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ABSTRACT  

Many students’ inability to decode words rapidly and effectively impacts on their reading ability.  

This inability is often due to unsuccessful segmenting and blending of words and not using 

knowledge from known words to assist with reading new words.   

The hypothesis of this study is that explicitly teaching Year One students onset and rime using the 

dependable rime units and the strategy of analogy improves word reading accuracy and text reading 

ability. 

This study compared two groups of six year one students, the control group and the intervention 

group.  The control group participated in their normal literacy lessons without explicit teaching of 

rime units and analogy.  The intervention group participated in ten lessons focussed on the explicit 

teaching of dependable rimes and the strategy of reading by analogy.     

The results from this study showed that after the explicit teaching the intervention group had 

developed greater word reading accuracy and text reading ability after than the control group and 

the results therefor show support for the hypothesis.    

Due to the findings of this study more students within the school will be a part of explicit lessons 

aimed at developing knowledge of rime units and use of the strategy of reading by analogy.    

   

INTRODUCTION 

Reading is made up of many different levels.  Munro’s 'multiple levels of text processing' (MLOTP) 

model shows that knowledge of word, sentence, conceptual, topic and dispositional level and 

strategies for each level combined with appropriate self-management strategies and the ability to 

link reading with previous experiences is all part of being a good reading (Munro, 2008).   As stated 

in Ehri et al (cited Siegal, 2003; Snorling, 2000) “Research has indicated that a major source of 

(reading) difficulty involves learning to decode and spell words.”   

A common Word Level problem, and the reason for this study, is that many students rely heavily on 

segmenting and then blending individual letters of mono-syllabic. This level of decoding words can 

be limiting, in the time that it takes, its accuracy and also its effectiveness as words become more 

complex. While orally students may be able to break spoken mono-syllabic words into onset and 

rime they sometimes appear to have a poor orthographic knowledge of letter clusters and rime 

families and so cannot transfer this knowledge of orally breaking up words to assist with reading.  To 

add to this often students will only look at the beginning of the word and then predict the word 

without looking past the initial letters and blends.    

One solution to this problem is to explicitly teach rime units and the skills of breaking words into 

onset (the consonant or consonant cluster before the vowel) and rime (the vowel and the following 

consonants).  Vousden (2008, p.249) stated that “Much of the inconsistency between grapheme and 

phoneme mappings in English is due to the inconsistent pronunciations of vowels.” If students are 

sounding out individual letters in words then pronunciation is more likely to be inaccurate especially 
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when reading vowels and vowel diagraphs, which even if the word is then blended back together 

accurately, can cause inaccurate decoding.  Vousden (2008) continues to explain that this 

inconsistency that leads to inaccurate decoding can be reduced by considering the context of the 

vowels, therefor reading the rime or the onset plus the vowel can lead to more accurate reading. 

Vousden (2008, p. 249) also states though that “Research has shown that the orthographic rime is 

more cohesive and a more reliable guide to the pronunciation of English vowels than the head.” 

Trieman’s studies have shown that onset and rimes are the most natural way to segment 

monosyllabic words (Trieman (1985); cited in Ehri et al (2009).  While there are often many different 

ways to read letter clusters in the English language Wylie and Durrell identified 37 dependable 

rimes.  These rimes hold their pronunciation no matter what onset is attached to them.  Knowledge 

of the 37 dependable rimes enables students to read 500 of the most frequently occurring words in 

primary grade texts (Wylie & Durrell (1970); cited in Holopainen et al, 2002).  It is therefor logical 

that when teaching rime units to begin with the dependable rimes.  In this study 10 of the 

dependable rimes are explicitly taught and then read in texts.  The other 27 rimes are studied 

through their occurrence in common words as part of the ‘reading by analogy’ teaching.    

While it would be easy to focus on ‘the what’ that students are having problems it is also important 

to look at strategies, or ‘The how’, that students may not have in place.    Munro states that 

developing an orthographic learning capacity involves two processes, phonemic recoding and being 

able to “make analogies between words; note letter group similarities between two words and move 

the sounds from one word to other.”  (Munro (2008), p. 19).  Students who can identify letter 

clusters in words and then transfer those words to assist with reading knew words will be more 

accurate and efficient readers.  

Ehri and Robbins (1992, p. 22) conducted a study aimed at determining if being able to read 

unfamiliar words by analogy is an earlier process than phonologically recoding the words, that is 

“being able to analyze spellings into constituent sound units and to blend these units to form a 

word.”  Their study found that while reading unfamiliar words by using knowledge of known words is 

an earlier and perhaps easier process, readers must possess the phonological recoding skills to be 

able to read by analogy effectively.  The authors infer that beginning readers need some decoding 

skill to be sufficiently analytic about spellings in order to read words by analogy.  Therefor in this 

study teaching phonological recoding of onset and rime words will be taught alongside developing 

the skills of reading new words by analogy. 

When readers can take their knowledge of sight words and transfer part of the word to assist with 

reading unknown words they can read more fluently and decode better.  As stated in Ehri et al 

(2009) the study of reading by analogy has been studied extensively and reading by analogy is an 

effective strategy even for beginning readers.   In order for students to manipulate parts of words 

and use them to read new words by analogy Ehri et al (2009) suggests that the words must first 

become ‘sight word’ meaning that the reader has a complete representation of the word and can 

match letters and letter clusters that are shared with new words.  Therefor in this study students will 

be practising the strategy of reading by analogy using ‘common’ words that the intervention group 

are very familiar with and also words containing the rime units that are being studied.   
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 If students are going to use the skill of reading by analogy independently then it is important that 

teaching is scaffolded so that control is gradually passed to the students and also that students 

develop the appropriate metacognition skills to be able to use the strategy in a variety of contexts 

successfully.   

At the end of the intervention it will be evident that the students are reading more effectively when 

they are breaking words into onset and rimes in order to decode them, using the strategy of reading 

by analogy to read unknown words and using metacognitive skills to self-manage the use of this 

strategy when reading.   Observed behaviours may include students verbalising words as onset and 

rimes then repeating the complete word e.g. cl/ock, clock; students verbalising similar words, the 

movable part and  then reading the word e.g. sock, ock, clock; and saying the statement ‘if I can read 

___ I can read ___”  e.g. if I can read sock then I can read clock. Students will no longer be ‘sounding 

out’ all individual letters in words or making predictions based solely on the initial letter or letter 

cluster of words.  If the hypothesis is correct these behaviours will lead to improved word reading 

accuracy and text reading ability. 

 

Hypothesis: 

Explicitly teaching Year One students onset and rime using the dependable rime units and 

the strategy of analogy improves word reading accuracy and text reading ability. 

 

METHOD 

Design 

The study uses a case study OXO design.  Improvements in text reading ability following explicit 

teaching of dependable rimes, onset and rime ability and in the strategy of reading by analogy were 

monitored for Year One students.  The study compares two groups of six students, a control group 

and an intervention group.   

 

Participants 

 All students chosen to participate in this study had completed one and a half year of schooling.  

Students were chosen based on their word decoding ability.  Students in the intervention group 

showed an inability to independently break words into onset and rime when reading instead 

segmenting and blending each letter in the word.  Many of the students selected for the 

intervention group displayed the ability to segment and blend words into onset and rime during 

literacy groups but were not using this strategy independently to decode words when reading lists of 

words or text.  The control group students were chosen based on the instructional level of text they 

were currently reading.  Students from the control groups’ text levels were as closely matched with 

that of the intervention group as possible.   The students’ age, entry reading ability, intervention and 

ESL information as well as the research group they were a part of are shown in Table 1. 
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Participants in the intervention group were in a separate class to that of the intervention group.  This 

was to minimise the influence of the intervention lessons for the control group.  While the lessons 

for the intervention group were conducted in a small group setting other members of the class also 

participated in the supporting activities (see Appendix 4) and were able to view the supporting rime 

charts displayed in the classroom. 

 

Table 1: Participants’ Details 

Name 

Group 
0= control 
1= intervention 

Age in years and 
months 

ESL No=0 
Yes=1 

Earlier 
Intervention 
No=0 Yes=1 

Entry 
reading 
level ability 

Student A 1 6 years 2 months 0 0 
16 

Student B 1 6 years 11 months 0 0 
11 

Student C 1 6 years 10 months 0 0 
12 

Student  D 1 6 years 8 months 0 0 
15 

Student  E 1 6 years 3 months 0 0 
14 

Student  F 1 7 years 1 month 0 0 
15 

Student  G 0 6 years 2 months 0 0 
15 

Student  H 0 6 years 4 months 0 0 
15 

Student  I 0 6 years 3 months 0 0 
12 

Student  K 0 6 years 11 months 0 0 
11 

Student  L 0 6 years 9 months 0 0 
10 

Student  M 0 7 years 4 months 0 0 
15 

 

 

Materials 

Dalheim Rime Unit Test (Dalheim 2004) 

(One copy of ‘Student Rime Unit Reading Sheet’ and twelve copies of ‘Teacher Record Sheet’) 

The Dalheim Rime Unit Test assesses students’ ability to read words containing the 37 dependable 

rime units.  The test has between two and four words for each rime unit in a horizontal line and the 

students read down the columns. 

 

Benchmark Kit Texts  

Used for pre and post running record testing.  For specific levels and text titles see Appendix 5 

 

Running record sheets 

Blank running record sheets  
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Lesson Outline (Appendix 1) 

The outline for the ten lessons that provide explicit instruction on dependable rimes, onset and rime 

and the use of analogy to assist in reading unknown words. 

 

Rime Unit Foci for Lessons (Appendix 2) 

 Outlines the rime units, texts and words used in each of the ten lessons.  

 

Texts  

Short texts containing words with the current lesson’s rime unit (see Appendix 2) 

 

Flash cards  

Cards with ‘common words’ and ‘analogy words.’  See Appendix 2 for words and Appendix 3 for how 

the flashcards were scaffolded. 

 

Sentence strip   

If I can read ___  I can read ____. 

Sentence strip used in ‘reading by analogy’ section. 

 

7 individual white boards, markers and rubbers 

 

Blank A3 chart paper and permanent markers 

For displaying the students correct suggestions for each rime unit studied.  See Appendix 2 for list of 

words. 

 

Supporting materials 

Wall Charts (see Appendix 2) 

 

Onset and rime activities and games-  (Appendix 4) 

 

Procedure 

All students were pre-tested using the Dalheim Rime Unit Test and an instructional level was found 

using the Benchmarks Testing kit.  For an instructional text level to be determined students read 

until two hard levels were found.  Text students read with an accuracy of 90% to 94% correct are 

referred to as ‘instructional levelled texts’.  Texts read with an accuracy of 89% or lower are referred 

to as ‘Hard Texts’.  As well as the running record anecdotal notes were taken during the reading on 

the students’ ability to decode words, to verbalise strategies that were used and on self-efficacy.   

Running records were conducted during literacy sessions in the classroom context.  Running records 

on the control group were taken by their classroom teacher.  The Dalheim Rime Unit Test was 

administered over a period of one week with testing being conducted in a quiet area away from the 

classroom.   

The ten intervention group lessons were conducted in a small group setting within the classroom 

over a period of ten school days, one lesson per day.  The lessons were part of the literacy block 

(between 9 and 10am) and after each lesson students then returned to their literacy rotations group 

to complete the supporting onset and rime activities.  Each lesson lasted 20 to 25 minutes with the 

students then spending 15 minutes on the supporting activities outlined in Appendix 4. 
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During the lessons students participated in several activities that developed the students’ ability to 

break words into onset and rime, knowledge of rime units and their ability to read new words by 

analogy.  During lessons two to ten students were given time to review previously taught rime units 

by reading short texts containing the rime unit and reading flashcards. The new rime unit was then 

introduced.  The rimes taught in the lessons were chosen based on the intervention group’s inability 

to read them in the Dalheim Rime Unit Pre-Test.  The new rime was explained to the students who 

were then given two minutes to write down as many words containing that rime.  Correct words 

were then collated and written on a chart to be displayed in the classroom.  After students were 

given a short text containing words with the new rime unit.  Students underlined the rime unit then 

read the text with a partner.  During the reading by analogy stage students were shown three 

commonly used words, referred to as ‘common words’  and as a group the rime in each is identified.  

Three words were given to each student and they need to use the ‘common words’ to assist with 

reading the new ‘analogy words’.   Students complete the repeat the sentence “if I can read ___ 

then I can read ___.”   See Appendixes 1,2 and 3 for a more detailed description of lessons.  Students 

then returned to their literacy rotations groups and were involved in supporting activities (see 

Appendix 4)  

After the ten lessons had been administered students in the control and intervention groups were 

then post tested.  Again the Dalheim Rime Unit Test was administered over a period of one week 

with testing being conducted in a quiet area away from the classroom and the running records on 

texts from the Benchmark Kit were administered in the classroom by the classroom teacher.   

Anecdotal notes about students ability to decode words, to verbalise strategies that were used and 

on self-efficacy.  Anecdotal notes were used to look at strategies that the students were now using 

and the running records were used to see the improvement in their text reading ability.   

Both pre and post Rime Unit Tests were analysed by counting the number of correctly and 

incorrectly read words (referred to as ‘Rime Unit Cells’).  The aim of the explicit teaching in the 

lessons was not only to improve decoding by using onset and rime but for students to use the 

strategy of reading by analogy.  Therefore it was important to analyse how effectively students used 

their knowledge of known words to assist with reading unknown words. Therefor each line in the 

Dalheim Rime Unit Test was also analysed, referred to as ‘Rime Unit Line’.  The number of lines 

where all words were read correctly (All Correct), lines where some words in the line were read 

correctly but some incorrectly (Partially Correct) and lines where all words were incorrectly read (All 

Incorrect) were counted.   Results with the pre and post testing instructional text level found for 

students were put into a table and then graphs created for further analysis.   

 

RESULTS: 

Results indicate support for the hypothesis that explicitly teaching Year One students onset and rime 

using dependable rime units and the strategy of reading by analogy improves word reading accuracy 

and text reading ability. 

Tables 1, 2 3, and 4 show that there was little difference between pre-testing scores in the Dalheim 

Rime Unit Test and Text levels results for the intervention and the control groups.   The Rime Unit 
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Test and the Text Level post-testing results showed trends of improvement for both the intervention 

and the control group.  The gains the intervention group made however were greater than those 

made by the control group in both the total number of rime unit cells read correctly (see the 

Improvement in Total Correct column of Table 2) and the number of full rime unit lines read 

correctly (see the  Improvement in number of All Correct from pre to post testing column in table 3).  

While the average improvement in text level was also larger for the intervention group compared 

with the control (see Table 4), the level of improvement was not as great as the improvements made 

in the results of the Rime Unit Test.  

 Table 2: Average Results of the Individual Rime Unit Cells from the Rime Unit Test for the 

Intervention and Control groups. 

 

Table 3: Average Results of the Individual Rime Unit Lines from the Rime Unit Test for the 

intervention and control groups. 
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Table 4: Results of Average Text Level for Intervention and Control Groups 

 Pre Post Improvement 

Average for 

intervention 
13.83 15.83 2.17 

Average for 

control 
13 14.33 1.33 

 

The Improvement in Total correct Row in Figure 1 shows that the improvement that the intervention 

group made was nearly double that of the control group.  This can also be clearly seen in Appendix 9. 

 The results for Improvement in Rime Unit Lines relate to the students ability to read by analogy.  If 

students are reading by analogy successfully then results should show an improvement in the 

amount of ‘All Correct’ but also a decrease in the number of ‘Partially correct’.  The results for the 

intervention group in Table 3 show an average increase in ‘All Correct’ of 60% compared with the 

control group average improvement of only 16% .  Further supporting the suggestion that the 

intervention group were reading by analogy is the ‘Partially Correct’ results.  The intervention group 

showed an improvement of 44%, meaning that they decreased the amount of ‘Partially Correct’ lines 

by 44%.  The average for the control group however stayed the same.   So while there was 

improvement in the control groups’ ability to read individual words and some improvement in  ‘All 

Correct Rime Unit Lines’ there was no change in the average of ‘Partially Correct Rime Unit Lines’ 

and only a small decrease in the amount of ‘All Incorrect’.  This is clearly shown in figure 1. 

 

 

Figure 1 
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The improvement in results for text level were not as great as the improvement in Rime Unit test 

however again the improvement for the intervention group was greater than that of the control 

group.  The average increase in levels for the intervention was 2.17 compared with the control 

groups’ increase of 1.33 (seen in Table 4).   

As previously stated the control groups’ average for ‘Partially Correct’ rime unit lines did not change 

from the pre to the post testing.  Students H, I, J, and K had more partially correct lines in the post-

test than the pre-test (see Appendix 9) resulting in the negative improvement shown in Figure 2.  

Figure 2 also shows that Students A, D, E and F made substantial improvements in All correct Rime 

Unit Lines.  While it may appear that Student A’s Total Correct Rime Units did not improve very 

much the improvement of 39% meant that the student read 97% of the words correctly (See 

Appendix 8).   Similarly Student B, started with less partially correct in the pre-test and so while the 

student did have less partially correct in the post-test the improvement was then not that high due 

to the low number to begin with (see Appendix 8). 

 

 

Figure 2: Improvement in Students’ results from pre to post testing for Rime Unit Test 

 

Figure 3 clearly shows that the gains made in text level for both the intervention and control group 

differed between students.  Students from both the intervention and control groups who began at a 

lower level moved fewer levels than those who began at a higher level, seen in Table 5.   Student B 

and C from the intervention group only gained one level  as did students H, I, J, and K from the 

control group. Students B,C, I, J, K all started at a level 10 to 12.  Students D, E and F made the 

greatest improvement in text levels by moving up three levels and, with the exception of student A 

who moved 2 levels, they were the students from the intervention group that began at the highest 
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level.  Students D, E and F, again with the exception of Student A, made the greatest improvement 

also in the total number of rime unit lines read totally correctly (see Figure 2).  It is important to note 

that surprisingly even though Student A made the greatest improvement in the number of  Rime 

Unit Lines read all correctly, seen in Figure 2 and Appendix 9, this did not lead the greatest increase 

in text level.  While Students G, H and L from the control group started at similar levels to Students 

A, D, E and F they only increase text level by one or two.  So more students from the intervention 

group made greater gains the increase in instructional text levels the gains may not have been as 

significant as expected.   

Table 5: Results of Text Level for Students in Intervention and Control Groups 

 Pre Post Improvement 

Student A 16 18 2 

Student B 11 12 1 

Student C 12 13 1 

Student  D 15 18 3 

Student  E 14 17 3 

Student  F 15 18 3 

Student  G 15 17 2 

Student  H 15 16 1 

Student  I 12 13 1 

Student  J 11 12 1 

Student  K 10 11 1 

Student  L 15 17 2 

 

It is interesting to also compare the pre and post testing Rime Unit Test results of Students A and K 

seen in Appendix 9.  Both students read a similar number of words correctly on the pre-test, student 

A 58% and Student K 60%.  In the pre-test Student A read the words from different lines giving a 

higher result for Partially correct and a lower result for All correct, but Student K read most of the 

correct words in the same lines producing higher All Correct and All Incorrect scores and a lower 

Partially correct score.  In post-testing Student A read 97% of the words correctly, reading all words 

except five from three different lines.  Student K however only increased the percentage of words 

read correctly by 8% to 68% and importantly the number of lines All Correct decrease with an 

increase in the number of lines Partially Correct.    

All individual trends for the intervention group showed support for the hypothesis but some more so 

than others.   As previously stated results for student A showed high gains in all Rime Unit test 

results and smaller gains in Text Level Improvement.  Student A’s results still show support for the 

hypothesis as through the intervention his word reading accuracy increased greatly and his text 

reading ability increased slightly. 

Students B, D, and E all showed improvements in word reading accuracy and text reading ability 

demonstrated in their increase in ability to read individual rime unit cells in the Dalheim Rime Unit 

Test (see Figure2) and the increase in instructional text levels (see Figure 3).  
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The data from the table in Appendix 8 show that Student C did not make as greater gains as many of 

the students in the intervention group.  While the student began at a lower text level and their rime 

unit testing was below that of the other students the 23% increase for the total rime units read and 

the 39% increase for the total number of rime units correct was lower than all of the students in the 

intervention group and half the students in the control group had higher increases in the total 

number of rime units read.   

 

 

Figure 3 Results of improvement in instructional text level from pre to post testing 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

The results from the study show support for the hypothesis explicitly teaching Year One students 

onset and rime using the dependable rime units and the strategy of analogy improves word reading 

accuracy and text reading ability. 

The results indicate that the explicit teaching increased the interventions group ability to read words 

accurately and increased text level ability with a much larger increase in the word reading ability 

than the control groups.  Anecdotal notes taken during reading sessions with the intervention group 

suggest that most were making the link and reading unknown words based on their knowledge of 

letter clusters from known words in these texts.  All students in the intervention group were 
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breaking words up then blending together more successfully.  While all of the students may not have 

been verbalising the analogy sentence while reading, all students were reading the rime units more 

successfully and may have been automatically thinking of a similar word.  From the pre-test results it 

was clear that many of the students in the intervention and control groups were not focussing on 

the middle and final part of the words when reading.  Their incorrect responses in the pre-testing of 

the Dalheim Rime Unit Test often had little similarities with the correct word and in particularly for 

student B and C incorrect responses were common words they knew e.g. Student B said stop for spit 

and shop for spoke.  After learning to break words into onset and rime and practising this skill 

students made more accurate responses when reading the words in the Rime Unit Test.     

The importance of teaching analogy is evident when we look compare the results of Student A and 

Student K.  Results of the pre-testing showed that both had a good knowledge of rime units. Student 

A increased their ability to read words accurately which is most likely due to the student using rime 

units from known words to assist with reading unknown words. In post-testing Student K however 

continued to read some words from the rime unit line correct and some incorrect, showing that they 

were not using known rime units to assist with reading unknown words. 

In examining the link between this study and other research it is found that the results from this 

study support the research previously mentioned. 

Students who displayed a better knowledge of rime units to begin with, for example Students A, 

better supported the hypothesis in relation to reading by analogy.  This supported the suggestion 

that you need to be completely familiar with words in order to manipulate them and use them to 

read new by analogy (Ehri et al (1992).  This became evident in the intervention group lessons as 

students who scored higher on the pre-testing of the Rime Unit Test were more easily able to 

manipulate the rime units in the words and their concentration could be on what word looked 

similar.  Students B and C appeared to be less familiar with how to read as many rime units.  They 

appeared to spend more time finding out what the rime unit was and therefor had more trouble 

reading by analogy with these words. 

The intervention groups post-testing results for the Rime Unit Test also showed support for 

Vousden's (2008) research that vowels are more predictable when read with the following 

consonants that then make up the rime part of the word.  Many of the errors in the pre-testing of 

this group suggested an ability to read the vowels correctly or a lack of focus on the vowels.  Post 

testing results indicated that by students breaking words into onset and rimes when decoding them 

they were more likely to read them accurately as seen in the post-testing Rime Unit Cell results. 

 

Implications for future teaching practise: 

As previously stated, during the teaching sessions it was apparent that some students had a better 

knowledge of rime units than others prior to the intervention beginning.  Future direction for 

teaching of these students would be to continue to develop their knowledge of dependable rime 

units through explicit teaching and supporting activities.  For students who showed they were 

capable of reading and manipulating the dependable rime units, less predictable rime units should 
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now be studied.  All students would be encouraged to continue to develop the metacognitive skills 

to self-manage the use of reading by analogy.  

While the short texts that students read after learning a new rime contained many words with that 

rime they may have more effectively promoted the use of that rime and reading by analogy if they 

were longer texts that made greater sense.  The students however showed great pleasure in 

discussing how ‘silly’ each text was it was clear that they were creating a mental picture of it as they 

shared this with each other.  This enjoyment and silliness may have helped them to remember the 

rime but they may have transferred their knowledge better in a more structured text. 

The scaffolding used to gradually pass control of reading by analogy to the students and to assist 

students initially with breaking words into onset and rime appeared effective.  In particularly it 

seemed to make the tasks less daunting and more manageable for Students B and C who previously 

had shown signs of anxiousness when asked to read words with more than four letters in them.  By 

underlining the rime part of the word initially the students the two parts of the word became clearer 

and therefor more manageable.  By lesson four students showed signs of being comfortable with 

breaking words up into their onset and rime and so the underlining was no longer necessary. By 

lesson three all student were confidently saying the analogy sentence and so the sentence strip 

served only a reminder to use known words to assist with pronunciation and decoding of new 

words.   Similar scaffolding could be used when introducing other new reading strategies to students 

to the class.  

Due to the effectiveness of the lessons taught in this study the remainder of the students in the class 

will participate in similar lessons promoting reading by analogy and breaking words into onset and 

rime.  Students who read monosyllabic words with ease will be taught how to use analogy when 

reading multisyllabic words.  Other teachers in the school have also expressed an interest in 

conducting similar small group and whole class lessons with their students. 

 Future research could be conducted on the best way to make the transference from rimes used in 

isolation to rimes then identified in texts.  As mentioned earlier the type of texts that students are 

exposed to with words containing the rime may also influence this transference and this may be a 

direction for future research.  
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APPENDIX 1 

LESSON OUTLINE 

Activity  Description Resources Time (approx) 
Revise Known Rime 

Units 

(LESSONS 2 TO 10) 

Show each rime unit card to the group- they 

say the rime unit.   

Go through each rime unit card again but 

this time individual children say an onset, 

then the rime and then the word.   

E.g. s  ay, say   

Previous rime unit cards 2 - 4 minutes 

Re-read Known Poems 

(LESSONS 2 TO 10) 

Students read the poems from previous 

lessons to a partner. 

Previous rime unit poems 

(without the rime unit 

underlined) 

2-5 minutes 

Introduce new rime 

unit 

Show the new rime unit.  Students say a 

word that they know that has the rime unit 

in it.  They then have 2 minutes to write 

down as many words with that rime unit as 

they can.  Collate the correct words and 

write onto poster paper and read all of the 

words as a group.  Poster to be displayed in 

the classroom. 

New rime unit cards 

6 White boards 

6 white board markers 

Chart paper 

Permanent marker 

4 minutes 

New Text Students are given a new piece of text 

containing words with the sessions rime 

unit.  They are instructed to then underline 

the rime unit in the text.  Then read the text 

to a partner. 

 

Students are encouraged to break words 

into onset and rime and use known words by 

saying the ‘analogy sentence’ to assist with 

reading unknown words. 

Text containing rime unit  

Pencils 

4 minutes 

Reading by Analogy Show students three commonly used words. 

The students are then given an ‘analogy 

word’ containing a rime unit that is in one of 

the three original ‘common words’.  They 

then say “If I can read __(common word)  

then I can read ___(their ‘analogy word’).  

See Appendix ___ for ‘common’ and 

‘analogy’ words. 

 

Scaffolding for reading by analogy activities 

can be seen in Appendix 3. 

6 White boards 

6 white board markers 

Cards with ‘common’ 

words. 

Cards with ‘analogy’ words 

Analogy sentence (for 

lessons 1 to 6) 

5 to 8minutes 

Supporting Activities Students then return to their literacy 

rotations groups and complete supporting 

onset and rime activities (see Appendix 4) 

See Appendix 4 15 minutes 
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APPENDIX 2 

RIME UNITS FOCI FOR LESSONS 

Lesson Rime and Text Words written on 

chart 
(students’ suggestions) 

Rime Units to 

be revised 

Words used for reading by 

analogy 

One  at 

Pat the cat sat on the 

mat with a fat rat. 

“That is a good hat” said 

Pat the cat to the fat rat 

on the mat.   

 

at 

bat, cat, fat, hat, mat, 

rat, chat, flat, that 

Not applicable Common Words 

stop 

day 

can 

 

Analogy Words 

drop, chop, flop, shop, strop, mop, 

stay, say, stray, clay, hay, ray, bran, 

clan , tan, pan, span, Gran, man 

Two ip 

Drip, drip, drip went the 

tap on the ship. 

 

If I trip on a pip then I 

will hurt my hip.   

ip 

kip, lip, pip, rip, tip, flip, 

zip grip, ship, slip, trip.  

at Common Words 

mat 

well 

back 

 

Analogy Words 

flat, that, drat, spat, splat, chat, 

shell, spell, dell, Nell, bell, smell, 

black, hack, rack, sack, tack, crack 

Three ot 

“Have you got a dot on 

the cot or not?” asked 

Mr Plot. 

 

The spot on the pot was 

very hot. 

 

ot 

cot, dot, got, hot, lot, 

not, pot, rot, blot, plot, 

shot, slot, trot, spot 

at, it Common Words 

will 

ring 

tip 

Analogy Words 

fill, chill, spill, still, thrill, grill, thing, 

bring, wing, sting, fling, spring, drip, 

ship, slip, grip, snip, strip 

Four uck 

When the clock struck 12 

the duck clucked and 

said “Oh No!  It’s bad 

luck that the truck is 

stuck in the muck!” 

uck 

buck, duck, luck, muck, 

suck, tuck, cluck, chuck, 

pluck, truck, stuck 

at, it, ot Common Words 

not 

line 

pink 

 

Analogy Words 

grot, plot, trot, blot, slot, tot, mine, 

spine, shine, shrine, brine, pine, 

blink, brink, clink, drink, think, stink 

Five unk 

The top bunk sunk 

because of all of the junk 

on it that stunk. 

 

Clunk went the trunk as 

it shrunk.   

unk 

bunk, dunk, junk, punk, 

sunk, clunk, chunk, 

stunk, trunk, shrunk 

at, it, ot, uck Common Words 

luck 

thank 

sick 

 

Analogy Words 

truck, duck, stuck, cluck, chuck, 

pluck, bank, drank, tank, prank, 

stank, blank, thick, stick, brick, thick, 
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*students are told that the rime unit is the whole word and onsets can be added to make new 

words.

click, flick 

  

Six aw 

Can you draw a paw with 

a pencil? 

 

You have to tell the law 

about the straw that you 

saw. 

aw 

law, paw, raw, saw, 

claw, draw, flaw, thaw, 

straw 

 it, ot, uck, unk Common Words 

jump 

name 

ride 

 

Analogy Words 

pump, thump, stump, slump, grump, 

trump, came, game, shame, flame, 

blame, frame, hide, slide, bride, 

glide, stride, wide 

Seven ail 

Gail the Snail made a 

trail to the shop.    

 

The mail was out in the 

hail. 

 

“If you fail to be good 

you will go to jail” said 

the judge. 

ail 

bail, fail, Gail, hail, jail, 

mail, nail, pail, rail, sail, 

tail, wail, snail, trail 

at, uck, unk, aw Common Words 

saw 

date 

light 

 

Analogy Words 

paw, draw, claw, flaw, straw, thaw, 

mate, gate, plate, state, crate, spate, 

night, flight, bright, slight, fright, 

might 

Eight  est 

A pest, a snail and a rat 

took a nest making test.  

The best nest was the 

one that the pest made.  

It was better than the 

rest. 

est 

best, jest, lest, nest, 

pest, rest, test, vest, 

west, chest 

 ot, uck, unk, 

aw, ail 

Common Words 

eat* 

nice 

snail 

 

Analogy Words 

meat, beat, seat, cheat, treat, pleat, 

mice, rice, slice, spice, thrice, splice, 

dice, mail, jail, sail, grail, wail, pail 

Nine ake 

Blake said “are you 

awake Jake?” 

“Yes” Jake said. 

“Great” said Blake “Let’s 

go bake a snake cake so 

we can take it to school.” 

ake 

bake, cake, fake, Jake, 

lake, make, rake, take, 

wake, flake, shake, 

snake, stake 

it, uck, unk, aw, 

ail, est 

Common Words 

rock 

best 

 

Analogy Words 

rock, sock, clock, stock, block, knock, 

best, west, chest, crest, rest, zest 

Ten ore 

Jake tore the paper 

when he was drawing so 

he went to the store to 

get more.  He wore a 

vest when he went to 

the store. 

ore 

core, more, pore, sore, 

tore, wore, chore, 

shore, snore, store 

unk, aw, ail, est, 

ake 

Common Words 

make 

ask* 

 

Analogy Words 

snake, stake, rake, shake, cake, flake, 

lake,  mask, task, cask, flask, bask  
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APPENDIX 3 

SCAFFOLDING 

Reading by Analogy Activity 

Lessons one to three- The rime in the ‘common words’ and ‘analogy word’ is underlined and the 

sentence structure is displayed.   

 

Lessons four to six- The rime unit in the common word only is underlined and the sentence structure 

is displayed.  Students are prompted to cover the beginning of their ‘analogy word’ if they need to, 

so they can clearly see the rime unit. 

 

Lessons seven to ten- Neither the ‘common word’ or the ‘analogy words’ are underlined.  Again 

students are prompted to cover part of the word if necessary.  The sentence strip is no longer 

displayed but students are orally prompted if they cannot remember the analogy sentence.   
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APPENDIX 4 

SUPPORTING ACTIVITIES 

Chunks game 

Students use the onset and rime chips to make words. 

Box  

Students choose a block and then on the whiteboard write beginnings that will match and read to a 

partner. 

Onset and rime match 

 Students match the onset and rime to make the picture on the rime card. 

Onset and rime dominoes 

 students begin with seven dominoes each in their hands with a rime and onset on them and one 

domino in the middle of the circle. 

Word family strips 

Student read down the word family strips joining the onset and rime 
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APPENDIX 5 

BENCHMARK KIT TEXT TITLES 

 

Level 11- Tom’s Train Ride 

Level 12- Buying a New House 

Level 13- The Best Runner 

Level 14- Little Hen, Mouse and Rabbit 

Level 15- Skip Goes to the Rescue 

Level 16- The Classroom Play 

Level 17- The Greedy Dog and the Bone 

Level 18- Harvest mice 
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APPENDIX 6 

Pre-testing results of Rime Unit Test for Intervention and Control Groups 

APPENDIX 7 

 Individual Rime Unit Cells Rime Unit Lines 

 Total Correct Total Incorrect All Correct Partially Correct All Incorrect 

 Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage 

Student A 87 58% 62 42% 5 13% 30 79% 3 8% 

Student B 22 15% 127 85% 1 3% 9 24% 28 74% 

Student C 58 39% 91 61% 6 16% 18 47% 14 37% 

Student  D 78 52% 71 48% 7 18% 23 61% 8 21% 

Student  E 65 44% 84 56% 6 16% 23 61% 9 24% 

Student  F 81 54% 68 46% 6 16% 27 71% 5 13% 

Average for 

Intervention Group 
65 44% 84 56% 5 14% 22 57% 11 29% 

Student  G 75 50% 74 50% 6 16% 25 66% 7 18% 

Student  H 51 34% 98 66% 3 8% 20 53% 15 39% 

Student  I 62 42% 87 58% 2 5% 26 68% 10 26% 

Student  J 52 35% 97 65% 3 8% 25 66% 10 26% 

Student  K 89 60% 60 40% 12 32% 17 45% 9 24% 

Student  L 82 55% 67 45% 6 16% 27 71% 5 13% 

Average for 

Control Group 
69 46% 81 54% 5 14% 23 61% 9 25% 
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Post-testing results of Rime Unit Test for Intervention and Control Groups 

APPENDIX 8 

 Individual Rime Unit Cells Rime Unit Lines 

 Total Correct Total Incorrect All Correct Partially Correct All Incorrect 

 Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage 

Student A 
144 97% 5 3% 35 92% 3 8% 0 0% 

Student B 
92 62% 57 38% 20 53% 5 13% 13 34% 

Student C 
93 62% 56 38% 21 55% 3 8% 14 37% 

Student  D 
125 84% 24 16% 29 76% 6 16% 3 8% 

Student  E 
136 91% 15 10% 31 82% 6 16% 1 3% 

Student  F 
140 94% 9 6% 32 84% 6 16% 0 0% 

Average for 

Intervention Group 

122 82% 28 19% 28 74% 5 13% 5 14% 

Student  G 
120 81% 29 19% 21 55% 16 42% 1 3% 

Student  H 
92 62% 57 38% 10 26% 25 66% 3 8% 

Student  I 
101 68% 48 32% 9 24% 27 71% 2 5% 

Student  J 
81 54% 68 46% 7 18% 26 68% 5 13% 

Student  K 
101 68% 48 32% 10 26% 23 61% 5 13% 

Student  L 
99 66% 50 34% 12 32% 23 61% 3 8% 

Average for 

Control Group 

99 66% 50 34% 12 30% 23 61% 3 8% 
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Pre and Post testing results of Individual Rime Unit Cells for Intervention and Control Groups  

 Total Correct- Pre-testing Total Correct- Post-testing 
Improvement in number 

of Total Correct  
Total Incorrect Pre-testing Total Incorrect Post-testing 

 Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage Percentage Raw score Percentage Raw score Percentage 

Student A 87 58% 
144 97% 39% 

62 42% 
5 3% 

Student B 22 15% 
92 62% 47% 

127 85% 
57 38% 

Student C 58 39% 
93 62% 23% 

91 61% 
56 38% 

Student  D 78 52% 
125 84% 32% 

71 48% 
24 16% 

Student  E 65 44% 
136 91% 47% 

84 56% 
15 10% 

Student  F 81 54% 
140 94% 40% 

68 46% 
9 6% 

Average for 

Intervention 

group 

65 44% 
122 82% 38% 

84 56% 
28 19% 

Student  G 75 50% 120 81% 31% 74 50% 29 19% 

Student  H 51 34% 92 62% 28% 98 66% 57 38% 

Student  I 62 42% 101 68% 26% 87 58% 48 32% 

Student  J 52 35% 81 54% 19% 97 65% 68 46% 

Student  K 89 60% 101 68% 8% 60 40% 48 32% 

Student  L 82 55% 99 66% 11% 67 45% 50 34% 

Average for 

Control Group 

69 46% 99 66% 21% 81 54% 50 34% 

APPENDIX 9 
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Pre-testing and Post-testing Results of Rime Unit Test for Intervention and Control Group 

 All Correct  Pre-testing All Correct  Post-testing 

Improvement 

in number of 

All Correct  

Partially Correct 

Pre-testing 

Partially Correct Post-

testing 

Improvement 

in number of 

Partially 

Correct  

All Incorrect  Pre-testing All Incorrect Post-testing 

 Raw score % Raw score % Percentage Raw score % Raw score % Percentage Raw score % Raw score % 

Student A 5 13% 
35 92% 79% 

30 79% 
3 8% 71% 

3 8% 
0 0% 

Student B 1 3% 
20 53% 50% 

9 24% 
5 13% 11% 

28 74% 
13 34% 

Student C 6 16% 
21 55% 39% 

18 47% 
3 8% 39% 

14 37% 
14 37% 

Student D 7 18% 
29 76% 58% 

23 61% 
6 16% 45% 

8 21% 
3 8% 

Student  E 6 16% 
31 82% 66% 

23 61% 
6 16% 45% 

9 24% 
1 3% 

Student  F 6 16% 
32 84% 68% 

27 71% 
6 16% 55% 

5 13% 
0 0% 

Average for 

Intervention 

Group 

 

5 
14% 

28 74% 60% 
22 

 

57% 

5 13% 44%  

11 

 

29% 

5 14% 

Student G 6 16% 21 55% 39% 25 66% 16 42% 24% 7 18% 1 3% 

Student H 3 8% 10 26% 18% 20 53% 25 66% -13% 15 39% 3 8% 

Student  I 2 5% 9 24% 19% 26 68% 27 71% -3% 10 26% 2 5% 

Student  J 3 8% 7 18% 10% 25 66% 26 68% -2% 10 26% 5 13% 

Student  K 12 32% 10 26% -6% 17 45% 23 61% -16% 9 24% 5 13% 

Student  L 6 16% 12 32% 16% 27 71% 23 61% 10% 5 13% 3 8% 

Average for 

Control 

Group 

5 14% 12 30% 16% 23 61% 23 61% 0% 9 25% 3 8% 


