 6 out of 41). Results of thi
analysis also showed that a disproportionate number of non-rural mothers (i.e., 35 out of 41)
were categorized as having completed a college degree compared tootheakn(i.e., O out of
40) (see Table 2). While information regarding paternal education levelsoh@ted, a
disproportionate number of respondents from the rural group failed to provide this information
(29.3%), and as a consequence, paternal education was not analyzed.

For receptive language, rural childrén=84) presented significantly lower standard
scores on the PPVT-III than non-rural childréi=(110),t(77)=8.75p<.01. According to
normative data, the overall mean standard score for the PPVT-Ill is 100 and thestaadard
deviation is 15 meaning that the rural sample in the current study averagestaniird
deviation below the mean on receptive language and that the non-rural sampledavesaalyea
full standard deviation above the mean. In fact, results of a chi-square sisalysied that a

disproportionate number of rural children (i.e., 32 out of 38) scored below thee&entile on
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the PPVT-IIl compared to non-rural children (i.e., 4 out of 41) while a disproportionate numbe
non-rural children (i.e., 36 out of 41) scored above tiepdcentile on the PPVT-IIl compared
to rural children (i.e., 5 out of 40)3(2, n=79) =45.17p>.01%. In addition, analysis by quartile
indicated that rural children were much more likely to score below fﬂ@@‘ientile and that
non-rural children were much more likely to score above tiep@centile than their
counterpartsps<.01 (see Table 3).

For screen media exposure, rural parents reported that their children watched
significantly more television and videos than non-rural childi@)=4.29,p<.01. Scores on
this measure were aggregated from responses on the two focal items from tlomaiestii.e.,
one on TV watching and one on video watching). The aggregated scores ranged fromt@l to 6 w
0 representing no regular exposure to television or videos and 6 representing m@radhes a
day of both television and video exposure.

A regression analysis was used to examine whether performance on the video word
learning task was predicted by location, maternal education, needégtiguage scores, or screen
media exposure. When task performance on the experimental video trialgressed on these
factors, the full model proved non-significaR{p, 71)=1.52p=ns. In addition, none of the
individual factors proved to significantly predict task performance: timeingescreen media
(p=-.186,p=.15), location =-.229,p=.37), household incomg=£.321,p=.16), maternal
education £=-.028,p=.90), and standard receptive language scores on the PPWE:IIB(,
p=.444).

Correlational analyses were performed in order to determine whetheramynot the
individual difference factors were related to each other and, ultimately,fesmance on the

video word learning task (see Table 4). These analyses indicated that househoddisncom

* One child from each group scored at th® pércentile.
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positively correlated with maternal education.80,p<.01), receptive language<68,p<.01),
and video word learning£.25,p<.01) and negatively correlated with screen media41,
p<.01). The analyses also indicated that maternal education was positivelgtedrrath
receptive language%.60,p<.01 and negatively correlated with screen media 88,p<.01)
but uncorrelated with video word learning. The analyses further indicated them scedia was
not correlated with receptive language and only marginally negativesiat®d with video
word learning (=-.20,p=.078). In addition, the analyses indicated receptive language was not
correlated with video word learning. Interestingly findings from cati@hal analyses conducted
on the rural and non-rural groups separately suggest that none of these correlaggmesent
in the rural group — even the correlation between household income and maternal edasation w
not statistically significant (although the correlation coefficient28, suggests that there may be
some relationship between the two variables in the rural group) — including that ribae of
factors were correlated with video word learning.

Finally, because a large portion of the rural sample scored below'tpe&®ntile on
the PPVT-III (i.e. 63% of the rural children) and because nearly half of theungirsample
scored above the 7%ercentile (i.e. 46% of the non-rural children), it is possible that differences
in video word learning could be observed between these groups. Recall that 24 of the 25 children
who scored in the lowest 9%ercentile were rural and that all of the children who scored in the
highest 28 percentile were non-rural. However, an independent samples t-test indicated tha
performance on the video word learning task by the rural children with the |@gegptive
language score$A=3.61) did not differ from performance by the non-rural children with the

highest receptive language scorgls8.95),t(40)=1.53 p=ns.
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
A broad body of research suggests that young children can learn wordsléwaside
and videos, at least under some conditions (e.g., Allen & Scofield, 2010; Krcmar, Griela &
2007; Rice & Woodsmall 1988; Scofield & Williams, 2009; Scofield, Williams, & Behrend,
2007). While this research has contributed to the general understanding of ward)léam
screen media, it does not address the potential impact that a variety of indiNifdtwahce
factors might have on this process. The current study addressed this issue andwasschiy
idea that rural children video word learning may be uniquely affected by housetmhle,
maternal education, and by limited access to some screen media sourcielebke
In this study, three and four year old children from two different populations, ohe rura
and one non-rural, were presented with a video word learning task. In additiorerchildr
completed a measure of receptive language (i.e., the PPVT-Ill) agntpaompleted a
demographic form (e.g., reporting household income and maternal education) and a medi
guestionnaire outlining the child’s screen media exposure. Results showed tivat the t
populations differed dramatically on the individual difference measures boh parformance
on the video word learning task. Furthermore, although video word learning was positively
correlated with household income and weakly negatively correlated with screenexpdsure,
it was not predicted by any of the individual difference measures. The broadhiopkcof

these findings are discussed below.
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Video Word Learning and Screen Media Exposure

One component of this study examined whether or not screen media exposure might
prove to have an advantageous effect upon young children in the video word learningrtesk. S
evidence suggests that increased exposure to screen media such as videoopredicts
vocabulary in infants but not toddlers (Zimmerman et al., 2007). In contrast, others have found

that repeated exposure to educational programs such as Sesaman8tiiae’s Clues

stimulated greater program plot and content comprehension in young ccliieavley et al.,
1999; Sell, Ray, & Lovelace, 1995). This latter set of findings suggestsiltaen with more
experience with screen media might be better at extracting meanimfgfuhation from screen
media and thus perform better on tasks like the current video word learning task

The current study did reveal differential screen media practicesdretvaeh groups of
children with parents reporting that rural children spent more dailywiatehing screen media
(e.q., television and videos) than non-rural children. Perhaps this finding is unsgrgnen
rural mothers also reported lesser levels of education and, previous ressaubdested an
association between low levels of maternal education and elevated rgiesisfon viewing in
their children (Anand & Krosnick, 2008; Arterberry, Bornstein, MidgetB@nick, 2007;
Certain & Kahn, 2002). Interestingly though, while the current study did show thisveegati
correlation between maternal education and screen media exposure, the @offiedldad non-
significant when analyzed in only the rural children.

However, it could still be the case that increased exposure to screen medi#ssuppor
increased learning from screen media. If so, then it would be reasonabbetd tvat the rural
children in the current study might outperform the non-rural children on the videoe@onihig

task. This was not the case, though, as both groups of children performed comparably well
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Furthermore, findings from this study indicated that screen media exgbduret predict video
word learning. In addition, correlational analysis further revealed thegrsenedia exposure and
video word learning shared only a weak negative relationship and that the relgtionshi
disappeared when the rural sample was analyzed alone. As a result, it daggseaotthat
increased exposure to screen media has a positive effect on rural chiefea’svord learning.
One possible explanation for this is that the specific content of the screentha
children are exposed to affects learning. Previous research has alludedaodble effect that
“educational” and “entertainment” screen media could have upon the degree to whianchildr
learn while viewing (Ennemoser & Schneider, 2007; Rideout, Vandewater, &NaaP003).
Consequently, rural children consistently exposed to educational media migbteokkely to
show a positive effect on video word learning, whereas those consistentlyegipose
entertainment media might be more likely to show a negative effect on video waoiddear
Another possible contributing variable for video word learning is the context ahwhildren
ordinarily view television and videos. Some have found that learning is enhancaddiac
when they view screen media with an adult (e.g., Barr & Wyss, 2008; Reiser, $fnefebl., &
Phelps, P., 1984; Zhao, J. & Hao, X., 2004). If this is the case, then differential exggerience
viewing screen media (i.e., co-viewing with an adult or not) could impact hdaverhi‘learn”
to learn from screen media. Although this would not necessarily be helpful airerglthe
results of the current study considering that co-viewing usually incressaslg of the co-
viewed content and that children and parents did not co-view the images presenteddsothe
word learning task. Also, while the current media questionnaire did inquire aboieinag
practices (e.g., who does the child watch TV with, etc.), these questions didihatrate of

co-viewing practice as opposed to viewing alone. Consequently, the sigedafichprevious co-
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viewing experiences on the word learning task is not known although it may not hold much
promise as a viable explanation anyway.
Video Word Learning and Household Income

This study also investigated the effect that household income has upon video word
learning. Previous research regarding the impact of household income, often ingluded i
measures of SES, has found negative correlations between children’s household ammbmes
their performance on a variety of language measures such as the Preaolgoalge Scale-3
and the PPVT (Farah et al., 2006; Fish & Pinkerman, 2003; Hoff, 2003). In Hoff (2003) for
example, greater growth of productive vocabularies of two year old childn@nhigh-SES
homes was found when compared to the vocabulary growth of children from middle-SES homes
over a 10-week span of time. Findings such as these might lead to the expectaliongéhold
income would significantly impact video word learning.

Vast differences in household incomes were reported by participatinggpar¢his
study. Annual incomes déss thar25,000 in were reported in 92% of the rural homes and
incomes oimore thar5,000 in were reported in 80% of the non-rural homes. Accordingly, it
was anticipated that the rural children might not perform as well as theisradrchildren on the
video word learning task. Surprisingly enough, the performance of both groups of chittiren di
not support this assumption. It is evident, as indicated by these findings, that hdusetole
did not predict performance on the video word learning task. However, income and video wor
learning were significantly correlated suggesting that the twabas do share a relationship.

One possible explanation for the finding that income does not predict video word
learning is that early intervention (i.e., Head Start preschooledpesms made available to the

rural children because of their low household income. Normally, Head Bisstanms foster
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language development, as well as social and cognitive skills, througlciitesabetween
children and teachers using curriculums that incorporate a variety ofiastsuch as games,
songs, and student directed exploration (Bierman et al., 2008). Considering thateheraral
sample was recruited from a Head Start population, it is quite possible tlatghage rich
preschool experiences of the rural children may have neutralized theidaketerpact that their
low household income might have otherwise had on their performance on the video word
learning task. One counter-point to this however is that rural children scored podré on t
receptive language measure. It is more difficult to imagine the mgapdaving been exposed
to a “language rich” environment with receptive language scores more thammoderdt
deviation below the mean and a majority scoring well below the median (i.e., 878d betww
the 50" percentile). It appears that the preschool environment in which the rural children
participated did not significantly augment their language skills makingikely that this
environment positively impacted their task performance. Clearly, companmatestigations into
the performance of low income children who do and do not participate in preschool programs on
a video word learning task might help to resolve this issue.
Video Word Learning and Maternal Education

The potential relationship between maternal education and performance on the vide
word learning task was also examined in this study. In the past, somehesg&iave found
associations between children’s performances on language tests anthhestecation (e.qg.,
Dollaghan, et al., 1999; Qi et al., 2006). For instance, one study found that when claftiren h
mothers with college degrees, they had higher scores on the PPVT-R tharhtlivea with
mothers having lesser levels of education (Dollaghan et al., 1999). And Qi et al.f(2006)

that maternal education was one of the factors associated with lowivedapguage scores by
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3- to 5-year old children on the PPVT-IIl. Consequently, a similar asgoclagtween the levels
of maternal education and performance on the video word learning task wageéxpect
considering that none of the rural mothers in the current study reporteahtipéetion of a 4-
year college degree and 85% of the non-rural mothers having completest atBzechelor's
level degree. It was conceivable that rural children might have more difflearning words
from video than the non-rural children. However, the analysis revealed thahahaucation
did not predict video word learning and, furthermore, that the two variables were not
significantly correlated in both the full sample and when analyzed within tHesaumgle alone.
The findings suggest that maternal education is unrelated to video word learning.
Video Word Learning and Receptive Language

To date, there is substantial evidence suggesting an association betwekmgaage
performance and later performance in language (Rescorla & Roberts, $897%tTal., 2004),
academics (Young et al., 2002), word learning when being read to (SénéchahsTBom
Monker, 1995) and other language related areas such as grammar, readinhpeasigreand
vocabulary (Rescorla, 2005). These studies indicate a pervasive efféahthusige delays have
upon child development. For instance, Rescorla & Roberts (1997) found that chilchtgfredie
with expressive language impairments at 24 and 31 months of age continued to present
significantly lower scores on a variety of language measures whenluatedaat 3 years of age.
In view of findings like these, it was predicted that the receptive langudigesksented by
children on the PPVT-IIl might be related to their performance on the video vewrang task.
Interestingly enough, the data did not support this prediction. In fact the dhftexrences
between the language scores from both groups of children were not aeatedih their ability

to learn new words from video. These findings were not unprecedented. Previoughrlasar
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demonstrated that performance on a video word learning task is not négessdicted by
measures for receptive language such as the PPVT-R (Rice & Woodsmall, 1988jlidglyg,
findings from the current study indicate receptive language skills digradict performance on
the video word learning task, and, furthermore, the two measures were nattedrrel

The finding was certainly surprising because children with lower reeepinguage
scores were expected to have more difficulty solving the video word learningmalsrural
children showed significantly poorer receptive language scores than the nornitdrahc In
addition, many rural children scored below the 50% percentile on the receptivagangu
measure. One possibility is that rural children did not produce enough variabitity video
word learning task to be sensitive to the correlational analyses. In facynabchildren did not
produce a significant correlation between receptive language and video wandgeand they
also showed very little variability on the task.

Nonetheless, this is a provocative finding as it demonstrates the comdmébjef the
rural group to learn new words despite their lower receptive language stwmesompared to
those of their cohorts. This finding could call into question the use of the PP\Sdlsale
measure for receptive language for both groups of children. Although it is trisethathave
guestioned the use of this test with disadvantaged and African-American chédyemRestrepo
et al., 2006), many have found that this test is an appropriate measure for tloese (hig., Qi
et al., 2006; Washington & Craig, 1999). Moreover, the PPVT-III has been used in aefriety
research studies with preschool aged children from diverse populations (e.gpwBigeugas,
2008; Hubbs-Tait et al., 2009). Yet, it is clear that the performances on tieIRR'@m the
rural as well as the non-rural children in this study are similar to theafiasdiom studies that

suggest that the PPVT-IIl over-identifies disadvantaged and Africaniéanechildren for
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language delays (e.g., Restrepo et al., 2006). To mitigate this effecthagefound it
advantageous to supplement the findings from the PPVT-IIl with other languageresesisch
as a dynamic approach for evaluating word mapping (Burton & Watkins, 2007). Future
investigation into language skills as they relate to word learning througgnsmedia may
benefit from using other language measures in concert with the PPVT-III.

Overall, this study revealed that 3- and 4-year-old children are quiteleagdearning
new words through screen media regardless of screen media exposure, locatemltdous
income, maternal education, and receptive language skills. While these imairgygenerally
unexpected, they are remarkable nonetheless. Whereas many have founduhgelang
development is affected by variables such as television viewing (e.g.&RMoodsmall, 1988;
Schmidt et al., 2009; Zimmerman, Christakis, & Meltzoff, 2007), household incomeHargh
et al., 2006; Hoff, 2003; Stanton-Chapman et al., 2004), and maternal education (e.g., Dollagha
et al., 1999; Qi et al., 2006), the current study found that these variables did rotid&ec
word learning per se. Maybe most remarkable is the idea that the leasthgnism seems to
be intact (i.e., rural children were good at learning video words), and intadetpee that is
similar to non-rural peers, despite not being used nearly as frequently (ivedeased in rural
children’s receptive language scores being nearly 2 standard deviations belofanthatural
children’s).

While an extension of these findings is limited by several factors sugh msufficient
survey of co-viewing practices between children and adults, the possible negfrefiect of
early intervention upon the relationship between household income and performance on the
video word learning task, and possible issues with the PPVT-IIl as a sole enfeseceptive

language skills in the rural sample, these results demonstrate the dhgycbhildren to
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successfully learn new words when introduced to them via computer screen, ssgafr their
diverse backgrounds, experiences and receptive language skills. In addition,ra greate
understanding of video word learning and the variables that may impact itsefbcgoung
children may be augmented by addressing the limitations noted above asimeleasenting
this same task with younger children in order to identify the developmental patieofword

learning in rural children prior to entering the preschool years.
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Figure 1: Rural and Non-rural Children’s Selection of the Target Object oxglezifhental and

Control Trials (out of 4 Trials)

® Rural © Non-rural
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@ Different from chance (i.e., 2 out of 4 or 50%%,.05
® Different from the corresponding control tripk.05
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Table 1: Rural and Non-rural Annual Household Income

Population Under $25,000 $25,000-$50,000 Over $50,000
Rural 35 3 0

Non-rural 2 7 31

4p<.01
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Table 2: Rural and Non-rural Maternal Education

Population No College Degree  College Degree
Rural 40° 0

Non-rural 6 35

4p<.01

42



Table 3: Rural and Non-rural Children’s Receptive Language Standard Scores

Population 0-28 % 26-50" % 51-78" % 76-108 %
Rural 24 9 5 0
Non-rural 1 4 17 18
4p<.01
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Table 4: Correlations Between Individual Difference Factors and Vided Waarning in the

Rural and Non-rural Groups

Factor Income Education Language Media Learning
Income 1.00 .80 .68° -41° 25"
Education 1.00 .60 -.38° .16
Language 1.00 -.18 .18

Media 1.00 -.20
Learning 1.00
4p<.01

P p<.05
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