
Abstract 

Many students in primary school experience difficulties with oral language, this can have a detrimental 

effect on their reading ability and comprehension skills. Of concern, it is thought that early reading 

difficulties in oral language lay the foundation for later reading problems.  The present investigation 

examined listening comprehension acquisition under practical conditions through the explicit teaching 

of one action sentences and vocabulary during story reading and role play activities. It was hypothesised 

that explicitly teaching vocabulary and one event sentences improves listening comprehension in 

Grade Prep students. It was also predicted that students would increase their vocabulary knowledge. 

Previous research suggests that teaching correct sentence structure, building vocabulary and 

encouraging children to participate in storytelling can lead to an improvement in comprehension. 

A sample of 16 participants were grouped into a control and teaching group. The teaching group 

participated in nine teaching sessions that focused on explicitly teaching students the grammatical 

structure and increasing vocabulary. Students were pretested and post-tested on Oral language 

measures testing synonym knowledge, their record of oral language and listening comprehension. The 

intervention group continued their usual literacy program. Students in the teaching group showed 

notably more gains in their post test scores than the control group for the Listening comprehension test 

and synonym test, whereas both groups made equivalent gains on the ROL. The results lend some 

support to the hypothesis and suggest that teachers can assist primary grade students to participate in 

story conversation, in order to scaffold their listening comprehension through the explicit teaching of 

vocabulary and grammatical structures.   

 

 



Introduction 

The literacy concepts, knowledge and skills developed in early childhood are thought to be excellent 

predictors of a child’s future success in reading. The acquisition of language involves more than being 

able to read words in print, children also need to learn the meaning of words and be able to 

comprehend what they read.  Whilst phonological factors are a vital component of decoding, other 

aspects of oral language, including vocabulary and listening comprehension play a major role in a child’s 

overall ability to read and comprehend. Indeed, there is a growing body of research that has highlighted 

the significance of oral language in this process (Speece, Roth, Cooper & de la Paz, 1996; Wise, Sevcik, 

Morris, Lovett and Wolf, 2007; Ouellette, 2006). Of note, Nation and Snowling (2004) found that 

children can exhibit poor reading comprehension, despite possessing average for age reading accuracy. 

Thus, even though a child can decode accurately, the proficient development of oral language is 

required to help a child to use meaning and decode within the context of the text (Nation & Snowling, 

2004). Of concern, it is commonly thought that early reading difficulties in oral language lay the 

foundation for later reading problems (Speece et al.,1996).  

Munro’s multiple levels of text processing model outlines how oral language is an integral part in 

developing literacy knowledge (2008).  Students who are competent in the use of oral language have a 

greater capacity to learn, manage and direct themselves as learners. Oral language skills are required 

not only to support students’ thinking and learning, they are also important in developing their word 

knowledge of word meanings (synonyms), grammar and sentence propositions and understanding of 

how ideas are linked into themes to support text comprehension (Munro, 2008). To date, oral language 

has not received much attention yet it is vital to understand the factors impacting on oral language 

because the rapid rate of oral language growth slows after the preschool years (Pullen and Justice,2003). 

Moreover, both emergent and conventional literacy abilities are built on this foundation of oral 

language.  Furthermore, the development of oral language is fundamental to many areas of a child’s 

literacy development including listening, speaking, reading and writing and can therefore impact on all 

areas of the curriculum (Kirkland and Patterson, 2005). 

Children are often read stories from a very young age, however to achieve literacy growth requires more 

than listening to the text, children are also required to think about what is going on in the story and 

derive meaning from the text. Semantic and syntactic knowledge are integrally related to reading ability, 

as both serve as primary cues for deciphering text (Speece et al., 2009). Semantic knowledge places 

constraints on word combinations whereas syntactic knowledge can be used to predict or build 



expectations of words in order to construct meaning from text. Thus, it is essential that oral language 

domains include both semantic and syntax knowledge.   

A child’s syntax knowledge is the ability to judge if a sentence or piece of text is grammatically correct 

(Roth, Speece & Cooper, 2002). Children’s knowledge of written grammar develops gradually. They learn 

to use written grammar to make sense of sentences and to link the concepts in the intended ways.  It is 

more than just understanding the individual words. If a child knows what the individual words mean it 

cannot be assumed that they understand the sentence, instead the meaning of the sentence is more 

complex. Identical groups of words can hold various meanings depending on how they are phrased and 

the emphasis on certain words. It is thought that oral language skills enable a child to derive meaning 

from printed words and to use sentence structure information to predict the grammatical order and 

form of words (Roth et al., 2002). Mokhtari and Thompson (2006) found that the ability to identify and 

manipulate the syntactic structure of the spoken language is generally related to reading development.  

Empirical evidence showing oral language abilities to be an area of weakness in poor readers comes 

from the work of Nation and Snowling (2004) and Torgesen and Davis (1996) who found that children in 

preschool who later develop reading problems demonstrate limited syntactic knowledge.  More 

specifically, they found that children with reading difficulties frequently performed poorly on tasks that 

measured comprehending, producing complex sentence forms, retrieving words from their mental 

lexicons and understanding and using abstract vocabulary words.  

Scarborough (1990) conducted a longitudinal study of 52 children. Twenty two children from their 

sample developed substantial reading problems by 2
nd

 grade. Furthermore, a detailed examination of 

these children’s oral language development over the preschool years revealed a greater number of 

grammatical errors at two years of age and poor vocabulary at four years of age, compared to those 

who did not have reading problems. This is also supported by the work of Storch and Whitehurst (2002) 

who found that as well as code related skills, a range of oral language skills were shown to contribute to 

a child’s reading ability.  

All in all children who show early difficulties with the development of vocabulary knowledge and 

grammatical skills are more likely to experience literacy problems compared to children achieving oral 

language according to expected milestones (Scarborough, 1990). As research has identified a strong 

relation between early vocabulary knowledge and later reading comprehension ability, the development 

of vocabulary and sentence structure as pre reading skills to enhance comprehension is important. Thus, 



it is important to intervene early and learn what factors can improve a child’s vocabulary and grammar 

knowledge in order to prevent literacy problems. This is particularly important considering the large 

individual differences among children in vocabulary and comprehension abilities as they begin school 

(Biemiller, 1999). 

Evidence for oral language and reading has come from one main type of study, correlative predictive 

studies. Nation and Snowling (2004) examined students at two time points and found that listening 

comprehension skills appear to be the most important factor in predicting reading comprehension. This 

was assessed by aloud passage reading followed by questions intended to assess understanding of the 

reading passage.  Nation and Snowling posed the question of how large a vocabulary was needed for 

reading and listening, however, they did not examine how understanding vocabulary improves listening 

comprehension. Furthermore, Nation and Snowling’s study used a reading comprehension measure that 

required significant memory processing and response generating demands. In contrast, Hagtvet (2003) 

used a more simple measure and found that listening comprehension skills contribute to reading 

comprehension.  

Roth et al. (2002) conducted a longitudinal study and found theoretical and empirical support that three 

domains of oral language are related to the development of reading ability. These were structural 

language, metasemantics and narrative discourse (the ability to construct an original story and retell a 

recently heard story). Narrative discourse is considered an important predictor of academic success. In 

fact, is has been suggested that narrative discourse acts as the link between oral language and literacy 

(Speece et al., 1999). Children bring a basic knowledge of story structure, namely the narrative schema, 

to reading and apply that knowledge to their efforts to understand text. It has been suggested that an 

inability to grasp narrative structures is a risk factor for reading failure (Speece et al., 1999).  

Wise et al (2007) examined children with reading disabilities and found oral language skills are related to 

reading achievement, and that expressive vocabulary and listening comprehension facilitate word 

identification. More recently, Verhoeven and Van Leeuve (2008) conducted a longitudinal study of Dutch 

students throughout their primary schooling examining the effects of word decoding, vocabulary and 

listening comprehension abilities on the development of reading comprehension. They found that 

vocabulary and listening comprehension were predictors of reading comprehension.  

 

 



Listening Comprehension 

Listening comprehension refers to the ability to process auditory information and then respond by 

communicating a level of understanding of what was heard. Children acquire their language through 

interactions with others. Despite their innate tendency for language acquisition, children require 

environmental input to develop their language ability. Research from Biemiller (1999) supports this 

suggesting that listening comprehension develops through the beginning years of life and can develop if 

there is interaction with other people and texts that introduce new vocabulary, concepts and language 

structures.  

In order to become proficient in listening comprehension Ouellette (2006) suggests that depth of 

vocabulary knowledge is an important missing component in students with listening comprehension 

difficulties. Ouellette’s studies have explored the difference between oral vocabulary breadth and depth 

of vocabulary knowledge. Breadth refers to the number of words known to the individual and the depth 

refers to how well the meanings are known to the individual. Accordingly, it is argued that students 

need to develop both breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge in order to effectively comprehend 

information and in turn help meaning and recall of information. Ouellette (2006) found that the 

relationship between decoding and oral vocabulary is primarily a function of the size of the receptive 

lexicon.  With regard to reading comprehension, Roth et al (2002) found a larger semantic store can 

facilitate comprehension skills. Therefore, it is important teachers extend and deepen children’s 

vocabulary and provide experiences for them to express, clarify, demonstrate and represent their 

understandings in a variety of contexts. As spoken language is the medium in which we understand and 

comprehend, it follows that students need to use oral language, which is scaffolded by teachers, to 

improve their comprehension of texts. 

Teaching methods to improve listening comprehension 

As a child’s aural comprehension ability often exceeds their word recognition skill, more demanding 

content can be presented to children through reading aloud techniques. The advantage of read aloud 

experiences is they allow students to draw on their oral language skills to reflect on their earlier 

experiences and prior knowledge. This interaction helps establish meaning from decontextualised 

language (Beck & McKeown, 2001).  

Both the quality and quantity of the input experienced by young children is an important source of 

variation in vocabulary and syntactic development (Pullen & Justice, 2003). As such, teachers need to 



use a range of input strategies that assist students to map the associations between the environment 

and particular linguistic forms and functions. Two main approaches are identified in the language 

intervention literature as useful for enhancing preschool children’s oral language performance. Namely, 

focused stimulation and interactive storybook reading (Isbell, Sobol, Lindauer & Lowrance, 2004; Pullen 

& Justice, 2003).  

Focused stimulation 

Focused stimulation includes strategies such as repetitions and expansions where the teacher provides 

one additional element of semantic or syntactic information beyond that given by the student (Pullen & 

Justice, 2003).  

Interactive Storybook reading 

Storybook reading has been identified as a way to improve oral language ability, especially in the area of 

vocabulary development (Brett, Rothlein & Hurley, 1996; Isbell et al., 2004; McIntyre, 2007). These 

studies have demonstrated engaging children in repetition of phrases, acting out sections of a story and 

referring to illustrations increased levels of comprehension.  Successful strategies should also encourage 

children to be active participants in shared reading events and scaffold the child’s use of more 

developed productions.  

Rationale for the present study 

Previous studies have captured the diversity of oral language skills in children at risk of school difficulty 

(Speece et al., 1999). However, many of the existing studies did not include multiple measures of oral 

language skills such as measures of vocabulary and listening comprehension. To this end, the purpose of 

the present study was to build on past studies by including a broader array of language tasks specifically 

related to early reading. Structural language (syntax and semantics) and narrative discourse were 

included. Semantic and syntactic knowledge were deemed important to reading ability as both function 

as initial cues for deciphering text (Speece et al., 1999). Vocabulary knowledge facilitates the recognition 

of word meaning, whereas syntactic knowledge is used to predict or build expectations of words so as to 

construct meaning from text.  

Studies to date have targeted students with poorer reading skills or lower ROL scores.  Therefore they 

are limited in the generalisations that can be made to other populations of children. Participants in the 



present study will not be limited to those with known oral language difficulties, instead children with 

mixed abilities of oral language were included.  

 Much of the existing research has followed the development of reading skills in longitudinal studies. 

Researchers have pretested and then post tested students at various later points to determine any 

predictive factors (Roth et al., 2002). To this end, the impact of explicit teaching has not received much 

attention. Thus, the present study is going to examine vocabulary acquisition under practical conditions 

through explicit teaching of one action sentences, vocabulary, story reading and role play activities. 

Due to the confounds associated with the previous research, the exact nature of the relationship 

between oral language skills and reading achievement remains unclear (Wise et al., 2007). Clarification 

of the oral language-reading connection will advance theoretical constructs of the relationship between 

these two knowledge domains. This clarification is essential because of the important implications for 

early identification and effective instruction of children who may be at risk for reading problems. 

Furthermore, limited research exists looking specifically at vocabulary development and listening 

comprehension.  

In summary, the previous research suggests that building vocabulary, teaching correct sentence 

structure and encouraging children to participate in storytelling can lead to an improvement in 

comprehension. The present investigation aims to broaden the current research by examining the effect 

of explicit teaching of sentence structure and increasing vocabulary knowledge to a sample of Prep 

students through story reading and storytelling experiences in a naturalistic study. It is thought that 

extending a child’s vocabulary will assist their ability to think about the story and maintain meaning 

throughout the reading of the text. Moreover, the teaching of one event sentences will assist children to 

listen and retell a story using precise grammatically correct sentences, which in turn, should improve 

their comprehension.  It is hypothesised that explicitly teaching vocabulary and one event sentences will 

improve listening comprehension in Grade Prep students. It is further predicted that students will 

increase their vocabulary knowledge of synonyms.  



 

Method 

Participants 

Two classes of Prep students were invited to take part in this research. Informed consent was received 

for a total of 16 participants from two Catholic Primary Schools in the Eastern Suburbs, eight from each 

school. These children were all undertaking Prep, and ranged in age from 5;2 to 6;3 (mean age was 

5;10). The gender distribution was 38% female and 62% male.  All children were raised in English-

speaking homes.  Table 1 shows the participant data such as age, Record of Oral language scores (ROL) 

and Concepts about Print (CAP) scores.  

Table 1: Participant data   

Student  Age Gender 

F=Female 

M= Male  

Group 

T= intervention 

C= Control 

Text 

Level 

(0-28) 

ROL 

(0-42) 

CAP 

(0-24) 

Write 

Vocab 

(0-n) 

Burt Other 

A 6;3 M T 0 11 11 2 0  

B 5;8 F T 0 18 16 4 2  

C 6;3 M T 0 1 10 0 0 Processing Difficulties 

Reading Recovery 

D 5;5 M T 0 32 11 4 1  

E 6;0 M T 0 16 16 4 0  

F 5;4 F T 0 16 15 4 0  

G 5;10 M T 3 29 17 8 22  

H 5;11 M T 0 15 14 1 0  

I 5;3 F C 0 22 15 2 1  

J 6;2 M C 0 17 11 0 0 Reading Recovery 

K 5;9 M C 0 19 13 5 0  

L 5;10 M C 0 17 11 0 0  

M 6;3 F C 1 20 15 12 0  

N 5;2 F C 0 17 7 7 0  

O 5;8 M C 1 17 12 4 0  

P 6;0 F C 0 25 11 4 0  

Age range for teaching group 5;4- 6;3 (mean 5;10) and 5;2 – 6;3 (mean 5;9) for the control group.  



 

Design  

This study used a case study OXO design. Improvements in students’ listening comprehension and 

vocabulary knowledge were investigated following the explicit teaching of one event sentences and 

vocabulary. The independent variable being the teaching intervention and the dependent variable was 

the testing results. The study compared two groups of students; a control group and teaching group in a 

naturalistic study. Students were grouped into an intervention group and control group based on 

practical reasons; the control group was from one school, the teaching group from another. Ideally, it 

would have been preferable to have students from both schools represented in the teaching and control 

groups. However, limited access to students meant this was not possible. Despite this, the two schools 

were equivalent in Socioeconomic status, location and size. 

Testing materials 

Synonym Test – (Modified for Preps) John Munro (2005) 

This test was used to determine the breadth of vocabulary that each student had. Students generated 

synonyms from specific spoken words. This task was modified for the preps. From the original list of 29 

words, 14 words were selected (See Appendix I). Students were given a score of 1 for each response 

identified that was semantically correct and 2 points for those that were both semantically and 

syntactically correct. Other responses received a  zero. The test was scored out of a possible 112.  

Record of Oral Language (ROL)-  Marie Clay (1983)  

This test observed aspects of oral language and assessed a child’s ability to handle selected grammatical 

structures. The ROL had 3 levels of statements, with 14 statements at each level. The complexity of the 

task increased with each level. Level one statements comprised of simple sentences with focus on one 

or two events. The maximum score was 14 for each level and indicated a students’ ability to remember 

information and to recall sentences using correct grammatical structure. Students were asked to repeat 

sentences that were read aloud to them. If a student got three responses incorrect the test was ended. 

Students received a score out of a possible 42. The school provided scores for the ROL (from their 

December and February testing), thus deeper analysis of each students performance including their 

strengths and errors was not possible.  



 

Listening Comprehension Task- John Munro (2005) 

The listening comprehension task examined a students’ ability to comprehend a spoken text and retell it 

in sequential order. This task involved the experimenter reading the student a short passage about a girl 

named Jane and her lunch. Students were instructed to listen carefully. At completion of the story 

students were asked to retell all they could remember from the story.  Children were prompted as 

required, using “What else? What happened next?” Each detail that students provided in order was 

given a score of 1. Students were then given a score out of 20. For the purposes of this study, students 

were not retested after 5 minutes. The students’ retellings were examined for formal story conventions 

and comprehension, to see if they provided appropriate narrative information, such as the setting, 

initiating event, internal response, attempt, consequence and ending.  Students received an additional 

score out of six for each component identified. 

Materials 

Sticky notes, flash cards, cue cards, figurines, puppets and two different big books were used to 

implement the lessons. The big books used were The Little Yellow Chicken and Come on, Daisy. These 

books were selected based on the characters and the repetitive text. They were also chosen because 

they exhibited an event structure and some complexities of events that would provide substance for the 

students to build meaning. 

Procedure 

In the pretesting phase all 16 students were assessed on the ROL , Listening comprehension task and 

Synonym tasks, respectively. The ROL was administered by the classroom teacher, whereas the 

experimenter tested the students on the Listening comprehension and synonym tasks. For some of the 

students it was their first encounter with the experimenter. Participants pre test scores are presented in 

Table 2. 

 

 

 



 

Table 2: Pre-test scores for Participants on the ROL, Listening comprehension and Synonym tasks. 

Student  Group 

T= intervention 

C= Control 

ROL 

(0-42) 

Listening  

Comprehension 

Synonym 

(0-122) 

   Immediate 

 recall of  

events 

Main  

elements of  

Narrative 

 

A T 11 7 4 42 

B T 18 8 3 14 

C T 1 3 3 3 

D T 32 4 3 6 

E T 16 3 2 6 

F T 16 3 2 10 

G T 29 6 2 15 

H T 15 7 4 5 

I C 22 3 0 3 

J C 17 3 2 4 

K C 19 3 1 4 

L C 17 2 2 0 

M C 20 5 3 7 

N C 17 4 2 4 

O C 17 7 2 14 

P C 25 5 1 6 

 

After the initial testing, the teaching sessions were conducted 1-2  times a week over a 7 week period. 

The teaching sessions were approximately 40 minutes in length. The teaching group were taken out of 

the classroom to work. Due to limited space options students worked in a thoroughfare area that had 

regular traffic. Due to time constraints only 9 teaching sessions were undertaken. These storytelling and 

reading sessions introduced the teaching group to new vocabulary, instructed them on how to form one 

event sentences, developed their ability to ask questions and then involved them retelling the story 



through drama, ordering pictures and partner activities. The control group continued with their usual 

literacy program.  

In the present study students heard an unfamiliar story and were measured on their narrative skill from 

their retell. To test the readers’ comprehension they were asked to spontaneously retell a text they 

have heard in their own words without assistance. This provided an indication of how students integrate 

and consolidate the ideas read. Comprehension outcomes were considered at the word level through 

suggesting synonyms for unfamiliar words in the text and at the sentence level through retelling a 

sequence of sentences.   

The teaching sessions 

Students were involved in three lessons around each big book. This was to enable students to become 

familiar with the vocabulary related to the topic and in accordance with the recommendation of Isbell et 

al. (2004) who found three exposures resulted in optimal improvements in literacy knowledge.  Each 

group of three lessons followed a similar process. The teacher modelled the learning and provided 

supports to students in the early sessions so they had opportunities to practice the strategies in 

meaningful contexts. As support began to fade, modelling and cues were reduced. The first three 

lessons were around the book, The Little Yellow Chicken. In Lesson one students were shown enlarged 

pictures from the book that had had the text removed. Students were then asked “what was happening 

in the pictures?”, “What can you tell about the characters in this story? Where do you think the story is 

taking place? Students generated existing vocabulary and were introduced to new vocabulary. As 

vocabulary was generated it was recorded on sticky notes and stuck on the picture. Students were then 

introduced to the synonym component of the lesson by being told that they were going to learn 

something to help them with their reading. Students were then asked to find synonyms for the 

vocabulary generated during the picture chat. These were also recorded and added to the pictures. 

Action sentences were then modelled to the children. Children were asked to create one action 

sentences from the vocabulary provided during the picture chat, e.g., The Little Yellow Chicken did the 

shopping. Children were asked to share their sentences. Other students were asked to explain what the 

sentence meant. The story was then read to the students, students joined in repeating phrases and 

explaining what parts of the story meant. The Listening component of the lesson involved the story 

being retold in sequence as a group. Each child was given a character to be and the book was used to 

cue ideas. At the completion of the lesson children discussed what they had learnt in the lesson.  



Lesson two started with students being presented the pictures from the previous lesson. Students 

sequenced the pictures in order. Students were asked to make up a one action sentences for each 

picture. Synonyms were created for words in these sentences. Different questions were then introduced 

to students these were, who questions, when questions, where questions and what questions. These 

were presented using picture cues. Students then spent time answering these questions using one event 

sentences. Students then created their own one action sentences and shared these with the class.  The 

story was then re-read to the students. They joined in repeating phrases again. The group then retold 

the story in order. This time each child was given a puppet of a character in the story and asked to say 

the lines of their character. They were asked how they thought their character would act. Students 

acted out the story using puppets. Students then finished the lesson by sharing what they had learned.  

The third lesson began with another oral sequence of the story. Students made up more sentences for 

the pictures.  Students then undertook Rapid Naming of the vocabulary generated from the previous 

two lessons. The original vocabulary and synonyms were presented on flash cards. Students took it in 

turn to read a label and the teacher then chose another student to provide a synonym for that word.  

The students then played a progressive memory game where they stated an action that took place in 

the story as a complete sentence. The teacher scribed these and put these altogether. The story was 

then read for a final time and the who, what, when, where questions were revisited. Students then 

worked in pairs to retell the story to each other without the assistance of the teacher or picture cues.  

Upon completion students shared what they had learnt (refer to Appendix II for more detail of the 

lesson sequence).  The lesson sequence was the same for Come on Daisy. The Three Little Pigs involved a 

Story telling experience, instead of a story reading one. Students were shown the main characters and 

props from the story in order to generate their existing vocabulary and introduce new vocabulary. The 

lessons then followed the same teaching sequence as the story reading lessons except the Read to was a 

Tell story using the props and the Oral sequencing did not involve picture cues (Refer to Appendix II).  

Although 10 sessions were originally planned, only 9 sessions were undertaken due to time constraints.  

Following the 7 weeks of teaching for the intervention group, all students were assessed again using the 

same materials and procedures used during pre-testing.  It should be noted that student E  missed 

lesson 3 of the sequence. 

Data analysis 



Statistical significance was not determined, instead, scores were converted to percentages and 

differences were compared. Averages were also determined for each group on the three tests and 

compared.  

 

Results 

The results indicate support for the hypothesis that explicit teaching of vocabulary and one action 

sentences to Prep students, increases their listening comprehension.  

Listening Comprehension 

The listening comprehension scores of all students in the teaching group indicate improvement in their 

retell. Gains made by the teaching group were greater than those of the control group as shown in 

Figure 1.   

Figure 1: Pre and post scores on the Immediate recall of events component of the Listening 

comprehension task for the Teaching and Control Group. 

 

From Figure 1 it can be seen that most of the students showed some improvement on the Listening 

Comprehension task. All students from the teaching group scored higher on the post test than they did 

on the pre test. One student from the control group scored higher on the pre test than the post test.  All 

students in the teaching group except for Student C, recalled a minimum of 35%. Of these students, 2 

recalled 40% or more and 4 recalled 50% or more on the post test. In contrast, the control group 



recalled a maximum of 30% with most students recalling 25% on the post test. The percentage of 

difference for correct responses is shown in Table 2. 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Pre and Post test scores for the Recall of events as a percentage including difference scores 

for both the teaching and control groups  

Student Group Listening 

Comprehension 

Difference 

  Pre Post  % 

A T 35 55 20 

B T 40 50 10 

C T 15 20 5 

D T 20 45 25 

E T 15 35 20 

F T 15 65 50 

G T 30 40 10 

H T 35 55 20 

I C 15 20 5 

J C 15 25 10 

K C 15 25 10 

L C 10 20 10 

M C 25 25 0 

N C 20 25 5 

O C 35 30 -5 

P C 25 30 5 

 

From table 2 it can be seen that the percentage difference in scores from pre to post testing ranged 

from 5-50% for the teaching group (with a mean, median and mode of 20) and -5-10% for the control 

group (with a mean, median and mode of 5). It should be noted that the teaching group started with a 

slightly higher overall mean for their pre test of 26% than the control groups 20% however, the teaching 

groups overall mean increased to 46% at post test as opposed to 25% for the control group. This 

indicates that the teaching group’s scores went up markedly more than the control groups lending some 

support to the hypothesis. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

The results for the narrative component of the listening comprehension task are shown in Figure 2. 

Figure 2:  Percentage of Narrative features presented in Students Retells. 

 

 

From Figure 2 it can be seen that the majority of students from both groups improved on their post test 

scores. Nine of the students improved from the pre to the post test with 6 students scoring the same at 

pre and post testing. One student recalled less at post testing than at pre-testing. It should be noted that 

the control group started with lower narrative scores than the teaching group. On average the teaching 

group recalled 47.8% in the pre-test compared to the control group scoring 27%. On post testing the 

teaching groups average was 62.25% compared to 43.87% for the teaching group. Both groups had a 

similar average improvement from pre to post testing, with the teaching group showing a mean 

improvement of 14.45% and 16.87% for the control group. This may be explained by the students in the 

control group being taught narratives in their writing sessions during the intervention period. 



The results for each component of the narrative test for the teaching group are shown in figure 3.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Number of times each component of a Narrative was recalled at pre and post testing for the 

teaching group. 

 

The data shows that each component went up overall except for the internal response which was not 

recalled by any student at pre or post test.  At post test notably more students identified the attempt 

and consequence than they did at the pretest. At post testing, all students in the teaching group could 

recall the initiating event, 7 out of the 8 students could also recall the setting, consequence and ending. 

Three more students were able to identify the attempt and consequence at post- testing than at 

pretesting. The results for each component of the narrative test for the control group are shown in 

figure 4. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Number of times each component of Narrative was recalled at pre and post testing for the 

control group. 

 

The data from Figure 4 for the control group show that more students improved at retelling the ending 

than the other areas. There was no change in recognizing the initiating event. Similar to the teaching 

group, no student from the control group could retell the internal response. Two more students could 

recall the setting and consequence at post testing than at pretesting, and one more student identified 

the attempt. 

When comparing Figure 3 and 4, little difference was found between the teaching and control groups’ 

gains in recalling the setting, two more students from both groups could recall the setting at the post 

test. Most Students in both groups were able to recall the initiating event.  Students in the control group 

made the most gain in the recall of the ending. One explanation for these similar findings may be that 

narrative structure was not the focus of the intervention. Alternatively, the students in the control group 

received some teaching of the narratives in their normal literacy program. It does appear that the 



teaching group made more gains in the areas of attempt and consequence. This may be attributed to 

the teaching intervention.  

 

 

 

 

Synonym Test 

Figure 5 shows the pre and post test scores for the synonym task for both the teaching and control 

group.  

Figure 5: Pre and post test raw scores for the synonym task for the teaching and control group. 

 

From figure 5, it can be seen that all students in the teaching group improved on the synonym task from 

the pre to post testing.  Overall, the students from the teaching group scored higher on this task than 

the control group. Furthermore, Figure 5 shows the students in the teaching group made greater gains 

from pre to post testing than the control group.  

Table 3 shows the comparison of each group on the synonym task after the scores were converted to a 

percentage and the difference determined.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Percentage scores for the teaching and control groups on the Synonym Task. 

Student Group Synonyms Difference  

  Pre Post  % 

A T 37.5 61.60 24% 

B T 12.5 32.14 19.64% 

C T 2.68 4.46 1.78% 

D T 5.36 35.71 30.35% 

E T 5.36 23.21 17.85% 

F T 8.93 25 16.07% 

G T 13.4 39.28 25.88% 

H T 4.46 30.36 25.89% 

I C 2.68 2.68 0% 

J C 3.57 12.5 8.93% 

K C 3.57 5.36 1.79 

L C 0 0 0% 

M C 6.25 7.14 0.89% 

N C 3.57 6.25 2.68% 

O C 12.5 14.2 1.70% 

P C 5.36 16.07 10.71% 

 

From table 3 it can be seen that the range in scores for the teaching group was 2.68- 37.5% on the pre 

test and 4.46-61.6% for the post test. In comparison, the range of scores for the control group was 0-

12.5% for the pre test and 0-16.07% for the post test. It is acknowledged that the teaching group started 

with a higher level of synonym knowledge on the pretest.  However, it should also be noted that Student 

A’s score appears to be acting as an outlier that made the pre-test scores appear higher than they were.  

If Student A’s score were not included, the teaching groups mean for the pretest drops to 7.53%. Table 4 

shows the average percentage scores for the teaching and control group on the pre and post scores 

including all participants. 

Table 4: The Mean scores for the synonym task for the teaching and control groups. 

Group Pre test Post test Difference 

Teaching 12.30% 31.47% 24.05% 



Control  4.69%  8.02%  3.30% 

 

From table 4 it can be seen that on average the teaching group scored higher on the pretest and post 

test for the synonym task than the control group. Overall, the teaching group showed an improvement 

of 24.05% whereas the control group showed an improvement of 3.30%. This is a difference of 20.75%. 

This suggests that the teaching group knew more synonyms at post testing. 

 

 

Record of Oral Language 

Figure 6 shows the students’ scores for the Record of Oral Language test at pre and post testing.  

Figure 6: Students’ scores on the Record of Oral Language at pre and post testing. 

 

 Figure 6 shows that all students in the teaching group made gains in their ROL scores from pre to post 

testing. Most students in the control group also improved their ROL score from pre to post testing. Two 

exceptions were: one student kept the same score, another scored lower on the post test than the pre 

test. Table 5 shows the scores of the ROL as percentages and compares the difference between pre and 

post test scores as a percentage.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: ROL scores as percentages for students at pre and post testing and the percentage of 

difference between each score. 

Student Group ROL Difference 

  Pre Post  % 

A T 26 81 55 

B T 43 62 19 

C T 2 26 24 

D T 76 90 14 

E T 38 60 22 

F T 38 52 14 

G T 69 81 12 

H T 36 55 19 

I C 52 43 -9 

J C 40 69 29 

K C 45 52 7 

L C 40 57 17 

M C 48 48 0 

N C 40 86 46 

O C 40 60 20 

P C 60 83 23 

 

From table 5 it can be seen that the percentage of correct responses for the teaching group at the pre 

test ranged from 2-76% and 26-90% at post testing. The control groups’ scores ranged from 40-60% at 

the pretest and 43-86% at post testing. The average difference between pre and post testing for the 

teaching group was a 22.37% increase compared to a 16.62% increase in the control group. As such, 

both groups achieved similar scores, especially if one considers the negative score and zero score that 

would affect the average for the control group.  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Individual results and trends 

 

Student A showed gains across all areas at the post test. Of note is the large improvement in the ROL 

score of 55%. One feasible explanation for this could be the different tester conducting the test at pre 

and post testing. This student tried to use extinction techniques to get out of responding such as I don’t 

know and I don’t remember in the pretesting phase which may explain the difference in scores. The 

students more recent ROL score is consistent with the post test score suggesting that this score was 

representative of where this student should be. Furthermore, this student had the highest pre and post 

test scores for the synonym test suggesting a high level of vocabulary. His scores suggest the 

intervention improved his oral retell and synonym knowledge from pre to post testing. 



 

Student B showed gains in all areas. She scored 33% higher on the narrative retell and 19.64% higher on 

the synonym task. Her results suggest that the intervention improved her vocabulary and 

comprehension knowledge. 

 

Student C showed gains in three of the four areas. He scored higher on the pre test Narrative task than 

the post-test. One possible explanation for this is that he was distracted at the post testing session. He 

was a reading recovery student at the post testing stage and may have found this extra intensive session 

in the literacy block too much.  



 

Student D made gains across all areas. He demonstrated an increase of 30.35% on the synonym task. 

More specifically he was able to provide at least 1 synonym for many of the words he could not provide 

any for at the pre test and was able to provide multiple answers for those that he could only provide 

one for at the pretest. Student D showed a 25% improvement in their spontaneous recall on the 

Listening Comprehension Test. These results suggest Student D made gains in both vocabulary 

knowledge and listening comprehension. 

 



Student E showed gains on the listening comprehension task, synonym task and ROL . Their narrative 

score stayed the same at pre and post testing. The 20% increase in the recall of ideas for the listening 

comprehension task and 18% increase on the synonym test suggest support for the hypothesis. 

 

Student F also showed gains across all areas. She showed a 50% improvement on the listening and 

narrative retell tasks and 16.07% on the synonym task. Her ROL increased 14%. Her results suggest the 

intervention improved her listening comprehension and vocabulary knowledge. 

 



Student G also showed gains between pre and post testing scores. He scored more for the listening 

comprehension retell than he did at pre testing and was able to provide 25.88% more synonyms.  

 

Student H’s results indicate gains in all areas. His gains ranged from 25.89% for the synonym task, to 

16% for the narrative retell.  His results lend further support to the effectiveness of explicit teaching. 

In summary, students in the teaching group performed better on the post tests than they did on the 

pretest. Most notably, they improved their scores on the Listening Comprehension task that required 

them to spontaneously recall events in the narrative and the synonym tasks. It would have been 

interesting to compare their text level scores from the pre and post testing period to examine any 

trends  between reading performance and the oral language measures, however, access to the post 

testing text level scores was not available for the intervention group.  



 

Student I scored higher on the post test for the comprehension tests but not the synonym and ROL 

tasks. One possible explanation for this discrepancy may be that Student I’s grammatical structure is not 

accurate but they were able to retain more meaning in a retell.  

 

Student J showed gains in all areas. When undertaking the synonym task he was only able to provide 

synonyms for two words but was able to provide multiple responses for these two words. For the other 

words he provided nonsense words such as “kig” for car, “og” for old and “tig” for tired. It should be 

noted that he is undertaking Reading recovery and may have confused this task with another. 



 

Student K showed gains in all areas, however the most improvement was seen on the listening 

comprehension tasks. This suggests they rely more on meaning than grammatical structure when 

comprehending. 

 

Student L made gains in three areas but not the synonym task. It was clear he did not understand what a 

synonym was.  Instead he provided nonsense rhyming words such as “gat” for cat, “nild” for child and 

“geave” for leave.  



 

Student M’s scores did not vary from pre to post testing. One possible explanation for this could be the 

tasks used to measure performance in these areas may not have been effective in gauging this students’ 

knowledge. Alternatively, they may not have made any gains in these areas, which is possible as 

especially as Student M was not in the teaching group.  

 

Student N showed gains in all areas, except the synonym task. His responses for the synonym task were 

unusual. Rather than providing antonyms or rhyming words like other students who could not produce 

synonyms, Student N created novel words. 



 

Student O showed improvements on their ROL score but not on their listening comprehension. Their 

listening comprehension score was lower at post test than pre test. Their narrative score did not change 

either and their synonym score showed no noticeable difference. These results may highlight the fact 

that this student has a stronger grasp of grammatical structure, whilst their listening comprehension 

was not as strong.  

 



Student P showed more gains on the synonym task and ROL that the comprehension tasks. This suggests 

that Student P has a stronger grasp of grammatical structure and vocabulary, whilst their listening 

comprehension is not as strong.  

Summary of Trends 

Narrative retell- The students in the teaching group were able to recall notably more events in order at 

the post test than the control group.  They were also more likely to recall the features of a narrative.  

Synonym task- The students in the teaching group were able to recall more synonyms at post testing 

than students in the control group. In the teaching group, most students made similar gains despite 

starting with a range of different pre test scores. This suggests that the intervention was effective for 

students in the teaching group regardless of their pretest scores.  

Record of Oral Language- Most students in both groups made gains in their ROL from pre to post testing. 

Of further interest is that initial performance on ROL did not predict performance on the comprehension 

and synonym post tests. Instead, students such as IT and PC who started with higher ROL scores did not 

perform well on the comprehension tasks. Similarly, student AT and OC who started with low ROL scores 

made large gains on the comprehension tasks.   

Overall, the students in the teaching group performed better than those in the control group. The 

findings suggest that the teaching intervention was positively associated with gains in the listening 

comprehension and synonym knowledge. Thus, the results lend support for the hypothesis that explicit 

teaching of synonyms and one action sentences to Prep students, increases their listening 

comprehension.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



Discussion 

The overall purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between oral language skills and 

listening comprehension as it is often thought that oral language skills provide a foundation for early 

reading. More specifically, the impact of the explicit teaching of sentence structure and vocabulary 

through story reading and telling was examined. The results showed that the teaching group improved 

on their oral retell, as the students demonstrated an increased ability to recall events in a sequential 

order and recognised more features of a narrative.  The teaching group also improved on their synonym 

task scores more than the control group.  These results lend some support to the hypothesis that 

explicitly teaching young children vocabulary and one event sentences does improve listening 

comprehension. This is consistent with the findings of Storch and Whitehurst (2002) who found that 

awareness in syntax and word knowledge resulted in benefits on levels of comprehension and oral 

language development. 

It was pleasing that students in the teaching group were able to recall more information on the listening 

comprehension test at post testing than pre testing. This finding suggests that narrative discourse can be 

improved through explicit instruction. This is important as narrative discourse has been identified as an 

important predictor of academic success. An area for future research would be to include a cued retell 

component using directed questioning to examine what additional knowledge readers gained from the 

reading that were not integrated into their understanding of the text. 

No large difference was found between pre and post test scores on the ROL for the teaching and control 

group. This suggests that students in the teaching group did not make gains in their knowledge of 

syntax. However, it should be noted that students in the teaching group demonstrated an ability to use 

full sentences when recalling information in the listening comprehension task, therefore demonstrating 

improved linguistic structures. The students in the control group gave their responses in incomplete 

sentences and chunked small groups of words together. Furthermore, the teaching group required less 

prompting to generate more information.  This suggests that the teaching group made gains in sentence 

structure as well as retell despite there being no obvious improvement in their ROL scores compared to 

the control group. Further research is required that uses a larger sample so a correlation can be run. 

The results of the present study suggest that teaching vocabulary increased levels of comprehension as 

well as synonym knowledge. This is consistent with the findings of Brett et al (1996) who found that 

reading aloud and providing explanations of unfamiliar words produced significant gains in vocabulary. It 



also supports the work of Isbell et al. (2004) who found that both storytelling and story reading were 

found to produce positive gains in oral language. Indeed, these findings suggest that engaging children 

in repetition of phrases, acting out parts of a story and referring to illustrations in a story can increase 

levels of comprehension. The findings of the present study combined with the findings of previous 

research suggest that story telling and story reading are beneficial to the development of oral language 

complexity and story comprehension in Prep children. 

All students in the teaching group showed a better understanding of what a synonym was at post testing 

and could provide more synonyms that were semantically and grammatically correct. This lends 

additional support to the notion that that the explicit teaching did improve the students’ vocabulary 

knowledge, especially in terms of vocabulary breadth. Further evidence for this was that the students 

provided more synonyms for the more familiar words such as little and fat. This may suggest a broader 

understanding of these words yet, they may not fully understand that words meaning. Future research 

should include tasks that measure a students’ depth of vocabulary knowledge.   

In addition, research is needed to examine if students are able to internalise the new words and use 

them as part of their written and spoken vocabulary. Application could be evaluated by having students 

use the words in sentences or in stories about their everyday experiences. Indeed, there may be a 

continuum of difficulty of tasks that measure vocabulary knowledge, from choosing a synonym to using 

the word in a contextually appropriate way in the retelling of story or producing a verbal definition 

(Brett et al., 1996).  

The sample from this study was not large and statistical significance was not determined, nevertheless 

some interesting findings were observed. Of note, students in the teaching group of the present study 

made gains in their scores from pre to post testing regardless of their pre test score. That is, those 

students who started with higher scores on the listening comprehension test, ROL and synonym task did 

not necessarily perform better than those who started with a lower level of knowledge.  One 

explanation for this finding could be the students’ entry knowledge on these tasks may not be as 

important an indicator of the success of the intervention. This is a similar finding to that reported by 

Brett, Rothlein and Hurley (1996) who found students with smaller vocabularies prior to hearing a story 

learned as much as students with greater word knowledge. These results are also consistent with the 

findings of Wagner and associates (1997) who found entry level expressive vocabulary did not add any 

unique variance to reading comprehension. However, these findings are in conflict with the large body 

of research (Roth et al., 2002; Torgesen & Davis, 1996; Wise et al., 2007) that found expressive language 



to account for a large part of the variance in reading comprehension. One explanation for this from the 

findings of the previous research of Vellutino et al. (1996, cited in Roth et al., 2002) could be that 

vocabulary knowledge and syntactic and semantic abilities are more influential in the later years of 

primary schooling. Alternatively, the tests used in this study may not have been effective in measuring 

students’ vocabulary knowledge and syntactic knowledge. It would be interesting to conduct this 

research with a larger sample over a longer period of time to see if this trend appeared again.  It would 

also be important to determine Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) and include some inventory of 

vocabulary ability such as the Macarthur Communicative Inventory to see if scores on these tests 

correlated with post test scores.  

The tests in this study required the child to rely on their expressive language and memory, as students 

can understand more than they can speak, it is suggested that future research include a more diverse 

range of testing tools that include some word tests that measure their receptive language and an 

auditory short term memory test.  

Another area for future research would be to examine the variety of background variables children bring 

to the literacy learning environment such as IQ, socioeconomic status and the home/family literacy 

environment. Research has found that children who showed relatively well-developed oral language 

skills appeared to have an advantage in early literacy (Roth, et al.,2002). Therefore, it is important to 

look at precursors to oral language skills. As these foundations are often established before children 

reach school it is vital to understand the influences on them. An area for future research could be to 

look at early home literacy experiences and subsequent language and emergent language skills. It would 

be interesting to send home a survey to establish prior language exposure considering factors such as 

access to books, frequency of being read to and other significant variables to determine their impact on 

vocabulary knowledge and listening comprehension. 

All the students in the teaching group became more proficient at retelling what they had listened to and 

made gains in oral language compared to the control group. This suggests that the teaching intervention 

was an effective way for students to increase their comprehension skills and develop their oral language 

knowledge. This is of interest as it suggests that children’s vocabulary knowledge and oral retell ability 

can be improved through explicit instruction. This finding is consistent with the work of Biemiller (1999) 

who suggested that listening comprehension develops through the early years and can grow if there is 

interaction with other people and texts that introduce new vocabulary, concepts and language 

structures. The implication of this finding is that teachers need to engage students in reading aloud 



experiences where they are provided with quality inputs of oral language labels, forms and functions. It 

is suggested that future teaching strategies to improve oral language should also include: 

• Using sophisticated words in books as a source of explicit vocabulary activities such as finding 

synonyms, to strengthen the internal lexicon. Word use should be in both contextualised and 

decontextualised applications 

• Top-down knowledge of word meanings and sentence contexts  

• Repetitions and expansions 

• Children’s active participation in shared reading events 

• Scaffolding children’s gradual use of more sophisticated productions 

• Open ended questions 

• Repeated readings 

• Interaction with story props 

The findings of the present study are consistent with the growing body of research that supports the 

notion that vocabulary knowledge and sentence structure play a vital role in literacy acquisition (Roth et 

al., 2002; Ouellette, 2006). The findings of the present study combined with the findings of Ouellette 

(2006) and Roth et al. (2002) lend support to the notion that explicit teaching of both the breadth and 

depth of vocabulary knowledge in meaningful contexts and sentence structure is necessary for helping 

students to make sense of their world. As previous research has identified a strong relation between 

early vocabulary knowledge and later reading comprehension ability, the trends of data in the present 

study are pleasing and suggest that explicit instruction can improve a students’ oral language ability. It is 

important to recognise that a students’ knowledge of oral language can be improved through exposure 

to inputs of oral language that are high in both quality and quantity because the development of oral 

language is fundamental to many areas of a child’s literacy development including listening, speaking, 

reading and writing. 

In conclusion, despite the small sample size of the present study, the results do suggest that the explicit 

teaching of vocabulary and sentence structure is a successful strategy for improving oral retell and in 

turn listening comprehension. The present findings suggest that teachers can assist prep students to 

participate in story conversation, in order to scaffold their comprehension through the explicit teaching 

of vocabulary and grammatical structures.  
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Appendix I  

Synonym Task: Teacher record form 

 First word Additional Words 

Small     

Fast     

Old     

Leave     

Car     

Shoe     

Child     

Fat     

Walk     

Cat     

Tired     

Boat     

Clean     

Sick     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix II 

Lesson 1- The Little Yellow Chicken 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

Ideas- Word Level 

Picture chat (Enlarge pictures from the book- 

remove text).  

We are going to look at some pictures from a 

story? What is happening in the pictures? 

What can you tell me about the characters in this 

story? 

Where do you think the story is taking place? 

 

Invitations for background knowledge are issued 

to support meaning building. 

 

Generate existing vocabulary and introduce new 

vocabulary.  

e.g. bugging, by himself, scrumptious 

 

Write vocabulary generated on sticky notes as 

they are mentioned and stick on picture. 

 

Synonyms 

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Today we are going to learn something that will 

help us with our reading. We are going to look at 

how we can say words another way.  

 

Find synonyms for the vocabulary generated by 

the students during the picture chat.  

Teacher models the first synonym and then 

students are asked to respond. 

Examples provided by the children included by 

himself- alone, help- assist, bugging- annoying, 

delicious- yum, starving- hungry, kind- nice.  

 

Write these on sticky notes and add to the pictures 

also. (Transcribe these to a list for the next lesson) 

 

Want students to understand that many words can 

be paired with another word that has the same 

meaning. 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

 

 

Action Sentences modelled to children. Children 

produce one event sentences from the vocabulary 

given during the picture chat. Scaffold and model 



 

 

 

Sentence Level 

the correct grammatical structure of shared 

examples using one action and agent, students 

repeat sentences.  

 

e.g., The little yellow chicken set the table. 

 

Students choose one word from list and put it in a 

sentence.  

Get children to share sentences and other 

students tell what the sentence means.  

 

Read to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Read the story to the students getting them to join 

in repeating phrases and explaining what parts of 

the story mean. The repetition in this story 

allowed the students to engage with the story. 

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order as a group. Give each child a 

character to be and use book to cue ideas.  

 

 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 



 

Lesson 2- The Little Yellow Chicken  

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

Retell 

 

 

Synonyms 

Ask who can remember the story we read yesterday?  

Present pictures from previous lessons story.  

Get students to sequence pictures in order.  

Ask students to make up a sentence for each picture.  

 

Children suggest synonyms for words action words: 

Shook, laughed, turned, knocked, eat, phoned, opened. 

Questions 

(10 minutes) 

 

Students learn to use basic key questions. 

Who questions? For when we what to know something 

about a person. 

When questions?  

Where questions? 

What questions? 

 

These questions are used to scaffold students’ thinking by 

using their initial responses to form sentences with correct 

structure than encourage development of their initial 

response. 

Introduce picture cues for sentences. Students ask each 

other these questions and practise answering in one event 

sentences.  

 

For example, a picture card with a picture of a person and 

the word ‘who’ will indicate to the child that the question 

is asking for information about a person. 

An example of an answer for a what question would be: 

The Little Yellow duck went shopping. 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

Students produce their own one event sentences. 

 

Get children to share sentences and tell what the sentence 

means.  

Read to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Read the story to the students again. Students join in 

repeating phrases.  

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Role play retelling as a group. This time each child is given 

a puppet of a character in the book and asked to say the 

lines of their character. They are asked how they think 

their character would act. 

The pictures of the big book are used to prompt the 

children and provide a scaffold for retelling the story in 

sequence.  

Students act out story using puppets.  

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned in the 

lesson.  



 

 

Lesson 3- The Little Yellow Chicken 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

 

Oral Sequencing of the story. Here are our pictures 

from the previous lesson.  

Ask students to put them in correct order.  

Can you make up a sentence for the pictures? 

Use picture cues of the who, what, where etc 

questions to help with sentence creation.  

Synonyms 

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Rapid Naming of vocabulary from the previous two 

lessons. The original vocabulary and synonyms 

presented.  

Flash cards used. What is another word that 

means ___? Children take it in turns to give a label 

and then teacher chooses another student to 

provide a synonym for that word.  

 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

Progressive memory game. Students were asked 

to state an action sentence that takes place in the 

story. The teacher scribes these in order of 

occurrence in the story.  

 

Read to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Re read story. Then read the sequenced action 

sentences from the activity and see if these match 

the story.  

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Student work in pairs to retell the story to each 

other. They can use props but are encouraged not 

to use the story to help them. 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Lesson 4 – Come on Daisy 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

Ideas- Word Level 

 

Picture chat (Enlarged pictures from the book). 

 

Generate existing vocabulary and introduce new 

vocabulary.  

(e.g. watching, chasing, bouncing, underneath, 

shivered) 

Using the picture cues, talk about what is 

happening on each page.  

 

Synonyms 

(5 minutes) 

 

Synonyms generated by children from the 

vocabulary given during the picture chat.  

Ensure that meaning is kept the same.  

Some examples provided: 

Watching/ looking 

Underneath/ below 

Closer/ nearer 

 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

Read the sentence Mama duck says, “You must 

stay close, Daisy”. Ask the children what does that 

mean? What would it mean if your mum said that 

to you? Students suggest different ways of saying 

this phrase.  

Scaffold and model the correct grammatical 

structure of shared examples in complete 

sentences using one agent and one action. 

Students repeat sentences.  

 

Examples of students responses include: 

Don’t wander off Daisy. 

Please don’t get lost. 

Talk about the meaning of the sentences, discuss 

whether it matches the original text.  

 

Get student to create action sentences for the 

next few pages: 

Daisy is watching the fish. 

Daisy is catching dragonflies. 

Daisy is talking to a frog. 

 

Get children to share sentences and other 

students to tell what the sentence means.  

As each sentence is suggested, model it to the 

class to ensure it is grammatically correct.  



Read to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Read the story to the students getting them to join 

in repeating phrases and explaining what parts of 

the story mean.  

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order as a group. Give each child a 

character to be and use book to cue ideas.  

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

(Further reduce teacher scaffolding) 

Lesson 5 – Come on Daisy! 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

 

Ask who can remember the story we read 

yesterday?  

Present pictures from previous lessons story. Get 

students to sequence pictures in order and make 

up a sentence for each picture.   

Synonyms 

(5-10 minutes) 

 

 

Children suggest synonyms for words generated in 

sentences presented in the introduction.  

 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

Use picture cues for questions to generate 

answers that involve one event sentences. Open 

page and discuss character and action. Students 

generate their own sentences using one character 

and one action. 

 

Get children to share sentences and tell what the 

sentence means.  

 

 

Read to  

(10 minutes) 

 

Re-read the story to the students again. The 

students join in repeating phrases.  

 

 

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order as a group.  This time each 

child is given a puppet of a character in the book 

and asked to say the lines of their character.  

 

Students act out story using puppets. 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 



 

 

Lesson 6 – Come on Daisy! 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

 

Oral sequencing of the story. Here are the pictures 

from the previous lesson.  

Ask students to put them in correct order.  

Can you make up a sentence for each picture? 

 

Synonyms 

(5-8 minutes) 

 

 

 

Rapid naming of vocabulary from previous two 

lessons. The original vocabulary and synonyms 

presented.  

Flash cards used. Children take it in turns to give a 

label and then teacher chooses another student to 

provide a synonym for that word.  

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

Progressive memory game. Students state an 

action that takes place in the story. Teacher 

scribes and puts them all together.  Read back to 

students. 

 

 

Read to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Reread story- Students act out with props.  

 

 

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order in pairs, encouraged not to 

use book as a cue, instead they can use props. 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Lesson 7 – The Three Little Pigs 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

Ideas- Word Level 

Present the Plastic models of the Characters from 

the Three Little Pigs – 3 pigs, wolf, mother. Show 

models of the three houses.  

Does anybody know this story?  Who are the 

characters? Use question picture cues to generate 

ideas. 

 

Generate existing vocabulary and introduce new 

vocabulary.  (Words to describe the characters e.g. 

mean, scared and words to describe the types of 

houses e.g. strong, weak). 

 

 

Synonyms 

(5 minutes) 

 

 

Synonyms generated by children from the 

vocabulary given during the Introduction.  

 

 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

 Students produce one event sentences from the 

vocabulary given during the discussion.  

An example: The wolf climbed the chimney. 

Get students to share sentences and tell what the 

sentence means.  

 

 

Tell Story to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

 

Tell the story of the Three little pigs to the 

students getting them to join in repeating phrases 

such as the chant of the pigs. Use props to tell the 

story.  

 

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order as a group. Give each child a 

character to be. 

 

 

 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 

(Further reduce teacher scaffolding) 



 

Lesson 8 – The Three Little Pigs 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

 

Ask who can remember the story we heard 

yesterday? Present picture cues for questions to 

generate the sequence of events in the story. 

Make sure students answer these in sentences. 

 

 

Synonyms 

(5 minutes) 

 

Children suggest synonyms for words generated in 

sentences created in the introduction.   

 

 

 

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

 

Children create their own action sentences in 

pairs. 

 

Get children to share sentences and tell what the 

sentence means.  

 

Tell Story to  

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Tell story to students again, use props to engage 

students.  

Encourage students to join in and repeat phrases. 

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order as a group. Give each student 

a puppet of a character from the story and ask 

them to say the lines of the character.  

 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Lesson 9 – The Three Little Pigs 

Activity/ Timing Description 

Introduction 

(5 minutes) 

 

 

Oral Sequencing of the story.  

 

 

Synonyms 

(5 minutes) 

 

Rapid naming of the vocabulary from the previous 

two lessons. The original vocabulary and synonyms 

presented.  

Flash cards used. Children take it in turns to give a 

label and then teacher chooses another student to 

provide a synonym for that word.  

Sentence Work 

(10 minutes) 

 

 

Progressive memory game. Students state an 

action sentence that takes place in the story. 

Teacher scribes these.  

Sequence these in order of occurrence from the 

story. 

 

Tell Story to 

(5-10 minutes) 

 

Retell the story, getting the students to join in 

repeating phrases.  

 

 

Listening Comprehension  

(5-10 minutes)  

Retell story in order in pairs.  

 

 

Share 

(5 minutes) 

Children discuss and share what they have learned 

in the lesson.  

 

 

 

 

 


