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ABSTRACT
Parental Support of Language Development in Multilingual Contexts: Insights from

Chinese and Chinese-Canadian Families

Wei Mao, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2025

This project explores how families living in China and Canada navigate parent-child
interactions to support early bilingualism, integrating insights from four interconnected studies.
Study 1 examines the perspectives of 16 Chinese parents of 3- to 6-year-olds living in China on
two language support strategies: dialogic reading (DR) and co-viewing and conversing about
television programs or videos (CVC). Parents recognized these strategies’ potential benefits for
language and cognitive development but expressed reservations, including challenges related to
child engagement, children’s potential resistance to interruptions, the parent’s own linguistic
skills, and the practices’ demands on parental time and effort. These findings underscore the
importance of adapting language support strategies to address parents’ practical concerns.

Studies 2, 3 and 4 shift focus to 29 Chinese-Canadian families living in multilingual
Montreal, where children were being raised in Mandarin and also regularly exposed to one or
more of the local societal languages (French or English). Methods included a parent
questionnaire, pretest-posttest observations of storybook reading by parent-child dyads, the use
of DR and the digital reading pen by parents and children at home over an eight-week period,
and focus group discussions with parents. Study 2 revealed that parents preferred interacting in
Mandarin when reading together, even when reading a book written in a societal language.

Parents used more dialogic talk, particularly literal questions, with societal language books, but

il



inferential and distancing questions, critical for advanced cognitive and linguistic development,
were used sparingly. Study 3 introduced DR instruction to parents, leading to increased use of
DR strategies, and thus prompting richer interactions across languages. However, parents
reported challenges to DR, such as practical constraints, divergence from home practices, and
occasional child resistance. Study 4 introduced a digital reading pen to explore its role in

multilingual storybook reading. While the pen eased language demands and promoted child

autonomy, it often disrupted parent-child interaction, leading parents to view it as better suited to

independent than interactive reading.

Collectively, the studies bridge gaps between practices recommended in applied research

and real-world parenting practices. The findings point to the need for greater collaboration

between researchers, parents, and developers of educational tools to develop practices and create

resources that align with families’ lived experiences and goals, enriching both research and

practice.
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Defining Key Terms

Bilingual/Multilingual. Bilingual is a complex term that does not have a definition
agreed upon by all scholars (Austin et al., 2015; Butler, 2012; Matthews & Yip, 2007). Some
scholars follow a strict standard and hold that people who master native-like competence in two
languages can be considered bilinguals. In contrast, a less rigid definition of bilinguals posits that
individuals who can produce meaningful and understandable language in two languages can be
regarded as bilinguals (Austin et al., 2015; Butler, 2012). A broader definition has emerged,
encompassing individuals who obtain various degrees of language competence in various
domains. This shifts the focus of assessing bilingual abilities from formal rules of language to the
communicative purpose (Bulter 2012). Defining multilingualism is more complex, even though
it is often viewed as an extension of bilingualism (Hoffmann, 2001).

For the purpose of this dissertation, in the Canadian context where Studies 2, 3, and 4
were conducted, bilingual/ multilingual refers to individuals who have been exposed to and
speak two or more languages to some degree in their daily lives, at home and/or at daycare or
school. In China, where Study 1 was conducted, individuals who acquire regional languages in
addition to Mandarin could also be described as bilingual or multilingual. Others are exposed to
English through home, school, or private language training programs but do not use the language
in daily life. Such individuals would typically be described as foreign language learners, but
greater immersion in English and heightened proficiency in the language could lead them to
become bilingual or multilingual.

Heritage Language (HL) often refers to minority languages spoken by indigenous
peoples, immigrant families, or families with an immigrant background within a specific social

context (Paradis et al., 2021). In some cases, children acquire their HL as their First Language
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(L1) at home from birth. In Studies 2, 3, and 4, all children learned Chinese at home from birth,
making Chinese both their HL and L1.

Societal Language (SL) refers to the dominant language used in a society for
communication, education, media, and governmental functions. It is the language most
commonly spoken in public and formal settings. In the context of this study, French and English
serve as the two SLs in Montreal. The Chinese-Canadian children learned French and English at

different points in time, making these languages their Second Languages (L2).
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General Introduction

Globally, over half of children grow up being exposed to at least two languages
(Grosjean, 2010). Some are being raised to speak L1/HLs different from SLs at home (e.g.,
indigenous L1s or immigrant L1s), while others grow up with two or more SLs (e.g., English and
French in Quebec), or are engaged in learning a L2 for instrumental value (e.g., English learning
in China). Studies have demonstrated that being bi- or multilingual can benefit children’s
cognitive development and school achievement (Hoff, 2015), support their social-emotional
development (Mohr et al., 2018), and lead to a strong self-identity and familial well-being (De
Houwer, 2015). Parents also believe in these advantages (Ballinger et al., 2020; Curdt-
Christiansen, 2014; Liang & Shin, 2021); thus, they want their children to grow up being
exposed to and speaking bi- or multilingually.

Bilingualism in China is widespread, reflecting the country’s rich linguistic diversity and
growing emphasis on English language education (X. (Andy) Gao & Ren, 2019). While
Mandarin serves as the sole official language, dialects, such as Cantonese, Shanghainese,
Hokkien, etc., some of which are unintelligible to Mandarin speakers, are also widely spoken in
certain regions. Thus, many Chinese children are regularly exposed to more than one language
and become bilingual or even multilingual within a complex linguistic landscape. Additionally,
the increasing importance of English as a global language has further expanded additional
language learning in China. An estimated 400 million people (28.6% of the population) in China
are learning English (Wei & Su, 2015), a figure exceeding the combined populations of the
United States and Canada. In the Chinese elementary school curriculum, English is a compulsory
subject and is emphasized as much as Chinese language and mathematics courses (Mao, 2020).

Moreover, parents view proficiency in English as essential for future academic and professional



opportunities (Gil & Adamson, 2011), leading 64% of Chinese parents to believe that children
should start to learn English as early as birth to six years of age according to a survey by
SmartStudy and SinaEd (2018). While parents do not necessarily expect their child to become
bilingual at this point, many wish to prepare their child for later English learning. In light of this,
Study 1 examined Chinese parents’ perspectives on specific language practices to support
children’s learning of both Chinese and English.

Similarly, Canada is experiencing an increase in linguistic diversity, driven by record-
high immigration levels. In 2021, immigrants made up 23% of the Canadian population
(Statistics Canada, 2022b). The influx of immigrants has contributed to the rise in bilingual and
multilingual households. As the 2021 census revealed, in over 3.1 million Canadian homes
(21%), at least two languages are spoken (Statistics Canada, 2023), compared to 19.4% in 2016.
Individual multilingualism in Canada is also increasing, with 41.2% of Canadians reporting the
ability to converse in more than one language in 2021 (Statistics Canada, 2022a). Furthermore,
about 10% of Canadians reported being able to speak three or more languages. While some of
the bilingualism observed in Canadian households is accounted for by the use of English and
French, the country’s two official languages, the use of non-official languages is also significant.
In Canada, the number of people speaking other languages at home is 12.7% (Statistics Canada,
2022b) and in Quebec, a language other than French or English is used in 60.2% of multilingual
households (Statistics Canada, 2023).

Mandarin and Cantonese, along with other Chinese dialects, rank among Canada’s most
common non-official languages, reflecting the substantial portion of immigrants to Canada from
China (8.9% and 10.6% of immigrants in 2021 and 2016 respectively; Statistics Canada, 2022b),.

While the metropolitan areas of Toronto and Vancouver exhibit the highest prevalence of



Chinese languages, in Montreal, where the dissertation was carried out, Mandarin is currently
one of the most prevalent non-official languages spoken in homes (8% of “other home
languages”), exceeded only by Spanish and Arabic (Statistics Canada, 2022a). Given these
figures, the remaining studies in this dissertation centered on the language practices of Chinese-
Canadian families and their perspectives on these practices.

Children who are exposed to two languages may become bilingual yet display varied
levels of language proficiency. For example, some bilinguals understand a language but do not
produce it, a profile described in the literature as receptive/passive bilingualism (Austin et al.,
2015; Edwards, 2012), and a common phenomenon for Chinese English language learners (Mao,
2020). Some other bilinguals can speak but not read their HLs because priority is placed on
bilingualism and biculturalism over biliteracy (Liang & Shin, 2021). There is also a chance that
an individual will learn a societal language (SL) at the cost of HL, a phenomenon referred to as
subtractive bilingualism (Austin et al., 2015; Edwards, 2012; Hoff, 2015) or will have somewhat
limited proficiency in both languages (Austin et al., 2015; Paradis et al., 2021). According to De
Houwer (2007), about 25% of children exposed to two languages from early on only master one
of the languages, with the HL at higher risk of not being spoken. Others have described balanced
bilingualism (i.e., equivalent and high levels of competence in both languages) as rare (Grosjean,
2010; Hoff, 2021), and concur with De Houwer that proficiency in the HL is likely to be weaker
than in the SL. Other studies suggest that the rate of HL loss accelerates when children start
formal schooling in the SL (Fillmore, 1991, 2000; Hoff, 2021).

A number of other factors are implicated in HL loss. Raising bi- or multilingual children
may not be valued or supported in the sociolinguistic context (Reyes & Vallone, 2007; Spolsky,

2012). Research has also shown that resources for children to develop their HL may be lacking



(Ahooja et al., 2022; Ballinger et al., 2020; Liang & Shin, 2021). Attitudes regarding the role of
schools in HL maintenance likely also play a role. Indeed, some studies have shown that school
teachers believe that HL maintenance is the responsibility of immigrant families, rather than of
schools and school teachers (Cunningham, 2020; Weekly, 2020). Moreover, children’s HL skills
may not be recognized or valued. For example, Ahooja and Ballinger (2022) interviewed a small
group of teachers in Montreal and found they tended to assess immigrant multilingual students
based on monolingual standards and thus viewed such students as deficient in the SL, failing to
recognize the students’ multilingual abilities. One of the teachers in the study even blamed
parents for the students’ low French proficiency and felt immigrant parents should learn the SL
alongside their children and increase its use at home, even though some scholars posit that
parents who are not native speakers of the SL may not be good language models (Hoff, 2015).
Despite challenges, families often express a desire to support their child’s bilingual development
and seek strategies to do so. Before introducing the strategies investigated in the dissertation
research, I briefly discuss theories of child development and models of the home language and
literacy environment that underscore the important role of parents and other environmental
factors in children’s language development.
Conceptual Frameworks Related to Child Development

Overarching my discussions are Bronfenbrenner’s ecological system theory
(Bronfenbrenner, 1981; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007) and Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory
(Vygotsky, 1978). Bronfenbrenner characterizes child development as the result of children’s
direct interactions with their surroundings and the indirect influences of the interplay among
subsystems proximal and distal to the child (Bronfenbrenner, 1981; Bronfenbrenner & Motris,

2007). Among the five subsystems, interactions between children and people in their immediate



microsystem are considered the proximal processes and the “primary engines of development”
(Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007, p. 798). According to Vygotsky, children learn better and
faster within the zone of proximal development scaffolded by adults and other capable peers
(Vygotsky, 1978). For example, adults’ verbal interactions, questions, and feedback become
scaffolds to extend young children’s language development. Through constant proximal
interactions, children can internalize more advanced knowledge and turn it into voluntary
attention, conceptual perception, and conscious memory (Wertsch et al., 2007).

The aforementioned theories underscore the importance of a supportive and nurturing
environment for children and their development. Models describing the nature and impact of the
home language and literacy environment (HLE) are also relevant to the dissertation studies.
Some models consider a wide range of environmental influences. For example, drawing on
Bronfenbrenner’s ecological theory, Gregoriadis and Evangelou (2022) propose a multi-layered
home learning ecosystem. The first layer comprises home learning interactions, home learning
activities, and the physical home learning environment. The second layer includes parental
attributes (e.g., SES, skills), parental psychology (e.g., expectations, efficacy), children’s
attributes (e.g., temperament, disposition), and children’s outcomes. More distal systems, such as
cultural beliefs, also affect the HLE. Other models are more focused. For example, an influential
model proposed by Sénéchal (2006) focuses on the impact of parents’ language stimulation
strategies on children’s language development. Empirical studies have shown that in addition to
these strategies, features of the physical environment (e.g., the number of books at home), and
language use in the home as reported by parents support young monolingual and bilingual
children’s language development (Georgiou et al., 2021; Inoue et al., 2020; Samudra et al., 2019;

Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002).



Beyond first language learning, the HLE also significantly influences foreign language
learning, as highlighted in a study of Chinese children. Parental home literacy practices in
English (the foreign language) such as reading English books, teaching English words, and
accessing various English materials contributed to children’s English vocabulary knowledge
(Chow et al., 2017). As Chow et al. concluded, engaging in home literacy activities provided
children with more opportunities to learn and actively use English, ultimately enhancing their
language skills.

However, few researchers have conceptualized a model of HLE specific to bilingual
children. Curdt-Christiansen (2014) addresses contexts where HL and SL are being acquired.
Informed by Spolsky’s language policy framework (Spolsky, 2009, 2012), Curdt-Christiansen
proposes that the HLE of bilingual children involves language practices, language ideology, and
language management. Language practices, the most influential component (Spolsky, 2012),
refer to day-to-day and predictable language customs and interactions at home, such as the “one-
parent, one-language” policy whereby (assuming a dual-parent home) one parent addresses their
child in one language, and the other parent addresses their child in the other. Language ideology,
measured by four interrelated dimensions: sociolinguistic, sociocultural, socioeconomic, and
sociopolitical forces, is related to parental beliefs and concerns about bilingual learning (Curdt-
Christiansen, 2014; Liang & Shin, 2021). Language management or language planning refers to
parents’ explicit attempts to modify language practices and beliefs to better suit the child’s and
the family’s needs (Ahooja et al., 2022; Spolsky, 2009). For example, parents may actively shape
their children’s linguistic environment by controlling access to various resources. Limiting or
encouraging exposure to certain media, like television, radio, and books, depending on their

language, can be used as a method to manage the family’s language practices.



Spolsky’s language policy framework has also been applied to the learning of ‘English as
a Foreign Language’ in China (Y. Gao & and Zeng, 2021). As the authors demonstrate, Chinese
parents’ beliefs about the value of English (ideology), their engagement in language/literacy
activities like storybook reading or vocabulary teaching (practices) in English, and their
deliberate efforts to create opportunities for English learning and use (management) collectively
shaped children’s proficiency and attitudes.
HLE in Chinese Families

The HLE in Chinese families is of particular interest, given the prevalent belief in parents

as children’s first teachers, which is written in traditional virtue: “Fx "#, X zid” (“To feed

without teaching is the father’s fault”; Wang, 2016). This belief is reflected in practice, as many
Chinese parents are highly involved in informal teaching at home. In my previous study on
Chinese parents’ perspectives on children’s play (Mao et al., 2023), parental involvement in
language teaching was not specifically investigated. However, all interviewed parents expressed
the importance of their role in facilitating their children’s English learning. They established a
home English environment and actively practiced English with their children. Similarly, the
literature on HLE involving Chinese parents or immigrant Chinese parents identifies a wide
range of language practices at home (C. Lau & Richards, 2021) and demonstrates their impact on
children’s language and literacy skills (J. J. Chen & Ren, 2019; C. Lau & Richards, 2021; Xu et
al., 2017). The next section introduces particular language practices investigated in the present
studies, namely dialogic reading and co-viewing.

While reading print books to children is common in families, the use of TV,
touchscreens, and other digital devices is widespread among children, even infants (Strouse &

Ganea, 2017a). These technologies captivate young learners through colorful animations, playful



sound effects, and interactive games designed for engagement. Thus, both approaches—
encouraging interactive book reading and having meaningful conversations during media use
(i.e., TV)—can enhance language learning.

Dialogic Reading and Coviewing as Language Stimulation Strategies

Compared to parents simply reading a book aloud to their child, dialogic reading (DR)
makes significant changes to the role of parent and child during storybook reading. In DR,
children are no longer viewed as passive listeners; instead, they are active participants and
storytellers whose participation is facilitated by adults through questioning, encouraging, and
expanding (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). DR is based on three principles: children’s active
participation in parent-child dialogues is beneficial to their language development; immediate
and informative feedback to children is valuable; and dialogic reading techniques should be
tailored to children’s growing abilities (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Building on these
principles, adults are advised to prompt, evaluate, expand, and repeat their child’s contributions
(these four steps are represented by the acronym PEER). The prompts parents are expected to
provide are Completion, Recall, Open-ended questions, Wh-questions, and Distancing questions,
acronymized as CROWD.

As proposed by Strouse et al. (2013), parents can support their child’s language by co-
viewing and conversing about television programs or videos (CVC) and actively engaging the
child in discussions and conversations about the program’s content. This may include pausing
the program or video to ask questions and encouraging children to participate and respond.
According to Strouse et al. (2013), adults practicing this strategy support young children’s
language development by directing their attention (by being present, pointing, and labeling);

providing linguistic and cognitive support via direct instruction; and giving social feedback by



linking content to real life and providing contingent comments and corrections. While DR and
CVC appear to foster young children’s language development (e.g., Ryan, 2021; Strouse et al.,
2018; Troseth et al., 2018; Willard et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2017), the perspectives of parents
regarding these language support strategies are needed to assess whether and how well they align
with families’ goals and needs.

The Importance of Parental Perspectives

Parental perspectives are important for several reasons. First, research suggests these
perspectives inform the language experiences parents provide to their child, which, as alluded to
above, predict language and emergent literacy. For example, Wu and Hindman (2024) analyzed
data from a large longitudinal dataset and found that parents’ views predicted the frequency with
which parents read to their kindergarten-age child and the number of books in the home. These
factors, in turn, predicted children’s scores on a measure of oral language and emergent literacy.
An indirect effect of parental beliefs on language development has also been reported for dual
language learners by Hwang et al. (2022). These authors found that parents’ beliefs affected
home language practices which subsequently influenced their child’s vocabulary.

Second, understanding parental perspectives is essential to assess whether parents find
specific practices intended to support children’s language development acceptable. Even
evidence-based approaches may not be implemented at home if they conflict with parents’
beliefs or established practices. High dropout rates in studies of parent-mediated interventions
designed to support children’s language or emergent literacy underscore this issue. For example,
Justice et al. (2015) found that over half of parents who were taught strategies to support
children’s emergent literacy either never implemented them or stopped implementing them

during their study. Indeed, Boyd and colleagues (2016) stress that involving the people expected



to adopt new practices—by seeking their perspectives and addressing their concerns—is critical.
If the recommended approaches conflict with the participants’ beliefs and established practices,
the practices are likely be refused.

Third, much of the language practices promoted in research (e.g., dialogic reading studied
in this project) have been developed within Western contexts, leaving significant gaps in
understanding how parents from other cultural backgrounds perceive and adopt them. A review
of the research literature on parent-child verbal interactions by MacLeod and Demers (2023)
noted that such interactions are often interpreted through the lens of “white monolingual Anglo-
American values” (p. 431). Cultural bias is also addressed in critiques of psychology’s historical
reliance on narrow, non-representative populations (i.e., Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich,
and Democratic or ‘WEIRD’) and the assumption that findings from these groups are universally
applicable. In fact, comparative studies reveal significant cultural variations in parenting
practices. For instance, Johnston and Wong (2002) found Chinese mothers were less likely than
Canadian mothers to prompt their preschool-aged children to recount personal narratives or
discuss non-shared events, instead favoring direct instruction. While such “directiveness” might
be interpreted as parental dominance in Western cultures, Chao (1994) argues that in Chinese
culture, it reflects “guan,” a concept encompassing both discipline and care. These disparities
underscore the risks of generalizing findings from WEIRD populations, as they may yield
incomplete or culturally-biased conclusions about individuals’ behaviors and development.
Frameworks from Implementation Studies

Behavioral scientists believe that to implement new or refine existing practices, we need
to understand an individual’s current behaviors and barriers to change (Atkins et al., 2017). The

Theoretical Domains Framework (TDF) and the Exploration, Preparation, Implementation, and
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Sustainment (EPIS) Framework are two widely used frameworks in implementation science.
Both frameworks highlight the critical role of individual beliefs, perspectives, and life
experiences in the implementation of new practices.

Aarons et al. (2011) underscore the importance of an “innovation-values fit” (p. 14),
suggesting that new practices are more likely to be adopted when they align with an individual’s
cultural beliefs and attitudes. An individual’s belief in their own ability to effectively implement
a practice is another critical factor in the adoption of new practices (Aarons et al., 2011; Atkins
et al., 2017; Boyd et al., 2016). Justice et al. (2015) provided an example of this factor in relation
to parent-child reading. They identified caregivers’ beliefs about their reading abilities and
discomfort with reading as barriers to implementing strategies to support their child’s early
literacy. Individuals’ attitudes toward an intervention, including their beliefs in the benefits of
the intervention and willingness to change existing practices, can also significantly influence
implementation outcomes (Boyd et al., 2016).

The Dissertation Studies

The overall goal of this dissertation was to investigate parents’ experiences with and
perspectives on specific language stimulation strategies (i.e., dialogic reading, co-viewing, and
storybook reading assisted by a digital reading pen) in supporting children’s bi- or multilingual
acquisition, with the intent of refining the approaches to support bi- or multilingual development
in ways that both parents and children enjoy and can maintain. Study 1 was carried out with
Chinese parents living in China and data was collected between July 2021 and December 2021.
Studies 2, 3 and 4 were carried out with the Chinese parents living in living in Montréal or
surrounding areas from January 2024 to August 2024. All three studies involved the same set of

parents and their child (aged 3-6 years). The studies received ethical approval from the Office of
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Research at Concordia University (see Appendices A & B). Participants were recruited via ads
(see Appendices C & D) on social media and online parenting forums and groups, using
convenience and snowball sampling. All participants received a detailed consent form, provided
in Mandarin and English (see Appendices E & F), and gave written consent prior to
participating.

This dissertation starts with Study 1 in which I explored Chinese parents’ perceptions of
DR and CVC, two strategies to support early language development, introduced above. Data was
gathered through a parent questionnaire (see Appendix G) and focus group discussions (see
Appendix H for the interview questions). The findings showed that DR was generally appealing
to parents, and more appealing than CVC. The results provided initial support for introducing
DR to Chinese parents to support early bilingual learning. However, the sample only included
parents living in China and relied only on parental report; I did not examine how parents actually
interacted with their child during storybook reading.

In Study 2, in order to gain a deeper and local understanding of how Chinese parents
living in Montreal interact with their young child to support language development, I conducted
a naturalistic observational study of 30 parent-preschooler dyads reading with a Chinese book
and reading with a French or an English book and subsequently compared parent-child
interactions in the two book language conditions. A questionnaire (see Appendix I) was also
administered to understand participants’ demographic features, language use at home, family
reading experiences, and parental views on bi- or multilingualism. Results revealed that when
reading either a French or an English book, parents used significantly more dialogic talk than
when reading the Chinese book. Closer analyses of the data suggested that this was due to

parents asking more literal questions when a book was in the SL, to facilitate story
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comprehension or to teach vocabulary.

While Studies 1 and 2 introduced DR to parents, neither involved any instruction to
parents. Study 3 offered a DR workshop to parents and then investigated over an eight-week
period how frequently they and their child engaged in DR and in what language, documented via
reading logs (see Appendix J). The observations of storybook reading sessions reported in Study
2 were repeated at the end of the eight weeks of DR in Study 3, allowing pretest-posttest
comparisons. The results showed that following the DR workshop, parents prompted
decontextualized talk by their child and expanded their child’s responses significantly more often
than at pretest, irrespective of the book’s language (HL or SL). Parents’ perspectives on DR and
its use at home were also gathered at the end of the study via focus group discussions (see
Appendix K). The findings showed that while parents reported positive experiences with DR and
a willingness to continue to use it, they had concerns regarding their knowledge about and/or
skills in implementing DR, the divergence of DR from existing home practices, practical
constraints, and their child’s reactions to DR.

In Study 4, we report on a final set of observations conducted immediately after the
posttest observations in Study 3. For these, parents and children were asked to read a storybook
compatible with a digital reading pen (i.e., a pen that converts text to speech, see a demonstration

video: https://drive.google.com/file/d/10RDAQU2-eFbS9vDCEbGbu8G-

Vy8eJXc8/view?usp=sharing), in the language of their choice. These observations were aimed at

assessing whether and how parents used a digital reading pen to support language learning. The
examination of the pen’s impact was partly motivated by parents in Study 1 reporting use of a
reading pen to support English learning. The reading logs and focus group discussions reported

for Study 3 were reviewed anew, now in relation to use of the digital reading pen. The results
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showed that when reading with the reading pen, parents used significantly fewer DR techniques
than they did without the pen. Furthermore, in focus group discussions, parents shared that both
they and their child had reservations about the use of the reading pen for various reasons
presented in Study 4.

Original Contribution

The research is novel in the importance it places on parental views on language
stimulation strategies. It assumes that parents have knowledge about their own practices and
priorities that should be brought to bear on the intervention strategies recommended to them.
Parental views and voices have rarely been studied in relation to DR, despite the ample research
on this practice. Moreover, to the best of my knowledge, no studies have specifically explored
parents’ perspectives on CVC nor on the use of digital reading pens in the context of storybook
reading. The present study aims to address this gap by explicitly seeking parental views. Parents’
views are important from an equity standpoint, as they can provide insights into the diverse
needs and perspectives amongst families, including those from minoritized groups, and
ultimately contribute to educational practices.

Moreover, research on parents’ views aligns with current intervention models in which
parents are seen as important allies in their children’s development (Snodgrass et al., 2017). By
allying with parents, researchers can incorporate parental values and practices, which may in
turn, make an intervention relevant and effective (Xu et al., 2023). If the strategies targeted in an
intervention do not appeal to parents or fit with their practices and beliefs, parents may not adopt
or maintain them. Justice et al. (2015), for example, found that over half of parents who were
taught strategies to support children’s emergent literacy either never implemented or stopped

implementing the strategies during their study. This suggests that some aspect of the intervention
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did not adequately reflect parents’ needs. The literature on parent-mediated intervention has also
noted the importance of using parents’ native language to enhance participation and ensure that
any new strategies introduced to parents can be carried out with fidelity (Lim et al., 2021). The
current research addresses this issue; it was carried out by a Mandarin-English bilingual
researcher (me) with the support of an English-French bilingual (my supervisor). This allowed
most parents, 28/29 of whom were first-generation immigrants, to receive coaching and materials
in their native language(s).

Another novel contribution of the dissertation research is the study of digital reading
pens, a technology for reading commonly used in China. Most studies of this technology
concentrate on older students, often in high school or above, and explore how digital reading
pens facilitate vocabulary acquisition, reading fluency, or comprehension in structured
educational settings (e.g., C.-M. Chen et al., 2016; Lin & Chai, 2014). However, the use of
digital reading pens with and by younger children, particularly in informal, home-based
environments, remains underexplored. Two exceptions are a study by Choi et al. (2020) and a
very recent study by Wildt (2024). The study by Choi and colleagues (2020) examined the
impact of digital reading pens on Korean preschool children. Their findings revealed that the use
of this technology positively influenced children’s interest in learning English. Wildt (2024)
observed interactions between parents and their child (attending preschool and Grade 1) when
reading with a digital reading pen in Germany. The study found that content-related talk was the
most frequent type of parental comment, followed by behavior-related talk. However, Wildt’s
study did not include a comparison condition of parents reading print books.

While the Choi et al. study (2020) highlights the potential of digital reading pens to

enhance early language learning motivation, and Wildt’s study (2024) depicts parent-child
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interaction patterns when reading books accompanied with the reading pen, Study 4 makes a
novel contribution by investigating how digital reading pens affect parent-child interactions in
multilingual households and provides a direct comparison between reading with a digital pen and
reading traditional print books. Additionally, it explores parents’ and children’s perceptions of
the device, including its perceived benefits and challenges. The findings provide valuable
insights into how this technology can be effectively integrated into family literacy practices and
has implications for researchers and designers of educational technology aiming to use digital
resources to support early bilingual development.

The dissertation research is also unique in that it used multiple methods to investigate
parents’ experiences with and perspectives on supporting their child’s early bilingual
development, including reading observations, reading logs, and focus group discussions. The
triangulation of these methods strengthens the validity and reliability of the study’s findings and

allows for a holistic understanding of the phenomena under investigation.
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Abstract
In this study, 16 Chinese parents with children aged 3—6 years were asked to share their
perspectives on language practices with a focus on two strategies recommended in the research
literature to support expressive and receptive language: dialogic reading (DR) and co-viewing
and conversing about television programs or videos (CVC). Data was gathered through a parent
questionnaire and focus group discussions. While recognizing the benefits of DR and CVC for
language and cognitive development, parents expressed concerns about the effects of these
practices on their child’s engagement; potentially negative responses by their child to
interruptions during book reading or co-viewing television/video; their own linguistic skills,
particularly in English, a common second language in China and globally; and the demands of
the practices on parents. These factors might prevent parents from implementing DR and CVC at
home either in Mandarin, in a nonnative language, or both. We discuss the findings in light of
sociocultural factors and recommend ways these language supports can be adjusted to address

parental concerns, aiming to improve future practice and research.

Highlights

e This study investigated Chinese parents’ perspectives related to reading to their children in a
dialogic fashion and co-viewing television programs to support language development.

e Parents acknowledged the potentially positive impact of dialogic reading and co-viewing on
children’s language, cognitive, and social-emotional development.

e Parents expressed some reservations about the practices, including the screen time implicated
in co-viewing, potential decreases in child engagement, and the demands on parents.

e The article suggests ways that dialogic reading and co-viewing can be adjusted to address the

parents’ concerns, aiming to improve future practice and research.
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Chinese Mothers’ Perspectives on Supporting Young Children’s Language Development
Through Dialogic Reading and Co-Viewing

Children’s language experiences at home strongly predict their early language
development and together the two lay a foundation for later language and literacy skills,
academic performance, and social-emotional development (Attig & Weinert, 2020). Given this,
various ways of stimulating young children’s language development and emergent literacy have
been proposed and examined in research, including approaches parents can implement at home.
Two such approaches are dialogic reading of storybooks (DR; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998) and
co-viewing and conversing about television programs or videos (CVC; Strouse et al., 2013).
Each of these assumes that dialog is an important vehicle for helping children make sense of
experience, and when centered on storybooks or television or video with storylines, provide
parents with opportunities to enrich their child’s language and knowledge of story features that
can help them understand and compose written stories once they begin to read and write.

While the research literature suggests that coaching parents to use DR or CVC will
positively affect children’s language and narrative skills (e.g., Elmonayer, 2013; Lever &
Sénéchal, 2011), parents’ perspectives on the interactive strategies embedded in DR and CVC
have seldomly been studied (Kotaman, 2007). Yet, parents’ views are important for two reasons.
First, research suggests they inform the language experiences parents provide to their child,
which, as alluded to above, predict language and emergent literacy. For example, Wu and
Hindman (2024) analyzed data from a large longitudinal dataset and found that parents’ views
predicted the frequency with which parents read to their kindergarten-age child and the number
of books in the home. These factors, in turn, predicted children’s scores on a measure of oral

language and emergent literacy (referred to in the paper as a “reading measure”). An indirect
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effect of parental beliefs on language development has also been reported for dual language
learners by Hwang et al. (2022). These authors found that parents’ beliefs affected home
language practices which subsequently influenced their child’s vocabulary.

Second, parental perspectives are needed to determine whether parents find specific
practices intended to support children’s language acceptable. Even approaches that have been
shown to be effective in a research context may not be adopted by parents for at-home use if they
do not fit with their practices and beliefs. Indeed, high drop-out rates have been observed in
some studies of parent-mediated interventions aimed at supporting children’s language or
emergent literacy. For example, in a study encouraging parents to draw children’s attention to
print during storybook reading (Justice et al., 2011), a quarter of caregivers dropped out. In a
second study with a similar aim (Justice et al., 2015), only 34% of parents completed the
program, whereas other parents either never started (44%), dropped out late (7%), or only
applied the techniques they were taught sporadically (15%). Based on the assumption that
parents’ views can influence their behaviors and inform their acceptance or rejection of
approaches intended to facilitate children’s language development, the present study explores
parental views on DR and CVC. As noted above, the literature about parents’ perspectives on
such strategies is scant but important to guide future practice and research. Indeed, as Michie et
al. (2008) propose, participants’ attitudes and beliefs are key factors influencing their willingness
to adopt new practices introduced by researchers.

Moreover, given that DR and CVC approaches were developed and have been promoted
largely in the Western context, we know little about how parents in other cultural contexts might
receive them. Based on a review of the research literature on parent-child verbal interactions,

MacLeod and Demers (2023) found that such interactions are often interpreted with regard to
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“white monolingual Anglo-American values” (p. 431). According to the authors, this bias can
lead researchers and practitioners to perceive variation in parents’ communicative behaviors
negatively. For an example of such variation, Johnston and Wong (2002) found that Chinese
mothers were less likely than Canadian mothers to prompt their preschool-age child for personal
narratives or discuss non-shared events, and were more inclined towards direct instruction. While
such “directiveness” might be associated with parental dominance in Western cultures, Chao
(1994) suggests that in Chinese culture, it is informed by “guan”, a concept which encompasses
both discipline and care. Given cultural variations in communicative behaviors and how they are
perceived, this study explores Chinese mothers’ use of and views on DR and CVC, two
approaches to supporting young children’s language researched in Western contexts. These
approaches may not fully align with Chinese parents’ practices and values. By gathering Chinese
parents’ perspectives, we hope to contribute to the development of language stimulation
approaches for children that are both culturally appropriate and effective.
Dialogic Reading and Co-viewing

Compared to parents simply reading a book aloud to their child, DR makes significant
changes to the role of parent and child during storybook reading. In DR, children are no longer
viewed as passive listeners; instead, they are active participants and storytellers whose
participation is facilitated by adults through questioning, encouraging, and expanding
(Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). DR is based on three principles: children’s active participation in
parent-child dialogs is beneficial to their language development; immediate and informative
feedback to children is valuable; and dialogic reading techniques should be tailored to children’s
growing abilities (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Building on these principles, adults are advised

to prompt, evaluate, expand, and repeat their child’s contributions (these four steps are

21



represented by the acronym PEER). The prompts parents are expected to provide are
Completion, Recall, Open-ended questions, Wh-questions, and Distancing questions,
acronymized as CROWD.

Studies have shown that DR is beneficial for various aspects of children’s language, such
as expressive vocabulary (Dicataldo et al., 2022; Simsek & Isikoglu Erdogan, 2021), receptive
vocabulary (Dicataldo et al., 2022; Kim & Riley, 2021; Simsek & Isikoglu Erdogan, 2021),
phonological awareness (Elmonayer, 2013; Kim & Riley, 2021), print knowledge or word
recognition (Dicataldo et al., 2022; Y.-L. Zhou, 2021) and narrative skills (Grolig et al., 2020;
Lever & Sénéchal, 2011). In a meta-analysis focused on vocabulary, Mol et al. (2008) found a
larger effect of DR for children of pre-kindergarten vs. kindergarten age. However, in a more
recent meta-analysis of the effects of DR on the expressive and receptive language skills of
children aged one to six, no age effects were found (Dowdall et al., 2020); DR exhibited a
positive effect on language skills regardless of age that increased with intervention duration. For
instance, when considering only the 10 studies with longer intervention periods, Cohen’s d, a
measure of effect size, rose from 0.41 for the full set of studies to 0.54 for expressive language
and from 0.26 to 0.34 for receptive language. In addition to the positive effects of DR on
linguistic abilities, there is evidence that DR helps improve children’s reading attitudes (Chow et
al., 2018), reading interest (Chow et al., 2008), and participation (Simsek & Isikoglu Erdogan,
2021), as well as parents’ confidence in reading to their child (Chow et al., 2008).

As conceived by Strouse et al. (2013), parental co-viewing of television or videos with
their child involves actively engaging in discussions and conversations about the content. This
may include pausing the program or video to ask questions and encouraging children to

participate and respond. According to Strouse et al. (2013), adults practicing CVC support young

22



children’s language development by directing their attention (by being present, pointing, and
labeling); providing cognitive support via direct instruction; and giving social feedback by
linking content to real life and providing contingent comments and corrections.

While the literature on the effectiveness of CVC is less vast than for DR, there is
evidence that children older than 2 years learn new words from videos if co-viewers provide
responsive and contingent support (Roseberry et al., 2009; Strouse et al., 2018; Troseth et al.,
2018). Troseth et al. (2018) compared toddlers’ word learning in four conditions: a responsive
speaker in person, an unresponsive speaker in person, a responsive speaker on video chat, and an
unresponsive speaker on pre-recorded video. The results showed that toddlers learned the new
word only when the speaker was responsive and in person. The authors propose that toddlers
may need additional support, such as co-viewing with an adult, to understand that the
information presented on video is relevant and generalizable to the real world.

Parental Perspectives on DR or CVC

Despite the evidence that DR and CVC benefit young children’s early language and
emergent literacy, very few studies specifically examine parents’ perspectives on DR, and to the
best of our knowledge, no study has explored parents’ perspectives on CVC. When parents’
perspectives on DR have been investigated, they were a relatively minor part of the research
(Chow et al., 2008; Tsybina & Eriks-Brophy, 2010; Zevenbergen et al., 2018). For example,
Chow et al. (2008) conducted a post-intervention follow-up by administering a questionnaire to
assess parents’ perceptions of and engagement with DR. The results revealed that the majority of
parents (over 80%) reported that they liked DR and used it at home. Tsybina and Eriks-Brophy
(2010) asked parents to respond to statements such as “My child/I enjoyed the DR program; I

learned from this DR program; This program helped my child’s language development; I will
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continue using this technique” (p. 545). The responses indicated a high level of satisfaction
among parents.

Zevenbergen et al. (2018) extended this work, conducting follow-up interviews to
explore parents’ perspectives on DR. Parents expressed that they favored DR structure, enjoyed
reading time with children, felt good when their child showed learning and reading ability, and
would recommend DR to others. But they also noted difficulties in applying DR, such as in
remembering questions and maintaining children’s interest in the stories. Kotaman (2007) also
found some dissatisfaction amongst parents; some expressed that questioning children during
storybook reading gives the activity a compulsory air and turns it into a formal educational task.
For example, one parent stated, “I guess when I ask questions, she is seeing it as homework or
she is feeling like I am testing her instead of fun storybook reading” (p. 204). Parents also
claimed that the frequent use of questions led to both parents and children feeling bored and
made reading too lengthy. However, some of the interview questions in Kotaman’s study were
leading. For example, Kotaman asked parents “What kind of difficulties did you encounter while
you were applying this dialogic technique and how did you overcome these difficulties?” (p.
202), potentially setting a negative tone regarding DR.

The Present Study

The present study examined Chinese parents’ perspectives on both DR and CVC to
assess their views of the approaches and based on these, make recommendations on how to
adjust the strategies to be relevant and acceptable to Chinese families seeking ways to stimulate
their child’s language. We addressed the following questions: What language practices are
Chinese parents (living in mainland China) using to support their child’s language development

at home, in Mandarin or any other language? What are these parents’ experiences (if any) with
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DR and CVC as strategies for supporting children’s language? What are their views on these
strategies? To examine these issues, the study relied primarily on data from focus group
discussions, consistent with a phenomenological approach which aims to understand issues from
participants’ perspectives and based on their everyday experiences (Liamputtong, 2011). These
data were complemented by mothers’ responses to a parent questionnaire about the home
language environment.
Method

Participants

Following ethical approval of the study from the ethic research office at Concordia
University, the study was announced via online parenting forums and groups, such as
https://www.pcbaby.com.cn/ and https://www.babytree.com/index.php, as well as to members of
the first author’s personal network. The snowball method was also utilized, wherein individuals
who contacted the researcher as potential participants were subsequently invited to share the
information with individuals who satisfied the recruitment criteria (Creswell, 2012). To
participate in the study, parents had to meet only one inclusion criterion: be a parent of a child
between three and six years old. In total, 17 parents were recruited but one parent ultimately did
not participate as she forgot the meeting time. All participants received a detailed consent form
in Mandarin and provided written consent prior to participating. As shown in Table 1, all the
parents who volunteered for the study were mothers and met the sole inclusion criterion of
having a child aged 3—6 years. The majority of mothers were aged between 30 and 39 years and
15 out of 16 parents described their families as middle-income; the majority had a college degree

or above.
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Table 1

Demographic Information

Pseudonym Age Ed]gzZil::al City Child 1 Child 2 Group
Zhi 30-34 Bachelor Shanghai Boy, 5 y.o.
Lu 30-34 Bachelor Shanghai  Girl, 4 y.o.
) ) In-person
Na 30-34 Bachelor Shanghai  Girl, 3 y.o.
Hao 35-39 Bachelor Shanghai  Girl, 3 y.o.
Qi 35-39 Bachelor Hefei Girl, 5 y.o. Boy, 3 y.o.
Hong 30-34 Bachelor Chengdu Boy, 5 y.o.
Fan 40-44 Bachelor Shanxi  Boy, 8 y.0o. Boy, 5y.o.
Jia 30-34 Bachelor Shfll’lg.l.’lal G%rl, 4y.o. Virtual 1
Wan 35-39 College Tianjin  Girl, 3 y.o.
Mei 35-39 Bachelor Shanghai Girl, 6 y.o. Boy, 4 y.o.
Ling 30-34 Master Chengdu Girl, 4 y.o.
Rui 30-34 Bachelor Tianjin  Boy, 5y.0. Boy, 1 y.o.
Xin 25-29 Master Tianjin  Boy, 3 y.o.
Ch.eng 35-39 Bachelor Xuzhou Boy, 7y.0. Boy, 3y.o. Virtual 2
Qing 25-29 Bachelor Shandong Boy, 3 y.o.
Bo 30-34 Bachelor Wuhan  Boy, 6 y.o.

Measures and Procedures

Home Language and Literacy Environment Questionnaire

Mothers were asked to respond to a questionnaire regarding their home language and

literacy environment. The questions, inspired by existing measures (Sénéchal et al., 1998), were

based on their relevance to our research questions and interests. Their focus is shown in Table 2.

The data gathered from the questionnaire were used to describe some aspects of the home

environment and contextualize data from the focus group discussions.

Focus Groups

The first author conducted three focus groups: one group which met face-to-face in

Shanghai and two which met through video conferencing, a strategy that allowed us to bring
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together parents from varied geographical locations. Each focus group session lasted from 1.5—
2 h (average 1.66 h) and was audio recorded. They involved two segments: one devoted to DR,
and one devoted to CVC. We began each segment by showing parents a demonstration video
illustrating the relevant practice (i.e., DR or CVC). To create the demonstration videos, the first
author invited the child of a friend to engage in DR and CVC with her in Mandarin. The child
provided assent for his participation in the demonstration video and the parent provided consent
for her child to participate (this parent did not participate in focus group discussions). Two 3-min
videos were created. After showing the video clip, we asked parents to share their perspectives.

We developed the focus group questions based on our research objectives, the scant
studies addressing parental views on DR or CVC (Kotaman, 2007), and recommendations in the
literature for conducting focus group discussions (Liamputtong, 2011). These include using a
semi-structured format to allow for flexibility in exploring participants’ experiences and
perspectives. While we scripted some questions (e.g., “What do you think of the interactions
between the adult and child in the video?”; “How might the interactions contribute to a child’s
language development in their native language or another language?, and “Do you have
interactions like the ones in the video with your child?”), we also asked follow-up questions
based on participants’ responses; for example, some parents spontaneously shared their concerns
about English learning, and we followed their lead by asking them to elaborate on these.
Data Collection and Analysis

NVivo 2020 software was used to facilitate coding and data analysis. Braun and Clarke’s
(2006) thematic analysis technique guided data analysis, with each author assuming distinct roles
in the different phases of analysis. The first author transcribed the discussions, translated the

transcribed material from Mandarin to English in the same document (to permit understanding
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by non-Mandarin speakers), and coded the bilingual transcripts. In the first two phases of
analysis (i.e., data familiarization and initial code formation), inductive coding was implemented
to be open to participants’ perspectives (Patton, 2015), resulting in 161 initial codes. The second
author reviewed all initial codes, and the authors identified patterns and derived themes through
a collaborative process and following Glaser and Strauss’ (1967) constant comparative method.
By comparing codes and collating them into potential themes, we reduced the initial codes to 121
and generated seven initial themes. We further reviewed the initial themes and compared them to
the refined codes and relevant extracts, the entire dataset, and the research questions to ensure
the accuracy, uniqueness and representative of each theme. The findings are reported below,
sequenced in line with our research questions.
Findings

Language Practices

Descriptive statistics derived from the Home Language and Literacy Environment
Questionnaire are shown in Table 2. Mothers reported a high frequency of storybook reading
experiences. Additionally, 12 of the 16 mothers reported having more than 50 children’s books at
home. Over 80% of mothers read bedtime stories to their children “often” or “very often”;
storybook reading at other times of day was relatively less frequent, with about 75% of mothers
responding “sometimes” or “often”. Other language practices or use of resources were less
frequently reported by mothers, such as visiting a library or bookstore, or watching television
(the child alone or with parent). The questionnaire also included two open-ended questions
regarding their child’s learning of a language other than Mandarin. Fourteen of the 16 mothers
reported that their child was learning English at school, through private tutoring (online or

offline), or at home with parents. During the focus group interviews, mothers were asked
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whether they had used DR or CVC at home in the past. Half of the mothers reported that they
used DR to some extent at home, and a third of the mothers had engaged in CVC.

Table 2

Descriptive Statistics: Home Language and Literacy Environment

Mean
(N=16)
Numbers of books in the home? 4.75
Numbers of educational toys in the home? 3.00
Frequency of reading to child/week (bedtime) 4.19
Frequency of reading to child/week (other time) 3.50
Frequency of visits to library/bookstore 2.00
Frequency of extended conversation with child 3.19
Frequency of child watching television (weekdays) 2.75
Frequency of child watching television (weekends) 3.06
Frequency of co-viewing television with child 2.69

Note: 2 For the number of books and educational toys, parents selected from the following
ranges: 1 = less than 5,2 =5-10, 3 = 11-20, 4 = 21-50, 5 = more than 50. For the remaining
items (frequencies), parents selected from 1 = never, 2 = seldom, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, 5 =
very often

In the focus group discussions, mothers also spontaneously shared their thoughts on how
language learning takes place and related topics. Constant comparative analysis identified 102
statements which were synthesized to four subthemes: child development (27 statements),
language development (26 statements), television (27 statements), and parental self-evaluation
(22 statements). Regarding beliefs about child development, most mothers expressed a child-
centered perspective, as exemplified below, showing a willingness to respect the child’s
developmental stage, follow the child’s interests, apply a play-based learning approach, and

make friends with their child.

Xin: I need to accompany him...We’re equal and not like mom and son. He and I explore
the cartoons or stories together.

Wan: Since she was very little, I never emphasize explicit teaching. Generally speaking,
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if I want to teach her something, I will say: “Let’s play.”

In terms of language development, 67% of mothers’ statements involved a comparison

between their child’s development in Chinese and English as well as between their practices in

the two languages, as revealed by the quotes below. Eight mothers explicitly expressed that they

worried about English learning, so they would spend more time on practicing English. However,

they were not confident in their own English. Some mothers even felt guilty about their efforts

compared to other mothers. Additionally, mothers reported gaining knowledge from friends,

professional articles, books, and podcasts, as shown in the first excerpt.

Na: [ heard from an early childhood specialist, before three years old, a certain part in
child’s brain is under development. So if you expose the child to authentic language
materials, the child will develop native-like language skills.

Hong: I think he [my child] is in the golden period for language acquisition, therefore, I
would like him to experience different types of language, including our Sichuan dialect,
Mandarin and English.

Qing: Because we have a lot of Chinese books, he can easily access Chinese. So, I
purposefully pay attention to English.

Cheng: I worry my pronunciation will negatively impact his English learning.

When talking about television, mothers spontaneously expressed their concerns: 81% of

statements in this category were related to the belief that television is not good for learning and

that watching television/screen time would hinder reading, but also stated that television could be

used, at times, as a reward, a tool to learn English, or a treat, as exemplified in the following

quotes:

Bo: I worry once he gets used to watching television, he won’t like reading. Reading is a
process that needs relatively more imagination and concentration. So if he really wants to
watch television, he will approach me like “Mom, I’d like to watch English cartoons, so
please let me watch them.” For example, previously, he enjoyed watching cartoons like

Arthur and Peppa Pig, both of which have Chinese and English versions. Although he
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actually preferred the Chinese version of cartoons, he knew if he asked to watch it in the
Chinese version, [ would not agree.

Rui: In terms of watching television, from the standpoint of parents, we often only allow
our kids to watch television when we’re busy, such as with chores and cooking, so that
the child will not interrupt what we’re doing.

Perspectives on DR and CVC

Mothers made a total of 191 statements expressing their perspectives on DR and CVC.
The statements were coded as shown in Fig. 1 and numbered from 39 to 48 statements per
coding category, except for social-emotional development, which had only 13 statements.
Mothers generally felt that DR and CVC would be good for children’s cognitive growth,
language (and later literacy), and social-emotional development, as shown by the proportions of
positive comments in these areas in Figure 1.
Figure 1

Percentage of Positive and Negative Comments on DR and CVC Combined, by Themes
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To elaborate on the findings in Fig. 1, mothers said adult scaffolding would help foster
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cognitive aspects of early childhood development, such as observational skills, attention to
details, logical thinking, and subject-specific learning (e.g., mathematics, science). Moreover, as
can be seen in the following except from Zhi, they noted the potential benefits of dialogic
questioning for later academic learning. According to the mothers, engaging children in
conversations could help expand children’s vocabulary and sentence structure, develop a habit of
reading, and improve their reading skills. Also, they described doing something together with
their child as “engaging”.

Zhi: One writing assignment in grade one looks like DR. Students will be asked to read
pictures and write compositions...This assignment is exactly the same as what dialogic
questioning recommends. For example, [based on pictures], the child needs to describe
what the weather is like today, what I am doing, why I did XYZ, how I feel when doing
XYZ, how XYZ will affect surrounding people, and what I’ve learned from this
story...So I would suggest applying DR when children are young. Then later on, they
will know how to write a story themselves.

But mothers were also concerned about the potential negative influences that DR and
CVC techniques might have on children. Most concerns focused on cognitive development, and
applied to both DR and CVC. Specifically, some mothers wondered if asking questions would be
harmful to the development of concentration and others worried that their child would lose
opportunities to develop independent questioning and complex thinking skills.

Jia: I find one major drawback of this technique is that she won’t develop the ability to
pose questions.

Qi: However, I find this method has a problem. For example, as for books like Butt
Detective, as he [my child] already knows the ending, [if I ask him questions], he will
rely on his memories to recall who the thief is and who has stolen the rainbow diamonds.
From my perspective, instead of using logical and inferring skills, he is using rote
memorization ... However, I don’t know how to guide him to think and infer... This is
what I struggle with most at this moment.

32



Additionally, mothers made general comments regarding the ability of DR and CVC to
meet their child’s needs and address their concerns, as shown in the final bars of Fig. 1. These
statements are elaborated in a later section.

We also compared mothers’ comments on DR and CVC. First, we observed fewer
comments about CVC (77) than DR (114), probably because watching and co-viewing television
was less frequently practiced by the mothers at home as displayed in Table 2. Second, as shown
in Figure 2, the valence of statements regarding DR and CVC were different; mothers had more
negative comments about CVC (56%) than DR (43%).

Figure 2
Percentage of Positive and Negative Comments on DR Versus CVC by Themes
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As the mothers explained, they would like their children to watch television programs
without interruptions; similar to mothers Jia and Qi who questioned the effects of dialog
techniques above, other mothers felt interruptions to television watching might interfere with
their child’s concentration. In addition, mothers thought co-viewing would not help with the

development of independent and logical thinking since television programs “feed” everything to

33



children, as expressed by Fan.

Fan: When watching cartoons, children actually think less, and they are passive learners.
The knowledge is drilled into them by images and narratives, so they don’t have a chance
to think independently.

In terms of language development, although most mothers believed that both DR and
CVC can benefit children’s language learning, they perceived the focus of DR and CVC as
different. Mothers believed that DR could cater to children’s interests and encourage them to
take initiative in leading conversations, whereas CVC might benefit children’s English learning
and ease mothers’ stress about interacting in English. Thus, despite mothers’ strong concerns
about exposure to television, they were more likely to view CVC as a compromise to compensate
for their lack of English skills.

Zhi: Allowing children to watch television to learn English is more like a compromise as
many Chinese parents don’t speak English. They let television take the teaching role.
Hao: Television is only for learning English. We won’t allow children to watch
television to learn Chinese, instead we think television is bad for learning.

As Figures 1 and 2 show, most comments by mothers related to child needs and parent
concerns were negative (79 and 85% of comments, respectively). Based on their current home
interactions, mothers felt that DR and CVC would not satisty their child’s needs. For example,
they were sure their child would consider questions as interruptions and would therefore refuse
to or be reluctant to respond to them, as represented in an exchange between mothers in the focus
group presented below. Some mothers expressed it would be especially difficult to use DR when
reading a new book, as children would be eager to know what happens next. Also, some mothers
worried that asking questions is too test-like and would lower a child’s confidence if they could
not answer the questions.

Na: I think if I ask questions continually like the Researcher [shown in the demonstration
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video], she [my child] will feel I’'m annoying.

Zhi: Yes, this boy [in the demonstration video] is genial and cooperative.

Lu: Perhaps it’s because the Researcher is not his mom. If it’s his mom watching with
him, he will say, “Mom, stop!”.

Zhi: My son would ignore you. Until now, every time he watches television, he is super
focused. Your questions and other conversations won’t reach him.

Na: Exactly. They can’t hear you.

Regarding ‘parents’ concerns’ (i.e., concerns of parents about themselves), mothers
commented that the DR and CVC techniques place a lot of demands on parents, including on
their time and energy, their linguistic skills if implemented in English, and their questioning
techniques. As one mother said, DR and CVC are very “mom-consuming”. Even though most
mothers reported reading to their child often, they stated that especially after returning from
work outside the home, they might be too tired to read with their child in a dialogic manner. Wan
raised a unique concern about her ability to follow the programs her child watches, while
echoing mothers (quoted above) who expressed concerns about interrupting children during co-
viewing:

Wan: If you ask me to co-view cartoons with her, honestly, I can’t understand the
programs she is watching. When I join in halfway, trying to understand the plot, I have to

ask her “who is he”, “what’s happening”, and she is not willing to talk to me.

Also, many mothers mentioned that their child liked repeating reading of one book. In
this case, mothers said they would have difficulty generating new questions, and some, such as
Hao just below, suggested they would feel bored asking the same questions repeatedly.

Hao: I find when I read to her once, a few days later, she will ask me to read it again.

From my perspective, I have already read it, why one more time? I feel I have nothing
new to deliver.

A small number of mothers thought that DR would ease parents’ burden by involving

children in leading the dialogs, whereas CVC when watching English shows could lessen
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demands for English speaking by parents. Indeed, helping their child acquire English as a second
language was a concern for many mothers (8 out of 16). However, some doubted whether their
English was sufficiently proficient to engage in dialog and pose questions in English. They also
worried that their English pronunciation would negatively affect the development of
pronunciation and intonation of their child, or simply found it burdensome, as expressed in the
following comment:

Wan: DR is very friendly to Chinese learning, but it’s difficult to apply in reading

English books. It’s too much for parents.
Future Use of DR and CVC

Mothers were also asked about their willingness to apply DR or CVC at home in the
future. Half of the mothers expressed a definite “yes” to DR, and half of them said they would
tailor this technique to meet their child’s needs and characteristics. The issues mothers raised that
might affect the implementation of DR included book content, the child’s familiarity with a
particular book, and the child’s age. Regarding book content, mothers mentioned that if the plots
were very intriguing, they might not use DR, to avoid a situation where the child might urge
mothers to not interrupt the story. The mothers also felt it would be better to use DR when
children are familiar with the books, whereas with unfamiliar books, DR could disrupt the child
from following the storyline. These two perspectives were voiced by Qing and Na in the
following excerpts. Mothers also said that DR needs to be tailored to the child’s age; for
example, they said that when reading with children aged 5 years or above, DR might not be
engaging for them. Therefore, it would be better to let the child lead the conversation and initiate
questions.

Qing: My idea is to find suitable books. Because some books are very text-heavy and the

illustrations are not good, they are not good for intriguing dialogues. In my opinion, if the
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kids don’t want to interact with you, there is something wrong with the books, not the
child.

Na: [ will follow Lu’s way, skim the book quickly first, then the second or third time, I
will incorporate dialogic questions.

As for co-viewing, five mothers said they would not use it because they do not like
television and would like to restrict their child’s television time as much as possible. Most
mothers (N =9) would apply co-viewing only conditionally, according to the types and
complexity of television programs. For example, some said they would only co-view complex
content and educational programs with their child, as Wan expressed:

Wan: When she is older, for example, reaching the age to watch documentaries or
Animal World or the like, I think I need to co-view with her, at least we adults also need

to watch such programs. However, if it is Peppa Pig, I won’t co-view with her.
Discussion

In this study, we sought answers to three related questions, the first about the practices
used by Chinese parents (in our sample, mothers) to support their child’s language development
at home; the second related to the mothers’ experiences with DR and CVC, two strategies for
supporting children’s language employed by researchers in Western contexts; and the third
related to their views on DR and CVC, based on their experience (if any) and/or verbal
explanation and video demonstrations by the first author on each approach.
Language Practices

The mothers’ practices were captured by a questionnaire as well as the focus group
discussions. According to the questionnaire responses, book reading was frequent, and most
families had more than 50 children’s books at home. While number of books is not a direct
measure of language practices, it has been shown to predict children’s reading performance

across 25 countries (Park, 2008). However, when mothers in the focus groups were asked
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whether they engaged in DR prior to the present study, half had not, and the other half had done
so only sporadically. CVC was used even less, although television is highly accessible within
China, with 97% of families (urban and rural) owning one in 2016 (China’s National Radio and
Television Administration, 2018). The reasons for this are explored in the following section on
parents’ perspectives on DR and CVC.

In the focus groups, some participants spontaneously brought up practices related to
English teaching and learning and this topic generated discussion in the group. The mothers’
interest in English might reflect the Chinese elementary school curriculum, where English
classes begin in grade three nationally and even earlier in some cities like Shanghai, and are
emphasized as much as Chinese language and mathematics courses as demonstrated by Mao
(2020). As suggested by Mao (2020), this curricular emphasis might reinforce parents’ belief that
mastering English will give their children advantages, such as increased access to prestigious
universities, wider job opportunities, and a higher social class in the future. Some mothers in our
study also stated that children would develop Chinese as a first language rather naturally, while
second language learning might require concentrated effort.

The mothers’ concern with English teaching and learning could also reflect, more
broadly, a high level of involvement in their child’s education, reported for Chinese parents in
other studies (E. Y. H. Lau et al., 2011; Mao et al., 2023) and indirectly observed through high
levels of private tutoring for children in China (Ministry of Education, 2021). High parental
engagement in education amongst Chinese families has been attributed by Wang (2016) to a

centuries-old belief that “To feed without teaching, is the father’s fault (FFAE, L Z33)” (p. 6);

thus, the responses by mothers in the present study could reflect culturally-rooted beliefs about

their roles and responsibilities.
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Perspectives on DR and CVC

Regarding their views on the practices, the mothers were particularly skeptical about the
effectiveness of CVC, and stated concerns about television’s potential negative impact. While
according to Michie et al.’s (2008) guidelines for developing and evaluating interventions,
parents’ confidence in CVC could be enhanced by highlighting its positive effects on young
children’s language development and story comprehension (e.g., Strouse et al., 2013), we would
hesitate to recommend CVC for Chinese parents of young children with demographic
characteristics like those in the present study. In our research, parents viewed television as a
special treat and entertainment. Perhaps regular viewing of television went against their views on
the importance of diligence, a value deeply rooted in Chinese culture (Wang, 2016). Notably,
however, mothers in our study felt CVC could be useful in supporting second language
development, suggesting an openness to technologies that could assist their child’s learning.

Parents in this study also expressed concerns about their ability to pose questions (a
practice inherent to DR), particularly when repeatedly reading their child’s favorite books and
reading in English. Interestingly, Zevenbergen et al. (2018) found that middle-income families
did not encounter challenges in employing dialogic questioning techniques. In the present study,
the majority of parents (15 out of 16) appeared to be of middle socio-economic status (SES). The
discrepancy in findings between the two studies may be attributed to the fact that parents in our
study were sharing thoughts on DR and CVC before ever trying the strategies themselves. It is
also important to consider the findings within the broader context of cultural variations in parent-
child interaction styles. As documented in Johnston and Wong (2002), Chinese parents did not
place the same emphasis on eliciting children’s language as Canadian parents and placed a

higher value on direct instruction and teaching. It is crucial to build on parents’ existing strengths
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and cultural practices. For example, DR training for Chinese parents could incorporate
questioning strategies that focus on particular child outcomes such as the acquisition of
vocabulary or print concepts, and having specific goals could potentially appeal more to parents.

Mothers were invited to voice their views on engaging in DR or CVC not only in
Mandarin, their native language, but also in English. Parents’ low confidence in their English
proficiency, coupled with concerns about the potential negative impact of their pronunciation on
their child’s English development, is consistent with findings from Mao (2020), where even a
mother who was an English teacher in a middle school in China refrained from teaching her own
daughter English due to such concerns. Parents’ beliefs about their capabilities could discourage
them from using DR and CVC to support second/additional language learning. To empower
parents, openly discussing the presence of accents in various languages could help challenge
deficit views of second language learners and boost parent’s confidence in themselves when
reading in a second language. Question banks for specific books could also be provided to
further build parents’ confidence in using dialogic questioning techniques when supporting
child’s learning in non-native languages, while as discussed above we need to ensure questions
are framed appropriately and resonate with parents’ existing interaction patterns.

Some mothers were reluctant to use DR or CVC, and noted the potential emergence of
negative emotions on the part of the child or themselves due to perceptions of DR or CVC as
testing; interruptions to the flow of interaction incurred by questioning; parental boredom with
certain books or children’s television programs/videos; and the parental burden associated with
these activities, also reported in Kotaman’s (2007) study. These concerns could be addressed in
research or practice by working collaboratively with parents to tailor the practices to the content

of books or television programs, individual family preferences, and the child’s age or
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developmental stage. With respect to age, Mol et al.’s (2008) meta-analysis showed that
kindergarten children benefited less from DR than younger preschoolers, and suggested that the
older children might have required less adult support to follow stories and thus preferred the
stories not be interrupted. To reduce children’s perceptions of being tested or frustration with
interruptions, parents could use dialogic questioning techniques only once children are familiar
with a book or, if CVC were adopted, once a program has been viewed at least once in its
entirety. Finally, the literature does not recommend an ideal “dosage” of questions for either DR
or CVC, but the frequency of questioning is an issue that can be explored with parents as their
insights can, and in our view should, help shape practice.

Implications

The high levels of involvement in education reported by parents in this study suggests an
openness to programs designed to support children’s language development. To effectively
engage parents, program designers should explicitly acknowledge parents’ dedication to their
children’s education and provide clear, practical guidance on language-support strategies.
Additionally, it is crucial to address parental concerns, such as those expressed by parents in this
study, to ensure that strategies can be integrated to family routines.

One potential barrier to parents implementing language-support strategies is limited
knowledge and skills in specific strategies and concerns about their language proficiency and a
subsequent lack of confidence in their abilities. To address these challenges, a well-designed
parenting program should offer tools and resources that boost parents’ confidence and
competence; for example, for DR, parent tipsheets and suggested questions for specific books
and pages within them can provide clear direction. Video demonstrations showcasing strategies

can also be an invaluable resource. For parents who wish to support a child’s second language
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but are not entirely confident in their own abilities in that language, bilingual storybooks with
side-by-side translations and audio recordings in both native and nonnative languages could be
beneficial. Adapting DR techniques to accommodate different languages may also be effective—
for instance, parents could read in the second language, but ask dialogic questions in their native
language, or alternate between languages by using their native language for higher-demand
questions (e.g., inferential or distancing questions) and the nonnative language for simpler, literal
questions.

Although the parents in this study did not value television highly, they recognized the
potential of technology to support their child’s language learning and reduce the demands of
storybook reading. Collaboration of parents and researchers or program developers could lead to
the design of technologies that support parent-child interactions while addressing parental
concerns. For example, for parents who find daily reading too demanding, audible books
augmented with built-in questions reflecting DR techniques could be helpful. To alleviate
concerns about screen time, programs could also offer clear guidelines on balancing technology
use with other activities, and emphasize interactive and purposeful engagement over passive
consumption. Equipping parents with knowledge and tools to use technology effectively can be a
powerful pathway to fostering children’s language development.

Limitations and Future Directions

Our research has its limitations. First, the sample is limited in that it was small,
comprised uniquely of mothers, and somewhat homogenous in terms of parental educational
level and other indicators of SES (i.e., income and occupation). Fathers are often
underrepresented in research, particularly in studies related to child development, parenting, and

family dynamics (Panter-Brick et al., 2014). However, fathers may play a unique role in
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supporting children’s language development. As one study has shown, they often employ more
relaxed and playful approaches to literacy activities, which can foster greater autonomy and
engagement in children (Liu & Hoa Chung, 2022). Fathers may also have similar or different
reaction to DR than mothers in the same family. In a more recent study, we conducted a study of
parents who have emigrated from to China to Canada, mothers occasionally reported sharing DR
strategies (following a workshop on DR) with the child’s father and subsequent changes in the
father’s behaviour. While one mother reported that both she and her husband were more patient
and more willing to listen to and communicate with their son when reading to him, another father
found DR a burden, contrary to the child’s mother. Additionally, the perspectives of
grandparents would be of interest, given that grandparent involvement in childcare in China
ranges from 50 to 70% (Luo et al., 2020).

Although this study welcomed participants with varied SES, most had middle SES
backgrounds. Parents from lower SES backgrounds often have different experiences and
perspectives than those from middle SES. For instance, in Zevenbergen et al. (2018), parents
from lower SES backgrounds reported a less positive experience implementing DR than middle
SES parents. It would thus be of interest to intentionally recruit Chinese families of low SES to
share their views on DR and CVC. If families of low education levels were to be interested in
these practices, one could tailor support to the families’ needs. For example, in a recent study
alluded to above, we provided Chinese immigrant parents with books to implement DR as well
as a tipsheet with sample questions and ideas for engaging the child. Parents found these useful
and resources like these could be similarly helpful to low SES parents. Moreover, to effectively
support lower SES families, researchers should recognize the barriers these families may face in

accessing resources. One approach is to provide families with materials directly or connect them
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with local libraries and organizations that lend such items as a short-term solution. Alternatively,
in homes with limited resources, one could introduce “elaborative reminiscing,” in which parents
engage children in discussions about past experiences. This method requires no additional
materials and has been shown to enhance children’s language skills, social-emotional
development, and autobiographical memory, as noted by Salmon and Reese (2016).

A second limitation related to methodology is the focus group design. As in any focus
group, participants could have been influenced by others in the group (Liamputtong, 2011).
Future studies could begin with individual interviews to avoid this and follow-up with a focus
group, thus providing parents with an opportunity to talk with other parents — something they
seemed to enjoy in our study.

Finally, parents were asked to comment on DR/CVC after viewing only two short videos;
in on-going research, we are investigating Chinese parents’ perspectives after they participate in
DR training informed by findings from the present study and then implement the strategies at
home over several weeks. It will be interesting to see how Chinese parents perceive these
strategies after using them. One could also observe and compare parent-child interactions while
using DR and CVC versus other media, as media features could influence the interactions. For
example, interactive e-books with embedded questions might reduce the number of questions
and prompts a parent might provide to a child in comparison to DR and CVC or could include
animations that direct parent-child dyads to particular parts of a story.

Conclusion

This study explored Chinese parents’ language practices with their preschool-age child

and focused on their perspectives on DR and CVC: strategies for supporting young children’s

language development reported in the research literature. Parents agreed that these two
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techniques would benefit children’s language development, aspects of cognitive development,
and social-emotional skills. However, parents also expressed concerns about watching television,
a key part of CVC, and had reservations about how well both DR and CVC satisfy parents’ and
children’s needs. For example, they were sure their child would consider adult questions as
unwanted interruptions and would refuse to respond to them. Some parents qualified this point of
view, pointing out, for instance, that it would be difficult to use dialogic reading especially when
reading a new book, as children are eager to know what is happening next. Some parents worried
that asking questions could lead children to perceive storybook reading or watching television as
testing situations, and might undermine a child’s confidence if they could not answer the
questions. Moreover, parents expressed concerns about the demands the techniques place on
parents’ time, energy, questioning skills, and English skills when/if the practices were
implemented in that language. The study provides valuable information that can be used to
develop language interventions that empower families from all backgrounds to support their
children’s language growth and are based on the premise that “quality” parent-child interaction is

not defined by a single or standard set of practices.
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Connecting Study 1 and Study 2

In Study 1, parents recognized the cognitive, social emotional, and linguistic benefits of
DR and CVC. However, when they were explicitly asked to reflect on drawbacks of the
approaches, they noted potential challenges in maintaining their child’s engagement, negative
reactions from their child to interruptions during reading or CVC, limitations in their linguistic
proficiency—particularly in English, which is prevalent in China—and the demands placed on
parents by these practices. Such concerns could act as barriers to implementing DR and CVC at
home, whether in Mandarin, a nonnative language, or both. Parents expressed additional
concerns about screen time associated with CVC. In contrast, all parents expressed interest in
using DR at home and obtaining advice in how to mitigate the challenges they noted. Thus, in
the remaining studies, we investigated DR with Chinese-Canadian families.

The sample in Study 1 consisted exclusively of parents living in China, and their reading
practices were not directly observed. This left gaps in understanding their reading styles and
interactions with their child during storytelling and across languages. Study 2 aimed to address
these limitations by observing 30 parent-preschooler dyads from families residing in Montreal,
where at least one parent had emigrated from China. The dyads participated in storybook reading
sessions under two conditions: reading a book written in Chinese (HL condition) and reading a
book written in French or English (SL condition), based on the parent’s preference. This study
extends the literature on parental reading styles in bilingual contexts by providing empirical
observations of how the book’s language affects parent-child interactions during storybook
reading, thus offering a more nuanced analysis than was available in Study 1. Study 2 also sheds
light on how Chinese parents support their child’s bilingualism, but in a new context of

immigration and in the presence of heritage and societal languages.

46



Study 2: Raising Young Children in Multilingual Montreal: Chinese-Canadian Parents’

Language Choices and Storybook Reading Style

Wei Mao and Diane Pesco

Department of Education, Concordia University, Canada

Submitted to International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism

47



Abstract
This study examined how Chinese-Canadian parents living in a multilingual environment
interact with their young child to support language learning during storybook reading. Thirty
parent-preschooler dyads living in Montreal, Quebec where French is the dominant language and
English is also widely spoken, participated. Parents were observed sharing a storybook with their
child with a Chinese book and a French or an English book, depending on parental choice. The
results showed that parents and children preferred to interact in Chinese even when reading a
French or an English book. Results also revealed that when reading either a French or an English
book, parents used significantly more dialogic talk than when reading the Chinese book.
Specifically, parents asked more literal questions to assess whether their child understood the
vocabulary and text or to teach vocabulary. In both conditions, parents asked few inferential and
distancing questions that place higher cognitive demands on children but are important to story
comprehension and foster their engagement with reading. The findings can guide interventions
with immigrant families to optimize parental support of language learning in bilingual and
multilingual contexts and promote positive experiences for both parents and their child.
Keywords: early bilingualism, immigrant families, storybook reading, parental reading style,

dialogic reading
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Raising Young Children in Multilingual Montreal:

Chinese-Canadian Parents’ Language Choices and Storybook Reading Style

Parents’ role in children’s language and literacy development has received significant
research attention, as evidenced by numerous studies on the home language/literacy environment
(HLE) (e.g., Burgess et al., 2002; Kluczniok et al., 2013; Sénéchal, 2006). The HLE, including
family socioeconomic status (SES), the physical environment (e.g., the number of books at
home), language use in the home as reported by parents, language stimulation strategies
implemented by parents, and parental perceptions of language development, has been shown to
predict young children’s language development in monolingual contexts (Krijnen et al., 2020;
Sénéchal, 2006; Silinskas et al., 2020). There are also studies demonstrating similar effects for
bilingual children (J. J. Chen & Ren, 2019; Dong & Chow, 2022; O’Brien et al., 2020; Scheele et
al., 2010; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2014) who now make up 18% of all children aged 0-15 years in
Canada (Schott et al., 2022) and over 20% of the school-aged population in some regions of the
United States (National Center for Education Statistics, 2024).

Storybook reading is one context in which bilingual or multilingual parents might support
language development either in only the child’s heritage language (HL) to support HL
maintenance or in any of the languages in the family’s repertoire to promote their child’s bi- or
multilingualism. While there is research testing the degree to which frequency of storybook
reading by such parents predicts young children’s language growth (as reviewed in the next
section), there is little research on how they engage in storybook reading and the language(s)
they spontaneously select for this activity. A study by Quirk et al. (2024), reviewed in detail
below, is the exception. These authors studied children living in the same region as participants

in our study: Montreal, the largest city in the province of Quebec, where French is the official
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language and predominant language of schooling, and English, Canada’s other official language,
is also widely spoken. They focused on French-English bilingual families. In contrast, our study
focused on immigrant families speaking Chinese as a HL but also the societal languages (SL) of
French and/or English to some degree.

For immigrant children whose HL is different from the SL, parents might choose to
consistently use the HL to support its maintenance. HL. maintenance has been associated with
positive outcomes in various areas, including SL learning (Paradis et al., 2021), academic
achievement and later college attendance (Jang & Brutt-Griffler, 2019), socio-emotional well-
being (Kilpi-Jakonen & Kwon, 2023), better parent-child relationship and family well-being (De
Houwer, 2015), and strong multicultural identities (Mu, 2015). Parents might also use language-
support strategies more frequently when reading in their HL versus the SL due to their greater
ease in their HL. Conversely, parents could prioritize the SL, because they perceive knowledge
of the SL as an asset and a protective factor preventing their child from being marginalized based
on their Chinese linguistic and ethnic identity, or even being overidentified as having a language
delay due to limited proficiency in the SL (Cheung et al., 2024; Wehbe, 2024). Thus, parents
might provide greater linguistic support when reading SL books to their child. The aim of this
study was to gain a deeper understanding of how Chinese parents living in a multilingual
environment interact with their young child to support language development in both or all of
their child’s languages during storybook reading.

Storybook Reading and Language Development

Studies have examined the impact of parent-child book reading in various cultural and

linguistic contexts and found that it supports HL vocabulary and oral language skills. For

example, a study conducted in Singapore by Li and Tan (2016) revealed that parent-child reading
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in Chinese (HL) predicted their child’s Chinese oral language skills. Similarly, focusing on
bilingual learners in the U.S., Lewis et al. (2016) reported growth in children’s Spanish (HL)
vocabulary and oral comprehension due to parent-child book reading and Ryan (2021) found
positive effects of storybook reading on children’s French (HL) vocabulary.

Studies have also examined the impact of parent-child book reading on the SL for
children exposed—uniquely or additionally—to a different home language. O’Brien et al. (2020)
found that reading in English (SL) had a significant moderate effect on English vocabulary and
reading skills. In a study that focused on Chinese-English dual language learners from low SES
backgrounds in the U.S., J. J. Chen and Ren (2019) found that storybook reading in both
languages was positively associated with children’s language skills in the HL and SL. However,
Willard et al. (2021) found that storybook reading by parents in the HL and SL led only to
positive effects on the child’s HL. It is worth noting that in studies by O’Brien et al. (2020) and
J. J. Chen and Ren (2019), parents’ proficiency in the SL was an important factor in children’s
SL growth. Hoff (2015) posits that when parents are not native or proficient speakers of a
language (e.g., the SL), their language input is less effective in facilitating their child’s SL
learning than the input of native SL speakers, such as teachers and peers.

The language in children’s books is one factor explaining the relationship between
storybook reading and child language development. Logan and colleagues (2019) analyzed the
number of words of the most circulated children’s books and estimated that preschool children
whose parents read picture books daily will be exposed to 78,000 words a year. The language in
storybooks is also lexically diverse. For example, Montag et al.’s study (2015) showed that 100
storybooks contained 1.72 times more unique words than child-directed conversations and the

ratio became larger as the number of books in the sample increased. Thus, young children whose
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parents read books with them regularly receive larger and more diverse language input, a
positive factor in children’s language development (Hoff, 2006; Montag et al., 2015).
Parents’ Storybook Reading Styles

Some parents have been observed to read storybooks to their child without requiring the
child’s response or participation; they ask only or primarily yes/no questions and direct the
child’s behaviour (e.g., directing them to turn pages), but show little stimulation of their child’s
language (Brannon et al., 2013; Huebner & Meltzoff, 2005; Whitehurst et al., 1988). Huebner
and Meltzoff (2005) observed, for example, that when parents in their study read to their child,
they barely engaged them, regardless of the child’s age and parent’s education level, and their
child’s total number and mean length of utterances during the reading was low. After parents
received instruction on dialogic reading, a form of interactive reading intended to encourage
child participation in book-related discussions, they displayed significantly more language
support strategies. There was also a significant increase in the number and length of the child’s
utterances.

In the context of bi- or multilingual environments, there are few studies that examine
parental reading style or the factors affecting it. In one study, conducted in Montreal by
Gonzalez-Barrero et al. (2021), English-French bilingual parents reported that they often
translated words and switched between their dominant and non-dominant languages during
reading. Also conducted in Montreal, Quirk et al. (2024) observed how English-French bilingual
parents read and interacted with their child. Language proficiency in both languages was
relatively high for both parents and children, although parents did rank one language as their
dominant one. Observations showed that parents provided high-quality reading interactions in

both languages but used more language support strategies in the non-dominant language. Parents
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also used more code-switching and translanguaging techniques when reading in their non-
dominant language. Li and Fleer’s case study (2015) focused on the reading styles of immigrant
families. They observed a father who asked his daughter to read an English book in Chinese.
When the child refused, the father demonstrated reading the English book in Chinese and
engaged the child in conversation about the book in Chinese. Li and Fleer raised concerns about
how the conflict between the child’s motivation to read in English (SL) and the parents’ desire to
use Chinese for storytelling (HL) might affect the parent-child relationship. Notwithstanding
these studies, there is limited knowledge regarding the reading styles and language support
strategies that bi- or multilingual parents, especially immigrant parents, employ with their
children and how language choices may impact these.
The Present Study

The present study is a laboratory-based study of 30 parent-preschooler dyads from
families living in Montreal in which at least one parent had emigrated from China. The dyads
were observed during storybook reading in two ‘book language’ conditions: reading with a
Chinese book (HL condition) and reading with a French or an English book, according to the
parent’s preference (SL condition). Specifically, this study strived to answer:

e What languages do parents and children use during storybook reading when the text
is in Chinese (HL condition) vs. when the text is in French or English (SL condition)?

e What language support strategies do parents use during storybook reading in each of
the two conditions, and how does book language affect the frequency and diversity of
the observed strategies?

Methods
Participants
Following ethics approval from Concordia University, we recruited immigrant Chinese

parents and their child aged 3-6 years old from Montreal, Quebec, using convenience and
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snowball sampling. We posted recruitment flyers on social media and distributed the ad via a
local Chinese immigrant service centre. We also asked the recruited participants to share
information about the study with parents they thought would be interested in participating. Thirty
families joined the study, with 28 mothers and 4 fathers attending the lab sessions during which
storybook reading was observed. For most of the families (n = 28), the same parent read to the
child in the two conditions. In two mixed-ethnic families, the mother read to the child in Chinese
and the father (one from France and one from Israel) read to the child in French or English,
respectively.

Participants’ demographic information is shown in Table 1. As the table shows, most of
the families were from middle SES backgrounds, and parents had very high levels of education.
This could reflect immigration policies in Canada that favor applicants with high levels of
education, language ability, and work experience (Government of Canada, 2024). Except for one
parent born in Canada, parents were first-generation immigrants in Canada and four parents had
arrived in Canada relatively recently (i.e., had immigrated to Canada only within the last three
years). In addition, three families were of mixed ethnicity with mothers from China and fathers
from either France or Israel. Except for four children, all children were born in Canada.

Table 1
Demographic Information (N = 30)

Mean SD
Parent Characteristics
Parent Age 37.73 4.76
Education Mother ? 4.37 .61
Education Father ? 4.27 .78
N %
Family Income
Low income 2 6.7%
Middle income 23 76.7%
High income 5 16.7%
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Child Characteristics

Only Child 15 50.0%

Boy 16 53.0%
Child Age

3 years old 7 23.3%

4 years old 15 50.0%

5 years old 4 13.3%

6 years old 4 13.3%
Child Born in Canada 26 86.7%

Note. * Education: 1 = Junior high school or below, 2 = Senior high school/ Vocational school, 3 =
College diploma, 4 = Bachelor’s degree, 5 = Master’s degree or above.

Materials
Survey

Following consent, parents were asked to fill out a questionnaire designed based on
previous work with bilingual families (De Houwer, 1999, 2018; Luk & Surrain, 2019). The
questionnaire included sections on demographic information, language use at home, family
reading experiences, and parental views on bi- or multilingualism.
Books

Since the same parents will be invited for a second-round observation in an ongoing
study, we selected two set of books for the storybook reading sessions based on the following
criteria: follows a simple storyline, contains some degree of humor to attract children aged three
to six years, and is available and comparable in all three languages. The chosen books were from
the Frankin series written by Paulette Bourgeois and Brenda Clark: Franklin and the
Thunderstorm (Bourgeois & Clark, 2011a) and Franklin’s New Friend (Bourgeois & Clark,
2011b), and the Chinese versions (respectively, Bourgeois & Clark, 2011c, 2011d) and French
versions (respectively, Bourgeois & Clark, 2002, 2000) of these same books.
Procedures

Observations of Storybook Reading
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The observations took place in a research space at the host university. While the parents
were completing the questionnaire, the first author established rapport with the child by playing
with a standard set of toys selected for the study. Once the child was comfortable, the child and
parent were led to a ‘reading’ area in the same room. The camera was set up behind a two-way
mirror in an adjacent room and a microphone was fixed to a wall in the reading area. The parent
and child were invited to read storybooks together under two conditions: a Chinese book (HL
condition) and, according to parental choice, either a French or English book (SL condition). The
French book was chosen by 14 parents. The book language was counterbalanced (i.e., half of the
parents began with the HL condition and half with the SL condition). Within these conditions,
book title was also counterbalanced.

Prior to reading, parents were given an opportunity to review the books although the
majority declined to do so. Parents were not given instructions about how to read with their child
or what language to use as the study aimed to collect naturalistic data that might reflect parent-
child interactions at home. Each reading session lasted 10-15 minutes separated by a 10-minute
break, when the dyad was offered drinks and snacks. When the dyad was engaged in reading, the
researchers left the room to avoid parents and children feeling they were being supervised or
distracting them but observed the sessions from behind the two-way mirror.

Transcription and Coding

The parent-child interactions were audio and video recorded. The transcription process
involved three steps: Al-generated automated transcription based on audio recordings (to which
parents agreed on the consent form), review and revision of the transcript by a trained research
assistant while listening to the audio recording, and a final review and revision of the transcript

by the first author while viewing and listening to the video footage.

56



We developed a coding manual (see Appendix L) based on the previous literature on
dialogic reading (Whitehurst et al., 1988) and parent-child reading behaviors (Munzer et al.,
2019; Strouse & Ganea, 2017b) to capture parent’s and child’s language choice and use, as well
as parental language support strategies. The first author coded all data and a research assistant
coded a randomly selected portion of the data (20%). Inter-rater reliability was good:
Krippendorff’s a = .85 (Krippendorff, 2019). All disagreements were resolved after discussion
between the first author and the research assistant.

Language Choice and Use. The language of the book was categorized as Chinese,
French, or English (the latter depending on parental choice). Each utterance by the parent and
child during the reading sessions was also coded for language use using the same categories.

Parent Utterance. The coding of parental utterances had two layers. First, informed by
previous studies conducted by Munzer et al. (2019) and Strouse and Ganea (2017b), parental
speech was coded by the first author to one of the following five categories: (1) content-related
talk, (2) reading text from books, (3) attention-directing and procedure-related talk, (4) off-task
conversation, and (5) uncodable (e.g., if a parent’s utterance was unintelligible or its intent was
unclear). Drawing on categories from the dialogical reading protocol (Whitehurst et al., 1988),
content-related utterances were further coded into seven types: (1) asking the child to complete a
phrase/sentence, (2) asking a literal question (i.e., question for which the response can be located
in the text or pictures), (3) asking an inferential question (i.e., question which requires the child
infer a response based on the text and world knowledge), (4) asking a distancing question (i.e.,
question that invites children to relate the text to their own ideas or experiences), (5) evaluating
the child’s response, (6) expanding the child’s idea, and (7) repeating the child’s speech. These

subtypes are referred to collectively as “dialogic talk in the results. Questions that required only
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a “yes” or “no” response were categorized as such. Utterances that did not fit into the categories
of dialogic talk or yes/no questions — for example, parents responding to their child’s questions
— were classified as “other”.

Results
Home Language Environment

The results from the parent questionnaire are presented in Table 2. As the table shows,

except for three mixed-ethnic families that applied a ‘one-parent, one language policy’, the
families primarily used Chinese at home. Parent and child use of a Chinese language were
significantly and strongly correlated: ;= .811, p <.001. Additionally Chinese was reported as
the dominant language for both parents and their child. According to paired t-tests, parents and
children were, on average, more proficient in Chinese than in French or English (all ps <.001).
Dominance of Chinese was also reflected in the language practices parents reported on the
questionnaire, namely, significantly more exposure to and greater frequency of reading Chinese
books compared to the other two languages (p < .01).

Table 2

Language Use and Environment at Home

Chinese French English

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Parent language use * 79.92% (22.71%)  8.82% (14.00%) 8.93% (13.29%)
Child language use * 71.30% (22.40%)  15.30% (16.13%)  13.70% (17.32%)
Parent language proficiency ° 8.08 (2.42) 4.23 (1.95) 5.60 (2.04)
Child language proficiency ° 6.67 (2.31) 3.20 (2.01) 3.03 (2.28)
Numbers of books ° 3.40 (1.13) 2.43 (1.30) 2.73 (1.25)
Frequency of reading ¢ 3.53(1.04) 2.73 (.91) 2.63 (.96)

Note. a. Daily language use: rating range = 0% — 100%; b. Language proficiency: rating range = 0 — 10; c.
Number of books: 1 = Less than 10 books, 2 = 11-20 books, 3 = 21-50 books, 4 = 51-100 books, 5 =
More than 100 books; d. Reading frequency: 1 = Never, 2 = Once a week, 3 = Several times a week, 4 =
Once a day, 5 = Several times a day.
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Parental Perception About Bi- or Multilingualism

Parents’ responses to questionnaire items regarding bi- or multilingualism are presented
in Table 3. Their ratings indicate that they held positive perceptions about bi- or multilingualism
for its cultural and practical value, as found in previous studies (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009, 2014;
Zhang & Slaughter-Defoe, 2009). However, unlike previous studies (Curdt-Christiansen, 2014;
Liang & Shin, 2021), parents did not report concern about language confusion and SL delay,
although they did worry about HL loss or attrition. Informal talks with parents during breaks in
the reading sessions confirmed this set of findings. Guided by their beliefs, parents in this study
place greater emphasis on using Chinese at home as discussed earlier. Parents also valued their
role in supporting language development, but rated lower their knowledge about how to help
their child learn Chinese, French, and English.

Table 3

Parental Perception About Bi- or Multilingualism

Mean SD
Living in Canada, it is also important for my child to be able to communicate with 4.83 0.53
relatives in Chinese.
Speaking more than one language will help my child succeed in the long term. 4.97 0.18
My child will be confused if he/she learns two or more languages at the same time. 2.33 1.30
I worry that my child’s French and/or English will be delayed if we only speak 2.00 0.98
Chinese at home.
I think my child will naturally learn French and/or English when he/she goes to 3.80 1.10
school.
I’'m worried that my child will slowly lose the Chinese language. 3.80 1.00
Parents play an important role in their child’s language development. 4.63 0.61
I think parent-child reading helps early language development. 4.80 0.41
I know how to help my child learn Chinese. 3.30 1.09
I know how to help my child learn French. 2.70 1.15
I know how to help my child learn English. 2.80 1.19

Note. The items are based on 5-point Likert scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 =
Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree.
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Language Choice and Use

Figure 1 shows the language(s) that parents chose for reading the storybook text and
interacting with their child during the observation sessions. When it was a Chinese book, parents
read the text and interacted with their child in Chinese. However, in the SL condition, parents
often read in Chinese. Specifically, 14 parents read in the book language, four parents translated
the texts to Chinese and read to their child in Chinese, and 12 parents read the text in the book
language but translated it to Chinese right away to facilitate their child’s story understanding, as
shown in the excerpt of consecutive utterances by one parent below. Book text read by the parent
is in quotes, followed by translations or comments made by the parent in Chinese, and
translations of the Chinese in parentheses for the sake of readers.

Figure 1
Parents’ Language Use When Reading and Interacting with Child

Reads Text Interacts with Child
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Parent 27:

“He doesn’t look very friendly, whispered Beaver.”
fiiit, i tETERYER i1, b B E N 2R A YF (He said, he whispered to him, he doesn 't
look very friendly).

18, Franklin ER b B R AEZ = E (Hmm, Franklin and he stayed in the classroom alone).

“Mr. Owl told the class that moose had come from a different place far away.”
Z MR, M —MRIZIRIZ A 753K (The teacher told him, he had come from a
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place far far away.)
“Franklin, said Mr. Owl, I’d like you to be a buddy for Moose.”
ZImx, FAELLIRBCA RS IF AR & (The teacher said, I'd like you to be his good friend).

Within the category of content-related utterances, 19 parents engaged their child in
conversation only in Chinese; 4 used both Chinese and the book language (e.g., asked the same
question in both languages); and 7 used only the book language. Chi-square goodness-of-fit test
comparing the parents using Chinese (alone or with book language, n = 23) to parents using only
the book language (n = 7) was significant x> (1) = 8.53, p = .003. In Figure 2, children’s language
use in the SL condition showed a similar pattern as that of parents: most used only Chinese (n =
14) or a combination of Chinese and book language (n = 9) vs only the book language (n = 7).
The chi-square test was identical to the parents’: ¥* (1) = 8.53, p = .003. These results showed
that parents and children preferred to interact in Chinese even when reading a SL book.

Figure 2
Children’s Language Use When Interacting with Parent

Interacts with Parent
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Parents’ Language Support Strategies
As shown in Table 4, in both conditions, almost half of parents’ utterances were devoted
to reading and explaining the texts, and about 30% of the utterances was to dialogic talk and
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yes/no questions, but this proportion varied considerably from parent to parent, ranging in the

HL condition from 1.8% to 39.15% and from 7.78% to 44.83% in the SL condition.

Table 4
Parents Reading Style
Chinese book Fr/En book
Mean SD % Mean SD %

Reads Text 79.10 22.04 49.51% 90.17 4491 46.67%
Dialogic Talk® 35.73 24.52 22.37% 48.77 34.89 25.24%
Yes/No Questions® 14.50 9.39 9.08% 15.63 16.76 8.09%
Other Content Talk® 12.50 9.74 7.82% 22.53 17.09 8.33%
Attention Directing 17.93 10.87 11.22% 16.10 11.19 11.66%

Note. * These are the subcategories of content-related utterances (see section on transcription and coding).

Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA, with book order as the covariate) showed that when
reading in the SL condition (i.e., the French or English book), parents used significantly more
dialogic talk than they did in the HL (i.e., Chinese book) condition (F' = 17.78, p <.001, partial
n?=.39). We also examined the diversity in types of dialogic talk. Parents used significantly
more diverse types in the SL condition (M = 5.03, SD = 1.25) than the HL condition (M =4.77,
SD = 1.14, p < .001, partial n?=.33). Although we counterbalanced the order of book language,
we found significant interaction effects for the frequency (F = 12.49, p = .001, partial n2 = .31)
and diversity (F = 16.73, p <.001, partial n> = .37) of dialogic talk, as shown in Figure 3.

We examined further parents’ dialogic talk between conditions. The mean proportions of
each type of dialogic talk are provided in Figure 4. Parents displayed a similar pattern in the two
conditions with a large portion of their talk devoted to literal questions and evaluations of their
child’s responses to questions or prompts (e.g., yes, you’re right!). Parents asked only a small

percentage of inferential or distancing questions in both conditions.
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Figure 3
Frequency and Diversity of Dialogic Talk by Book Language and Book Order
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Subcategories of Parental Dialogic Talk
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Paired t-tests, reported in Table 5, further showed that the greatest difference between
conditions was for literal questions, with the result nearing significance (p = .008) once a

Bonferroni correction for multiple comparisons was applied (p = .007).
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Table 5

Dialogic Talk Subtypes: Comparison of HL vs SL Conditions

HL SL Mean difference ¢ daf P
(M/SD) (M/SD) (HL vs SL)
Completion .63 (1.71) 1.1 (3.56) -47 -.85 29 405
Literal Qs 12.57 (12)  21.37 (17.32) -8.80 -2.87 29 .008
Inferential Qs 1.6 (3.57) 1.53 (2.84) .067 .081 29 936
Distancing Qs 2.7 (4.64) 2.17 (3.1) 53 .66 29 S18
Evaluation 9.97 (7.79) 11.47 (8.48) -1.50 -1.14 29 264
Expansion 4.9 (3.65) 6.27 (6.56) -1.37 -1.08 29 289
Repeat 3.27 (3.99) 5.3 (6.84) -2.03 -1.66 29 .108

To further understand the results for literal questions, we examined correlations between

these and children’s language proficiency (as reported by parents). English proficiency was not

correlated with the use of literal questions, but French proficiency was negatively correlated (rs =

-.489, p = .006). Parents tended to ask literal questions to assess whether their child understood

the vocabulary and text or to teach vocabulary, as shown in the following excerpts from

transcripts of parent-child reading sessions in the SL condition.

=z

Parent 16: Blesses, K#ifiE2HA4A=2R

==

4?7 (“Blesses”, what does it mean?); Arnaud

I’escargot, c’est qui? (Arnaud the snail, who is it?)

Parent 27: “He rubbed his eyes...” B0 rubbed his eyes (What does “rubbed his eyes”
mean)? ; “Please give a warm welcome to the new classmate.” Fa9/NBAA KT, REM
42 (What will you do when a new student comes?)

Parent 28: [N KB+ A? (What is lightning in French?); INREEEIE]TA?

(What is snail in French?)

Note. Translations of the Chinese are provided in parentheses.

Discussion

This naturalistic observational study explored how Chinese-Canadian parents living in a

multilingual environment interacted with their young child during storybook reading to support
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their language and participation in storytelling. We provided parents and their child with books
in their HL (Chinese) and an SL (French or English, according to parental choice) and
investigated how the language of the books related to parents’ and children’s language choices
and parents’ language support strategies.

Language Dominance for Interaction and Conversation

The parent responding to the survey identified Chinese as the dominant language for both
themselves and their child, and in most cases, also for another parent in the home. They also
reported owning more books and reading more frequently in Mandarin or, for one family,
Cantonese, than in other languages. These results indicate that parents were interested in
maintaining their HL, as has been reported previously for Chinese immigrant families (Curdt-
Christiansen & Morgia, 2018; Zhang & Slaughter-Defoe, 2009). Parents’ language use and
practices also reflected their perception about bi- or multilingualism for its cultural and practical
value (Curdt-Christiansen, 2009, 2014; Zhang & Slaughter-Defoe, 2009). Curdt-Christiansen
(2009) posits that the language parents select to use and the language practices they provide for
their child at home are shaped by their beliefs.

Observations of parents’ and children’s reading behaviors were also consistent with the
survey results. When presented with a book in their HL and dominant language, the parent and
their child tended to interact in that language, as was also observed in Quirk et al. (2024), and the
SL was rarely observed. However, when presented with a book in the SL, both parents and
children counted on their HL to interact and converse, as shown by frequent switches from the
SL text to Chinese. This finding aligns with one of three main reasons for code-switching cited
by Paradis et al. (2021): language dominance, overlap across languages, and activation of both

languages during speech production. Another possible explanation for the findings in the SL
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condition could be parents’ and children’s low proficiency in the SL as reported by parents.
Parents might prioritize the HL to accommodate to their child’s language proficiency and thus
support comprehension (Kremin et al., 2022; Quirk, Brouillard, & Byers-Heinlein, 2024), or
might feel better able to support their child’s language by interacting in the HL given their own
level of SL proficiency.

Translanguaging for Language Learning

Interestingly, while parents in our study tended to use their HL more, they used more
language support strategies (i.e., more frequent and diverse types of dialogic talk) when reading
books in the SL condition (i.e., the non-dominant language in the family), especially when the
SL book was read first. These results, in line with findings from Quirk et al. (2024), were
primarily due to parents translating the French or English texts into Chinese and asking children
to say words in French or English: a strategy that could have been intended to enhance their
children’s comprehension and learning of the SL. Parents in a study by Kremin et al. (2022)
similarly facilitated their child’s understanding of a non-dominant language by translating or
teaching vocabulary. Parents have also been observed to use more contact and pointing gestures
to support their child’s understanding when using their non-dominant language versus their
dominant one (J. Zhou et al., 2024).

These strategies can be considered translanguaging practices defined as “multilingual,
multisemiotic, multisensory, and multimodal resource[s] that human beings use for thinking and
for communicating thought” (L. Li, 2018, p. 26). One translanguaging practice Li discussed is
for interlocutors to draw upon their entire linguistic repertoires, for example, by using their HL
to explain a concept or vocabulary encountered in the SL, as was observed in this study. While

recent studies have shown that translanguaging is effective for enhancing a weaker language
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(Lewis et al., 2016), it might also be an effective strategy to help children maintain their HL
while they acquire an SL. Parents use of the HL in reading SL books observed in the present
study was, in essence, a method of ensuring or increasing HL input. Furthermore, when bi- or
multilingual children enter school and SL becomes their dominant language, a reverse
translanguaging practice—using SL to support HL maintenance—could be beneficial.
Patterns of and Variability in Dialogic Talk

Some parents in our study frequently engaged their children in dialogic talk, while others
seldomly did. A high level of individual variation was also observed in Quirk et al.’s (2024)
study of bilingual families. Moreover, regardless of the languages of the books, parents’ dialogic
talk involved a high number and proportion of literal questions to label pictures, teach
vocabulary and check text comprehension. Accordingly, very little talk was devoted to
inferential and distancing questions. Towson et al.’s (2017) systematic review of dialogic reading
intervention studies also found that for studies providing details about dialogic talk, distancing
questions were less common than open-ended and wh-questions. Additionally, research shows
that many educators do not ask inferential questions during storybook reading with preschoolers
(Zhu & Pesco, 2024). Inferential and distancing questions have been described as involving
placing higher cognitive demands on children as they require analysis, reasoning, and
perspective-taking (Collins, 2016). Collins emphasized that these types of questions are essential
for story comprehension, inferential thinking, and fostering active engagement with reading.
Given that our study focused on immigrant children with varying levels of proficiency in their
HL and SL, the parents might have thought that inferential questions were too cognitively
challenging for their children. However, Collins (2016) demonstrated that high cognitive demand

discussions during storybook reading had a positive effect on children’s story comprehension,
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particularly their ability to answer inferential questions, even for those with low L2 proficiency.
Limitations and Future Directions

Our research has its limitations. A larger and more varied sample could be included in
future studies to augment the generalizability of the findings. For example, future studies could
include families from various SES backgrounds. SES is often regarded as an important factor in
children’s bilingual or multilingual development. Research shows that SES affects this
development through parental language practices (Scheele et al., 2010). Parents from higher SES
backgrounds tend to engage more in conversation with their children, focusing on eliciting
responses rather than just giving instructions (Hoff, 2006). Therefore, the inclusion of families
with varied SES backgrounds could deepen our understanding of reading practices in bilingual or
multilingual homes.

Another limitation to the present study was the limited analysis of children’s responses to
their parents’ questions and initiations to their parents. A future direction could be an in-depth
analysis of the existing data in terms of the content and function of children’s utterances.
Furthermore, we could nuance our analysis by examining parents’ reports of their children’s
language proficiency or observations of the children’s expressive language within the
interactions and its relationship to parental input. Research has shown that children play a
dynamic role in shaping parent-child reading. Parents are constantly interpreting their child’s
verbal and nonverbal cues and adapting to the child’s engagement levels (Preece & Levy, 2020).

Future studies could also involve observations of parents and children in a more
naturalistic setting and context. Parents in this study reported that they often read to their child
before bedtime and let their child choose the book; thus, observations at home could provide an

interesting contrast with data collected in a lab, as they were in the present study.
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Finally, parents can be provided with training on dialogic reading given that the parent
questionnaire in our study suggested that parents are not confident about how to support their
children’s language learning in both the HL and SL. More importantly, observation data revealed
that some parents rarely engaged their child in dialogic talk and many parents asked few
inferential or distancing questions. In immigrant families, parents are not only often considered
responsible for passing on their HL to their children (Cunningham, 2020; Weekly, 2020) but are
also expected to provide SL input at home (Ahooja & Ballinger, 2022). Thus, implementing an
approach to reading and interaction that could enhance language stimulation in the home
environment is especially important. In an ongoing study, we are pursuing this direction by
providing workshops on dialogic reading to parents and assessing their impact on parental
language support strategies.

Conclusion

This study investigated how Chinese-Canadian parents read and interacted with their
child. Both parents and children used their HL more frequently than the SL, regardless of the
language of the book, a result that could have positive implications for HL maintenance. While
parents used the HL more often, they used more language support strategies when reading SL
books, particularly the strategy of asking literal questions to support story comprehension and
vocabulary learning. However, in both conditions, parents rarely engaged their children in
inferential and distancing discussions that require a higher level of cognitive demand and thus
promote more advanced language development. The findings can guide interventions with
immigrant families to optimize parental support for language learning in bilingual and

multilingual contexts and promote positive experiences for both parents and their child.
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Connect Previous Studies and Study 3
Study 3 builds directly on Study 2 which revealed that parents spontaneously employed
some interactive reading strategies when reading books in HL and SL but did not assess how
explicit instruction on DR would influence their reading behaviors or how parents would

perceive its practical use at home. Study 3 also relates to Study 1 which provided preliminary

evidence regarding Chinese parents’ views of DR as a potential tool for early bilingual learning.

However, parents’ perspectives in that study were based on prior knowledge and two short

videos illustrating DR.

Study 3 expands the focus of the two preceding studies by investigating how parent-child

interactions evolve after parents received DR instruction. It also explored parents’ perspectives

on DR after parents used DR at home over eight weeks and logged each session. Through a

combination of quantitative and qualitative methods, Study 3 advances our understanding of how

instruction on DR affects parent-child interactions during storybook reading in bilingual families

and of parents’ views of those interactions: a factor neglected in the literature on DR but key to

parents’ use of DR outside a research context.
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Abstract
This study examines how parent-child interactions evolve following dialogic reading (DR)
instruction for parents and explores parents’ perspectives on DR. Chinese-Canadian parents (N =
29) and their three- to six-year-old child participated. Data was gathered via a questionnaire,
observations of the dyads while reading a Chinese and a societal language book, reading logs,
and focus groups. Following instruction, and irrespective of the book’s language, parents
prompted and expanded their child’s talk significantly more often than at pretest and children’s
responses correlated highly with parents’ talk. Parents reported positive experiences with DR and
a willingness to continue using it, but expressed concern regarding their knowledge or skills,
divergence of DR from home practices, practical constraints, and child resistance. The findings
indicate DR’s potential to enrich parent-child interactions but also highlight challenges in
sustaining DR that can inform practice with families raising their child with more than one
language.
Keywords: dialogic reading, interactive reading, early bilingualism, immigrant families, parental

perspectives
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Dialogic Reading in Multilingual Contexts: Chinese-Canadian Parents’ Practices and
Perspectives

Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory posits that child development is shaped by
children’s direct interactions with their immediate environment (microsystem) and more distant
systems (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2007). Within the microsystem, the interactions between
children and the individuals closest to them, such as parents, are recognized as proximal
developmental influences. Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory aligns well with this perspective,
underscoring the crucial role of children’s life experiences and the input they receive from their
surroundings. According to Vygotsky (1978), children’s development is fostered when adults (or
more capable peers) provide scaffolds within a child’s zone of proximal development.

During dialogic reading (DR), an interactive reading approach that aims to engage
children as active participants in storytelling, adults provide scaffolding by asking questions,
offering explanations, and establishing connections between the text and the child’s existing
knowledge (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998), which allows children to interact with the text on a
deeper level than they could independently (Vygotsky, 1978). More specifically, adults are
guided by Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998) to prompt, evaluate, expand, and repeat children’s
responses and initiations (strategies represented by the PEER acronym). Prompting includes
inviting children to complete phrases, recall events in the story, and respond to open-ended and
wh- questions, as well as distancing questions that invite the child to link the story to their own
experience (these prompts are acronymized as CROWD).

Indeed, a substantial body of research has shown that DR predicts various aspects of
young children’s language and emergent literacy, including their expressive and receptive

vocabulary (Dicataldo et al., 2022; Kim & Riley, 2021; Simsek & Isikoglu Erdogan, 2021),
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phonological awareness (Kim & Riley, 2021), print knowledge or word recognition (Dicataldo et
al., 2022; Y.-L. Zhou, 2021) and narrative skills (Grolig et al., 2020; Lever & Sénéchal, 2011).
In addition, when used by parents, strategies inherent to DR — such as asking open-ended
questions, prompting predictions, and making connections to real-world experiences — have been
shown to enhance children’s ability to make inferences, draw conclusions, and understand
complex ideas (Collins, 2016).

Although the benefits of DR for preschool-age children are well-documented, studies
investigating parent-child book reading during this period show that parents either engage
children minimally or are variable in terms of implementing and sustaining strategies to engage
the child introduced to them by researchers. For an example of the former, Huebner and Meltzoff
(2005) found that parents generally engaged little with their children during storybook reading,
irrespective of the parent’s educational background. For an example of variability amongst
parents, Justice et al. (2015) found that over half of parents who were taught strategies to support
children’s emergent literacy either never implemented them or stopped implementing them
during their study. These findings raise important questions, namely why do some parents drop
out of intervention studies, and why might other parents maintain newly-learned techniques at
home even after intervention? In addressing such questions, Boyd and colleagues (2016) suggest
that the perspectives of people who are asked to implement new practices are needed; without
these, practices are likely to be met with resistance.

Parental voices regarding DR specifically are often missing in the literature, as are their
views on reading with their child in the various languages present in their environment. The
present study aims to remedy this silence by introducing Chinese-Canadian parents to DR as a

means of supporting language at home and by exploring their experiences with and views on DR
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following a ‘try-out’ period. By allying with immigrant parents, we hope to devise
recommendations for parents wishing to diversify their language support strategies while
incorporating their values and preferences.

Frameworks from Implementation Studies

While studies have found that parents can implement DR effectively, we know little
about whether parents sustain this practice outside research contexts. The continued use of new
practices once research ends are recognized challenges across different fields, including
education, early childhood intervention, and healthcare, and have been attributed to barriers such
as individual beliefs, organizational features, and resource limitations (Aarons et al., 2011; Boyd
et al., 2016; Justice et al., 2015). To address barriers, frameworks such as The Theoretical
Domains Framework from health science (Michie et al., 2008) and the Exploration, Preparation,
Implementation, and Sustainment (EPIS) Framework from the child welfare field (Aarons et al.,
2011) have been proposed and are used to interpret some of the findings from the present study.
Both frameworks highlight the critical role of individual beliefs, perspectives, and life
experiences in the implementation of new practices.

Aarons et al. (2011) underscore the importance of an “innovation-values fit” (p. 14),
suggesting that new practices are more likely to be adopted when they align with an individual’s
cultural beliefs and attitudes. An individual’s belief in their own ability to effectively implement
a practice is another critical factor in the adoption of new practices (Aarons et al., 2011; Boyd et
al., 2016). Justice et al. (2015) provided an example of this factor in relation to parent-child
reading. They identified caregivers’ beliefs about their reading abilities and discomfort with
reading as barriers to implementing strategies to support their child’s early literacy. Individuals’

general attitudes toward an intervention, including their beliefs in the benefits of the intervention
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and willingness to change existing practices, can also significantly influence implementation
outcomes (Boyd et al., 2016).

In addition to the value of parental perspectives suggested by implementation
frameworks, the views of immigrant parents are important from an equity standpoint. Their
views can provide insights into the diversity of needs and perspectives amongst families,
including those from minoritized groups, and can ultimately inform educational policies and
practices. Furthermore, it is important to consider DR from the perspective of parents who are
raising their child in multilingual contexts, including those who speak a language at home that is
different from the prevailing societal language (SL) (i.e., a heritage language; HL). Quirk et al.
(2024) studied 641 parents’ responses to an open-ended survey question regarding their primary
concerns about raising their children multilingually. One major concern was the potential
negative impact of multilingualism on language development, a concern sometimes exacerbated
by advice to parents from professionals to speak only one language (the societal one) to their
child (De Houwer, 2015). By understanding and addressing parental concerns, interventions can
be tailored to better fit family dynamics and language practices, leading to more effective and
sustainable outcomes.

DR in Various Contexts

DR has been shown to be effective in various cultural contexts and by speakers of various
languages such as Chinese/Mandarin (Dong et al., 2024; Y.-L. Zhou, 2021), Turkish (Simsek &
Isikoglu Erdogan, 2021), Bangla (Opel et al., 2009), French (Thomas et al., 2020), Italian
(Dicataldo et al., 2022), and German (Grolig et al., 2020). DR can also be a means of supporting
bilingual or multilingual development amongst children speaking a heritage language (Chacko et

al., 2018; Huennekens & Xu, 2016; Pappas et al., 2012; Y.-L. Zhou, 2021). For example,
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Huennekens and Xu (2016) examined the effects of DR on emergent literacy skills in preschool-
aged dual-language learners living in the US. DR was carried out uniquely in Spanish, the
children’s HL, but the results showed significant growth in children’s English (SL) and Spanish
at posttest.

HL maintenance is an important factor in the well-being of immigrant families (De
Houwer, 2015). For young children speaking a HL at home, but acquiring a SL early in
childhood (e.g., at daycare), continuing to use the HL is critical to avoid language loss and foster
harmonious bilingualism (De Houwer, 2015, 2021) — that is, experiences with bilingualism that
are subjectively positive for all family members, avoid interpersonal conflict, and support family
well-being. DR, investigated in this study, could be a means of supporting HL and could
additionally provide opportunities for parent and children to explore texts written in the HL(s).

The Present Study

The present study examines the effects of DR instruction on parents’ reading styles, as
well as parents’ views of DR. Parents attended a workshop where they learned how to implement
DR and were provided with illustrated storybooks in the HL (Chinese) and in the predominant
SLs (French, and English) that they could optionally use to implement DR at home over an 8-
week period. Before and after this period, parent-child dyads were observed in two conditions:
(a) reading with a Chinese book (HL condition) and (b) reading with a French or an English
book (SL condition), according to the dyad’s preference. Following the 8-week period, parents
participated in a focus group to share their experiences with DR as a means of supporting their
child’s language development and to discuss the factors that motivated or impeded their use of
DR. The three research questions were: (1) How do parents’ reading styles vary by time (i.e.,

before and after receiving DR instruction) and book language (i.e., Chinese book vs. French or
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English book)?; (2) How do children respond to DR?; (3) What are the Chinese-Canadian
parents’ experiences with and views on DR, including the factors that motivate or impede their
use of DR at home?

Methods
Participants

Following ethics approval by Concordia university, we recruited parent-child dyads in the
Greater Montreal area by announcing the study on social media, circulating the ad at a local
community centre serving the Chinese-Canadian community, and via snowball sampling. To be
included in the study, parents had to have a child between the ages of three and six years and be
interested in raising their child to be multilingual (as identified in the recruitment ad). The ad
was distributed in Mandarin, and thus implicitly targeted Mandarin speakers.

Thirty families joined the study, and only one family dropped out at the midpoint of DR
implementation. The participants showed a high commitment to the study, as shown by their
participation in reading observations and focus group discussions, in addition to the at-home
implementation of DR and completion of reading logs. The reading logs were submitted by 16
parents every week (i.e., for each of the eight weeks) and an additional 8 parents submitted them
for seven of the eight weeks. The five remaining parents submitted logs for at least four weeks,
and voluntarily explained that for the other weeks, they had either forgotten to complete the logs
or had encountered special circumstances, such as illness.

Amongst the 29 families, most parents (79.3%) reported “middle” income levels (with
6.9% reporting low income and 13.8% high) and had obtained at least a bachelor’s degree
(93.1% of mothers, 86.2% of fathers). The relatively high socioeconomic status (SES) found in

the sample is congruent with immigration policies in Canada that favor high levels of education,
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language ability, and work experience (Government of Canada, 2024). Except for one parent
born in Canada, parents were first-generation immigrants in Canada and four parents had
immigrated to Canada within the last three years. In addition, three families were of mixed
ethnicity, with mothers from China and fathers from either France or Israel. Amongst the 29
children (15 boys, 14 girls), 86.2% were born in Canada, and about half had siblings (51.7%).
Most were 4 years old (48.3%), and the remainder were 3 (24.1%), 5 (13.8%) or 6 (13.8%) years
old. Regarding school attendance, 24 (82.8%) of children were attending childcare or preschool
centers and the rest of the children were in kindergarten (also considered to be preschool in
Quebec) or, in just a few cases, Grade 1.
Measures, Materials, and Procedures
Questionnaire

Information about demographics, children’s language exposure and language use at home
and daycare or school, and number of children’s books and frequency of reading to children by
parents was collected via a parent questionnaire.
Pre-Post Observations

Prior to and following DR implementation (described next), we conducted observations
in a research space at the host university that had a two-way mirror, allowing parents and
children to engage with one another without a researcher in the room. The parent and child were
invited to read storybooks together under two ‘book language’ conditions: a Chinese book and,
according to parental choice, either a French or an English book. The French book was chosen
by 16 parents. The book language was counterbalanced (i.e., half of the parents began with the
Chinese book and half with the French or English book). Each reading session lasted about 10-15

minutes separated by a 10-minute break. Within these conditions, book title was also
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counterbalanced. The chosen books were from the Frankin series written by Paulette Bourgeois
and Brenda Clark: Franklin and the Thunderstorm (Bourgeois & Clark, 2011a) and Franklin’s
New Friend (Bourgeois & Clark, 2011b), and the Chinese versions ( respectively, Bourgeois &
Clark, 2011¢c, 2011d) and French versions (respectively, Bourgeois & Clark, 2000, 2002) of
these same books. The transcribed and coded observations served as outcome measures, as
elaborated in the Data Analysis section

DR Workshop and Implementation at Home

Given that parents in past studies of DR have raised concerns about remembering the
dialogic prompts (Mao & Pesco, 2025; Zevenbergen et al., 2018), and the overlap between open-
ended, wh- and distancing questions in the CROWD prompts, we distinguished the prompts in
our study somewhat differently. Namely, we distinguished open-ended questions (which include
-wh questions) as literal, inferential, or distancing. Literal questions were defined as those for
which the answer was located in the text or pictures, whereas inferential questions required
children to infer a response based on their understanding of the story and world knowledge
(Collins, 2016). We continued to define distancing questions as those that allowed the child to
link their experience to the text (Zevenbergen et al., 2018).

To ensure that parents would have opportunities to participate in discussion and
accommodate parents’ schedules, the workshop was offered to small groups of parents (5-10
parents per group). Four workshops took place virtually and one in person, with each lasting 1-
1.5 hours, depending on the size of the group. In the workshop, the first author explained to
parents the DR techniques, demonstrated how to ask DR questions using a Chinese storybook,
and presented example questions that parents could ask. Then each parent was asked to

demonstrate asking DR questions using a different Chinese storybook and feedback was
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provided by the first author.

At the workshop, parents were also provided with material and instructions to implement
DR techniques over eight weeks. These included a DR guidebook providing: (1) an explanation
of DR and its purpose, (2) an illustration of DR using a Chinese picture book, and (3) question
banks in each language that parents could optionally refer to. These materials were inspired by
the kit entitled Read Together, Talk Together (Pearson Early Learning Group, 2006) and
material from the [owa Reading Research Center (Folsom, 2017). Parents were encouraged to
spend about 10 minutes a day in DR. Parents were also given 15 books written for children of the
ages in our study: five Chinese books from the Rabbit Waiwai series (Waiwai Rabbit Early
Education Team, 2012), five French books from the Je Lis Avec Pat Le Chat series (Dean &
Dean, 2019), and five English books from the Curious George series (Rey & Rey, 2011). Each
of the books was accompanied by a two-page tipsheet providing a brief summary of the book,
reading tips, and prompt examples. We let parents decide whether or not to use the books we
provided and made clear to parents that the books we provided were optional.
Reading Logs

Parents were asked to engage in DR daily and to log the reading three times per week on
a sheet we provided, including: the date, book title, estimate of reading time in minutes (check
options), level of enjoyment (select emoji), and comments. Parents were contacted over the
phone or other social media platforms on a weekly basis to remind them to implement DR and
complete the logs and to discuss any issues parents raised.
Focus Group Interviews

After observation, parents returned for focus group interviews. In total, five online focus

groups with four to seven parents in each group were conducted and each focus group lasted 1.5-
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2 hours (average length 1.73 hours). Focus groups were conducted in Mandarin and discussions
in the focus group were recorded and transcribed verbatim. We scripted some questions for the
focus group based on a previous study of Chinese parents living in mainland China (Mao &
Pesco, 2025) and the variables of interest in this study, but also followed parents’ lead in the
discussions. We began with broad, open-ended questions regarding reading experiences at home,
namely “How did you read with your child before you participated in this study” and “How does
that compare to how you are reading to your child now?”. We then proceeded to ask questions
such as the following: “How and when do you use DR with your child? How did your child
respond to DR? Have you found that DR has already had or will have effects on your child’s
development? If yes, can you tell me more? Did you encounter any difficulties in using DR?
How did you manage these difficulties? Will you continue to apply DR? Why or why not?”
Data Analysis

Research questions 1 and 2 were addressed by coding parent-child interactions
deductively based on a coding manual (see Appendix L) created for this purpose (Munzer et al.,
2019; Strouse & Ganea, 2017b; Whitehurst et al., 1988). The first author coded all data and a
research assistant (a trained graduate student in the education field) coded a randomly selected
portion (20%) of the data. Intercoder reliability was good to excellent according to
Krippendorff’s o which corrects for chance agreement, with values of .85 at Time 1 and .93 at
Time 2 (Krippendorff, 2019). All disagreements were resolved after discussion between the first
author and the research assistant. The coded data was examined using two-way repeated
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) in SPSS 29, with book language and time as the
repeated measures. Proportional data was used in several analyses to control for differences in

the length of parent-child reading.
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Research question 3 was answered based on data from the weekly reading logs completed
by parents over the 8-week period of implementing DR and focus group discussions following
this period. The reading log data was analyzed with descriptive statistics. To interpret the focus
group discussions, we analyzed some of the data using codes that we had derived inductively in a
previous study investigating the views of parents living in mainland China on DR (Mao & Pesco,
2025). Given, however, that some of our questions were different than in the previous study, we
also employed inductive coding and used constant comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967)
to identify emergent themes and patterns. Intercoder reliability, calculated for all codes using
Krippendorff’s a, was .88.

Results
Language Exposure, Use, and Proficiency

Most of the children (62%) were exposed to all three languages simultaneously at home
before the age of three, as shown in Table 1. The remaining children were exposed to two
languages before age three (one of which was Mandarin or Cantonese) and a third language (i.e.,
French or English) at a later age. However, exposure to French or English at home was minimal
for all children, at less than 10%. Furthermore, parents in the 15 families with more than one
child reported Chinese was the primary language used for communication among siblings.

Table 1

Language Exposure, Use, and Proficiency

Chinese French English
Onset age of language exposure % % %
From birth 100 27.59 20.69
Before 3 years old - 48.28 65.52
After 3 years old - 24.14 13.79
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Language use at home Mean % (SD) Mean % (SD) Mean % (SD)
Parent® 79.74 (23.09)" 8.95(14.23) 8.90 (13.52)
Child* 71.03 (22.73)" 15.52 (16.39) 13.79 (17.61)

Language proficiency M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Parent® 8.02 (2.44)" 4.19 (1.97) 5.55(2.05)
Child® 6.66 (2.35)" 3.14 (2.01) 3.00 (2.31)

Note. *Range 0-100%; °Ratings 0-10. “p < .001 for paired t-test comparing Chinese to French and
Chinese to English (French-English comparison ns)

Prior to the study, parents reported a greater emphasis on reading in Chinese than in other
languages, as indicated by owning more books and engaging in reading activities more
frequently in Chinese, as shown in Table 2. Parents’ reading practices were also reflected in their
reading logs. The logs culminated in a total of 1,015 entries, with parents reporting that they had
read with their children 3 to 7 times per week. Over half (56.1%) of the reading log entries
indicated that parents read in Chinese (based on choice), while the remainder referred to reading
in French, English, or a combination of the two.

Table 2

Home Reading Practices

Chinese French English

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Numbers of children’s books ? 3.38 (1.15)" 2.41 (1.32) 2.72 (1.28)
Frequency of reading ° 3.52 (1.06)" 2.72 (0.92) 2.62 (.098)

Note. *Number of books: 1 =< 10,2 =11-20, 3 =21-50,4 = 51-100, 5 =>100; ®1 = Never, 2 = Once a
week, 3 = Several times a week, 4 = Once a day, 5 = Several times a day; “p < .01 for paired t-test
comparing Chinese to French and Chinese to English (French-English comparison ns)

Taken together, the data indicate that Chinese was the dominant home language for
parents and children. French and English, however, was sometimes used by parents voluntarily

to implement DR. Moreover, these languages predominated in the educational programs attended

by children, with over half of the children (55.2%) attending a childcare, preschool or school
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where French was the medium of care or instruction, and the remainder attending settings where
English (24.1%) or both French and English (20.7%) were used.
Parents’ Reading Style

Figure 1 displays the type of talk parents used while reading a Chinese book and French
or English book to their child. As shown in the red bars, parents increased their dialogic talk and
decreased reading the book text (blue bar) and asking yes/no questions (green bar) from Time 1
to Time 2, in both conditions. The proportion of dialogic talk varied by parent, ranging from
16% to 55% in the HL condition (SD = 10.69%) and from 12% to 71% in the SL condition (SD
=13.78%).
Figure 1

Parental Utterances by Book Language and Time

11.25% 7.54% 11.32% 9.01%
2 7.94% 3;7:2 $.38% 150;)032;4,
t 9.20% 8.09% = 0
E" 22.63% o 25 889 ) Attention Directing
: S ' 35545 Other Content Talk
% Yes/No Questions
E Dialogic Talk
é}’ 18.98% 46,339 Reads Text
S 38.46% Sl 40.40%
o

Ch Book T1 Ch Book T2 Fr/En Book T1 Fr/En Book T2

Note. T1 = Time 1 (pretest); T2 = Time 2 (posttest)
A two-way repeated measures ANOVA was conducted to evaluate the effects of book
language and time on the frequency of parents’ dialogic talk calculated as a proportion (i.e.,

number of utterances within a category/total number of utterances). The results are presented in
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Table 3 (‘DR overall’). The frequency of DR increased following the DR instruction, as shown
by the main effect of time. The effect of book language and the interaction of book language
with time were each nonsignificant. We further examined the mean proportions of each type of
dialogic talk. As Figure 2 shows, parents asked more distancing questions, expanded more on the
child’s ideas, and evaluated the child less (e.g., “Yes, you are right”) at Time 2. These
differences were confirmed via a series of two-way repeated measures ANOVAs, also presented
in Table 3. The remaining comparisons were nonsignificant once a Bonferroni adjustment was
applied. An effect of book language was only found for ‘distancing questions’ which were
greater in the HL condition. All of the other interactions were nonsignificant.

Table 3

Parental DR Subtypes: Effects of Book Language and Time

DR Overall & Book Language Time Book Language * Time
Subtypes F(1,28) p n? F(1,28) p n? F(1,28) p n?
Overall 0.48 493 .02 48.19 .001 .63 2.82 .105 .09
Completion 0.47 498 .02 1.65 209 .06 1.65 210 .06
Literal Qs 6.85 014 20 6.90 014 20 0.54 468 .02
Inferential Qs 0.71 407 .02 6.98 013 20 .09 772 .00
Distancing Qs 14.04 .001 33 8.68 .006 24 1.96 173 .07
Evaluates 0.87 359 .03 22.84 .000 45 6.24 019 18
Expands 0.50 485 .02 106.77 .000 79 1.48 234 .05
Repeats 0.55 464 .02 7.05 013 20 0.06 .807 .00

Note. Bonferroni-adjusted p <.007.

The diversity of dialogic talk was calculated by counting the number of different dialogic

reading prompts. The effect of time was significant: F' (1, 28) = 45.63, p <.001, partial n*> = .62.

This result indicated that following the DR workshop and implementation at home, parents used

significantly more types of dialogic talk. This result can be attributed to parents’ heightened use

of higher cognitive demand questions, such as inferential and distancing questions, at Time 2, as
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reported above. However, no significant effect was found for book language: F' (1, 28) = 0.70, p

=.409, partial n?> = .02. The interaction of book language and time was also nonsignificant: F (1,

28) =0.85, p = .363, partial n> = .03.

Figure 2

Proportions of Parental DR Subtypes by Book Language and Time
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Figure 3 displays the type of talk children engaged in during the reading sessions with

their parent. It shows an increase in proportion of dialogic talk and a decrease in the proportion

of yes/no questions and attention-directing talk. For responses to dialogic talk, a two-way

repeated measures ANOV A showed a significant main effect of time: F (1, 28) = 17.58, p <.001,

partial n> = .39. The other effects were not significant; for book language, F' (1, 28)=1.71, p

122, partial n? = .08.

202, partial n? = .06, and for the interaction of book language with time, F' (1, 28) =2.55, p

Spearman correlations between parents’ dialogic talk and yes/no questions and children’s
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responses to these types of talk were also examined. First, dialogic talk by parents and children

was highly correlated: 75 (27) = .92 in the HL condition, and .91 in the SL condition, p <.001.

Yes-no questions by parents and yes-no responses by children were similarly highly correlated:

rs(27) = .93 in the HL condition and .93 in the SL condition, p <.001. The results could be due

to children following their parent’s lead; as parents’ talk in these categories expanded or

decreased, so may have children’s. However, as we discuss below, parents reported growth in

their child’s language over the course of the study, and thus it is also possible that parents were

adapting their talk to their children’s questions and comments, and that the children’s talk

therefore accounted partly for the observed correlations.

Figure 3

Children’s Utterances by Book Language and Time
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To answer our third research question regarding parents’ experiences with and views on

DR, including the factors that motivated or impeded their use of DR at home, we drew upon the
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weekly reading logs and the focus group discussions. The findings are organized to three areas
which roughly follow the line of questioning in the focus groups: changes in parents and
children, enjoyment of parents and children, and difficulties encountered by parents and children.
Changes in Parents and Children

We began the focus group discussions by asking parents to compare their current reading
practices with their practices before the study and went on to ask how they applied DR
techniques at home and what changes, if any, they had observed in themselves and/or their child.
The central themes were changes in parent behaviours, change in mindset, and the cognitive and
linguistic development of the child.

To elaborate on the first theme, the majority of parents reported incorporating more DR
techniques, which included greater prompting of their child’s participation, asking more
questions, and posing more advanced, non-literal questions. These changes are consistent with
our statistical analysis of the observational data reported above, as well as with the reading logs.
In the vast majority of the log entries (89%), parents reported having employed the DR approach
either throughout the reading of the entire book (32%) or parts of the book (57%). The reasons
that parents did not always apply DR are discussed in a later section.

Regarding mindset, over one-third of parents described a shift in their attitude toward
reading, as alluded to in the excerpts just below. For example, while some parents had previously
viewed reading as a task, they now approached it with greater patience and focus, aiming to
create a more engaging experience for their child. Additionally, about one-third of parents shared
that their child had developed a stronger interest in reading, leading to parent-child reading
becoming their home routine.

P26: We also read at night, usually before going to bed. Prior to this research,

when we want her to go to sleep quickly because we’re tired, we used to be more
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rushed and perfunctory about it—treating it like a task to get done quickly.

P9: I think the impact on us as parents both for me and my husband, we’ve
become a bit more patient. Now, we’re more willing to take our time, to really
finish the book slowly rather than just rushing to get through it and move on to
bedtime. For instance, we’re more inclined to prepare a little, allow more time,
and read the book thoughtfully, which makes it more meaningful.

P3: I think my son has become more interested in reading books than before, and

now he insists I read him a story every night.

Parents also observed growth in their children’s cognitive abilities, including
improvements in their attention to detail, imagination, concentration, and logical thinking. As
illustrated in the next set of excerpts, they also noted changes in their child’s language. Over half
mentioned improvements in vocabulary and narrative skills in Chinese, French, or English, with
some also reporting progress in their child’s story retelling skills and comprehension. While
some parents felt certain that their child’s language gains (e.g., acquisition of new vocabulary)
came from the books they were reading, others were unsure if improvements (e.g., the child
making more narrative comments or being more talkative) were due to DR or their child’s
natural growth.

P12: He now uses some Chinese conjunctions he learned from the books when he
talks with us.

P30: For example, after reading The Unique Rabbit (5 ;RxAE#Y % ) which
she’s been really into lately, she’ll say, “I’m going to be a unique XYZ today,” or
ask me, “Am I unique today?”. She’s applying all of that to her life now. [note:
the child used a Chinese idiom (5 £ 4[E]) for “unique”; idioms are rare in
children’s daily language and similar to advanced vocabulary in English].

P18: After reading the story a few times, he can tell me the synopsis. He’ll then
share the story with his father, which I think is wonderful.
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Enjoyment of Parents and Children

Parents were also asked to recall the enjoyment level of their child and themselves during
DR. Consistent with the records from the reading logs, the majority (26/29) of parents reported
that they enjoyed DR and would continue using it at home, and 23 parents observed that their
child enjoyed DR (other parents expressed reservations, as discussed below). Parents discussed
the reasons why they and their children enjoyed DR, highlighting the following themes:
opportunity for parent-child bonding, higher levels of interaction and engagement for both
parents and children, joy in witnessing their child’s growth, and the child’s enjoyment in being
able to actively respond and engage with their parent during reading, creating a rewarding
experience for them.

P4: Like other parents have said, it’s rare to have the opportunity to be truly
patient, listen to your child’s ideas, and really hear them out. I think it fosters
good communication for us... The communication between the father and son has
also improved. His dad has become more patient and willing to listen to what his
son is thinking, rather than simply concluding that he’s being silly or noisy. I
think it’s wonderful.

P8: She will feel like she is able to respond. Additionally, she often asks us many
questions [during reading], I feel that she finds fulfillment in this, enjoying both
asking questions and being able to respond to them. She seems genuinely happy

doing so.
Difficulties Encountered by Parents and Children

Lastly, parents were asked to share any difficulties they encountered with DR. Only six
parents reported having no issues. The rest raised concerns about applying this method daily,
referring to both their own and their children’s point of view. From the parents’ side, some
perceived asking DR questions, interacting in non-native languages, and selecting suitable books

as burdens. To elaborate, parents found it challenging to pose engaging and varied questions,
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especially when reading the same book multiple times. They also struggled with using DR when
reading in languages they were not fully proficient in (e.g., French and English). Additionally,
some parents mentioned that DR is not suitable for every book and expressed uncertainty about
how to select appropriate ones. A more practical concern was the high demand DR places on
parents, particularly in terms of time and energy, considering most of the parents were also
employed outside the home.

P9: Yes, I agree with the previous parent. I think the questions you provided were
very helpful and made the reading process much smoother—my child also
enjoyed answering them. But when I try to come up with my own questions, I
sometimes struggle to think of as many, especially when I’m tired at night and
don’t feel like putting in so much effort ... It feels like a bit of a burden for the
dad as well. He’s often tired and finds it difficult to come up with questions on his
own. He’ll sometimes think, “Our child should understand the story and if not,
she can just ask me.” He prefers it that way, where the child asks questions if
there’s something she can’t understand, and he responds when needed.

PS: I’d like to add to what P10 mentioned about reading in different languages. In
our family, we stick to English and Chinese books—I read those to him. For
French, I’ve hired a high school student to read to him. I don’t insist on DR in
French since it would be too demanding, so we just keep it casual.

P6: I feel that not all books are suitable for DR. Some books just don’t work well
with this method, but we’re not really sure how to tell which books are
appropriate and which aren’t.

P19: Another issue is that this process can be very time-consuming. Previously, it
took ten minutes to read a book, but now it can take up to thirty minutes. I feel we

need enough energy to handle this properly.
The parents also identified some factors that would prevent children from engaging in
DR such as the content of books, the language of books, and the length of DR sessions. Some

parents noted their child was less engaged when they did not enjoy the book, whether due to the
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content or the language of the book. Children also tended to get bored and impatient if there were
too many questions or if the reading sessions became too lengthy. Below are some excerpts from
parents regarding their child’s responses to DR or certain books.

P11: Among books in Chinese, English, and French, he seems most interested in
the Chinese books, followed by the French ones, with English being his least
favorite. This might have to do with our home language environment and the
language of his preschool.

P13: In general, she enjoys the dialogic reading techniques, but sometimes she
gets too excited to find out what happens next and rushes to turn the page.

P17: 1t depends on the questions I ask. If he’s not interested in a question, he gets
impatient, especially at bedtime when he’s already tired. He’ll say things like,
“I’ve already answered that,” or “I’ve already said that.” However, if it’s a
question he finds interesting, he’s more willing to engage, though he doesn’t
always enjoy it.

P22: I’ve noticed that by the third time reading, she starts to get a bit resistant,
saying things like, “Mom, we’ve read this so many times!” By the fourth time,

she gets noticeably impatient, finding the repetition too much.
Discussion

The present study examined parent-child interactions during storybook reading within
Chinese-Canadian families in Montreal, the impact of instruction on DR provided to parents, and
parents’ perspectives on DR following a period of using it intentionally at home. The discussion
begins with consideration of parents’ reading style and children’s responses to it and then turns
to parents’ experiences with and views on DR. Throughout the discussion, we integrate
recommendations to address the challenges identified by parents in using DR.
Parents’ Reading Style and Children’s Responses

Research has consistently demonstrated that DR can be effectively mastered by parents

with appropriate training (Huebner & Meltzoff, 2005; Whitehurst et al., 1988). Similarly, after
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receiving DR training, Chinese-Canadian parents in the present study incorporated more DR
techniques and engaged in less verbatim reading. Parents also posed more cognitively
demanding questions, such as distancing questions, and expanded their child’s responses more
often. These practices are particularly valuable, as decontextualized talk and expansions foster
children’s cognitive skills and language (Collins, 2016).

This study extends the literature on DR effectiveness by examining Chinese-Canadian
parents’ styles when reading a Chinese book (the dominant language of the families and a
minoritized language in the Canadian context) versus a book in English or French (the local
societal languages) before and after a DR workshop. At Time 1 — that is, before the DR
workshop — parents predominantly used their dominant language for interaction and
conversation, irrespective of the book’s language. This observation aligns with findings from
Quirk, Brouillard and Byers-Heinlein’s (2024) study. At Time 2, Chinese remained the primary
language for reading and interaction; however, the kinds of prompts parents provided when
reading an English or French changed over time (see Figure 2). This finding highlights the
potential for DR to be effectively utilized even when a parent is reading a book in a language that
is not their dominant one.

A book language effect (shown in Table 3) was observed only for distancing questions
(more frequent in the HL condition) and, without a Bonferroni adjustment for multiple
comparisons, for literal questions (more frequent in the SL condition). It is possible that both
reading and interacting in Chinese freed parents to go beyond the text to elicit the child’s
personal experience in relation to the events in the story. Conversely, when reading in both their
own and their child’s less dominant language, parents might ask more literal questions to bolster

children’s comprehension of that language (Kremin et al., 2022). Indeed, our findings suggest
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that parents tailor the practices to their goals and to their child’s and own language proficiency.

Aligning with previous studies (Blom-Hoffman et al., 2007; Huebner & Meltzoff, 2005),
following DR instruction for parents, children’s responses to DR questions increased in number,
while responses to yes/no questions decreased, and their responses correlated highly with
parental DR strategies during these interactions. This finding could reflect the transactional
nature of parent-child interactions during storybook reading (Patel et al., 2021) whereby parents’
communication styles influence how children respond, and children’s responses, in turn, shape
how parents adapt their language and questioning approaches. This back-and-forth exchange
creates a positive feedback loop that encourages further participation and enhances language
development.
Parents’ Experiences with and Views on DR
Facilitators

Drawing on the implementation literature, we identified two factors that could facilitate
the adoption of new practices: beliefs about their benefits and positive emotions associated with
the practices. We relate our findings regarding DR to these factors in the next two sections.

Beliefs about Benefits. With regard to benefits, parents in our study observed language
growth in both Chinese and French and/or English in their child. While gains in language were
not tested directly in this study, previous studies discussed in the literature review (e.g.,
Huennekens & Xu, 2016; Y.-L. Zhou, 2021) found that DR had a positive effect on children’s
language. Like Montreal parents in a study by Quirk, Brouillard, Ahooja, et al. (2024), parents in
this study also perceived multilingualism as beneficial to their child. Thus, engaging in DR
seemed to fit with parents’ beliefs: an important factor in the adoption of new practices (Aarons

etal., 2011; Boyd et al., 2016).
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Positive Emotions. Beliefs and emotions can significantly affect individuals’ behavior
and willingness to adopt new practices or change existing ones (Michie et al., 2008). Most
parents in our study expressed that both they and their child enjoyed DR and would continue
using it at home. Their positive feelings about DR centred on the opportunity DR provides for
parent-child bonding, higher levels of interaction and engagement for both parents and children,
joy in witnessing their child’s growth, and child’s enjoyment in their participation and
contribution to reading. A substantial percentage (over one third) of parents noted a difference in
their “mindset” around reading and reported a more patient approach. This change, in turn,
fostered children’s interest in parent-child reading which helped establish it as a home routine.
Similarly positive experiences with DR have been found in a previous study by Zevenbergen et
al. (2018). The parents in that study expressed that they enjoyed reading time with children and
felt good when their child showed learning and reading ability. Together, the findings from that
study and our study suggest that positive emotions about DR can be powerful motivators and
facilitators of change.

Barriers

As just discussed, parents held positive views of DR. Nonetheless, a few potential
barriers to sustaining DR were raised by parents, including limited knowledge and skill,
divergence from existing practice, practical concerns, and emotional barriers. These are
discussed next along with suggestions for how to address them.

Limited Knowledge and Skill. Parents in our study had concerns about their ability to
adequately adapt DR questions to children’s interests and cognitive levels (Boyd et al., 2016;
Michie et al., 2008). The recall of unfamiliar DR prompts has also been reported in previous

studies (Kotaman, 2007; Mao & Pesco, 2025; Zevenbergen et al., 2018). To overcome
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knowledge and skill barriers, both Boyd et al. (2016) and Michie et al. (2008) emphasize the
need for sufficient instruction. In our study, the initial workshop was supplemented by materials
to help parents get familiar with various DR questions: parent notes for each book and potential
DR questions for each page. Parents expressed that this helped them with DR. However, given
the parents’ concerns, the materials could be refined by distinguishing prompts that require literal
responses from those that require more advanced responses, such as inferences, predictions, and
connection to personal experiences (Read et al., 2023).

Parents in our study also recognized that DR might need to be adapted to children’s
familiarity with a book or its content. Following Read et al. (2023), we suggest that parents could
use more complex DR questions once a child is familiar with a book, and use literal questions to
introduce new vocabulary and concepts more heavily when introducing a new book. Different
types of books also lead to different conversations (Read et al., 2023). To address this issue,
researchers or practitioners could guide parents to booklists organized by children’s age or books
reviewed in terms of the language they might require of children (e.g.,

https://www.hanen.org/information-tips/lets-go-for-a-drive).

Divergence from Existing Practice. Boyd et al. (2016) emphasize that individuals’
existing practices can influence their willingness to adopt new practices. This is particularly
relevant to concerns raised by parents in this study. As discussed above, many of the families use
their HL (e.g., Chinese) primarily at home, which has also been observed in previous studies (S.
H. Chen et al., 2021). This is a positive finding for HL maintenance. At the same time,
immigrant parents express concerns about exposing their child to SLs (Quirk, Brouillard,
Ahooja, et al., 2024). For parents who wish to expose their child to some degree to the SL at

home, we suggest three ways that parents can promote meaningful interactions even when they
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are reading a book written in a SL.

First, dyads could listen to audio books in the SL, but parents could still engage their
child in interaction in the HL, as parents often did in the present study. This approach allows
parents to participate in DR without feeling pressured to read fluently in a language they are less
comfortable with. Second, parents could focus on asking literal questions to support the child’s
vocabulary development and comprehension in the SL, a strategy that can be effective even if
parents are not entirely fluent in the SL, as it focuses on the basic meaning of the text. Third, as
one parent suggested, engaging siblings who are more fluent in the SL or hiring a babysitter
fluent in those languages can provide additional opportunities for children to experience reading
in those languages, while allowing the parents to continue to use the HL and thus encourage its
maintenance.

Practical Concerns. Parents noted limited time and energy, resulting from demanding
schedules and various life commitments, amongst the challenges in consistently implementing
DR at home. This challenge is not unique to DR interventions and has been observed across
various family-based programs designed to support early childhood development (Justice et al.,
2015; Zevenbergen et al., 2018). To support families in incorporating DR regularly, parents
could be encouraged to engage in shorter reading sessions and to limit the number of prompts
they provide per book, or family members other than parents could engage in reading with the
child. Parents could also use some of the DR prompting strategies during non-reading activities,
incorporating them into existing daily routines, such as bedtime routines, car rides, or mealtimes.
For example, one parent in the present study found that the DR instruction inspired her to engage
her child in dialogue during their daily bus commute, adapting the DR prompts to the

conversational context.
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Emotional Barriers. A significant factor in adopting DR noted by parents in this study
was children’s emotional responses. Children who do not enjoy the books selected for DR, get
tired of extended questioning, or find the overall experience unengaging are less likely to
participate willingly, potentially leading parents to abandon the practice. This highlights a crucial
consideration that is implied in the “emotion” domain within the theoretical domains framework
(Michie et al., 2008): the emotional experience of the ‘recipient’ of an intervention (i.e., in our
case, the child) which can directly influence the implementer’s (the parent’s) behavior. In the
current study, while most children found the practice enjoyable overall, certain aspects, like
specific book choices or the length of questioning sessions, negatively affected their experience.

To address this barrier, as mentioned above, parents could be provided with guidance and
resources for choosing books that align with their child’s interests, developmental level, and
attention span. Involving their children in book selection and allowing them to lead the pace and
direction of the reading experience could lead to a more positive experience for the child.
According to a large-scale survey in mainland China, although parents often acted as the primary
decision-maker when selecting children’s books in English, children still exerted agency by
asking parents to reread books they enjoyed and by rejecting those they disliked (Zou, 2023). As
Zou proposes, encouraging children’s active participation in book selection can foster a more
enjoyable and engaging reading experience for both children and their parents. Lastly, parents
can adjust the length of reading, and the number of questions based on their child’s cues.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study offers valuable insights into how immigrant families interact during storybook

reading prior to and after DR instruction and their perspectives on DR; however, several

limitations should be acknowledged. First, the sample is relatively homogenous, consisting
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predominantly of mothers from middle SES backgrounds with high levels of education. This
limits the generalizability of findings to families from lower SES or less-educated populations.
Furthermore, the predominance of families with two Chinese-speaking parents — rather than
families where parents each speak a different language — could influence how DR might be
perceived. Future studies should seek to diversify participant demographics by including families
from varied SES levels, educational backgrounds, ethnic compositions, and fathers and other
caregivers.

A second limitation of the study relates to the scope of the analysis of the parent-child
interactions. In this study, we examined only correlations between adults’ and children’s dialogic
talk. A more detailed and sequential analysis could illuminate the semantic contingency between
parents’ and children’s utterances and how the child’s contributions shape the interaction (thus
recognizing bidirectional influences).

A final limitation is the lack of children’s voices regarding their experiences with DR;
while we heard about the child’s responses to DR from parents in the focus groups, we did not
hear directly from children. Children’s preferences could directly influence the adoption and
sustainment of DR. Future research could thus investigate children’s perspectives. Although
children in our study were quite young (three to six years old), previous research indicates that
children of this age can report on their own experiences when methods are suited to their
developmental level (Brown & Perkins, 2019). This inclusion would provide a more holistic
understanding of using DR as a method to support language development, ensuring that DR is
tailored to meet both parents and children’s needs.

Conclusion

This study examined changes in parent-child interactions during storybook reading before
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and after parents received DR instruction. Observational data were supplemented with parents’
experiences with and perspectives on DR, gathered through weekly reading logs and focus group
discussions. Our findings revealed that following DR instruction, parents significantly increased
their use of dialogic talk, regardless of the language of the books and children’s responses
correlated highly with parents’ talk. More specifically, parents engaged in more decontextualized
talk, such as asking distancing questions and expanding on their child’s responses.

In exploring parents’ experiences with and perceptions of DR, we found that both parents
and children generally enjoyed DR sessions and expressed a desire to continue the practice at
home. This enthusiasm stemmed from positive beliefs about the benefits of DR and the positive
feelings and experiences fostered during these interactions. However, parents also reported
challenges that could hinder their ability to sustain DR in the long term. These included
difficulties in formulating effective DR questions and selecting appropriate books, discomfort
engaging in DR in non-native languages, practical constraints such as limited time, and
occasional resistance from children due to negative experiences with DR. To address these
concerns, we proposed potential solutions aimed at making DR more accessible and adaptable to

a variety of families’ needs, including immigrant families living in multilingual contexts.
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Connecting Previous Studies and Study 4

Study 4 builds on Studies 1-3 by investigating the effects of a digital reading pen (a
technology to support reading) on parent-child interactions. Study 1, of parents living in China,
highlighted parental concerns about co-viewing and engagement in English, while also noting
that many parents reported using digital reading pens to support English learning. Studies 2 and 3
respectively examined the reading styles of Chinese immigrant parents living in Quebec and
their use of DR after a workshop on it and at-home practice for eight weeks. In the workshop,
parents were also introduced to a technology to assist reading, namely a digital reading pen.

In this study, we compared the reading of the print-only books (fully examined in Study 2
and 3) with highly similar books tailored for use with the reading pen, given prior research
indicating that traditional print books and digital storybooks are read differently (Eggleston et al.,
2022; Munzer et al., 2019; Parish-Morris et al., 2013). Study 4 explores whether the reading pen
complemented traditional DR strategies or was used by parents to support their child’s language
development in any or all of their languages. This study contributes to the field by offering
insight into how the reading pen technology affects parent-child reading interactions, addressing
both the potential benefits and limitations of integrating this digital tool into home literacy

practices.
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Abstract
The study examines how Chinese-Canadian families used a digital reading pen to support their
child’s participation in interactive reading. Twenty-nine parents and children (Mage = 4;2)
engaged in reading at home for eight weeks, following a parent workshop on interactive reading
and the digital pen, and were observed before and after this period. Parents also shared their
perspectives in focus groups. Findings revealed that while parents enjoyed interactive reading,
they found the pen reduced their child’s engagement and often viewed the pen as a toy or tool for
independent reading rather than a facilitator of parent-child interaction. Despite these
reservations, parents found the pen eased the demands of reading in their non-native language
and promoted child autonomy. The study contributes to understanding how innovative
technologies are or might be used in multilingual families to support young children’s bi- or
multilingualism and highlights the need for practical strategies to optimize their use.
Keywords: digital book, digital reading pen, interactive reading, parental perspectives, early

bilingualism
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Chinese-Canadian Parents’ Use of and Perspectives on a Digital Reading Pen

Bilingualism is increasingly recognized as a cognitive and cultural asset, including for
immigrant children whose families strive to preserve their heritage language (HL) while
facilitating the acquisition of the dominant societal language (SL, De Houwer, 2015). However,
fostering bilingualism within immigrant households can be a complex process, shaped by
parents’ linguistic capabilities, cultural practices, and access to educational resources (Ahooja et
al., 2022; Ahooja & Ballinger, 2022; Curdt-Christiansen, 2014; Liang & Shin, 2021). Amongst
the practical suggestions proposed in the literature to support bilingualism is dialogic reading
(DR). Characterized by interactive and scaffolded parent-child discussions during storybook
reading, DR has been shown to support linguistic and cognitive development amongst
monolingual children (Kim & Riley, 2021; Lever & Sénéchal, 2011; Whitehurst & Lonigan,
1998) as well as bi- or multilingual children (Huennekens & Xu, 2016; Pappas et al., 2012; Y.-L.
Zhou, 2021). Despite its efficacy, immigrant families may face unique challenges in
implementing DR, especially when engaging with books in SL.

Digital reading tools could be an avenue for addressing these challenges. These tools can
read aloud text in multiple languages, potentially alleviating parents’ anxiety about their own
linguistic limitations and promoting children’s engagement with texts (Kucirkova, 2019; Yang,
2016). However, the effectiveness of these tools in fostering bilingual development and
maintaining parent-child interaction remains underexplored. Previous studies have noted mixed
findings, with some suggesting that digital reading tools reduce dialogic interactions (Eggleston
et al., 2022; Munzer et al., 2019; Parish-Morris et al., 2013), while others highlight their potential
to support independent reading (Strouse & Ganea, 2017a; Vaala & Takeuchi, 2012) and

development in one or both of their languages (Choi et al., 2020; Yang, 2016).
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This study seeks to bridge this gap by investigating the use of DR and digital reading
pens in Chinese-Canadian immigrant families. The study builds on prior research by
incorporating a workshop on DR and the reading pen, an eight-week home implementation of
DR and the pen, and observations of parent-child reading with or without the pen and in HL and
SL conditions, as well as focus group interviews with parents regarding their perspectives.
Specifically, it examines (1) How do parents’ reading styles differ as a function of book format
(reading pen vs. print-only book) and language (societal vs. heritage language), (2) How does
children’s talk during the storybook reading differ as a function of these same variables
mentioned above, and (3) What are the parents’ experiences with and views on using the digital
reading pen. By focusing on Chinese-Canadian families, this research provides insights into how
bilingualism is navigated in multilingual immigrant households, offering implications for
educational practices and future interventions designed to support bilingual development.
Digital Reading Pen

A variety of terms have been used to refer to digital versions of children’s books,
including digital books, electronic books, and e-books. There are also differences amongst the
books in terms of the presence or absence of multimedia (e.g., built-in audio narration, sound
effects, music, animation), interactivity (e.g., embedded games or activities, touch-activated
actions) and augmented reality (e.g., characters popping up in the real world) (Kucirkova, 2019).
When animations and sound effects are present, their frequency also varies widely (de Jong &
Bus, 2004; Trushell et al., 2001).

Books coupled with a digital reading pen combine the features of traditional books and
digital books. Digital reading pen kits contain print books and a scanning pen that is used to

activate read-alouds of text or single words, prompts such as questions, and sound effects, all of
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which are stored on microchips hidden throughout the book. By placing the pen point on texts or
pictures in the printed book, they can be read aloud. Reading pens have different modes and
functions depending on their design. The pen I used and provided to families is developed by a
Chinese company, Baby Tadpole. It is compatible with two types of books: those pre-designed
for pen use and those customized by users, an innovative and unique feature compared to other
reading pens. For the latter, users can record audio corresponding to the text or supplementary
content and attach special stickers to the book. When the pen touches these stickers, the recorded
audio is activated. A photograph of the pen and a customized book is shown in Figure 1 and a
video demonstrating the pen’s use can be viewed at the following link:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/10RDAQU2-eFbS9vDCEbGbu8G-Vy8eJXc8/view?usp=sharing.

Figure 1

The Digital Reading Pen and A Customized Book

Every tree looked the same.
ok looked the same. He couldn’t find

EOD “Tm lost” said Franklin in a tiny little voice.
SITh He couldn't remember which way he had come.
He didn't know which way to go. He was tired (B

and frightened and all alone. Franklin curled up
in his small dark shell and waited. Somcbody QIH&
would come. Sometime. Wouldn't they?
[ Dark shadows flitted the rocks.
“Whe's there?” whispered Franklin. But 1o one (R
answered because it was the clouds blowing across
the face of the moon.

Storybook reading using digital books has been extensively investigated. Results show
that, especially when parents are actively involved, young children’s exposure to digital books

produces similar or greater gains in vocabulary, story comprehension, and phonological
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awareness than print books (de Jong & Bus, 2004; Strouse & Ganea, 2016; Takacs et al., 2014;
Zucker et al., 2009). Studies have also found that for bilingual children, digital books can
improve both of their languages (Verhallen et al., 2006; Yang, 2016). However, researchers are
also concerned that animations and sound effects in digital books may overstimulate children
(Kucirkova, 2019; Trushell et al., 2001; Zucker et al., 2009). While they attract young children’s
attention, increase engagement, and maintain participation, if they are too many, children may be
cognitively overloaded and distracted (Bus et al., 2015). For an example of the latter, de Jong
and Bus (2002) found children spent 43% of their time playing games when digital books
contained these.

Parents’ reading styles have also been examined in relationship to the format of the book:
print or digital. These studies have shown that parents engage in more content-related talk (e.g.,
evaluative comments, dialogic questions) when reading print books and more procedural
language when reading digital books (Eggleston et al., 2022; Munzer et al., 2019; Parish-Morris
et al., 2013). For example, Parish-Morris et al. (2013) showed that parents who read print books
with their 3-year-old children engaged in more conversations and questions to guide the
comprehension of the story and encourage the child to relate the story to real-life experiences.
On the other hand, parents who read digital books used more language related to reading
procedures, such as clicking, turning the page, or touching a character to trigger a song. Such
differences might be because parents assume that digital books are to promote independent
reading (Strouse & Ganea, 2017a; Vaala & Takeuchi, 2012). Parents, however, may behave
differently when using a digital reading pen, and when reading in a SL, as examined in the
present study.

Most studies of digital reading pens concentrate on older students, often in high school or
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beyond, and explore how the technology facilitates vocabulary acquisition, reading fluency, or
comprehension in structured educational settings (e.g., C.-M. Chen et al., 2016; Lin & Chai,
2014). However, the use of digital reading pens with and by younger children, particularly in
informal, home-based environments, remains underexplored. Two exceptions are a study by
Choi et al. (2020) and a very recent study by Wildt (2024). The study by Choi and colleagues
(2020) examined the impact of digital reading pens on Korean preschool children. Their findings
revealed that the use of this technology positively influenced children’s interest in learning
English.

Wildt's (2024) research explored parent-child interactions with a popular digital reading
pen used in German households. The study found that talk related to the book’s content was the
most frequent type of parental comment, followed by procedure-related talk (e.g., asking
children to turn the book pages or to engage with the digital pen). However, as Wildt pointed out,
parents engaged in proportionally less content-related talk compared to the amount of such talk
by parents reported in studies of reading traditional print books (Wildt, however, observed only
interactions with the reading pen and not with print-only books). Wildt also found, based on
parent report, that two-thirds of the child participants used the pens independently at home. This
finding highlights that the reading pen's design enables children to engage with it autonomously,
even at a young age.

Methods
Participants

This research is part of a three-part study investigating DR by Chinese-Canadian

families. All three studies involved 29 families, with most parents reporting a “middle” income

level and holding at least a bachelor’s degree. Among the parents, 28 were first-generation
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immigrants. Four parents had moved to Canada within the last three years, and the others had
been in Canada for more than four years. The children were predominantly born in Canada and
included 15 boys and 14 girls. The majority, 72%, were between 3 and 4 years old, while the
remainder were 5 or 6 years old. About half of the children (51.7%) had siblings. Most of the
children (82.8%) attended childcare or preschool centers in one of the SLs, with the remainder
enrolled in kindergarten or, in a few cases, Grade 1, again in the SL. Thus, all children were
regularly exposed to at least two languages.
Materials and Procedures
DR Workshop and Implementation

Parents first participated in a DR workshop conducted either via Zoom (four groups) or in
person (one group), and carried out DR at home for eight weeks following the workshop. The
workshop included explanations about DR, demonstrations using a Chinese storybook,
opportunities for parents to role-play, and feedback sessions. In this workshop, parents were also
shown how to use the digital reading pen. Parents were then asked to engage in DR and the
reading pen for eight weeks, at least 3 days per week, and for a minimum of 10 minutes each
time. They were provided with DR guidelines, a set of 15 books (customized by the researchers
to be compatible with the reading pen), and a digital reading pen. The book set consisted of five
Chinese books from the Rabbit Waiwai series (Waiwai Rabbit Early Education Team, 2012),
five French books from the Je Lis Avec Pat Le Chat series (Dean & Dean, 2019), and five
English books from the Curious George series (Rey & Rey, 2011). Parents and children were
also told they were welcome to read any other book of their choice.
Reading Logs

During the 8-week DR implementation described above, parents were asked to complete
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reading logs provided by the researcher which included labelled spaces for the date, book title,
estimated reading time, emojis to indicate level of enjoyment, the use of DR and the digital
reading pen, and any additional comments.

Observations

Following the eight-week period of DR practice, parents and children visited a research
space and the dyads were videorecorded during storybook reading. The parent was asked to read
three books with their child with a 10-minute break between the readings. The first two were
print books, with all dyads (N = 29) reading one Chinese book and either a French (n = 16) or an
English book (n = 13) based on the parent’s preference. The third book was a book designed for
use with the digital reading pen, offered in Chinese, French, or English (same title). Among the
29 families, 16 chose to read a Chinese book, 7 selected a French book, and 6 opted for an
English book. When the dyad was reading, the researcher left the room but observed and
recorded the dyad via a one-way observation mirror.

The storybook reading sessions were transcribed in three steps: Al-assisted automated
transcription, review and revision by a graduate research assistant (RA) based on audio
recordings, and a final review by the first author using video recordings. Parents’ and children’s
utterances were then coded deductively using codes adapted from previous studies (Munzer et
al., 2019; Strouse & Ganea, 2017a; Whitehurst et al., 1988). The coding was implemented using
Delve software designed for qualitative data analysis (https://delvetool.com/).

Parent utterances were categorized into five types. The first was ‘pen/parent reads text,’
which referred to instances where either the digital reading pen or the parent read the book’s text
aloud. The second category was ‘dialogic reading’, capturing instances where parents employed

DR techniques to prompt their child to talk (e.g., to discuss the literal content of the story or the
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child’s personal experiences). Another category, ‘yes/no questions,” encompassed questions
requiring simple affirmative or negative responses, while ‘other content talk’ referred to requests
for clarification or comments related to the book’s content that did not fall under the previous
categories. Finally, ‘attention-directing talk’ was used to identify instances where parents
redirected the child's attention back to the book, instructed them to turn pages, engaged them in
interacting with the digital reading pen, or provided other procedural guidance related to the
reading activity.

Children’s utterances were similarly classified. ‘Response to DR’ and ‘Response to
Yes/No questions’ represented the children’s replies to parents’ DR prompts and yes/no
questions, respectively. ‘Questions’ referred to inquiries initiated by the child about the book's
content, while ‘comments’ captured remarks related to the book’s content, initiated by the child.
Instances where the child repeated the parent's utterances, or the text read aloud by the pen, were
coded as ‘repeats.” Additionally, ‘attention-directing talk’ was used to describe instances where
the child redirected the parent's attention to the book.

Focus Group Interviews

After the observations, focus group interviews were conducted to explore parents’
experiences with and perspectives on DR and the digital reading pen, key to the present study.
Each focus group included 47 parents and lasted 1.5 to 2 hours. The focus groups were divided
into two parts: the first explored parents’ use of and perspectives on DR, while the second
focused specifically on their experiences with and opinions on the pen. Sample questions
included, “From the logs, I can see you used DR sometimes. Can you tell me more about how
and when you used it with your child? How do you and your child like it?”” and “Describe how

you and your child used the digital reading pen. How do you and your child like it?”” The focus
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group data was analyzed using deductive and inductive coding, as elaborated in Study 3, and
again carried out using Delve software.
Results

Coding Reliability

A research assistant (a trained graduate student in the education field) coded 20% of the
transcripts of the reading observations and focus group interviews. Inter-rater reliability was
strong for each: Krippendorff’s a = .93 for reading observations and Krippendorff’s a = .88 for
focus groups.
Parental Use of DR

Figure 2 illustrates parents’ reading styles when reading print books alone or coupled
with a digital reading pen (this variable is referred to henceforth as ‘book medium’) and when
reading either a Chinese book or a French/English book (‘book language’). The results indicate
that parents used fewer DR techniques when reading books with the reading pen compared to the
print book alone.
Figure 2

Parental Utterances by Book Medium and Book Language

4.84% 8.69% 0.520

03604 11.02%
. (]
3.98% 10.18% 4.52%
4.82% 8.12% 2.76% 4.56%
27.88% 25.50%
37.03% 38.15% Other content talk
Attention directing
Y/N Qs
Dialogic reading (DR)
53.10% 55.04% Pen/Parent reads text
42.19% 41.76%
Ch_Print+Pen Ch_Print only Fr/En_Print+Pen Fr/En_Print only
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An ANCOVA test, with children’s previous experiences with digital book reading

entered as a covariate, showed a main effect for book medium: F (1, 27) = 5.08, p = .033, partial

n*=.163. This effect was small but consistent across both the HL and SL conditions, with no

significant interaction observed: F (1, 27) = 0.25, p = .62, partial N> = .01. The covariate, prior

experience with digital book reading, did not significantly influence parents’ use of DR

techniques: F (1, 27) = 0.43, p = .519, partial n> = .016.

Children’s Response to Book Medium

Figure 3 focuses on children’s utterances during the reading sessions. ANCOVA showed

no significant main effects of book medium on the type of children’s utterances: F (1, 27) =2.08,

p = .161, partial n> = .074. No interaction was observed between the book medium and book

language (F (1, 27) = 0.23, p = .636, partial n* = .009), and prior digital book reading experience

(the covariate) had no significant effect on the type of children’s utterances: F (1, 27) = 0.001, p

=.979, partial n?> = .000. These findings highlight that while the reading pen affected parents’

reading strategies, it did not significantly influence children’s verbal engagement during reading.

Figure 3

Children’s Utterances by Book Medium and Book Language
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Use of the Digital Reading Pen

When dyads had the opportunity to choose the book language in the digital reading pen
condition, 75.9% of parents (n = 22) asked their child to choose. In contrast, when books were
offered in print format only, but the language could be chosen (i.e., in the SL condition), only
17.2% (n = 5) of parents let the child choose. Additionally, when the pen was being used, parents
gave children some control over the reading process. Some children took charge of both the pen
and turning the pages (n = 12), while others (n = 11) shared control of the reading pace with their
parents. Despite these findings, when parents were asked about their own and their child’s
opinions about the reading pen, only 11 parents and 11 children said they liked the pen; the
remainder either had neutral or ambivalent views (Parents n = 15, Children n = 10) or disliked it
(Parents n = 3, Children n = 8). These opinions may have contributed to the relatively low levels
of reading pen usage reported in reading logs. Based on the reading logs (N = 1015 entries),
parents used the pen only 27.2% of the time.
Parents’ Perspectives and Children’s Reactions

To further understand parents’ perspectives on the digital reading pen, we explored their
reservations, which revealed four key themes: reading flow and efficiency (n = 11), technical
issues (n = 9), negative mindset: it’s just a toy (n = 8), and limited book resources (n = 7). Many
parents felt the pen disrupted the natural flow and efficiency of reading. For instance, Parent 10
explained that her daughter quickly turned the pages, making it difficult for the mother to engage
and interact without interrupting her child’s enthusiasm. This frustration often led parents to
abandon the pen during reading sessions. Some parents reported difficulties using the pen,
finding it less user-friendly compared to traditional print books. Another concern revolved

around a negative perception of the pen as more of a toy than an educational tool, which reduced
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its appeal for some families. Additionally, limited book resources compatible with the pen
further discouraged its use.

P10: In our home, my daughter uses the pen mostly on her own. While she listens to the
story as she reads with the pen, I find it challenging to get involved and interact with her.
Typically, I only have the chance to engage with her and discuss the story after she
finishes a page. However, she often turns the pages quickly, moving on to the next one

right away. I don’t want to interrupt her flow, so I usually let her continue.

P8: Sometimes, the digital reading pen isn’t very responsive and fails to read the text
aloud. When that happens, my daughter keeps poking the book repeatedly. To avoid this

frustration, I don’t let her use the pen at all and instead read the book to her myself.

P13: My child likes the pen because she sees it as a toy. And also, it has music and

rhythms, so she really enjoyed using it outside reading time.

P7: We don’t have many books that are compatible with the pen. We only have an
English book series, which he reads with the pen, along with the books you provided. For

the rest of our books, we have to read them ourselves.

Parents also noted their children’s reservations toward the pen, which centered around
three themes: impatience and distraction (n = 12), preference for human interaction (n = 9), and
dislike of book content (n = 6). Several parents observed that their child became bored or easily
distracted while using the pen. For example, Parent 27 shared that her daughter often pointed at
non-textual elements to activate sound effects instead of focusing on the story’s content. About
one-third of parents noted that their child preferred being read to by their parents, emphasizing a
preference for the warmth and interaction of human involvement over the automated features of
the pen. Additionally, some children rejected the pen simply because they did not find the book
content interesting, which further diminished its utility. These insights highlight significant

barriers to the effective adoption of the digital reading pen, suggesting the need for
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improvements in its design and usability, as well as broader considerations for its integration into
family reading practices.

P19: She can read two or three pages, but after a while, she gets bored, and her interest

doesn’t last.

P27: I’ve noticed that when she reads with the pen, sometimes she doesn’t point at the
sticker to read aloud the text. Instead, she likes pointing at the animal images, like the
rabbit. When she points at it, the rabbit makes sounds, which she finds very amusing. She

keeps pointing at it and doesn’t end up reading the text.

P23: We used the pen for the first few days, but the child lost interest because it’s not a

human voice. It feels less vivid, so we eventually stopped using it.

P10: We don’t use the pen every day. We mainly read the books you gave us, but she

doesn’t always seem very interested in some of the content.

Excerpts from the transcripts of storybook reading reflect some of the reservations of
parents and their child toward the digital reading pen. In these excerpts, presented below, parent-
child dyads were interacting in Chinese while engaged with a Chinese book coupled with the
digital reading pen. In excerpt 1, the child had a question regarding the location of a character
that initially went unanswered because the recording, activated by the pen, continued. The
excerpt shows that the pen’s automated narration can interrupt the natural flow of interaction, as
parents must adapt their responses to the pace of the pen or struggle to engage in deeper dialogic
exchanges while the audiorecording plays. In excerpt 2, similarly the parent asked an inferential
question about the source of a noise in the story, expecting the child to infer the response.
However, the child ignored the question as the pen continued reading the text. Instead, the child
made unrelated comments, echoing parents’ observations that their children sometimes get
distracted when using the pen. By analyzing these excerpts, we can better understand how the

pen shapes the dynamics of parent-child reading and identify opportunities to improve its use to
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enhance engagement and interaction.

Excerpt 1

Pen Reading: ... A/ VNIBRRNZE, EEARE/NMAFNE LHEE.
He curled up in his small dark shell and waited.
Child1: 3343, fHRE?

Mom, where [is] he?

Pen Reading: E = T2/ 48...

Franklin was thinking ...

Child1: #3135, # 2

Mom, where [is] he?

Pen Reading: .. &8 ARMG? #41]...

Would somebody come? They...

Child1: #5138, {hHRE?

Mom, where [is] he?

Pen Reading: ... {14 B 8E SR

When would they come?

Mom1: fthZRHRIF.

He [is] in the forest.

Excerpt 2

Pen Reading: & = SEARIGISIRIRAY(0): “IEFEARIL?”
“Who is there?” whispered Franklin.

Mom?2: 1 7E? [asks question to child]

Who is there?

Pen Reading: ;X5 A [EZ.

No one answered.

Mom?2: 1H7E?

Who is there?

Pen Reading: R34, E =" MITE T AI—1FEF..
Then Franklin heard a new sound.

Child2: #tk.

A butterfly.

Pen Reading: SR ER MM ZF...

It sounded like someone calling his name.

Child2: IR EE...

1 think...
Pen Reading: &, b X T E| 7T —I8...
He heard it again.

Child2: X1, Zfthfth.
That’s it, he [dad] found him [Franklin].
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Although parents and children expressed some reservations about using the digital
reading pen, over half of the parents indicated they might still utilize it due to its perceived
benefits, which included easing language demands (n = 16), promoting their child’s independent
reading (n = 11), and alleviating parental pressure (n = 10) as shown in the quotes from the focus
group interviews below. Specifically, parents found the pen particularly helpful when reading in
languages they were less comfortable with, such as English and French. Additionally, some
parents recognized the pen’s potential to foster their child’s independent reading habits and
reduce demands on their time, especially when balancing reading with other responsibilities.

P3: We use the digital reading pen quite often at home. Since my English isn’t very good,
I find it challenging to read some of the materials. So, I let my child use the pen to read

for him, which I find very helpful.

P17: My ideal is for the digital reading pen to be a tool for independent reading, as some
of the other moms mentioned earlier. I hope that when I don’t have time, my child can
use it to read on his own.

P7: 1 definitely like it because it’s so convenient. After working all day, then cooking and
managing things at night, I’'m usually exhausted by bedtime. Having the pen saves me a
lot of effort.

Discussion
Consistent with previous studies of digital books (Eggleston et al., 2022; Munzer et al.,
2019; Parish-Morris et al., 2013), our findings reveal that parents engage in less content-related
talk, such as evaluative comments or dialogic questions, when using hybrid books — namely,
print books coupled with a digital reading pen. This reduction in interactive dialogue may stem
from parents’ complex and ambivalent attitudes toward the reading pen.
In our study, most parents expressed reservations about the digital reading pen. Many

viewed it primarily as a toy and echoed parental concerns reported in the literature about the
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potential of digital books to distract or overstimulate their children (Kucirkova, 2019; Trushell et
al., 2001; Zucker et al., 2009). Parents also noted that while children’s independent reading with
the pen, also found in Wildt’s (2024) study, could be advantageous, it could reduce parental
involvement during reading sessions, leading to diminished parent-child interaction (Strouse &
Ganea, 2017a; Vaala & Takeuchi, 2012). Furthermore, parents and children appeared to find less
engagement or enjoyment with the digital reading pen compared to traditional print books
(Nicholas & Paatsch, 2021). Factors contributing to this included technical issues, disruptions to
the natural flow of reading, reduced human interaction, and the limited availability of books
compatible with the pen. These barriers further compounded the challenges of integrating the
digital reading pen into regular reading routines.

Despite these reservations, parents did acknowledge certain benefits of the digital reading
pen. Specifically, they appreciated its potential to support second-language learning (Verhallen
et al., 2006; Yang, 2016) and to ease demands on parents, particularly those juggling work or
other responsibilities. By lightening the burden on parents and facilitating independent reading,
the pen offered a practical, though imperfect, tool for enhancing bilingual literacy practices in the
home.

Implications

The findings have significant implications for the design and implementation of digital
reading tools in bilingual or multilingual family contexts. Researchers or developers of
educational tools could collaborate with parents to improve designs and/or develop
recommendations for how to best use the tools to support parent-child interactions. More
specifically, developers of digital reading pens could prioritize features that enhance the reading

experience while fostering interaction. For example, the pen could include built-in questions or
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prompts that encourage dialogic interactions, even when the pen is in use. The pen’s designer
could also consider offering more diverse settings to align with their child’s needs and
preferences. These could include a pause button that would allow parents to adjust the pace of
reading, or options that would activate or deactivate certain content (e.g., DR prompts), and
engagement features (e.g., sound effects).

It is also important to increase the availability and diversity of books compatible with the
reading pen, particularly in various languages, to accommodate families’ linguistic and cultural
backgrounds. In our study, we used microchip stickers provided by the publisher to customize
ordinary print books and recorded corresponding audio material; however, these processes were
very labor and time intensive and not practical for families to achieve. Additionally, parental
training programs that guide parents on effectively combining digital reading pens with DR
strategies could enhance the tool’s benefits. Training might focus on teaching parents how to
balance the pen’s use with interactive techniques, such as asking open-ended questions and
building on their child’s responses.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study provides valuable insights into the use of DR and digital reading pens among
Chinese-Canadian immigrant families; however, several limitations should be acknowledged.
First, the sample was relatively homogenous in terms of SES background, with most parents
reporting middle-income levels and holding at least a bachelor’s degree. This limits the
generalizability of the findings to families from more diverse SES or educational backgrounds.
Future research could expand the sample to include families with a broader range of SES,
educational, and linguistic and ethnic backgrounds, which could provide a more comprehensive

understanding of their applicability.
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Second, while observational sessions provided rich data, they were conducted in an
experimental setting that may not fully capture naturalistic parent-child interactions. Future
research could incorporate more naturalistic observation methods, such as in-home video
recordings, to better understand how digital reading pens are used in everyday settings.
Additionally, exploring children’s perspectives on the pens could offer valuable insights into
their interests, preferences and levels of engagement. While parents in our study shared their
child’s reactions to the pens, future studies could directly elicit children’s opinions. Finally,
future studies could compare bilingual children’s use and response to digital reading pens versus
digital storybooks or emerging technologies such as Al-driven conversational agents.

Conclusion

This study explored how digital reading pens were used by Chinese-Canadian families
using two or more languages in their homes. Parents were introduced to the digital reading pen in
a workshop on DR and given a pen to use as they liked while practicing DR over an 8-week
period. Observations of parent-child dyads before and after the eight weeks, and focus group
interviews held at the end of the 8-week period, provided insights into parents’ reading styles and
the potential benefits and challenges of the digital reading pen. The findings highlight that while
parents recognize the potential of the pen to support bilingualism, their reservations—such as
technical challenges, reduced interaction, and concerns about engagement—must be addressed to
maximize its potential. Despite these challenges, parents found the pen alleviated the burden of
reading in their non-native language and fostered child independence. By identifying both
strengths and areas for improvement in digital reading pen usage, this research lays a foundation
for future studies and practical applications that aim to enhance bilingual language development

while preserving meaningful parent-child interactions.
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General Discussion

The goal of this dissertation was to gain a deeper understanding of parents’ experiences
with and perspectives on using language support strategies at home to support their child’s
bilingual development. These were explored in two contrasting societal contexts: first, in China
(Study 1), where a single official language predominates, but English is widely taught for its
instrumental value, and second, in Montreal, Canada (Studies 2, 3, and 4), where children are
exposed to French, the official language; to English; and in the case of many immigrant families,
to a heritage minority language.

The research began by examining how parents in mainland China perceive DR and CVC:
two language stimulation strategies recommended in Western contexts. The focus then shifted to
Chinese immigrant parents in Canada, reflecting my own transition to permanent residency in
Canada and membership in the local Chinese community. In three connected studies with the
immigrant parents, I observed how parents and children interacted during storybook reading
before and after DR instruction and practice at home, then gathered the parents’ perspectives on
DR through focus groups. Given the low interest in CVC expressed by parents in Study 1, this
strategy was not examined further. Many parents associated screens with distraction and wasted
time and felt that excessive screen exposure detracted from activities like reading, which they
saw as important for developing academic excellence. However, future studies could incorporate
greater modelling of CVC followed by opportunities for parents to try CVC with their children,
and this exposure and practice could change parental views.

Instead, a digital reading pen, a ‘hybrid’ tool in that it combines traditional print books
with digital reading, was introduced to parents as a second language support strategy that could

be used in conjunction with DR. This was followed by an investigation of how the dyads used
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the pen and how parents viewed its value. This chapter summarizes the key findings from the
four studies and discusses their implications for promoting effective home-based language
practices.

Home Language/ Literacy Environment (HLE)

As elaborated in the introduction and Study 2, HLE has many components, some of
which were examined through parent questionnaires. In both China and Canada, Chinese parents
reported owning more than 50 books at home and frequently reading to their children. Compared
to the parents in China, Chinese-Canadian parents read as often and had as many books at home
when books in any language were considered. Research has demonstrated that the number of
books in the child’s home independently predicts their language development, regardless of SES.
For instance, Park (2008) examined how the HLE influences children’s reading skills in 25
countries. The results indicated that in 80% of the countries studied, the number of books at
home was the strongest predictor of children’s reading performance, exceeding the influence of
informal language activities and parental attitudes toward reading. These findings align with the
patterns we observed in Chinese families of high book ownership and frequent parent-child
reading—key components of a robust HLE.

In Study 1, Chinese parents reported that their children began learning English at an early
age, either at school, through private online or offline tutoring, or at home with parental support.
Similarly, the majority of parents in Canada (n = 18, or 62%) reported that their children were
exposed to three languages simultaneously at home before the age of three, although in some
cases the exposure to French and/or English was minimal. Parents’ reading frequency as reported
in the questionnaire and their comments in the focus group discussions indicated a high level of

engagement in their child’s learning in both parent groups, consistent with high levels of parental
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engagement in education among Chinese families reported by Wang (2016) and attributed to a

centuries-old belief that “To feed without teaching is the father’s fault” (FFAE, K zid) (p.

6). High levels of parental engagement in education can serve as a strong foundation for
recommendations to parents for supporting bilingual language development in multilingual
contexts. Efforts to engage parents could, for example, explicitly acknowledge their commitment
to education and offer clear, practical guidance on how to incorporate recommended strategies
while respecting their values and needs.

Parental Perceptions About Bilingualism

The Chinese-Canadian parents explicitly expressed positive perceptions of bi- and
multilingualism, emphasizing its cultural and practical value. Although the Chinese parents in
Study 1 were not directly asked about their views on bilingual development, their strong
emphasis on providing early English learning for their children suggests that they also valued
early bilingualism. However, the differing linguistic contexts shaped parental concerns: in Study
1, parents were primarily worried about their children’s English learning, while in the other
studies, parents were concerned about their children acquiring or maintaining Chinese. Parents in
both groups consistently valued their role in supporting their children’s language development
but expressed concerns about their ability to facilitate language learning, particularly in the
languages that parents were less proficient in, such as English and/or French.

The findings suggest a need for practical, accessible resources and guidance to help
parents develop confidence and skills in supporting early bilingual learning. These could include
bilingual storybooks, digital supports (e.g., multilingual audio books) and workshops for parents
that consider the cultural and linguistic realities of families. For example, parents in Study 1

might be most interested in integrating English learning into their everyday activities, while
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parents in Studies 2—4 might want support in maintaining the HL of Chinese in a predominantly
English or French environment. By addressing parents’ priorities and leveraging their intrinsic
motivation, applied researchers and program designers can support families in navigating the
complexities of raising bilingual/multilingual children in diverse linguistic contexts.

Parents’ Reading Style

Studies 2 and 3 extend the literature on DR by examining Chinese-Canadian parents’
reading styles with a Chinese book (HL) versus a book in English or French (SL) before and
after participating in a DR workshop. Prior to the workshop, parents primarily relied on their
dominant language, Chinese, for interaction and conversation, regardless of the book’s language.
Following the DR instruction, Chinese continued to be the primary language for reading and
interaction. Moreover, the nature of prompts parents provided shifted significantly over time.
Parents began incorporating more cognitively demanding questions, such as distancing
questions, and were more likely to expand their child’s responses, particularly when reading in
Chinese. Conversely, when reading in their own or their child’s less dominant language, parents
often posed literal questions to support comprehension in that language.

The findings highlight parents’ ability to adapt their reading practices based on linguistic
context. Future efforts to support families should validate this adaptability while offering
practical suggestions and guidance on how to optimize it for language learning outcomes.
Acknowledging the primary role of HL is essential, while also providing strategies for parents to
effectively support SL learning. The reliance on literal questions we observed when parents were
reading books in their less dominant language suggests that parents may feel less confident
supporting SL acquisition. Therefore, providing resources and examples that encourage parents

to gradually increase the complexity of their prompts in these languages can help them feel more
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equipped to support their child’s learning.

When using a digital reading pen, parents employed significantly fewer DR techniques
compared to reading without the pen. This pattern held regardless of whether a parent read a
Chinese book or a book in the SL, and children’s prior experience with digital book reading.
Notably, in the digital reading pen condition, parents often allowed their children to choose the
language of the book, whereas in the SL condition in Study 2 in which the book language could
be chosen and the pen was not provided, parents typically selected the book. Additionally, the
use of the digital reading pen was associated with parents giving children more control during
the reading process. The observation that children often chose the book’s language and
controlled the reading process when using the digital reading pen highlights the potential of these
tools to foster child agency and child’s independent reading skills.

The reduction in DR techniques when using a digital reading pen suggests that these tools
might inadvertently shift the focus away from interactive engagement. Recommendations to
parents could emphasize how digital tools can complement, rather than replace, parental
interactions and guidance for parents on how to integrate DR techniques with digital tools could
help maximize the tool’s potential. Moreover, developers of digital reading pens and digital
books could consider integrating prompts or features that encourage dialogic interactions. For
instance, the device could be programmed to pause at certain points, giving parents an
opportunity to ask a question or discuss the story, fostering parent-child interaction.

Children’s Talk During Storybook Reading

Following the DR workshop and parents’ at-home use of DR over eight weeks, children

engaged in proportionally more dialogic talk during the storybook reading session we observed,

coupled with a decrease in yes/no questions and attention-directing talk. Children’s responses
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also correlated highly and positively with parental DR strategies during these interactions. This
correlation could be attributed to children following their parents’ lead (i.e., as parents expanded
or reduced their talk in specific categories, children did too). It is also possible that parents were
adapting their communication to align with their children’s questions and comments or, more
broadly, to their child’s linguistic or developmental level.

The findings emphasize the dynamic, reciprocal nature of parent-child interactions during
storybook reading. Encouraging parents to remain attentive to their child’s verbal and non-verbal
cues could help them to tailor their strategies for meaningful interaction. Moreover, the findings
suggest that children actively contribute to the reading process. Parents can nurture this
engagement by creating an environment where children feel encouraged to ask their own
questions and share their thoughts, further enriching the reading experience and enhancing the
impact of DR.

Parents’ Perspectives on DR, CVC, and the Digital Reading Pen

Parents living in both China and Canada shared remarkably similar perspectives on the
language stimulation strategies examined in the studies. Parents in both contexts voiced positive
opinions of DR, citing benefits to children’s language development and other aspects of
cognitive development, parent-child relationships, and reading enjoyment. Consequently, most
parents indicated their interest in continuing to use DR at home. However, they also raised
concerns, including the difficulty of asking DR questions, the challenge of applying DR
techniques when reading books in non-native languages, and the additional burden it places on
parents. Some parents noted that children might resist DR if the book content is not interesting to
them or become bored by too many questions.

These findings suggest that DR instruction should focus on challenges parents identify,

128



such as formulating DR questions and engaging in DR in non-native languages. Providing
detailed guidelines and prompts would help parents get familiar with various DR questions.
Moreover, the materials could be refined by distinguishing prompts that require literal responses
from those that require more advanced responses, such as inferences, predictions, and connection
to personal experiences. Parents’ concerns about children’s boredom or resistance highlight the
need to integrate child-centered approaches. Encouraging parents to select books that align with
their child’s interests, let their child choose books, and pace DR questions appropriately could
enhance engagement and enjoyment. Parents who wish to expose their child to non-native
languages at home but doubt their ability to use DR effectively in these languages could be
encouraged to adapt DR to the book language. For instance, parents might focus on asking literal
questions to support their child’s vocabulary development and comprehension of the SL. This
approach is effective even for parents who are not entirely fluent in the SL, as it emphasizes the
basic meaning of the text.

Regarding CVC and digital reading pens, parents expressed reservations. For co-viewing,
parents in Study 1 generally disliked their children watching TV, viewing it as a special treat or
form of entertainment rather than an educational tool. They were also concerned about the
potential negative effects of TV, such as disrupting concentration or failing to support the
development of independent and logical thinking. Similarly, the Chinese-Canadian parents
viewed the digital reading pen as more of a toy. These parents raised concerns about the pen
interfering with the flow and efficiency of reading, its ease of use compared to print books, and
the limited availability of compatible books. When using the digital reading pen, parents also
observed their children’s reservations. Some children became bored or distracted quickly, while

others preferred being read to by their parents. Additionally, they noted that children were likely
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to reject the pen if they found the book content unappealing. Nevertheless, parents acknowledged
the potential value of both CVC and the digital reading pen in supporting languages the parents
were less proficient in. Some parents appreciated the pen’s ability to promote independent
‘reading’ by children and reduce the burden on parents managing life and work responsibilities.

The findings suggest that a reading pen might be useful to parents with demographic
characteristics similar to those in the present study, but adjustments should be considered to
enhance the tool’s effectiveness. For example, as discussed above, developers of digital reading
pens and similar tools could integrate prompts or features that encourage dialogic interactions.
Furthermore, ideas for how to integrate a reading pen with interactive reading practices could be
shared with parents to maintain engagement and allow reading to flow smoothly.

Limitations and Future Directions

This study offers valuable insights into Chinese families’ experiences with and
perspectives on early bilingual development; however, several limitations should be
acknowledged. First, the sample is limited in that it was small, comprised uniquely of mothers.
Fathers are often underrepresented in research, particularly in studies related to child
development, parenting, and family dynamics (Panter-Brick et al., 2014). However, fathers may
play a unique role in supporting children’s language development (Liu & Hoa Chung, 2022).
Additionally, the perspectives of grandparents would be of interest, particularly in the Chinese
context, given that grandparent involvement in childcare in China ranges from 50-70% (Luo et
al., 2020).

Moreover, the sample is somewhat homogenous in terms of parental educational level
and other indicators of SES (i.e., income and occupation). It is possible that the changes we

observed in parents’ use of DR over time and the perspectives on DR expressed by parents might
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be different in a sample of lower SES families. Interestingly, a randomized controlled trial by
Noble et al. (2020) designed to investigate SES effects showed that parents/caregivers classified
as low and high SES were equally successful in adopting DR as well as a second type of
interactive reading (“pause reading”), and also that children in both the low and high SES groups
made equal (albeit statistically nonsignificant) gains in language skills over the six-week
intervention period. In Zevenbergen et al. (2018), however, parents from lower SES backgrounds
reported a less positive experience implementing DR than middle SES parents, and based on a
meta-analysis of DR interventions, Mol et al. (2008) reported that children in lower SES families
(defined by family income and maternal education) benefited less from DR than their peers. To
further address SES, future studies could seek to diversify participant demographics by including
families with varied SES backgrounds, ethnic compositions, and fathers and caregivers.

Another limitation related to sample representation is the study’s exclusive focus on
Chinese and Chinese-Canadian families, which limits the generalizability of the findings to other
immigrant groups. Furthermore, the predominance of families with two Chinese-speaking
parents — rather than other families where parents each speak a different language — could
influence how DR and the digital reading pen might be perceived. While the insights provide a
detailed understanding of how these families navigate bilingual development within specific
cultural and linguistic contexts, they do not reflect the diverse experiences, beliefs, and practices
of other immigrant communities. Different immigrant groups may face unique priorities and
challenges in language acquisition, shaped by cultural values, varying levels of access to
resources, and societal attitudes toward their heritage languages. This limitation is particularly
significant given that the Chinese immigrant population may benefit from relatively greater

visibility and resources compared to smaller immigrant populations. Future research should
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address this gap by including a broader range of immigrant groups, offering a more
comprehensive understanding of bilingual development across diverse sociocultural and
linguistic settings.

A second limitation of this study is the scope of the analysis of parent-child interactions.
The study provided limited insights into the content and function of children’s responses and
initiations. Future research could analyze these aspects in greater depth, exploring children’s
expressive language within interactions and its relationship to parental input. Sequential analysis
could reveal how parents’ and children’s utterances influence each other, highlighting
bidirectional dynamics. Research has shown that children play a dynamic role in shaping parent-
child reading. Parents are constantly interpreting their child’s verbal and nonverbal cues and
adapting to the child’s engagement levels (Preece & Levy, 2020).

The final limitation pertains to methodological issues. First, regarding the HLE, future
studies could go beyond questions about the quantity of books and reading frequency, for
example by providing parents with a list of language-related activities to gain deeper insights
into their language practices at home. Alternatively, researchers could conduct in-home
observations to capture the HLE in its natural context. Second, future studies might include
observations of parent-child interactions in more naturalistic settings. For example, since parents
in this study reported frequently reading to their child at bedtime and allowing the child to
choose the book, in-home observations could offer valuable contrasts to the lab-based data
collected in this study. Finally, children’s perspectives could be investigated, as their preferences
might significantly influence the adoption and sustainability of recommended practices. While
the children in the dissertation studies were, on average, just four years old, a number of methods

for eliciting the views of young children have been proposed in the literature (Brown & Perkins,
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2019). Addressing these methodological issues would provide a more comprehensive
understanding of how parents support early bilingual development and help tailor
recommendations to better meet the needs of both parents and children.
Conclusion

In conclusion, the four studies in the dissertation shed light on the ways Chinese and
Chinese-Canadian parents currently and might support their children’s early bilingual
development, highlighting DR as a language stimulation strategy. Parents showed a strong
commitment to fostering bilingualism, expressing its cultural and practical value, and
demonstrated flexibility is tailoring DR to their own and their child’s language proficiency.
Guidance on DR enabled parents to use more diverse DR techniques and aske more high-demand
questions, particularly in their HL, while technology, namely a digital reading pen, showed
potential to complement parental efforts, especially in supporting non-native languages. These
findings underscore the importance of empowering parents with flexible strategies and tools to
promote bilingual development, ensuring both societal and heritage languages are nurtured. By
leveraging family practices alongside innovative approaches, parents can create enriching

language environments that support their children’s linguistic and cognitive growth.
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Appendix C
Recruitment Poster for Study 1

How do you or might you support your child’s language learning at home?

PRATAESR N T I E T B R

We are seeking parents to participate in a study about strategies to support young children’s language and

early literacy at home.

PRI 48 28 5 B 4% 7 (0 5 R SEX A TR UG BRI 2 i R AR IS U R, 5 S I3

GINE

Study participation involves(ilf 5T £14%):
a 5-minute questionnaire to allow me to know you better
HE A5 08 &R A Sk IR 1

\ 1.5 hours of group discussion with me and other parents (focus group)

If you have a child aged 3-6 years and are interested in participating, please contact:

IR 3-6 T, FRFEMESTES, JFERATT UG, 15K AR:

Wei MAO, PhD Student in Education
T, HEHAERE LA

Concordia University

JIEDNE 3R N
wei.mao@mail.concordia.ca
15821328332
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Appendix D
Recruitment Poster for Studies 2,3 & 4

How do you or might you support your child’s bi-/multilanguage learning at home?

RATER T B 2B E RS

-9'79?'

27 \

We are seeking parents to participate in a study about strategies to support young children’s language
development in more than one language at home. #/R¥ 41 75 5% i Bh #% T SUBE B 218 5 8 5 XA
T U R 7 B BRSNS IX AT RO R, 1 S NIRRT 5T«

Study participation involves two related studies (JHF T AFEPIMHFRERIIHFFT):

Study 1
' A 30-minute observation to allow me to observe how you interact with your child when reading

storybooks together —~ 30 7381 (1) M £t 55 LA LE TR B 47 1 R AE 25 1 D) s A T 5 % 1 H.3))

Study 2
V' A 1.5 hour workshop to learn about a storybook reading strategy Z ll—AMiFisf 4 25 2 5 [ 13

\ Using the above strategy at home for two months 75 5% SZi F i fl i 15

V' A 45-minute observation to allow me to observe how you interact with your child when reading
together —™ 30 73 # IR AT 58 LALE IR BE AT 1 ARAE SR Do) s e S 0T 5 #% 1 L)

\ 1.5 hours of group discussion with me and other parents (focus group) FIif 5T 5 DA R HoAth ZX K I [ 2
A 1.5 /N £ SN R R 25

»

Families who participate in both studies will receive (2 5% % 3K15):
\ 15 picture books 15 7% )|, # %

VA digital reading pen — 37 J 52 2E

\ A book of nursery rthymes — 4< # 1% 42 4

\ Print guidelines for a specific reading technique #1525 5 $8 T F/ft

If you have a child aged 3-6 years and are interested in participating, please contact:

WARIRAT 3-6 Z %, WAarRHIES RS, IF ARBTG5 A

Wei MAO, PhD Candidate in Education, E1f, Zt & “# 1 1-&ik

Concordia University, JI15 KR i VK 2%
wei.mao@mail.concordia.ca
873-992-8558
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Appendix E

Consent Form for Study 1

Consent Form

HMERES

Q‘;’Concordia

INFORMATION AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
Z25HRENRAES

Study Title: Chinese Parents’ Perspectives on Supporting Young Children’s Language
Development Through Dialogic Reading and Co-Viewing

WEFTAR: I S IR OE T Al 2% 11 5 K HIE S sl Mk 135 il

Researcher: Wei Mao, PhD student in Education

WEFT A . B, #EFHLAERLE

Contact Information: wei.mao@mail.concordia.ca Phone (778) 238-3980 (Canada)/ 15821328553
&R (China)

Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Diane Pesco, Associate Professor in Education

eSS Dr. Diane Pesco, ZH B 4%

Contact Information: diane.pesco@concordia.ca; Phone (514) 848-2424 extension 7338

ES VI

Source of funding for the study: N/A
PN A& ST

You are being invited to participate in the research study mentioned above. This form provides
information about what participating would mean. Please read it carefully before deciding if you
want to participate or not. If there is anything you do not understand, or if you want more
information, please ask the researcher.

NIEFAEXANI T AL IERBA 5 S REAEE . AR UE 2R RES S
AT MREHEMABBN I, REEFTEEZHRER, FEERAVIITRA.

A. PURPOSE
Bt HK

The purpose of the research is to understand Chinese parents' experiences with supporting young
children's language learning and early literacy at home and their perspectives on two specific
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interactive strategies: dialogic reading and co-viewing and conversing about television programs
or videos that will be presented in a group meeting (focus group).

RAWETTH A2 D E K26 715 5 R RERAPRR o E SR AR 7 T £
T RIERIEE: Rh B AR 7 I30E Bl

B. PROCEDURES
Bt

If you participate, you will be asked to provide demographic information (such as your
educational background and family income range) and information about your interactions with
your child at home, via a questionnaire that will take about five minutes to complete. Then you
will be asked to attend a focus group discussion with 5 to 7 parents of preschoolers. The one-
time meeting will take 1.5 hours of your time. First, you will be asked to watch demonstration
videos about specific strategies to support children's language learning: dialogic reading and
coviewing. The videos will familiarize you with the strategies. Afterward, you will be welcomed
to share your perspectives on these two approaches. The focus group will be audio-recorded so |
can examine the results more closely later. Lastly, I will write up a summary of the results from
the focus group and send it to you via email or mail to ensure | interpreted your comments
accurately.

MREFRES ST, BRSWERB - RERE, XMMIEEA T HRE L 17
BREAEE (BnEmE s, KEARN, FELEETE)  REHEHelEs
BRI TR]. $E TR, EPEIE M HARS- T KK ILF S — A E AR . XA
AW, EILL SP. HRBADIHITG, BEWE AR TGP 3 e 2%
H LA BT H R RTE . X2 45 1 s LRI FE I PR AN % 1 B8 7 SN B AE
BARIE. MEMIG, BaEiE o 28 XA IERE L. X E BRI 1
sE AT fE W 8E . e, RSB R RS KBRS, FHHTE K 1 LA
DRI LE 1 2 A 5 R W A

C. RISKS AND BENEFITS
TETE RS 2 A

There 1s minimal risk associated with participation in this study. You will not be identified in any
documents stemming from this study. If during the focus group you feel any discomfort, you are
free to temporarily stop for a break or withdraw entirely from the study. If you withdraw, you
will not be asked to disclose your reason for withdrawing.

XA FEHEE RS AE R o B REHIN NE BASHARI . SRR SRR i
I BIANET I, A BUE R S W BRGB AR T, WRIEESRBH, A
B 7] Ji A B 38 T 9T AT

Your participation may also have some benefits. Your voice will be heard and will play a role in
the analysis and interpretation of the study’s results. Additionally, you will have a chance to
expand your knowledge about how to support children’s language development at home. You
may have a positive opinion about dialogic reading and coviewing, two strategies that will be
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introduced in the focus group sessions, and choose to implement these strategies at home to
support your child’s language and literacy development.

Bz 5 g, RATEHEFERENES, BRS 508N KR T L5
B HEEER] . BeA, BRE T, WAL Y RS T I e X B i S K
FEMIFIRMELRE . S th o BRI 7T A FH s YA A B T IEAE ST oKk 1l 5 1Al
G

D. CONFIDENTIALITY
R

Participation is completely voluntary and confidential. Please be assured that you are free to
discontinue participation without any negative consequences at any time during the study. No
one except the researcher and her supervisor will be allowed to see or hear any of the written,
digital, or audio recordings of your participation.

AU TR 2> S AR BB Re 8 BB M N NB R TSIk 58 4202 H IR AR
Yo TSR DALEAT AT I e el Y e IR 9T, SO AT A A 1 B oA A se i . B 10T AT
BRI, Bl AR 1 Uy [ AR A H s

You are allowed to use your own name or a pseudonym in the focus group if you prefer that
other participants not know your real name. Afterward, the information gathered will be coded.
This means that your name will not appear on any documents except this consent form, or in any
electronic files. I will keep a list that links your name to the code I assign. Study findings will be
summarized for scholarly presentations or publications. Individual comments may be quoted in
these, but no information that could identify you will be included. Although I will take every
precaution to maintain the confidentiality of the data, your identity will be known to other focus
group participants. I will ask the participants to respect the privacy of other fellow participants
by not disclosing any content discussed during the study. However, I cannot guarantee that
others in the group will respect your confidentiality.

R B R IR = B, T ROERAE A4 . JefRaiE B . e R 5 B 24
i, XWEME, B 7VXDMERES, BRNEAAS NIRRT . RS FHRE
ERAE A T NGRS 1S WETTES R LRI S B RO R 2L, AR5 B A
Yoy, R R WAV AT RES 1 51, ER G S i Aol . BRI RE— VI 1B
FE R ORFF R N YE, BN NEE g thS 5E M. RaZRSH5HEHER
S 5FHNEMN, AEEEATTRTHE MR N E. H2, FARRIENA R H AR
N BB RE

All the print documents (e.g., questionnaires and signed consent forms) will initially be stored in
a locked filing cabinet in my home office and transferred to a locked filing cabinet in my
supervisor's research "lab" office by September 20, 2021, once I arrive to Montreal from China.
All the digital version of files (e.g., list of alphanumeric codes to participant names, audio
recordings and transcripts) will be saved on my personal, password-protected computer in a
password-protected file. Backup copies of the files will be encrypted and stored on an external
drive. The external drive will be stored in a locked cabinet in my home office.

165



P AR5 SCAE (AN 1e) 36 A0 2544 Fn s A S 1) K e B IR K@ A ST, R5—
HIRM P ERFBENER, 2021429 H 20 H FTESO1F 3R A7 T 0 A BIF 72 28 71 43
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B PR ST S s A TR B A s S A R 37 IS N U L o 88 03 SCAHG 2 BOIN 8 A TSUAE A Bl A
. XM 2 PBER N KE A ERET E,

I will keep the print and electronic files described above for five years after the end of the study
under the conditions outlined. After that time, paper files will be shredded, and digital files will
be deleted permanently and securely.

PiT B3R SCrE, RARAR AT 1, Rea L ERiER AR 5 . B2 )5, A
B WK AMER -

F. CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION
B A

You do not have to participate in this research. It is purely your decision. If you do participate,
you can stop at any time. You can also ask that the information you provided not be used, and
your choice will be respected. If you decide that you don’t want us to use your information, you
can contact me at the email address or phone number listed above. If you wish to withdraw from
the study once the focus group has been conducted, but before December 1, 2021, T will not
report your data in any analyses and all paper and electronic files personal to you will be
respectively shredded or purged from computers. However, given that focus groups typically
involve exchanges between participants, the audio and transcript data from withdrawn
participants will be retained so that the remaining participants’ contributions can be understood
in context. There are no negative consequences for not participating, stopping in the middle, or
asking us not to use your information. However, you will not be permitted to withdraw after
December 1, 2021, since the data will be analyzed by then and could already be reported in a
manuscript or conference presentation by that date.
ARSI Z 5 7. B2 5% 8RN, MERERZESM, KA
DA AT AT I [HR o A BESR T 7T AV SRS S . an R DuE ik JA 5 1R 4
MERIE AL, T LB RS R B W s ITHIn . iR IR 5 H 2 12 H
157, RkPEiR e, R Al RS BAI SR AT Bl 70 i, P A <8y
GRS AN . HRE TR RBEREW NI GRS, J IR B 53 M5
SR, RAJT [ FRBENS BE A s PR AR A A2 U5 O AL RGN AR EERFEAZS 5T,
iR BT FT, B A A SR, XA IE A O RAT AT U R . 7 2021
F 120195, BEAREERBEI, BFOYXAN R, Ik et o, A he
AR W SR T HETCEAR .

166



G. PARTICIPANT’S DECLARATION
Sl

I have read and understood this form. I have had the chance to ask questions and any questions
have been answered. I agree to participate in this research under the conditions described.

ORI E NS . AV AP AR R IR L. RAES 5K
FC o

NAME (please print) (14 (F#514))

SIGNATURE (%:4)

DATE (H 1)

If you have questions about the scientific or scholarly aspects of this research, please contact the
researcher. My contact information is on page 1. You may also contact my supervisor.

RIS XA TH BB A2 RIS ], THERRDT T . VIR R — . &
W] LA TSR AR 32 00

If you have concerns about ethical issues in this research, please contact the Manager, Research
Ethics, Concordia University, 514.848.2424 ex. 7481 or oor.ethics@concordia. ca

A SRAE G XA FE AC BT THA AR AT BE IR, 1B ER RIS KRB WK i AR 4
514.848.2424 ex. 7481 or oor.ethics(@concordia.ca.
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Appendix F

Consent Form for Studies 2, 3, & 4

Consent Form

AERET
W Concordia

INFORMATION AND CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY
Z5HENFRES

Study Title: Supporting Young Children’s Bilingual or Multilingual Development Through
Storybook Reading: Insights from Chinese and Chinese Immigrant Families

bR KX AILZE T R R, IS A 7 [ A0 52 K i v [ 5

Researcher: Wei Mao, PhD Candidate in Education

P WA B, #EHH KL

Contact Information: wei.mao@mail.concordia.ca Phone (873) 992-8558

B A7

Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Diane Pesco, Associate Professor in Education

e 52, Dr. Diane Pesco, # & 2~8I#i%

Contact Information: diane.pesco@concordia.ca; Phone (514) 848-2424 extension 7338
Bk 5277 3

Source of funding for the study: General Purpose Principal Investigator Fund (granted to Diane Pesco
from Concordia University)

AT kiR B K %42 T Diane Pesco A 7T 5L 4

You are being invited to participate in the research study mentioned above. This form provides
information about what participating would mean. Please read it carefully before deciding if you want to
participate or not. If there is anything you do not understand, or if you want more information, please ask
the researcher.

NIEFRBEIZAHE T LK IE IR 5 55 ARG R o BB 3R B oo B R B RIE S 5 XA
Foo MPBHEMATBE T, HEEFEEZHER, EEHERRIAA.

A. PURPOSE
WEH K

The purpose of the research is to understand immigrant Chinese parents' experiences with supporting
young children's bi-/multilingual learning at home and their perspectives on one specific interactive
strategy: dialogic reading. This research contains two related studies. The purpose of Study 1 is to observe
how parents interact with their child when reading together. The aim for Study 2 is to have parents learn
about and use strategies at home to support their child’s language learning and then share their
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experiences and perspectives through a focus group. If a parent wishes to participate in only Study 1, that
is possible and can be indicated by checking the relevant box on the final page of the consent form.

ZATTTUR H R A BL B R RS An e 35 Bh % 73047 2186 5 R 52 DA LA 96 T — A L Bh S —
MTER PR R XS PRI 7T 55— NI H BRI S K g A %
THRHATHR TIN5 A TERT AR RS U SRAE S P X 2 152 DA CRA SRR 0 i 3 ] 1
MEZ. WRERBESNE DO, ZWRa LU &R UEA R R &4 1 s — 00k
i 8

B. PROCEDURES
BESLAE

For Study 1, you will be asked to provide demographic information (such as your age, educational
background, your child’s age etc.) and information about your interactions with your child at home and
your child’s development, via a questionnaire that will take about ten minutes to complete. Then you and
your child will be asked to read storybooks together at a location at Concordia University’s downtown
campus. While you and your child are reading books, I will watch from another room with a one-way
observation mirror. This observational session will be video- and audio-recorded so that I can examine the
results more closely later.

FERETELH, RS PESRIR - G RE, XOIHEaTHBEE b 7R EAEE (F
IMEHIER . REFE I BETHERE) , BEFKTSETHTES BENREALEZ T
PRI o XA R K A RIS 100 Bh OIS TR) o $2RoK, AR T S H081E 2R 1l K2
A X AT 2R 736 M%7 B BRI R, B R R BE S I G L2 o5 [ 2EAT ML 52

SR TR IA AT 2 A& DLJ5 5 I o i -

When Study 1 is done, you will be invited to attend a workshop about using a strategy called “dialogic
reading” and a digital reading pen during storybook reading with your child. Then in Study 2, you will be
asked to use the dialogic reading techniques at home using the storybooks and digital reading pen which
we will provide and you will be permitted to keep. I also ask that you log your reading activites three
times a week and I will remind you to fill the log via phone call or social media message on a weekly
basis. Following this, I will schedule a time that best works for you to conduct another observation of
storybook reading with your child at Concordia University. Finally, you will be invited back to a focus
group interview with other parents to share your experiences with and perspectives on dialogic reading.
The focus group will be audio-recorded for later data analysis. The activities in Study 1 will take
approximately 2 hours and the activities for Study 2 will take approximately 14 hours. These hours will
be distributed over 6 months (2-3 hours per month) and include travel time for the visits to Concordia
University and the reading activities to be carried out at home.

AW FIGE ARG, R ZBS I — 2 L2 201l U B R B B . 2 Ja Bl R AT
ISR BERSFEF G, RPN A SRS 1 3R e Ty (R mT DAOR B X L8 AT SR HE DAL
Y o JA BB FNCR = IEMEZ TR H S B 85 i1l B A A A SR R il ok
W H & ZJa, gD Rab G BN e], £EREE R B ROW S SN 1 B L
fiot. fa, BEBIEEEHMAK - ESME VNIRRT #2250 A1

Ko G /N, WEFT2 8RR B4/, PR H 2-3/N0 o I I ) 455 4R BRI T K2
B8 3k v o P PR ) R % ST AT 0] 13k 2 ) 352 AT A T

C. RISKS AND BENEFITS

FEE RS A 3 b
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There is minimal risk associated with participation in this study. You will not be identified in any
documents stemming from this study. If during the observation study or focus group interview, you or
your child feel any discomfort, you are free to temporarily stop for a break or withdraw entirely from the
study either then or at a later point, as described in section F of this form. If you withdraw, you will not be
asked to disclose your reason for withdrawing. Moreover, during observation sessions, I will strive to
make your child feel comfortable and your child can decide if they want to participate.

A FCRE AR AEF N A REPDNEEASHR RAEN T 7B £ m iR =il
FErf, USROS BIANE IR, S REDSREE 2 W FARIR AT AL . S mT AT ]
I TA)R AR FE . ARG ESRIB Y, AR HOE W R A BCE B STt ARSI L, W%
TR B E, BT URERTES S,

Your participation may also have some benefits. You will have a chance to expand your knowledge about
how to support young children’s bi-/multilingual development at home. You will also have an opportunity
to express your views on the strategies we introduce and thus to have your voice be heard. Additionally,
you may have a positive opinion about the strategies that will be introduced in this study and choose to
continue them at home to support your child’s language and literacy development following the study.
Bz 52F —ENmit. BREISYT RE SRR, TRIAES D SR8 LIXGE/ 2 15K
J&. Ak, IEAHRIRAT - AR RIS KR H CRIBE, ML B AE . i, 6
FRER A AW TP AR R BT VA A B, IR IE LA TT 4 R m 4K S AR 52 A X L SR R
SR T HITE S M S RE IR .

D. CONFIDENTIALITY
es

Participation is completely voluntary and confidential. Please be assured that you are free to discontinue
participation at any time during the study without any negative consequences for you or your child. I may
later wish to show videos of your and your child for educational purposes (such as a presentation of my
research results), with your face and your child’s face blurred to hide your identities. You may participate
in the study even if you do not give consent for us to show any video of you and your child. On the
signature page, you can decide whether or not you agree to this use of your video recordings. If you
decline, your videos will only be seen by the researcher, her supervisor and a trained research assistant.
These same individuals will be the only ones to hear the audio recordings of the focus group.

AU TR 2 S IR EE SR BE 8 EL AR D N B IS Ik s 22 B B AR .
T AFEAT AR I 1R H BRI IE, AR A 3 B A i . LA RE St T 80H
HK Canfr BTSSR RSS2 7 AU, (E 2 OB ORI A 27 (10 Gt 8 A RSk B 4 o
BRI S AN [l e AT R I s AR 2 7 AR T, T LS HRXTIE T E54 T b, faT Lk
SER T A RAE IR . WRIEHELE, A RAWT NG M3 A — 2 I 2R = T
BT UG RIS RIRAR . FIRER, A I Ee A nT AT B £ f/ N SR

In Study 2, you are allowed to use your own name or a pseudonym in the workshop or focus group if you
prefer that other participants not know your real name. Afterward, the information gathered will be coded.
This means that your name will not appear on any documents or in any electronic files. I will keep a list
that links your name to the code I assign. Study findings will be summarized for scholarly presentations
or publications. Individual comments may be quoted in these, but no information that could identify you
will be included. Although I will take every precaution to maintain the confidentiality of the data, your
identity will be known to other participants from the workshop or focus group. I will ask the participants
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to respect the privacy of other fellow participants by not disclosing any content discussed during the
study. However, I cannot guarantee that others in the group will respect your confidentiality.

FEI A EAAE mi PR o b, AT DUE AT I A4 . BeMReE R4 . o RIS Btk gmty, Xut
BIRE, BTG RED, BHEAANS BT SCE T . R R E R 1) 4 A
GRS SO BT AR & DA ARIR S B MO R 2L, AR sUR b, s WA
RERBEIH, ERER B AR . BIRI SR DI TB & iR DR Fr 8 Ry L 1k, (H
BRINNEE2PHMS 5E R, KBRS E5EEERLMS 5HNER, AEEEAT T
IS RTINS o A, RASBELRIE/ N Hh i) oA\ 25 BB AR ) AR5 1

The interactions between you and your child, as well as the discussions and conversations between you
and other parents will be uploaded to a secure cloud-based platform that uses artificial intelligence to aid
transcription and translation. I will only upload audio files or transcripts (not video files) and I will ensure
that these do not contain any information that could identify you or your child. Also, we will only use
services that either (a) will not store any data on their servers or (b) will temporarily store the data under
my private account, but will then delete all the data right after they are transcribed or translated via the
platform. However, I cannot guarantee the complete confidentiality of the uploaded information, as access
to data is subject to local laws.

EMZ T AR B SR TE, USSR A KK 2 R R AR 1S, #RH EAE B — D2 2 =P
&, LMEESNE SRR RIEFRWTFER () AEHLFE LA REHE, 50 (b B 74
Bl , B A IAT LGB AR V7], JEAE R sl ik LR B Je ST RVINER . it — D ORI
SR, RS EAREEE 0 F A AR R B . (B2, AT B ORIE_EAR(E B e
SRE, BB RIS R 32 2 2 G IR A

All the print documents (e.g., questionnaires and signed consent forms) will be stored in a locked filing
cabinet in my supervisor's research office. All the digital versions of files (e.g., the list linking
alphanumeric codes to participant names, audio recordings, and transcripts) will be saved on my personal,
password-protected computer in a password-protected file. Backup copies of the files will be encrypted
and stored on an external drive that is stored in a locked cabinet in the research office.

BT 40 30 (Bln el S M A RS D S BHER I U= B SR B . BT
P RESCE (B, 0B R i, SREMISE ST HOR & e 6 i ST e A7 R 3
Ry 65 ORI B N B e 20 SR S OIS S B . XA RS B B A > A AE 3R
I BETP A BRI T L.

I will keep the digital file linking the alphanumeric codes to your names and the signed consent forms for
five years after the dissertation is submitted and then will delete these documents securely. I will keep the
print and electronic data that do not contain any identifying information about you and your family
indefinitely as these might inform my future research.

WIRA G, S M SRR ARG ST LA e 0 R ok el A7 Tude, B e s 23
RIZEESTF o R To BRI ORAF TS LE A & A S NAT AT B 4315 2 RO AR B AN f 7Kl PR DX et
BT RE 2 NS B RIS

F. CONDITIONS OF PARTICIPATION
BT

You do not have to participate in this research. It is purely your decision. If you do participate, you can
stop at any time. You can also ask the information you provided not to be used, and your choice will be
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respected. If you decide that you don’t want us to use your information, you can contact me at the email
address or phone number listed above.

WA RHIZ 5 IR B2 5% HEN. MEIERESM, J5HEHRRTT LR
AR IR H o A BOESRIEFE 53 AE TS R B o RGP L BA T LA A 5 45 2 AN
M, T DL S MR B 4T i

If you wish to withdraw from Study 1, you may do so within a month of the observation date as I expect
to analyze the data rapidly. In such cases, I will not report your data collected to that point in any analysis,
and all paper and electronic files personal to you and your child will be respectively shredded or purged
from computers.

IEARIERER W I 1, B EAEMGE W ST T — DA R, PO Ja Bt RIDTia e 7
Bro WRE—DNHARLEBY, 7RERNEGEA M o, FEAA IR M 1A
B 2 A S A F I IR

If you want to withdraw from Study 2, you may do so before June 15th, 2024, since some data will be
analyzed and could already be reported in a conference presentation or manuscript by then. If you
withdraw by this date, I will not report your data in any analyses and all data unique to you will be
destroyed or deleted from computers. However, given that focus groups typically involve exchanges
between participants, the audio and transcript data from withdrawn participants will be retained until data
analysis is complete so that the remaining participants’ contributions can be understood in context.

IR EALR MO A 2, ERREAE 2024 4F 6 H 15 HZ AT H, BUAERZ IR REC 2 56 iR
IR R EW WIREOR R 4R . WERIEAESR E HIIRTSE R Y, A BdR AT

PSS MBSO, AT AR T 4 s BRI At 32 U 2 M A
G. PARTICIPANT’S DECLARATION
Vi

I have read and understood this form. I have had the chance to ask questions and any questions have been
answered. I agree to participate in this research under the conditions described.

O REIF MRS RE . AV RPTITRIRRIFRG L. RAES 5K,

huf

Please check only one of the following boxes ({57 I FIiE T H /A& —4):
(I I agree to participate only in Study 1 EFEES MR 1)
[J I agree to participate in Study 1 and 2 (RFEES IR 1 1 2)

If you agree to participate, please also check only one of the following boxes (W& FE S 55,
B TR A —):

L1 I agree that videos of me and my child reading books together can be shown for educational
purposes with our faces blurred to hide our identities. I understand that these recordings will not
be distributed or posted in any location or used for commercial purpose. X [F] & A% 1 — A2 4] 132
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RIRLSI ] DA S A2 H T 20 B3 &, BRI 7T 53 oAU AT 00 A DA S i o FRRIE X 2 5%
BASAEARAT TG AR TR NG, A2 AR DL H .

1 I do not agree that videos of me and my child reading books together can be shown for

educational purposes. A [F S EAF 137 & FR AN % — 82 B Sz A4

NAME (please print) (244 (F&14))

SIGNATURE (%4%)

DATE (H )

If you have questions about the scientific or scholarly aspects of this research, please contact the
researcher. My contact information is on page 1. You may also contact my supervisor.

AR SE XS XA I H PR A VE R ARG TR R, BRI . AR — . Ethal bl
W ITE T2 .

If you have concerns about ethical issues in this research, please contact the Manager, Research Ethics,
Concordia University, 514.848.2424 ex. 7481 or oor.ethics@concordia.ca.

RS XA FMC BT T A AT SN, BRI KRS KA E s &2 2
514.848.2424 ex. 7481 or oor.ethics@concordia.ca.
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Appendix G

Questionnaire for Study 1

Section One & —&(4)
Demographic Information ™ A{g B

1. Your first name/nickname (#& )44 7/HeFK)

2. Gender(14: 7))
COMale( %)
OFemale (%)

3. FF ik (Age)

OUnder 24 (24 % KX LLF)
[125-29

[030-34

[135-39

[140-44

[145 and older (45 % J2 L _|).

4. Education Level (& & 5)
OJunior high school (¥]H)
OVocational school (%)
OSenior high school (75 1)
OCollege diploma (K%)
OBachelor’s degree (AF})
COMaster’s degree (il 1)
ODoctoral degree (18 12)

5. Please tell me your job and your spouse’s job (1 W #& FIHRMY 2 ? )

Your job (1 IHRME): : Your spouse’s job CHEECHAIENY)

6. Your monthly family income, including you and your spouse (& H U\, ALFEEE FIFECHHE)
[0$2,000 and below (10,000 RMB A LA )
0s$2, 001~3,000 (10,001-15,000 RMB)
[1$3,001~4,000 (15,001~20,000 RMB)
0$4,001~5,000 (20,001~25,000 RMB)
$5,001~6,000 (25,001~30,000 RMB)
0$6,001~7,000 (30,001~35,000 RMB)
0$7,001~8,000 (350,001~40,000 RMB)
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[1$8,001~9,000 (400,001~45,000 RMB)
[1$9,001~10,000 (45,001~50,000 RMB)
[0$10,001 and above (50,001 RMB & LA )

If you do not want to share your exact income by checking above, you can choose to self indicate your
family income according to one of the following three levels:

SRR R AR IX 8], S nT LUEREF R 81 oK T B R VTAG -
OLow({RUYCN)

OMiddle(HH IR N)

OHigh(F1N)

7. Please write the age and gender of your child (if you have more than one, please write down all) (&5
NEZTRERED, WRALE—A, EE TIA &)
Age (FF#%) Gender (147))

Child 1 (%7 1)
Child 2 (%F 2)
Child 3 (#%F 3)

8. Is your child presently learning a foreign or second language? (1 H)#% A (£ 5% 2] AMEIL 2 )

O Yes (&)
O No (% H)

State the language and where or how your child is learning it:

(TS, VIR T15ME, TR, EREE? )

Section Two 3 — &4y
Home Literacy Environment Checklist ZX 155 ¥ 5

9. How many picture books does your child have at home? ({RHIfZ F1EXK A L /DA F? )
Oless than 10 (10 ALLF)

[15-10 (5~10 %)

C11-20 (1120 4)

[021-50 (21-50 7A)

COMore than 50 (50 A& LA 1)

10. How many educational toys does your child have at home? ({RII#% T H 2 /L BBt H? )
Oless than 5 (5 1NEAF)
[05-10 (5~10 1)
11-20 (11~20 1)
021-50 (21-50 /)
CMore than 50 (50 4~PA 1)
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11. How often do you, or other members of the family, read to your child in a typical week? (#REGE IR
FNGE T BRI ERER? )

Never Seldom Sometimes ( Often Very often (

(AA) (1R EE1ip) (&) SE)
At bedtime (FEHT) 1 2 3 4 5
Other times (L& [A]) 1 2 3 4 5

Specify who typically reads to child(iF 15 VF . — B LS % T2 15):

12. How often do you (and/or or other members of the family) take your child to the library or a
bookstore? (FRELE R K NG5 T 2 B IEaCE 1505 2 BRI ? )

Never Seldom Sometimes ( Often Very often (
(AA) (1R L0)) (&H) RAE)
1 2 3 4 5

13. How often do you (and/or other members of the family) engage in an extended conversation with your

child? (FRECE IR I ZNBAT IR EEX IR UG ERERT? - (Blan, ARGEAFOKIELMGZ B ARIRI? D )

Never Seldom Sometimes ( Often Very often (
(AA) (1R/>) A (&) )
1 2 3 4 5

14. How often does your child watch TV per day? (YR % T8 KRG 2 KB AL ? )

Never Seldom Sometimes ( Often Very often (

(AAY) (1R A (&%) BIE)
Weekdays (T.1F H) 1 2 3 4 5
Weekends (i R) 1 2 3 4 5

15. How often do you (and/or other members of the family) watch TV with your child? (#RF% % & B

RIS ERER? )
Never Seldom Sometimes ( Often Very often (
(AAY) (1R A (&) EJR)
1 2 3 4 5

16. What other activities do you provide for your child to learn language or practice new language skills?

(NIRRT e R EE s R IR1E 5 2 I A2 )
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Appendix H

Focus Group Questions

Warm-up

1.

(First I will introduce myself). I'd like to invite you to introduce yourselves. Please tell us a
little about yourself and your child. #EEEMA— N H A ? EEENA— FERETS?

What activities or interactions in your home are likely to give your child opportunities to talk
and understand Mandarin? How about opportunities for talking and understanding a foreign
or a second language, like English?

BER B EZ TR AES U IEZ TGS, HES? BaXtFoeEe?

Watching video: dialogic reading

3.

4.

Do you have any experiences reading to your child? Please explain.

LRI %73l w2 T AR RE

What do you think of the interactions between the parent and child in the video?

ST PEAN A P KA £ 5 1 L) ?

How might the interactions contribute to a child's language learning? How about learning a
foreign or a second language, like English?

VN AR T 105 T B AT ? X5l > We?

Did you pick up any ideas from the videos you found helpful? What were they and why did
you find them helpful?

MF, FA2INEERERAEE A ? 9ttt A?

Were there some things in the videos that you did not like or found unhelpful? What were
they and why did you find them unlikeable or unhelpful?

BEMAE, AWRLET I, SRR ? A

Would you like to apply the approaches demonstrated in the videos? Why or why not?
AR A P 2R T3R5 2 A2

Watching video: co-viewing and conversing about video

9.

10.

1.

Do you have any experiences coviewing, meaning watching television or video with your
child? If so, what do you do during coviewing?

U AN Z T EE BT HS? RA, ERNE, SRt A

What do you think of the interactions between the parent and child in the video?

ST PR A P SRR £ 5 L3 ?

How might the interactions contribute to a child's language learning? How about learning a
foreign or a second language, like English?

EWNIZRN A 27 BIE 5 2 I A AT 7 X Seif 2 > e ?
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12. Did you pick up any ideas from the videos you found helpful? What were they and why did
you find them helpful?

BT, G2 TNEERERARE A A ? NttA4?

13. Were there some things in the videos that you did not like or found unhelpful? What were
they and why did you find them unlikeable or unhelpful?
BEMAE, AR T, R e ? Nyt A

14. Would you like to apply the approaches demonstrated in the videos? Why or why not?
A A A P )25 7 IR EE S 2 9ttt 47
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Questionnaire for Studies 2, 3 & 4

Appendix I

Demographic Information PAER

Your first name/nickname

2. Gender 43l: O Male BB
3. Age Fi#g:
4.

ERIR =/ HRR:

O Female &

Please write the age and gender of your child (if you have more than one, please write down all) 55

TIEZFHERIED, MRALE—, BE THEZRFIIER
Age Fig

Child 1 &+ 1

Gender 451

Child 2 #%% 2

Child 3 %% ¥ 3

5. How many years have you and your family members been living in Canada?

ERIERIRATEINERX

FBEZ KR T?
Yourself 8 EH 2 Your Child 25 IAFRAIIZF Your Partner (optional) ZRY{E(E
(I=IE)

O Born in Canada HAEFENNE K
[ Less than 1 year /<& 1 &

O 1-3 years 1-3 &

[0 4-6 years 4-6 &

0 7-10 years 7-10 &F

L1 More than 10 years 8Bid 105

O Born in Canada HEFENNE K
[ Less than 1 year <& 1 &

O 1-3 years 1-3 £F

[0 4-6 years 4-6 &

O Born in Canada HAEFENIE K
[ Less than 1 year /<2 1 &

O 1-3 years 1-3 £F

[0 4-6 years 4-6 &

0 7-10 years 7-10 &

L1 More than 10 years $8Bid 108

6. Your Education Level Completed

1890

L1 Junior high school &L O Senior high school/ Vocational school [=1==V==E =570
O College diploma A% [ Bachelor’s degree 2%} [0 Master’s degree or above BIE M LA E

Your Partner’s Education Level Completed

BRI

O Junior high school 5} LAT O Senior high school/ Vocational school i/ EAGIK
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O College diploma X% [ Bachelor’s degree A%} [0 Master’s degree or above it LAE

7. Your occupation &

Your partner’s occupation (optional) f&HERIERNY (356

8. Your annual household income for the most recent year, including you and your spouse ZREETEU

A, BREEHHE
[ <$24,999
[1$75,000-99,999
[1$150,000-17999

AYERML:

00$25,000-49,999
0$100,000-124,999
0$180,000-199,999

18):

0$50,000-74,999
0$125,000-149,999
0>$200,000

If you do not want to share your income range by checking above, you can go to Q10 and choose to self-
indicate your family income according to one of the following three levels: ¥1RIEAESIFERIIKN

Xig), EeJLUERA N IERH TR RIS
O Low income {KWIN O Middle income FFZFEYWI AN O High income BN

Language Use and Views on Bi-/multilingualism i85 (SIS

9. Please think about and specify the language that each of your family members speaks at home. What

percentage of the time does each of your family members speak the following languages? If one or

more languages are not spoken at home, please write 0. IBEIEESRRBE N HRBEFERINES

B, BREEESERNED L. MRERRANMEREMES,

15M 0 F7.

Yourself ZEHC «Not using it at all TEEAFEF Always using it REEFER—

Chinese F137 0 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
Fronch SiE 0 | 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
English 258 0 | 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
Your Child #%F «—Not using it at all FEE2 A Always using it SEFEER—
Chinese PR 0 [ 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
Fronch SiE 0 | 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
English 258 0 | 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
Spouse (Optional) —SEEAER PR
Chinese FH 0 [ 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
Fronch S5 0 | 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
English #5 0 10% | 20% | 30% | 40% | 50% | 60% | 70% | 80% | 90% | 100%
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4R

10. Please rate your proficiency in each language on a scale of 1 to 10. IF&XIE SHIRARZIMES(FE
FARGEHITH D, #D 1053,

Yourself ETC «—Not Fluent at all IFEARF Very Fluent JEE A —

Chinese 93 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
French (£i1E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
English Z5E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Your Child {&%F «—Not Fluent at all {FEA7EF Very Fluent JE&S 7R —

Chinese F3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
French J51E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
English Z5E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Spouse (Optional) «—Not Fluent at all IFEARAF Very Fluent IEERF)—

Chinese 93 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
French ;51 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
English Z5E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11. The following questions are about your opinion about your child’s language development. There are
no right or wrong answers, so just circle the answer choice that feels best to you. LA T BIRRG K2 &%

RS RENEER. XEARAEZD, BREERAEEUNRINEE,

—JFERER IFERE—

Living in Canada, my child only needs to speak French and/or
English well. 1 2 3 4 5

FEINEXREE, BT REBRRFFEI/EEIE,

Living in Canada, it is also important for my child to be able to
communicate with relatives in Chinese. 1 o) 3 4 5

EMEXEE, BRI FRERATNSFREBHREE,

Speaking more than one language will help my child succeed in the
long term. 1 o) 3 4 5
KITKE, REMESHETRIET.

My child will be confused if he/she learns two or more languages at
the same time. 1 2 3 4 5

NRENFISINES, RV TBEIREE.

It is not good to mix two languages or more in one
sentence/conversation. 1 2 3 4 5

E— M EFER—BETRARMESESTNE S 2.

I worry that my child’s French and/or English will be delayed if we
only speak Chinese at home. 1 2 3 4 5

BROIIRERRRTN, HFREEIRIESHRELIR.
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I think my child will naturally learn French and/or English when
he/she goes to school.

BOANRRIZFE L FRSBRMAF S AIEN/ERIE.

I'm worried that my child will slowly lose the Chinese language.

BRORNZFRIBIEREPL.

Parents play an important role in their child's language acquisition
and development.

REBEERFFIESHIETDEEEEIAE.

I think parent-child reading helps early language development.
BANNFEFHEIE TR FFEIES.

I know how to help my child learn Chinese.
BANEAAEE A FFIH L,

I know how to help my child learn French.
FAREITR BRI FFIAE.

I know how to help my child learn English.
BB IR A= FF I RIE.

I think there are few resources available for immigrant families to
support their children to retain their heritage language.

BN RFER D BRI SHH T IEHE.

Reading Experiences [JiE R

12. How many picture books does your child have at home? Please indicate the number of each language

separately. KB LA LELATIEN?

B0 R EMESHIE.

Chinese P3H <10 011-20 [021-50 051-100 0>100
French K15 0<10 011-20 021-50 [151-100 0>100
English ZEi5+ <10 011-20 021-50 051-100 0>100

13. Does your child enjoy reading/listening to books? Please circle a number. % FHZEIREAR

i, BFRHESHIEE.

Dislike at all Dislike Neutral Like Very Like
—RJLBARER RER Hh37 EN FFHEEN
1 2 3 4 5

14. How often do you (and other people) read picture books with your child? Specify the frequency of

books in each language: Mandarin, French, and English. {&8(#&

B EMES L ANRIYESUX.

4R
10N

RAEEMHFEAED? 5

Never \A Seldom 1RZ>

Sometimes AT

Often B&H

Always B2

Chinese X H 1 2

3

4

5
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French ;ZiEH 1 2 3 4 5

English SB35 1 2 3 4 5

Please tell me who usually reads to your child. BERE—REELZ AT

1

15. Has your child had any experiences reading books in digital book format (e.g., on an ebook reader
such as Kindle, tablet, smartphone, or print with the digital reading pen?) & FBITEBFPRIFIELE

[Ang, Eb40 Kindle, ¥4k, HaEFHL, RILEE?
OYes B [ No, skipping to Q19 %8, iBHkZES 198

16. Does your child enjoy reading/listening to electronic books or book-like apps? &% FHE S E=IREF
BEYiE, BRHESHEE.

Dislike at all Dislike Neutral Like Very Like
—=JLBEARER REX 37 ER FEEN
1 2 3 4 5

17. Which device(s) does your child read/listen to e-books on? (Check all that apply) #fzFEHEEM
ARTF TR FBIRNEL? (AIEi%)

O E-book reader for adults, such as a Kindle or Nook X AfEREFPiIZEE, U Kindle, Nook

O E-book system for children such as a LeapPad or InnoTab E| JHZFRITFESIN, a0BkBktE

[J A tablet such as an iPad or GalaxyTab 4z, U1iPad, =&

O A smartphone EFBEFAL

0 A computer EBfiX

O Digital reading pen FUIESE, WMFEER, /JMRBISISEE

O Other device HEIREE, BEE:

18. How often do you (and other people) read e-books to your child? Specify the frequency of books in
each language: Mandarin, French, and English. & E SR AL B AEHEFRIE? SEHEHM
IEEAYREUR.

Never \A~ Seldom R/ Sometimes BHY Often &F Always B2
Chinese X H 1 2 3 4 5
French ;&515H 1 2 3 4 5
English ZHE$ 1 2 3 4 5
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19. What other activities do you provide for your child to learn language or practice language skills? 4%

NIRRT HE B EaRIBFRES FIFIER?

20. Has your child experienced or been diagnosed with any of the following? &z FEEEHEERIZ
HE ~IUER?

O speech problems (problems pronouncing words) IB5 [0/ (A =IAR)

O language delay (in mother tongue) IBS &ZEIRF (FHE)

[ hearing loss T JfERS

O developmental disorder or disability & & fEiSE T

[0 other major health problem EEE AR

Language Use i8S {EAER

21. How old was your child when she started hearing any of the following languages at home? (if none,

leave blank) ZHIFF N LS FHAERPRMLA MESTRES—11? JIRRE, BZH)

From birth 6mtoly.o. | 1-2y.0.|2-3y.0. |3-4y.o. 4-5y.0. | 5-6y.0. | After 6 y.o.
MHEFA 6 ZLAg
Chinese 3
French jEiE
English S5
Other HE

22. When the study was happening (January-March 2024), was your child attending any of the
following? TERAREHTHAE (2024 1 BE3R) |, BRIZFHIEPDFR?
O Childcare outside the home by babysitter or family-based childcare {RI. ZREEIE)LFrEEEN
AFZECHINESE) LR
O Childcare in a center (CPE, private daycare, nursery) H#af20A93E)LEr (80 CPE. FAAHFE)
O Preschool ZEHE
O Kindergarten at school 4411 LIzl
O Grade 1 or above at school ZR—F LR ak LA E

23. What language(s) was spoken in the context identified above? AR/ N AERHAES?
O French jKiE O English 25
[0 FR-EN bilingual ZGEXUE O Other, please specify B, B8+
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24. Before your child participated in the study, did they attend other settings? {ESHYZFSIMXIREH
RZB, AEEMMESEIEE?
OYesH O No &8

25. What other settings did they attend, at what ages, and what were the languages spoken there? (Please
fill in all that apply to your child, if none, leave blank) T BIEWFIEBIRFRT, L2
%z, EEREFERRESREMA? (BEEMBEERZFNER, REE, B=H)

Age (in years and months) | Language spoken (Ch, Fr, En,
FRE/B) etc., write all that apply)
HABERINES

Childcare outside the home by
babysitter or family-based childcare

R, RETILFFEEB AR
TUHINEE) LA

Childcare in a center (CPE, private

daycare, nursery) HUERZZUAYIE) L
Fr (%0 CPE. FAANMEEIE)

Preschool gl

Kindergarten at school Z42411) LIl

Grade 1 or above at school 15—

FREALE

26. Ifyour child has siblings, please check the languages the siblings currently speak at home to their
brothers and sisters. IRERIAFEMNRR, BAZFIIZEZR—RBHAIES? (AIZH)

O Chinese 3 O French jK1E
O English Z5i&E O Other, please specify HE, &%+

27.

28.

If your child has siblings, please check the languages the siblings currently speak at home to you, the
parent. 5A)EHNBRMZFBRZA—MAHAES? (RIZH)

O Chinese 13 O French jE1E
O English 22E O Other, please specify B, B8+

Now that [ am here writing you, please check the box below if you would like to be informed of any
future studies relevant to your family: RRH(IARBENTBESHITHEX T LESEREHIH
R, CEABRERIKREHNBEXAR?

O Yes, please. § [0 No, thank you. ;&8
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Reading Logs (Week 1, ten minutes a day and three times a week are recommended)

Appendix J

Reading Log [ H1d

. . . Enjoyment (Child Enjoyment (Parent Use of DR Use of Digital Pen -

O<5;05-10; 0 11-15 T - : 2 o O No O No

1-Mar J 16-20; [0 21-25; v;@% : ; ’;.)3)} : ; I Yes, sometime | [ Yes, sometime
01 26-30; OO > 30 - - Ol Yes, always Ol Yes, always
<5, 05-10; 0 11-15 s P : = . 1 No I No

2-Mar J 16-20; [ 21-25; bgi@} & ; vg)i’)_j : ; I Yes, sometime | [ Yes, sometime
01 26-30; OO > 30 - - Ol Yes, always Ol Yes, always
1<5;05-10; 0 11-15 s P : e . 1 No I No

3-Mar J 16-20; [ 21-25; v;@% S ; vg)i?)_y' : ; I Yes, sometime | [ Yes, sometime
1 26-30; OO > 30 - - Ol Yes, always Ol Yes, always
I <5;05-10; 0 11-15 s P e . 1 No 1 No

4-Mar 1 16-20; 1 21-25; Vg)@}‘ L ; \g)i.)j = ; [ Yes, sometime | [1 Yes, sometime
d26-30; 0> 30 - - Ol Yes, always Ol Yes, always
O<5;,05-10;011-15 s . e o 1 No 1 No

5-Mar O 16-20; O 21-25; Wy e | §Y B & | O Yes, sometime | O Yes, sometime
d26-30; 0> 30 - - L] Yes, always Ll Yes, always
O<5;,05-10;011-15 e - e o 01 No 01 No

6-Mar 1 16-20; [ 21-25; v;')—@} L ; '3‘@} E_ ; 1 Yes, sometime | (1 Yes, sometime
J26-30; 0> 30 - - Ll Yes, always Ll Yes, always
O<5;05-10; 11-15 = P = . d No O No

7-Mar 1 16-20; [ 21-25; ‘f’)% £ ; Vg)—@/ £ ; I Yes, sometime | (1 Yes, sometime

0O 26-30; O > 30

O Yes, always

O Yes, always
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10.

Appendix K

(First, I will introduce myself). I’d like to invite you to introduce yourselves. Please tell us a
little bit about yourself and your child. BN BA—TEHEWL? BENLB— T EBHNEF
ng,?

How did you read with your child before you participated in this study, and how does that

compare to how you’re reading now?7ZE K S| ASHER B2 81, RENFTSHRNETF—

EFIEN? BHARRE?

From the logs I can see you used DR sometimes. Can you tell me more about how and when

you used it with your child. (layout some scenarios/ book languages). 1R 3E K 2K 12 32 B9 [

Hic, REFHARANERSANIAREEZ. REFANB— TR BXSTER

B®ER?

- Does the language of the book you are reading matter (i.e., does it have an impact on
whether or not and how you use DR? And yes, how?) RNEE S I A X {RE AXTIER
FEAETmL? MRE, BEFENZIE?

Tell me about how your child responded to DR. i548A — 7 XA EEAN, R

F—ROETER, b EHRREERN, STEENESE,

- Does your child like DR techniques? What did they like or dislike? {RESEZ FE=XRX1E
HEHEL? MNERLBFASRNZHA?

Have you found that DR has already had or will have effects on your child’s development? If

yes, can you tell me more? fRIA A ZE MR XA M EMRAZF LR A?

- Bilingualism/multilingualism B4 X WIiE LB K FEVR?

- Home language maintenance X EHE/;X BRI F SR ?

What impact has DR had on you? {R iS5 ER FIEM R B H AR IN?

- Do you think or observe there are any positive/negative effects of dialogic reading on
you? If yes what was the effect? {RIA A EWEZI MR D IENRNF W2 A?

Did you encounter any difficulties in using DR? How did you manage these difficulties? {/R

N AXERARNIBE T HARNEME? RE2WTeARX LRI

. Will you continue to apply dialogic reading? Why or why not? &< 2k 45 {F F XA T\ 5715

B2 AHa?
Anything else you want share about DR? X F XA FEE, REBHTARESERN?

From the logs I can see some of you used the digital reading pen. Describe how you and your
child used it. HEFBLERKEHEARIRE, HEA—TRIIROZ T 2IEERRIE
£8.

- prompts: parent & child role

- when do you use it

- in what language
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12.

13

14.

- with or without DR
HEFKTARARRE, FHT—T, RIS ATEAREE?

: How does your child like the digital reading pen? What did they like or dislike? {REZ F=

RIREL? MNERIEAERNETA?

How do you like the digital reading pen? What did you like or dislike? {/R = X s34 2 R
HREHE A B A?

G5 es

. Would you continue to use the digital reading pen? Why or why not? &< 4% 4:{F FH 1L 5E

w2 Afta?
Anything else you want share about digital reading pen? % F =528, REBHABEL
=17
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Appendix L

Codes

Definitions

Parent Utterance

Dialogic reading talk

Sentence completion

Parents read the first half of the word/sentence and encourage your
child to finish it.

Literal questions

Parents ask children questions that can be answered based on the text
or picture.

Inferential questions

Parents ask children to infer supporting details, main ideas, sequence,
cause-and-effect relationships, character traits, and outcomes.

Distancing questions

Parents ask children to answer based on their world knowledge,
values and experiences.

Evaluates child’s response

Parents evaluate the child’s response.

Parents expand children’s responses, either by helping them expand

Expands child's idea into sentences or by adding other vocabulary to enrich expressions.
Parents repeat previous questions, encourage your child to repeat
Repeats child’s speech your sentences or words, or encourage your child to answer with new
sentences and new words.
Asks Yes/No questions Par"ents" asl‘< questions‘that that‘c‘an be answergd with a simple "yes"
or "no," without requiring additional explanation or detail.
Reads text Parents read directly from the book text.

Other content-related talk

Talk does not belong to any of above categories. For example,
parents ask for clarifications.

Attention directing talk

Parents redirect children’s attention to the book or ask children to
turn pages or to engage with the digital reading pen.

Off task talk

These are unrelated to the book content or book format and include
all other parent verbalizations that are not categorized as above.

Child Utterance

Initiates with comments

Children spontaneously talk about the content and characters.

Initiates with questions

Children ask questions.

Response to Y/N Qs Children respond to parents’ yes or no questions.
Response to DR Qs Children respond to parents’ dialogic questions.
Repeats Children repeat parents’ utterances.

Attention directing talk

Children redirect parents’ attention to the book or picture or ask to
turn pages.

Off task talk

These are unrelated to the book content or book format and include
all other children verbalizations that are not categorized as above.
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