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ABSTRACT
Improving Narrative and Expository Language: A Comparison of
Narrative Intervention to Shared Storybook Reading
Karee Douglas
Department of Communication Disorders, BYU
Master of Science
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of oral narrative intervention
delivered in a multi-tiered system of support format on proximal narrative retell outcomes, and
more distal personal story generation and expository language outcomes of preschool and
kindergarten students. Participants included 241 preschool and kindergarten students. Students
were divided into 3 different groups (treatment, alternate treatment, and no-treatment control).
The treatment group received Story Champs Tier 1 oral narrative language intervention from
their classroom teacher twice a week for 15-20 minutes over 14 weeks. A sub-sample of students
from the Story Champs group who did not meet a narrative retell criterion after 1 month of large
group instruction were assigned to receive additional, Story Champs Tier 2 small group
intervention. Tier 2 narrative intervention consisted of two 20-minute small group narrative
intervention sessions each week for 14 weeks. The students assigned to the alternate treatment
group participated in Tier 1 shared storybook reading intervention with their classroom teacher
twice a week for 15-20 minutes over 14 weeks. Students in the no-treatment control group
participated in classroom activities that were in place at the outset of the school year. Narrative
retell and personal story language samples were elicited and scored using the CUBED Narrative
Language Measures (NLM) subtest, and an expository language sample was elicited and scored
using a researcher-generated protocol. Students in the Story Champs group had significantly
higher posttest narrative retell scores with large effect sizes compared to the shared storybook
and no-treatment control groups. Students in the Story Champs and shared storybook reading
groups performed to a similar degree in their ability to generate a personal story at posttest.
Expository retell posttest results were not significantly different between all of the different
conditions. This study contributes to previous research suggesting that brief multi-tiered oral
narrative language intervention can improve the receptive and expressive academic language of
young children, as measured using narrative retelling. This study provides evidence that multitiered systems of support (MTSS) for language can be successfully delivered by teachers and
speech-language pathologists working in the schools. It is also evident that both oral narrative
language intervention and shared storybook interventions can improve personal story
generations. However, the narrative-based interventions applied in this study did not appear to
significantly impact expository language.

Keywords: narrative intervention, personal story generation, expository language, multi-tiered
systems of support
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DESCRIPTION OF THESIS STRUCTURE
This thesis, Improving Narrative and Expository Language: A Comparison of Narrative
Intervention to Shared Storybook Reading, is written in a hybrid format. The hybrid format
brings together traditional thesis requirements with journal publication formats. Portions of this
thesis may be submitted for publication elsewhere, with the thesis author being listed as one of
multiple contributing coauthors.
Appendix A is the approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB). Appendix B
provides the large group narrative intervention fidelity checklist. Appendix C is the pretest
CUBED Narrative Language Measures. Appendix D is the small group narrative intervention
fidelity checklist. Appendix E is the Narrative Language Measures (NLM) flow chart used to
score the personal story generations. Appendix F is the story used for the expository pretest.
Finally, Appendix G is the annotated bibliography.
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Introduction
Oral language is foundational to academic success. Several studies have specifically
identified oral vocabulary and narrative ability as key factors in reading comprehension (Benson,
2009; Catts, Fey, Tomblin, & Zhang, 2002; Dickinson & McCabe, 2001; Greenhalgh & Strong,
2001; Griffin, Hemphill, Camp, & Wolf, 2004). The relationship between oral language and
reading comprehension is not only correlational but also causal. In its review of 204 empirical
studies, the National Reading Panel (2000) explored the effectiveness of different approaches to
teaching children to read. The Panel identified that reading comprehension is the “essence of
reading” and is “essential not only to academic learning in all subject areas but to lifelong
learning as well” (p. 13). The Panel found that one important aspect of developing reading
comprehension skills is vocabulary development. Vocabulary is essential to reading
comprehension because a reader who encounters an unfamiliar word must determine the
meaning of the word before comprehension takes place. Therefore, a large vocabulary allows for
better comprehension. Furthermore, reading comprehension abilities have been shown to be
directly influenced by oral narrative intervention (Barton-Hulsey, Sevcik, & Romski, 2017;
Catts, Nielsen, Bridges, & Liu, 2016). For example, Clarke, Snowling, Truelove, and Hulme
(2010) examined the effects of three different interventions (text comprehension, oral language,
and combined) on reading comprehension in fourth graders. They found that oral language
intervention that focused on vocabulary and narratives brought about the largest gains in reading
comprehension and was the only intervention in which the students retained the gains 11 months
after the study concluded. Students in the oral language intervention group also generalized their
knowledge to untaught words, resulting in an increase in overall vocabulary scores.
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In acknowledgment of the role that oral language plays in reading success, current
academic standards such as the Common Core State Standards (CCSS; National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010) give
increased attention to oral academic language in the early elementary grades, including
kindergarten. This emphasized focus on the comprehension and use of complex, academic
language is not only in literary (i.e., narrative), but also in informational (i.e., expository) texts.
Academic language incorporates higher level language abilities that facilitate success in
academic contexts. Additionally, academic language functions in a highly decontextualized
environment, where most of the information needed for comprehension is contained within the
language itself (Westby, 1985).
Current kindergarten CCSS give equal attention to narrative and expository language,
where in the past, narration was the primary focus. Narrative retell standards for kindergarten
students include, “with prompting and support,” kindergarten students will “retell familiar
stories, including key details… identify characters, settings, and major events in a story”
(CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.RL.K2, para.1; CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.RL.K3, para. 1). Standards
related to personal stories include “describe familiar people, places, things, and events and, with
prompting and support, provide additional detail” (CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.SL.K.4, para. 1), and
“speak audibly and express thoughts, feelings, and ideas clearly” (CCSS.ELALITERACY.SL.K.6, para. 1). Expository language standards expect that kindergarten students
will, “with prompting and support, identify the main topic and retell key details of a text” and
“with prompting and support, describe the connection between two individuals, events, ideas, or
pieces of information in a text” (CCSS.ELA-LITERACY.RI.K2, para.1; CCSS.ELALITERACY.RI.K3, para. 1). Expository language skills become increasingly important as
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students advance through school each year, necessitating an increased emphasis on expository
language. For example, the fourth grade National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP;
National Center for Education Statistics, 2015) reading comprehension test uses approximately
50% narrative and 50% expository passages. However, in twelfth grade, students are assessed
using 70% expository passages (Petersen & Petersen, 2016).
Limited Progress in Reading Comprehension
In general, classroom teaching methods have not improved oral language sufficiently to
meet the increased focus of CCSS (National Reading Panel, 2000). The fact that oral language
has not been sufficiently emphasized in the early grades is reflected in student reading
comprehension performance across the U.S. NAEP reported that reading scores for fourth and
eighth grade students from 1992 to 2015 have changed very little. For example, in 1992 NAEP
recorded that 71% of fourth graders across the U.S. did not meet a proficient level on reading
assessments and by 2015, that number only decreased to 64% of fourth grade students. This
marginal gain is also seen in eighth grade students. In 1992, 71% of eighth graders were below
grade level in reading and by 2015 66% were still behind. These data were also analyzed by
ethnic group, and illustrated that for the past 20 years, culturally and linguistically diverse
students in particular have performed poorly. Currently, NAEP reports that 82% of African
American students and 79% of Hispanics do not read at grade level on CCSS-aligned
assessments. The high percentage of students still below CCSS demonstrates that past and
current teaching methods have not increased U.S. students’ ability to meet standards set forth by
the common core (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015).
For most children who are not reading at grade level, this is a reading comprehension
problem. Research identifies that for the majority of students, poor reading comprehension is not
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linked to poor decoding skills. Decoding refers to the ability to identify words quickly,
accurately and silently using letter-sound correspondence (Gough & Tunmer, 1986). Only 5% to
18% of students have difficulty decoding while reading (Costa, Edwards, & Hooper, 2016;
Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2005). O’Connor (2018) acknowledged that students need to recognize
printed words for reading comprehension to take place, but she further clarified that there is a
rate of diminishing return when it comes to words read correctly per minute and reading
comprehension. She found that improved reading fluency impacted reading comprehension in
second grade students only between 35 and 75 words correct per minute (wcpm). In fourth
graders, reading comprehension was not improved beyond a reading fluency score of 90 wcpm.
Moreover, Nakamoto, Lindsey, and Manis (2007) performed a longitudinal study with Spanishspeaking English language learners (ELLs) from first through sixth grade. Growth was seen in
both decoding and reading comprehension between the end of first grade and the end of second
grade. However, by third grade a discrepancy was found between reading comprehension and
decoding scores. Decoding skills continued in line with the average scores of the normative
English-speaking group throughout the data collection period, however, starting in third grade
when complex academic written language was introduced, reading comprehension skills began
to decline for the Hispanic group. These studies identify that culturally and linguistically diverse
students do not have more difficulty learning to decode than other students, therefore the
disproportionate poor performance on reading comprehension assessments is not due to poor
decoding skills, rather oral language factors (Biemiller, 2003; Lindsey, Manis, & Bailey, 2003;
Nakamoto et al., 2007; Proctor, August, Carlo, & Snow, 2005). Therefore, to improve reading
comprehension, deficits in oral language need to be addressed, and this focus on academic oral
language, including narrative retelling, personal story generation, and expository language,
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should take place in preschool and kindergarten (Bishop & Edmundson, 1987; Catts et al., 2002;
Dickinson & McCabe, 2001; Fazio, Naremore, & Connell, 1996; Feagans & Appelbaum, 1986;
Griffin et al., 2004; Petersen & Spencer, 2016). Furthermore, because the majority of students
are reading below grade level, this language related deficit is a school-wide concern.
Multi-Tiered Systems of Support
Multi-tiered systems of support (MTSS) are designed to help all students across the
school regardless of special education status. The three-tiered framework of MTSS provides
teachers with a system to identify students who are falling behind academically and give them
the support they need to be successful. First, all the students in a school are assessed using a
universal screener, their initial performance on the screener determines their placement in the
MTSS model. Tier 1 whole-class instruction is usually provided in the general education
classroom. All students engage in the same curriculum and there is very little individualization at
this level. Mellard, Mcknight, and Jordan (2010) found that 80% of elementary students make
sufficient progress at the Tier 1 level. Students who do not make sufficient progress after a
period of time receiving Tier 1 instruction receive additional support through Tier 2 intervention.
Tier 2 intervention is a more intensive level of intervention that is typically administered in a
small group setting. Students continue to receive Tier 1 instruction as well as Tier 2. The
progress students make at the Tier 2 level is regularly monitored to assess if their current level of
intervention is providing the support they need. Students who fail to make sufficient progress at
Tier 2 are assigned to Tier 3. This is the highest level of support and moves students into
receiving special education services. Tier 3 intervention is even more individualized for each
student with greater intensity of services, and frequent progress monitoring. A meta-analysis
conducted by Burns, Appleton, and Stehouwer (2005) of 21 studies indicated that fewer than 2%
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of students were assigned to special education when MTSS was in place. One important factor in
the success of MTSS is the frequent monitoring of progress. Rather than relying on a single
assessment taken before the intervention is implemented, MTSS focuses on the child’s response
to intervention throughout the intervention cycle. This aids in identifying students who are
struggling before they fall so far behind that they qualify for additional services. Additionally,
MTSS reaches out to culturally diverse students who do not have a learning disability but need
additional language support (Spencer, Petersen, & Adams, 2015; Spencer, Weddle, Petersen, &
Adams, 2017; Weddle, Spencer, Kajian, & Petersen, 2016).
Shared Storybook Reading
The attention to language in the MTSS context has been primarily focused on vocabulary.
Shared storybook reading has been a heavily researched approach to teaching oral language, with
a particular emphasis on vocabulary (Ewers & Brownson, 1999; Lonigan, Shanahan, &
Cunningham, 2008; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). Ewers and Brownson (1999) studied the effect of
shared storybook reading with 66 kindergarteners. Participants were randomly assigned to an
active or passive storybook reading group. Each group listened to one storybook at a time. The
active group answered what or where questions immediately after each sentence containing a
target word. The passive group listened to a recast containing a familiar synonym for each target
word. Results showed that participants in the active group learned more new words than the
passive group, which suggests that active participation in the storybook reading facilitates greater
understanding of vocabulary.
Walsh and Blewitt (2006) studied storybook reading with three-year-olds and the effect
that asking questions had on the participant’s word acquisition. Three condition groups were
organized, vocabulary eliciting questions, noneliciting questions and no questions (control).
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Results indicated that the two groups who engaged in answering questions about the text showed
greater gains in vocabulary knowledge than the control group. This confirmed that vocabulary
knowledge increased through active participation in shared storybook reading.
Similar findings of the effectiveness of embedded vocabulary and reading comprehension
were reported by Goldstein et al., (2016). The Goldstein et al. study included two small-group
listening centers in which preschoolers followed along in storybooks while listening to
prerecorded audio of the book. The prerecorded audio for the experimental group included an
embedded lesson which covered challenging vocabulary words and story questions. The
comparison group listened to the same stories with the same vocabulary words but did not
receive an embedded lesson. Results showed that when students received explicit vocabulary
instruction through the embedded lesson, their vocabulary knowledge increased. However,
Goldstein et al. recognized that reading comprehension results did not differ between the
experimental and control group.
Additionally, the National Early Literacy Panel (NELP) conducted a meta-analysis of the
impact shared storybook reading had on early literacy skills of preschool and kindergarten
students (Lonigan et al., 2008). Predictors of reading and writing growth such as alphabet
knowledge, cognitive ability, oral language, phonemic awareness, print knowledge, readiness,
and writing were analyzed. Shared storybook intervention had the largest impact on oral
language outcomes. However, when vocabulary outcomes were removed, the effect size for
shared storybook intervention on complex oral language was small (d = .35). This indicates that
shared storybook intervention has the greatest impact on vocabulary skills and a small impact on
complex oral language skills found in academic language.
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The heightened focus on vocabulary with the lack of more expanded, explicit academic
language instruction may be part of the reason students are not successfully meeting CCSS for
reading comprehension. In order for all students to meet CCSS and develop adequate narrative
retell skills, personal story generation skills, and expository language to improve reading
comprehension, something more than just a focus on vocabulary is needed.
Narrative Language Intervention with a Focus on MTSS (Tiers 1 and 2)
Oral narrative language and oral expository language are replete with academic language
features that all students need to produce and understand in order to be successful in school
(Petersen, 2011; Petersen et al., 2014). Narrative-based language intervention in an MTSS
context has been researched recently, primarily with culturally and linguistically diverse
preschool and early elementary-age students. Gillam, Olszewski, Fargo, and Gillam (2014)
investigated a Tier 1 narrative-based language intervention approach with 43 students in two
first-grade classrooms. Students were initially given a narrative pretest in which they were asked
to produce a fictional story after looking at a single picture that did not contain an obvious
initiating event. The narratives were scored using a progress monitoring tool, the Monitoring
Indicators of Scholarly Language (MISL). Students were then divided into subgroups of low-risk
and high-risk based on their MISL score. The control classroom continued receiving reading,
vocabulary, and listening comprehension lessons that were in place prior to the study. The
experimental group participated in a narrative intervention consisting of three phases. In Phase I,
Teaching Story Grammar Elements, students listened to and retold simple fictional stories
consisting of an initiating event, attempt, and consequence. In Phase II, Elaboration: Making
Stories Sparkle, students engaged in lessons to facilitate use of more complex narrative language.
Complex narratives incorporate dialogue, coordinated and subordinated conjunctions, adverbs,
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adjectives and metacognitive verbs as well as complicating actions in the story. In Phase III,
Independent Storytelling, lessons focused on developing the ability to create and tell complex
and elaborate fictional stories on their own. As well as teaching vocabulary using embedded
instruction. Gillam et al., (2014) found that after participating in the narrative intervention the
experimental group produced more complex fictional narratives, while the students in the control
classroom did not make significant gains in the complexity of their narratives. The proximal
outcome of fictional narrative posttest effect sizes were three times larger for the students in the
experimental group. Additionally, after the intervention, high-risk students in the experimental
classroom produced stories equal in complexity as their low-risk peers. One explanation for the
positive gains may be the focus on teaching the students to identify causal links between
initiating events, internal responses, plans, attempts and consequences.
Recent research also suggests that MTSS facilitates an environment where young
culturally and linguistically diverse students can be adequately supported as they work to
improve their oral language skills (Gillam, Gillam, & Reece, 2012). This focus on oral language
skills for all students, not just those who qualify for special education, could have a significant
impact on future reading comprehension performance. Spencer et al. (2017) implemented a
multi-tiered narrative language intervention (Story Champs; Spencer & Petersen, 2012a) in a
Head Start preschool with diverse students. The study sought to investigate the impact an MTSS
personal-themed narrative retell intervention would have on preschoolers’ narrative retell skills.
Results indicated statistically significant gains in the proximal outcome of narrative retelling.
Students in the MTSS treatment groups produced longer, more complex sentences as their
storytelling abilities improved.
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Several other studies have demonstrated that narrative language intervention embedded in
MTSS can improve proximal narrative language outcomes in at-risk preschool students (Spencer,
Petersen, & Adams, 2015; Spencer, Petersen, Slocum, & Allen, 2015; Weddle et al., 2016).
Given the success of MTSS embedded in narrative intervention to improve narrative language
for all students, this study seeks to expand on this research by examining the extent that MTSS
oral narrative intervention helps young students meet CCSS expectations for academic language,
including proximal narrative retells and more distal personal story generations and expository
discourse. Prior studies on MTSS for language have included relatively small sample sizes and
have been primarily driven by highly trained researchers or research assistants. More information
is needed about the efficacy and effectiveness of MTSS for language when delivered by teachers
and speech-language pathologists under replicable conditions in the school setting. Furthermore,
very few narrative language intervention studies have included comparative, alternate treatment
conditions that reflect a traditional approach to language instruction in the school. Also, more
distal outcomes that do not perfectly reflect the focus of instruction need to be examined. These
distal outcomes, when considered in relation to retell-based narrative language instruction,
include expository language, and to a lesser extent, personal story generation. Petersen and
Petersen (2016) illustrate a distinct connection between narrative language and expository
language. They argue that, “narrative intervention, when properly shaped, can logically lead to
growth in expository language” (p. 109). This is explained by recognizing that expository texts
often incorporate elements of narration, and visa-versa. This integration of narration and
exposition in texts leads us to believe that a narrative based intervention will also improve
expository language skills, as long as the model narrative sufficiently reflects important elements
of exposition. Researchers have also found personal story generation to improve with oral
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narrative language intervention, even when that intervention primarily focused on narrative
retelling (e.g., Spencer, Petersen, Slocum et al., 2015; Weddle et al., 2016). It is important to
examine whether such generalization to personal stories is relatively greater using a multi-tiered
oral narrative language intervention when compared to an alternate language treatment approach,
such as shared storybook intervention.
Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine improvements to oral narrative retells,
personal story generations, and expository language in preschool and kindergarten students after
participating in narrative language intervention embedded in MTSS. Specifically, the research
question is as follows:
To what extent does multi-tiered narrative intervention improve the proximal narrative
retells and distal personal story generations and expository language skills of preschoolers and
kindergarteners compared to a traditional single-tier alternate treatment group using shared
storybook reading and a more traditional single-tier no-treatment control group?
Method
Participants
Preschool and kindergarten students from 11 different classrooms across three different
school districts in the same region were recruited to participate in this study. As the current study
involved human participants, approval was obtained from the Institutional Review Board in the
collection and analysis of all of the data used. A total of 108 preschool students and a total of 133
kindergarten students (N = 241) participated in this study. One district had 87 participants while
the other two districts had 77 participants in each district. Demographic information for each
student that was available from the school districts was obtained. It was reported that 99% of the
participants spoke English and 1% of participants spoke Russian or Tagalog. Student
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characteristics such as ethnicity, socioeconomic status and presence of a disability are displayed
in Table 1.
Table 1
Demographic Information of the Preschool and Kindergarten Participants

# of Students

Story
Champs

Shared
Storybook

83 (34%)

72

(30%)

86

(36%)

Control

Gender

Male

43 (52%)

25

(35%)

32

(37%)

Free/Reduced Lunch

Free or Reduced

64 (77%)

33

(46%)

72

(84%)

Race/Ethnicity

Caucasian
Latino
African American
Asian American
Multi-Ethnic

73
3
3
0
4

(88%) 38
(4%) 1
(4%) 3
(0%) 1
(5%)
3

(53%)
(1%)
(4%)
(1%)
(4%)

67
5
10
1
3

(78%)
(6%)
(12%)
(1%)
(4%)

SPED

Enrolled (not specified)
10 (12%) 1
(1%)
9 (11%)
Not Enrolled
73 (88%) 43 (60%)
76 (88%)
Language Impairment
0 (0%)
2
(3%)
1
(1%)
Note. Story Champs = treatment group. Shared Storybook = alternate treatment group. SPED =
current Individualized Education Program (IEP) for special education services. Free/Reduced
Lunch was used as an indicator of socio-economic status.
Classrooms were randomly assigned to one of three conditions: a treatment group that
received Tier 1 and Tier 2 Story Champs narrative intervention, an alternate treatment group that
received Tier 1 shared storybook intervention, and a no-treatment control group. There were five
preschool classrooms. Two preschool classrooms were randomly assigned to the Story Champs
intervention group (41 students), one preschool classroom was randomly assigned to the shared
storybook intervention group (25 students) and two classrooms were randomly assigned to the
no-treatment control group (42 students). There were six kindergarten classrooms. Two
kindergarten classrooms were assigned to each condition, with 42 kindergarten students in the
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Story Champs group, 47 kindergarten students in the shared storybook group, and 44 students in
the no-treatment control group.
Procedures
All students in each condition received a battery of pretest assessments in December and
posttest assessments in May. Students in the Story Champs and shared storybook groups then
received large group instruction for 14 weeks. The students in the no-treatment control group
received instruction as usual. A small sample of students in the Story Champs group were
assigned to receive Tier 2 Story Champs intervention, and those students were administered
additional assessments the middle of February, and were also monitored frequently for progress.
Story Champs group: Large group, Tier-1 narrative intervention. The speechlanguage pathologists (SLPs) assigned to each of the schools led the MTSS team in their
building. All the students in the Story Champs group received Tier 1 oral language intervention
from their classroom teacher twice a week for 15-20 minutes over 14 weeks. Each whole-class
session followed the same Story Champs large group procedures that focused on personalthemed narrative retelling as described in Spencer, Petersen, Slocum et al. (2015). With pictures
displayed so the whole class could see, the teacher modeled a story while pointing to
corresponding pictures and attaching brightly colored story grammar icons to the pictures. The
teacher had the children name each of the parts of the story (e.g., character, problem, feeling,
action, ending) and then retold the story while children produced gestures representing each part
of the story. Next, the teacher called for individual turns, in which children answered questions
about parts of the story (e.g., “Who was this story about?” and “What did he do to fix his
problem?”). Once a child answered the question, the teacher repeated the student’s answer,
making modifications if necessary, and then the whole class repeated the answer using group
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responding. Finally, children were paired up to tell the story in its entirety to a peer (i.e., peer
tutoring). Partners helped monitor, and when one partner finished telling the story, the roles
switched.
During the first week of instruction, the SLP modeled the large group (whole-class) Story
Champs instruction while the classroom teacher observed. After the first week, the classroom
teacher conducted the large group session and the SLP observed. The SLP used a fidelity
checklist to give feedback to the classroom teacher. This large group instruction conducted by
the classroom teacher was considered Tier 1 instruction in the MTSS system, and was continued
for 14 weeks, yielding a total of 28 sessions. The SLP observed and provided feedback regarding
the teacher’s fidelity of implementation an additional three times during the study.
Story Champs group: Small group, Tier-2 narrative intervention. Students were
assigned to receive Tier 2 Story Champs instruction when the following two conditions were
met: a) A student in the Story Champs group was not able to produce a complete episode and
received a total score of nine or lower on the pretest CUBED Narrative Language Measures
(NLM) narrative retell winter benchmark in December, and b) Students assigned to the Story
Champs group who did not meet the narrative retell criterion at pretest (condition a) were
administered two additional proximal narrative retell assessments one month after the large
group instruction began (mid-February). These additional assessments were administered to
determine whether the Tier 1 large group instruction was sufficiently intense to improve the
lower performing students’ language. If a student did not meet the same pretest criterion in
condition (a) on at least one of the progress monitoring measures, he or she was assigned to
receive, Tier 2 small group intervention in addition to the Tier 1 intervention for the remainder of
the school year. Small groups were comprised of one SLP and three or four children. Fourteen
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(17%) of the students in the Story Champs group were assigned to receive small group Tier 2
intervention. The SLP assigned to the students’ school implemented the Story Champs small
group procedures that continued to focus on personal-themed narrative retelling two times per
week for approximately 20 minutes per session. The general classroom teacher continued to
conduct Tier 1 narrative intervention in his/her classroom two times per week. Thus, students
receiving the small group Tier 2 narrative intervention participated in a total of two 15-20-minute
large group narrative intervention sessions and two 20-minute small group narrative intervention
sessions each week for 14 weeks, equaling approximately 110 minutes of explicit narrative
language instruction each week. The students receiving Tier 2 narrative intervention were
administered one NLM narrative retell progress monitoring assessment on the same day of the
week each week for the remainder of the school year.
The Tier 2 intervention adhered to the small group procedures of Story Champs. The
steps for implementation move from the interventionist modeling the story (step 1), the group
retelling the story (step 2), individuals retelling the story (steps 3-4), and finally to individuals
generating personal stories (steps 5-6). These steps are described in detail in the Story Champs
manual (Spencer & Petersen, 2012a) and in Spencer and Slocum (2010). Visual materials were
systematically withdrawn so children told the story initially with pictures and icons for support,
and by the end of the session, the story was told without pictures or icons. Materials included 12
personal themed stories with accompanying pictures (five for each story). Additional visual
materials included brightly colored story grammar icons, representing the major parts of the
story. Story games such as bingo were used to increase children’s active engagement.
Shared storybook reading group. The students in the shared storybook group
participated in Tier 1 shared storybook reading intervention with their classroom teacher twice a
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week for 15-20 minutes over 14 weeks. Each whole-class shared storybook reading session had a
particular emphasis on vocabulary instruction. Following Spencer, Goldstein, and Kaminski,
(2012) procedures, the teacher identified target vocabulary words. Words were chosen based on
their usefulness to the children. The teacher considered academic goals, other classroom
activities, the context of the story or teachability of the words when selecting target words. The
teacher strived to make shared storybook reading as interactive as possible, so students were
encouraged to repeat the definition and think of ways they could connect the word to their
everyday experiences. The target words were further reinforced by using the words in
meaningful contexts, incorporating the words into additional activities or assigning a gesture to
represent each word. After the story was finished, the teacher and students reviewed the target
words. A fidelity checklist was completed during the intervention.
No-treatment control group. Students in the no-treatment control group participated in
classroom activities that were in place at the outset of the school year (business as usual).
Each district’s program provides children with high quality, play based experiences, rich
in language and literacy. Programs are developmentally appropriate and prepare students
for the rigors of kindergarten upon program completion…and follow the Standards of
Quality and Curriculum Guidelines set by the Michigan State Board of Education and
licensing requirements of the Department of Human Services. (Macomb Intermediate
School District, 2018, para. 2)
Likewise, kindergarten reading standards for the state of Michigan indicate that students will
learn to “ask and answer questions about key details in a text, retell familiar stories and key
details, and identify characters, settings and major events in a story” (Michigan Department of
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Education, n.d., p. 11). The school districts followed ten essential instructional practices in early
literacy.
1. Deliberate, research-informed efforts to foster literacy motivation and engagement within
and across lessons.
2. Read alouds of age-appropriate books and other materials, print or digital.
3. Small group and individual instruction, using a variety of grouping strategies, most often
with flexible groups formed and instruction targeted to children’s observed and assessed
needs in specific aspects of literacy development.
4. Activities that build phonological awareness.
5. Explicit instruction in letter-sound relationships.
6. Research-and standards-aligned writing instruction.
7. Intentional and ambitious efforts to build vocabulary and content knowledge.
8. Abundant reading material and reading opportunities in the classroom.
9. Ongoing observation and assessment of children’s language and literacy development that
informs their education.
10. Collaboration with families in promoting literacy. (General Education Leadership
Network, n.d.)
Measures
All students participating in the study were administered a universal screening of oral
language using the NLM retell subtest (narrative retell), personal story generation subtest, and an
experimental expository measure. Universal narrative and expository benchmark assessments
took place in winter (December, pretest) and spring (May, posttest). SLPs and selected
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paraprofessionals assigned to the schools administered the narrative retell and expository
benchmark assessments.
Proximal outcome: Narrative retell. The NLM is a standardized, criterion-referenced
general outcome measure used to assess children’s narrative retells and personal story
generations. The narrative retell subtest measures the comprehension and production of story
grammar and limited aspects of complex language within personal-themed narratives. The NLM
has three fall, three winter, and three spring benchmark parallel forms, and 16 progress
monitoring parallel forms for preschool to third grade (Deno, 2003). The three winter benchmark
parallel forms of the preschool or kindergarten NLM were administered for pretest and three
spring benchmark NLM parallel forms were administered for posttest. To administer the test,
research assistants followed the script, read a model story, asked the child to retell it, and listened
to the child’s story while providing only neutral prompts. Children’s stories were recorded using
digital audio recorders. The NLM includes a scoring rubric designed to score student retells from
each parallel story in real time. Using the NLM real time scoring procedures, story grammar
elements produced by a child were assigned points ranging from 0 to 2 depending upon the
clarity and complexity of the elements. Combinations of story grammar elements that contribute
to a minimally complete episode (e.g., initiating event (problem), plan/attempt, and consequence)
were assigned additional points, and those points were independently calculated, reflecting an
index of episode complexity. Language complexity features such as the use of temporal
coordinating conjunctions (then), causal subordinating conjunctions (because) and temporal
subordinating conjunctions (after, when) were scored for their frequency. Total NLM scores
were calculated by summing the story grammar, language complexity, and episodic points. The
time required for individual administration of three stories was approximately 3-5 minutes and
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scoring took another 4-5 minutes for each participant. Preliminary psychometric analyses
indicate that the NLM has excellent reliability and validity (Spencer & Petersen, 2012b).
Distal outcome: Personal story generation. To elicit personal stories, the examiner
asked the students if they had ever had a similar experience to the story modeled in the narrative
retell. Students were encouraged to share their experiences and the personal stories were audio
recorded. Personal stories were scored using the Story Grammar and Language Complexity
sections of the NLM Flow Chart. Scoring included analysis for story grammar and language
complexity. Each story grammar element or aspect of language complexity was awarded 0-4
points depending on the complexity and clarity.
Distal outcome: Expository language. Expository language, although not the explicit
focus of the language intervention provided in this study, was measured as a distal outcome
using an experimental expository measure. The expository measure is a criterion-referenced
assessment of informational text comprehension and production. The expository measure uses a
similar format of the NLM, where an examiner asks a child to listen to some information, and
then retell that information. Scoring was done in real-time while the child was retelling main
ideas and supporting details of the text. Two parallel forms of the expository measure were
designed for use in this study; one used at pretest in the winter, and one used in posttest in the
spring. The information in each expository measure was designed to be particularly obscure
information that students would likely not have been exposed to previously.
Interventionists and fidelity of intervention. The current study included SLPs and
classroom teachers as interventionists. Each interventionist in the Story Champs group was
trained using the Story Champs procedures outlined in the manual. Each interventionist in the
shared storybook group was trained following Goldstein et al. (2016) procedures. The SLPs
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attended a 4-hour training on the implementation of multi-tiered systems of language support
using Story Champs and shared storybook interventions. Then the SLPs trained the classroom
teachers on the large group procedures. Both the SLPs and classroom teachers familiarized
themselves with the Story Champs manual and the shared storybook procedures, and practiced
with nonparticipant students. Throughout the intervention phase, the classroom teacher was
observed by the SLP five times. While observing the Tier 1 instruction, the SLP completed a
large group Story Champs fidelity checklist and a shared storybook fidelity checklist derived
from Goldstein et al. (2016). After each observation session the SLP used the results of the
fidelity checklist to provide feedback to the teacher. The SLP monitored his/her own fidelity of
implementation of the Story Champs Tier 2 instruction using the small group fidelity checklist.
The average fidelity of intervention implementation was 97.8% with a range of 91% to 100%.
Test administration fidelity and scoring reliability. All the SLPs and classroom
teachers participated in a 3-hour NLM training. The training included instruction on
administration and scoring of the NLM pretests and posttests. During the intervention, all scoring
happened in real time. Twenty percent of the NLM retells and expository retells from both
pretest and posttest were randomly selected to be scored again by an independent scorer.
Independent scorers consisted of a research team of undergraduate and graduate students in
speech-language pathology. Scorers listened to and scored the retells in real time. The following
formula was used to calculate percent agreement: Number of agreements divided by agreements
plus disagreements, multiplied by 100. The mean agreement was 96.4% (range 64%-100%) for
the NLM retell and expository retell.
The same research team was trained to score personal stories. Each scorer read the
CUBED manual, specifically focusing on information about the NLM subtest, and was trained to
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use the NLM flow chart. Each research assistant demonstrated accurate scoring skills with a
scoring agreement of 90% or higher on the CUBED assessment before he/she qualified to work
on the current study. Thirty percent of both the pretest and posttest personal narratives were
randomly selected to be scored by an independent scorer. The independent research assistant
listened to the audio recordings and scored the assessment using the NLM flow chart. The
following formula was used to calculate percent agreement: Number of agreements divided by
agreements plus disagreements, multiplied by 100. The mean agreement of the personal stories
was 93% (range 74%-100%).
A fidelity of test administration examination was administered from the pretest and
posttest data. Thirty percent of all the retell narratives, personal story generations, and expository
retells were randomly selected for the fidelity exam. An independent research assistant listened
to each audio recording and completed a multi-step administration checklist for each test. The
percent of steps completed correctly was calculated for each sample. The overall mean fidelity of
test administration for the NLM retells and personal stories was 96.5% (range 88%-100%) and
the expository measure was 94.8% (range 76%-100%).
Results
Assumptions that underlie the use of ANCOVA were examined. Visual and statistical
inspection of the distribution of the dependent measures (narrative retell, personal story,
expository retell) indicated that the data were approximately normally distributed, with kurtosis
and skewness < +/- 1.25 and that there were no outlying data. An ANCOVA is not particularly
sensitive to moderate deviations from normality, therefore, the data were not transformed.
Preliminary analyses examining the homogeneity-of-slopes indicated that there was no
significant difference for oral narrative retell (F(2, 235) = 1.61, p =.20), for personal generation
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(F(2, 132) = 1.40, p =.25), or for expository retell (F(2, 235) = 0.70, p =.50). These results
indicate that the covariates (pretests) and dependent variables did not differ significantly by
group. Finally, we examined the assumption of homogeneity of variance across the dependent
variables. The results of the Levene’s test of equality of error variances were nonsignificant for
all outcomes.
Estimates of the effect size of the differences between the treatment and control groups
were computed for each dependent measure using partial eta squared. Effect sizes of .14 or larger
was considered to be large, a value of .06 was considered to be medium, and a value of .01 was
considered to be small (Kirk, 1982).
Proximal Outcome: Narrative Retell
A one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted. The dependent variable
was the posttest narrative retell and the covariate was the pretest narrative retell. A preliminary
analysis evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated that the relationship
between the covariate and the dependent variable did not differ significantly as a function of the
independent variable (MTSS with narrative intervention), F(2, 235) = 1.61, MSE = 29.12, p =
.20, partial eta squared = .01. The ANCOVA was significant, F(2, 237) = 25.82, MSE = 29.27, p
< .001 (Figure 1). The strength of relationship between narrative intervention and the dependent
variable was moderately strong, as assessed by partial eta squared = .18, with the narrative
intervention accounting for 18% of the variance of the dependent variable, holding constant the
narrative retell pretest performance. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise
differences among the adjusted means (Tables 2 and 3). Based on the least significant difference
(LSD) procedure, the adjusted means for the Story Champs group narrative retells differed
significantly from the no-treatment control group narrative retells, p < .001, and the shared
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storybook group narrative retells, p < .001, however there was no significant difference between
the narrative retells of the no-treatment control group and the shared storybook group, p = .94.
Distal Outcome: Personal Story Generation
A one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted. The dependent variable
was the posttest personal story generation and the covariate was the pretest personal story
generation. A preliminary analysis evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated
that the relationship between the covariate and the dependent variable did not differ significantly
as a function of the independent variable, F(2, 132) = 1.40, MSE = 74.71, p = .25, partial eta
squared = .02. The ANCOVA was significant, F(2, 134) = 5.38, MSE = 75.16, p < .01 (Figure
2). The strength of relationship between narrative intervention and the dependent variable was
moderately strong, as assessed by partial eta squared = .07, with the narrative intervention
accounting for 7% of the variance in personal story generation, holding constant the personal
generation pretest performance. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate pairwise differences
among the adjusted means (Tables 2 and 3). Based on the LSD procedure, the adjusted means for
the personal stories produced by students in the Story Champs group differed significantly from
the personal stories produced by students in the no-treatment control group, p < .05. The personal
stories from students in the Story Champs group were not significantly different from those
produced by the students in the shared storybook group, p = .20. The shared storybook stories
were significantly different from the control group p < .01.
Distal Outcome: Expository Retell
A one-way analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted. The dependent variable
was the posttest expository retell and the covariate was the pretest expository retell. A
preliminary analysis evaluating the homogeneity-of-slopes assumption indicated that the
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relationship between the covariate and the dependent variable did not differ significantly as a
function of the independent variable, F(2, 235) = 0.70, MSE = 8.88, p = .50, partial eta squared
=.01. The ANCOVA was not significant, F(2, 237) = 1.60, MSE = 8.86, p = .20, partial eta
squared = .01 (Figure 3, Tables 2 and 3).
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Figure 1. Narrative retell pretest and posttest (adjusted means) across groups.
Table 2
Pretest Means and Standard Deviations Across Conditions
Groups
Story
Champs

Shared
Storybook

M

SD

M

NLM

10.95

6.25

11.03

6.04

11.24

5.69

Personal Story Generation

15.77

8.41

17.23

8.00

14.73

9.25

4.88

4.01

3.53

3.31

4.52

3.70

Expository

SD

Control
M

SD

Note. NLM = CUBED Narrative Language Measures. M = mean. SD = standard deviation
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Table 3
Post-Intervention Unadjusted and Adjusted Means and Standard Deviations
Unadjusted
Story Champs
M

Shared
Storybook

Adjusted
Control

Story
Champs

Shared
Storybook

Control

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SE

M

SE

M

SE

NLM

15.00

6.05

9.79

5.72

9.80

5.59

15.04

0.59

9.81

0.64

9.75

0.58

Personal Story Generation

16.59

10.07

19.47

7.55

12.43

9.05

16.49

1.24

18.94

1.45

12.89

1.20

4.39

3.59

3.13

3.07

3.71

2.82

4.22

0.33

3.38

0.35

3.67

0.32

Expository

Note. NLM = CUBED Narrative Language Measures. M = mean. SD = standard deviation. SE = standard error.
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Figure 2. Personal story generation pretest and posttest (adjusted means) across groups.
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Figure 3. Expository retell pretest and posttest (adjusted means) across groups.
Discussion
For the past 20 years a significant percentage of elementary age students have not met
standards for reading comprehension. The low scores on these assessments indicate that teaching
methods are not successfully supporting all students in their comprehension of complex

27
academic language. Research shows that teaching oral language at an early age can lay the
foundation needed for academic success (Benson, 2009; Greenhalgh & Strong, 2001; Westby,
1985). The goal of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of a multi-tiered oral narrative
intervention on the oral narrative and expository language of preschool and kindergarten students
compared to a shared storybook reading intervention and a no-treatment control condition. The
results of this study indicated that there was a significant difference in narrative retells for
students who participated in the Story Champs group compared to students in the shared
storybook group and in the no-treatment control group. The personal story generation results
showed that the students in the Story Champs and shared storybook groups performed to a
similar degree after the intervention period, yet the no-treatment control group had significantly
lower scores. For expository language, there was no significant difference between any of the
groups.
Proximal Outcome: Narrative Retell
Current reading comprehension scores reported by NAEP illustrate a relative weakness in
oral academic language skills. To address this deficit, CCSS have placed a greater emphasis on
teaching early elementary age students narrative and expository skills to prepare them for the
increases in academic language used in each successive grade. The finding that the narrative
retell outcome was significantly stronger in the multi-tiered Story Champs group compared to the
shared storybook and no-treatment control conditions aligns with results from previous small
group and large group narrative intervention research (Gillam et al., 2012; Gillam, Olszewski,
Fargo, & Gillam, 2014; Spencer, Petersen, Slocum et al., 2015; Spencer et al., 2017). For
example, Spencer, Petersen, and Adams (2015) found that narrative language intervention
delivered in large group and small group Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction improved narrative
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language skills of preschoolers. Furthermore, Gillam et al. (2014) found that after whole-class
Tier 1 narrative instruction first grade students in the treatment classroom produced more
complex narratives and increased their vocabulary knowledge. In these prior studies as well as in
the current study, students in the narrative-based language intervention groups had significantly
stronger narrative abilities when compared to the other conditions. This significant difference
may be attributed to the greater focus the narrative intervention placed on the retelling of
increasingly more complex stories. For example, in the current study, during Tier 1 instruction,
the teacher modeled a story and then students practiced retelling that story as a group and
individually with peers. Students were taught to retell all major story grammar elements and to
recognize and use causal and temporal subordinating conjunctions between the initiating events,
internal response, plans, attempts and consequences. This focus on repeatedly retelling stories
with embedded complex academic language also took place in Tier 2 intervention for students
identified as needing additional support. Narrative retelling is a functional skill used in everyday
social and academic interactions. By explicitly teaching preschool and kindergarten students
narrative retell skills their expressive and receptive academic language increases.
This study used a large-scale, quasi-experimental design that compared narrative-based
language intervention to not only a no-treatment control group, but also to a shared storybook
alternate treatment group. The only study to date that has compared an alternate treatment
condition to narrative-based language intervention has been Gillam et al. (2012). However, that
study was underpowered, with only eight participants in each condition. Furthermore, Spencer,
Petersen, and Adams (2015), as well as the majority of other narrative-based language
intervention studies have been underpowered. This study contributes to the research evidence by
replicating results from previous research with a much larger sample size to provide adequate
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power to better lead to population inference. Additionally, it is important to note that classroom
teachers and SLPs working in the schools conducted the interventions and monitored student
progress. The SLPs took the lead in directing explicit language instruction in each of their
schools. In this less controlled context, oral narrative MTSS still resulted in stronger oral
narrative retells, implying that receptive and expressive academic language improved.
Improving narrative retelling implicates growth in the ability to both understand and
produce complex, academic language. Consistently, narrative language has been identified as a
strong predictor of future reading comprehension ability and general academic success (Catts et
al., 2002; Dickinson & McCabe, 2001; Griffin et al., 2004; Spencer & Slocum, 2010; Westby,
1985). In these studies, narrative ability was more accurate in predicting academic problems than
vocabulary, grammar, rote memory, and morpheme learning (Bishop & Edmundson, 1987; Fazio
et al., 1996; Feagans & Appelbaum, 1986). The relationship between oral language and later
academic success has been demonstrated through correlative as well as efficacy, causal-design
studies (Petersen, 2011). There is the possibility that the majority of students failing to meet
grade-level reading standards has much to do with inadequate language preparation in the early
years (Nakamoto et al., 2007). Thus far, existing approaches, such as shared storybook reading,
have not been able to change this trend (Lonigan et al., 2008). Results from this study indicate
that narrative language intervention may, for the first time, be able to expand oral academic
language skills in preschool and kindergarten students so that they are better prepared for the
academic language requirements in subsequent grades.
Distal Outcome: Personal Story Generation
The students in the no-treatment control group had significantly lower personal story
generation scores than children in both the Story Champs and shared storybook groups. Yet both
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the Story Champs and shared storybook groups performed to a similar degree in their ability to
generate their own story. To our knowledge, this is the first study to compare the impact of
narrative intervention to shared storybook intervention on personal story generation.
Several studies have found that narrative intervention leads to improvements in personal
story generation in preschool and school-age students with and without language impairment
even when the narrative intervention has a primary focus on narrative retelling (Petersen et al.,
2014; Spencer & Slocum, 2010) and fictional story generation (Gillam et al., 2014). There are
several reasons why, in this study, the narrative intervention may have improved personal story
generation. First, there was an explicit focus on story grammar elements that appear in both story
retells and in personal story generations. Second, the topics of the stories used in the intervention
were similar to topics the students used to generate their own personal stories.
Research indicates that oral language skills used for personal story telling is predictive of
future academic success (Barton-Hulsey et al., 2017; Catts et al., 2002; Catts et al., 2016; Clarke
et al., 2010; Dickinson & McCabe, 2001; Griffin et al., 2004). Specifically, these studies indicate
the ability to tell a story is directly linked to reading comprehension outcomes. For example,
Clarke et al. (2010) found that when oral language skills improved reading comprehension also
improved. Therefore, it is well accepted that narrative language abilities are a strong predictor of
later academic achievement (Catts et al., 2002).
Shared storybook intervention also appeared to have a meaningful impact on the
student’s personal stories. Shared storybook intervention has a focus on vocabulary acquisition
within the context of a written story and several studies have identified that students successfully
learn new vocabulary as a result of shared storybook intervention (Ewers & Brownson, 1999;
Goldstein et al., 2016; Lonigan et al., 2008; Walsh & Blewitt, 2006). It is possible that different
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aspects of the personal stories improved depending on the intervention the student participated
in, however, the scoring rubric used to measure personal stories did not parse these out,
providing only a composite score. In other words, the students in the narrative retell group may
have improved more on story grammar and the students in the shared storybook group may have
improved more on vocabulary. Future research should do a more specific analysis to explore this.
Distal Outcome: Expository Language
The distal expository posttest results were not significantly different between all of the
different conditions (Story Champs, shared storybook, no-treatment control). Petersen and
Petersen (2016) hypothesized that as long as the narrative intervention included language that
reflected expository language then the narrative intervention would increase expository skills. It
is possible that the model stories used in the shared storybook reading and the narrative
intervention for preschool and kindergarten students were not saturated enough with complex
academic language, including Tier 2 and Tier 3 vocabulary to improve expository language
skills. Furthermore, the structure for expository language in most cases (e.g., main idea,
supporting details) is different than narrative. This difference could be enough that students were
not able to transfer their narrative retell skills into expository retell skills without being explicitly
taught the differences. The type of story used for the narrative intervention might have also
impacted the expository results. For example, using fictional stories or scripts might get better
expository results than using personal-themed retells and generations. Also, the expository
probes used to elicit language samples were very brief and experimental. These expository
posttests may not have been sensitive enough to accurately report change. It is also important to
note that the posttest expository passage appeared to be more difficult than the pretest passage.
Expository posttest scores decreased from pretest scores across all three conditions. This posttest
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difficulty could have obscured gains because of a floor effect. Finally, it is possible that the
young age of the participants influenced their ability to comprehend the expository text.
Limitations
Despite the relatively strong experimental design of this study, there are some limitations.
First, the shared storybook and no-treatment control groups did not participate in tiered
intervention. Although the students in the shared storybook group received the same dose and
duration of intervention in a large-group setting as the students in the Story Champs group,
students who may have had a limited response to the shared storybook intervention were not
given Tier 2 support. However, the purpose of this study was to determine whether an MTSS for
language approach yielded stronger results than traditional approaches.
A second issue involves the use of the quasi-experimental design. Groups were assigned
at the classroom level and students were previously assigned to classrooms by school officials.
There is a chance that each group may not have been equally comparable at baseline across
measures other than those used as covariates in the ANCOVA. Additionally, although the
teachers who were administering the interventions were trained on the procedures, there may
have been factors outside the scope of the intervention that caused different teachers to get
different results.
Third, the student population used for this study was primarily typically developing
English-speaking, Caucasian students. Ideally, this study would be replicated with a population
that incorporates more students with language impairment as well as culturally and linguistically
diverse students including English language learners. The narrative intervention delivered in a
MTSS is designed to support students of all language needs. By incorporating a larger, more
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diverse population, including students with language impairment, researchers will be able to
examine how well MTSS for language meets the needs of all students.
Fourth, the measures for narrative retell were very closely aligned with the Story Champs
narrative intervention, but assessment measures were not equally aligned with the shared
storybook intervention. This could have influenced other outcomes not measured in this study.
Shared storybook intervention would be more closely aligned with vocabulary outcomes but
vocabulary was not directly measured in the narrative retell outcome in this study. Although
narrative is a strong predictor of future academic success, vocabulary is also predictive, and
future research should include vocabulary as an outcome measure.
Finally, Tier 1 and Tier 2 Story Champs outcomes were not separated to determine the
growth of the Tier 2 intervention students. A post-hoc analysis was conducted to examine
whether students who received Tier 2 Story Champs intervention (n = 14) had equivalent or
significantly higher scores across narrative retell, and expository outcome measures. Only five
students in the Tier 2 Story Champs group produced a personal story at posttest. This limited
number of personal stories did not allow for post-hoc results to be calculated on personal story
generation.
Tier 2 narrative retell post-hoc analysis. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
initially conducted to examine whether there was a significant difference in pretest narrative
retell scores between the Tier 2 students in the Story Champs group and the students in the two
control conditions. The results of this ANOVA indicated that there was a significant difference
between groups, F(2, 169) = 4.85, MSE = 34.36, p < .01, partial eta squared = .05. Pairwise
comparisons indicated that the students receiving Tier 2 services in the Story Champs group
performed significantly lower (p < .01) at pretest on the narrative retell (M = 6.07, SE = 1.57)
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than the students in the shared storybook group (M = 11.03, SE = 0.69) and the students in the
control group (M = 11.24, SE = 0.63).
A posttest analysis of narrative retells using an ANCOVA was significant, F(2, 168) =
5.24, MSE = 29.18, p < .01, partial eta squared = .06. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate
pairwise differences among the means. Based on the LSD procedure, the adjusted means for the
Tier 2 Story Champs group narrative retells (M = 14.67, SE = 1.48) differed significantly from
the no-treatment control group narrative retells (M = 9.63, SE = 0.58), p < .01, and the shared
storybook group narrative retells (M = 9.69, SE = 0.64), p < .01, with no significant difference
between the narrative retells of the no-treatment control group and the shared storybook group, p
= .86. This post-hoc analysis indicated that at-risk students who received MTSS Tier 2 language
instruction had oral narrative retell posttest scores that were higher than the students in the
storybook and control groups. These results suggest that MTSS Tier 2 Story Champs intervention
was sufficiently intense to help the lowest performing students in the Story Champs group
improve their oral narrative language more so than the conglomerate of low, medium, and high
achieving students in the other conditions.
Tier 2 expository language post-hoc analysis. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was
initially conducted to examine whether there was a significant difference in pretest expository
language between the Tier 2 students in the Story Champs group and the students in the two
control conditions. The results of this ANOVA indicated that there was a significant difference
between groups, F(2, 169) = 3.29, MSE = 12.10, p < .05, partial eta squared = .04. Pairwise
comparisons indicated that the students receiving Tier 2 services in the Story Champs group
performed significantly lower (p < .05) at pretest on the expository measure (M = 2.29, SE =
0.93) than the students in the control group (M = 4.53, SE = 0.37). There was no significant
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difference between the students in the Tier 2 Story Champs group and the students in the shared
storybook group on the pretest expository measure (M = 3.53, SE = 0.41), p = .08.
The ANCOVA for the expository posttest outcome was not significant, F(2, 168) = 0.43,
MSE = 7.49, p = .65, partial eta squared = .01. Follow-up tests were conducted to evaluate
pairwise differences among the means. Based on the LSD procedure, the adjusted means for the
Tier 2 Story Champs group narrative retells (M = 3.91, SE = 0.74) did not differ significantly
from the no-treatment control group narrative retells (M = 3.53, SE = 0.30), p = .63, or from the
shared storybook group narrative retells (M = 3.25, SE = 0.32), p = .41. There was also no
significant difference between the expository posttest scores from the no-treatment control group
and the shared storybook group, p = .53. Thus, although the at-risk students in the Story Champs
group had significantly lower expository scores at pretest than the students in the control group,
their expository scores were significantly higher at posttest. These results indicate that oral
narrative MTSS for language is potentially powerful enough to accelerate the expository
language of at-risk students to typical performing peers over a short period of time.
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received vocabulary and comprehension lessons embedded into the prerecorded story. The
lessons taught challenging vocabulary words and asked story comprehension questions. The
comparison group listened to the same story without the embedded lessons. Results It was found
that the embedded lessons facilitated vocabulary learning whereas the children in the comparison
group did not demonstrated understanding of the new vocabulary words. Comprehension was not
significantly improved in either group. Conclusions Embedding storybooks with lessons teaching
target vocabulary is a reliable method to increase understanding of new words. Relevance to
current work Explicitly teaching new vocabulary increases vocabulary knowledge but does not
increase reading comprehension.
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Objective This article defines decoding as the ability to isolate words quickly, accurately
and silently using letter-sound correspondence. Decoding is necessary for reading because
decoding is the act of translating print into language. However, the decoded language must be
understood for reading to take place. The article goes on to explore decoding skills in people
with dyslexia and hyperlexia. Dyslexic readers are said to have nonexistent decoding skills even
though they otherwise have normal intelligence and physical ability. Students with hyperlexia
have superior decoding skills but their comprehension skills are average to inferior. Conclusions
The article concluded that proficient reading skills incorporate decoding and comprehension.
Relevance to current work This article defined decoding and established decoding as an
important part of reading but needs to be accompanied by comprehension.
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Objective The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of oral narrative
skills and reading comprehension in African-American children. Universally, oral narratives are
a fundamental way to communicate experiences, which makes oral narrative skills easily
transferable across cultural boundaries. Furthermore, developmentally children tell stories before
they learn to read which suggests that early oral narrative ability (preschool) might be an
indicator of a child’s reading ability in upper elementary grades. Method Participants for this
study included 80 African-American fourth and sixth grade students from public schools in the
southwestern USA. Students were asked to create an original story about a picture. An example
story was first given to facilitate understanding of the task. Each child was allowed ample time to
create a story and prompts such as, “What else?” were used to help the child develop a complete
narrative. Results Both the fourth and sixth grade groups demonstrated a mean story level of 5.
Level 5 is characterized by complex, well developed oral narrative skills. The authors suggest the
reason that both groups achieved the same level is that children go through a development
process in acquiring oral narrative skills. They reach a peak at about 11 or 12 years of age, when
they have mastered the structures used in oral narratives. Also, story level significantly
correlated to reading achievement. Specifically, they found that emphasis on the development of
oral narrative skills directly or indirectly influence a student’s reading ability. Conclusions
Children at risk academically could be identified as early as preschool using an assessment of
their oral narrative skills. Narrative skills are universal and can confidently be used as a measure
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of academic success across cultures when cultural influences and preferences are taken into
consideration. Relevance to current work This study supports that assertion that oral narrative
ability directly correlates with reading comprehension. Additionally, it identifies that oral
narratives are universal across cultures and can successfully be used to identify students at risk
academically.
Lervag, A., Hulme, C., & Melby-Lervag, M. (2018). Unpicking the developmental relationship
between oral language skills and reading comprehension: It's simple, but complex. Child
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Objective This is a longitudinal study focused on the development of reading
comprehension in children as they grow from second grade to seventh grade. This article sought
to understand how vocabulary, grammatical and inferential skills influence the development of
listening and reading comprehension. Also, to gain a better understanding of how word reading
and listening comprehension impact reading comprehension. Method Participants included 189
Norwegian second-grade students. Students were tested six different times over a five-year
period. The first testing session measured language comprehension, word decoding and reading
comprehension. Testing sessions two through six measured reading comprehension. Results
Results indicate that in second grade, differences in listening comprehension and reading
comprehension varied as a function of decoding skills. For example, variations in listening
comprehension were predictive of how well the written text was understood when children were
good at decoding. Children with poor decoding skills, however, did not have adequate levels of
decoding to engage oral language comprehension skills to begin understanding the written text.
Conclusions Listening comprehension and decoding are essential in developing reading
comprehension skills. Interventions that focus on oral language skills including narrative
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current work This article supports the understanding that proficient reading comprehension is
link to proficient oral language.
Lindsey, K. A., Manis, F. R., & Bailey, C. E. (2003). Prediction of first-grade reading in
Spanish-speaking English-language learners. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95,
482-494. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.95.3.482
Objective This article explores the challenge faced by bilingual Spanish students in
immersion programs who are expected to learn to read in a language different than the one
spoken at home. The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship between the cognitive
skills of the students at the beginning and ending of kindergarten in Spanish and the reading
comprehension abilities at the end of first grade in both Spanish and English. Method This is a
longitudinal study incorporating 249 five-year-old students with no previous experience with the
English language. The study began when the students first entered kindergarten and ended when
they finished first grade. Each student was administered a series of tasks at the beginning and
end of kindergarten and at the end of first grade. The tasks administered in kindergarten were in
Spanish and the tasks administered in first grade were in Spanish and English. The Spanish tasks
included picture vocabulary, memory for sentences, sound matching, sound categorization, rapid
automatized naming, letter knowledge, concepts about print, letter-word identification and
Spanish passage comprehension. The English tasks were letter names and letter sounds, letterword identification, word attack, passage comprehension, picture vocabulary, memory for
sentences, sound matching, phoneme elision, and rapid automatized naming. Results The first
assessment identified that the student’s Spanish-letter word identification scores were below
average but increased to the average range by the end of kindergarten. The scores continued to
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improve and were above average by the end of first grade. Spanish passage comprehension was
all above average at the end of first grade. Conclusions The findings of this study support
previous studies that found phonological awareness is predictive of word-identification skills and
has a high degree of transfer from Spanish to English. Oral-language language skills forecasted
reading comprehension ability better than word identification skills. Additionally, letter and
word knowledge, print concepts and sentence memory also transferred from Spanish to English.
Relevance to current work This study supports the assertion that there is high correlation
between oral-language skills and reading comprehension.
Mellard, D., McKnight, M., & Jordan, J. (2010). RTI tier structures and instructional intensity.
Learning Disabilities Research & Practice (Wiley-Blackwell), 25, 217-225.
doi:10.1111/j.1540-5826.2010.00319.x
Objective This article reviews variables to consider as schools set up their response to
intervention (RTI) structure. Primary level of instruction in schools has been defined as
delivering the core curriculum using high-quality instruction. This level is directed at the whole
population. Secondary-level is directed at a specific segment of the population who demonstrate
a need for more intense supports. It is estimated that in schools this level will be used by 15
percent of the student population. Tertiary-level serves those students who need a more intense,
specialized and often individualized intervention to succeed in the given area. Five to seven
percent of the population will benefit from level three. This intervention is meant to be a shortterm and is aimed at helping the student step-down to a less intense level. The purpose of
implementing RTI is “to prevent long-term academic and social failure,” it is not meant “to
prevent special education.” The intensity of the intervention can be adjusted by varying the
dosage of the intervention. Dosage refers to the opportunities the student has to practice the
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curriculum or skill. Dosage can be adjusted by changing (1) how many instructional minutes the
student receives for each lesson; (2) how many sessions the student attends each week; and/or (3)
how many weeks the student attends the intervention. All or some of these elements will increase
as the student moves from a less intense tier to a more intense tier. Other factors to consider
when assessing instructional intensity is group size, immediacy of corrective feedback, mastery
requirements of the content, number of response opportunities, number of transitions among
contents or classes, specificity and focus of curricular goals, and instructor specialty and skills.
Conclusions RTI framework requires a clear distinction between levels. Each level becomes
increasingly intense as instructional group size, instructional session time, frequency of
instructional sessions, duration of interventions, and expertise of the instructional staff are
adjusted. Relevance to current work This article outlines a multi-tiered intervention system.
Nakamoto, J., Lindsey, K. A., & Manis, F. R. (2007). A longitudinal analysis of English
language learners' word decoding and reading comprehension. Reading and Writing, 20,
691-719. doi:10.1007/s11145-006-9045-7
Objective This article is a longitudinal study exploring word decoding and reading
comprehension measures of Spanish-speaking English language learners (EELs). Method This
study included 303 Latino kindergarten students from 10 different schools. Students participated
in early transition bilingual curriculum at their school. Testing measures were administered six
times throughout the longitudinal study. Initial testing began in kindergarten and ended when the
students were in sixth grade. Spanish tasks administered in kindergarten and first grade include,
Letter–Word Identification, Picture Vocabulary, Memory for Sentences, and Passage
Comprehension. English tasks administered in only first grade include, Sound Matching, Elision,
RAN-Objects and Digits, and Memory for Sentences. English tasks administered in all grades
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include Letter–Word Identification, Word Attack, Passage Comprehension, and Picture
Vocabulary. Results The children showed a relatively large amount of growth in both decoding
and reading comprehension between the end of first grade and the end of second grade. After
second grade decoding scores remained in line with the normative group. However, in third
grade reading comprehension abilities decreased when compared to the normative Englishspeaking sample. Conclusions The decrease in reading comprehension could mean that the items
on the reading comprehension task in first and second grade emphasize decoding ability but in
third grade the tasks required higher levels of oral language skills. Relevance to current work
This article supports the fact that reading comprehension is not directly tied to decoding ability
rather, oral language skills directly impact reading comprehension.
O’Connor, R. E. (2018). Reading fluency and students with reading disabilities: How fast is fast
enough to promote reading comprehension? Journal of Learning Disabilities, 51, 124136. doi:10.1177/0022219417691835
Objective The goal of this article was to better understand the point at which improving
reading fluency no longer clearly correlates to improved reading comprehension. Method This
study included 337 students with reading difficulties and 150 typical readers. Participants were in
second and fourth grade. To test oral reading rate, students read three different passages. The
median score for the words read correctly per minute (wcpm) was recorded as the final score. To
measure reading comprehension, students orally read passages that increased in difficulty. After
the passage was read the examiner asked comprehension questions about the passage. The
questions required both literal comprehension and inferential comprehension. Results Improved
reading fluency impacted reading comprehension in second grade students with reading
disability only between 35 and 75 wcpm. In fourth graders with reading disabilities, reading
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comprehension was not improved beyond a reading fluency score of 90 wcpm. Conclusions The
results of this study are useful in understanding the connect between how fast a student is reading
and the impact their reading fluency might have on their reading comprehension. Relevance to
current work This article supports the assertion that reading fluency ability does not directly
predict reading comprehension ability.
Proctor, C. P., August, D., Carlo, M., & Snow, C. (2005). Native Spanish-speaking children
reading in English: Toward a model of comprehension. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 97, 246-256. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.246
Objective The purpose of this study is to explore the theory that if a reader has enough
alphabetic knowledge to decode fluently, he/she will comprehend the text. Additionally, to
explore the understanding that reading comprehension requires oral language skills in line with
the level of the text to comprehend the meaning of the text. Method This study included 135
Spanish-English speaking fourth graders from Boston, Chicago and El Paso. Decoding skills
(alphabetic knowledge and fluency), vocabulary knowledge, listening comprehension and
reading comprehension were assessed. Results A strong association exists between reading
comprehension and oral language skills. It was found that decoding skills do not influence
reading comprehension as much as oral language skills. Conclusions Oral language skills
influence reading comprehension outcomes to a larger extent than decoding skills.
Relevance to current work This study supports the assertion that decoding skills do not
significantly influence reading comprehension abilities.
Spencer, E. J., Goldstein, H., & Kaminski, R. (2012). Teaching vocabulary in storybooks:
Embedding explicit vocabulary instruction for young children. Young Exceptional
Children, 15, 18-32. doi:10.1177/1096250611435367
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Objective This article identifies steps to effectively implement explicit vocabulary
instruction during shared storybook reading. Step 1- Identify words to teach. Step 2- Design
explicit instruction. Step 3- Make a plan for assessment. Conclusions Vocabulary skills are
strong predictors of later reading success. Incorporating vocabulary instruction into shared
storybook reading can be very effective when teachers follow the steps outlined in this article.
Relevance to current work This article outlines the steps to shared storybook reading.
Spencer, T. D., Petersen, D. B., & Adams, J. L. (2015). Tier 2 language intervention for diverse
preschoolers: An early-stage randomized control group study following an analysis of
response to intervention. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 24, 619-636.
doi:10.1044/2015_AJSLP-14-0101
Objective This study had two purposes. The first purpose used test-teach-test, dynamic
assessment of narratives to identify the participants of the study. The second purpose explored
Tier 2 narrative intervention for culturally and linguistically diverse students. Method The
dynamic assessment identified 22 students from 3 Head Start preschool classrooms. Participants
engaged in small-group narrative intervention twice a week for 9 weeks. Results Results
indicated that the treatment group experienced significant improvement in narrative retells after
the intervention. Conclusions Narrative language intervention effectively improves language
skills. Relevance to current work This article supports the assertion that narrative intervention
improves language skills.
Van Kleeck, A. (2008). Providing preschool foundations for later reading comprehension: The
importance of and ideas for targeting inferencing in storybook-sharing interventions.
Psychology in the Schools, 45, 627-643. doi:10.1002/pits.20314
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Objective This article provides a theoretical basis for teaching inferential language skills
to preschoolers while engaged in book sharing. Research based ideas of how to incorporate
inferential language instruction into book sharing are also discussed. Inferencing skills are
directly linked to reading comprehension ability because inferencing is the act of thinking
beyond information directly provided in the text. It elaborates on the given text and inserts
information needed to fully understand what was written. Storybook reading is an ideal activity
to facilitate inferential language skills for many reasons. It is a simple, inexpensive activity that
easily fits into daily routines at preschool and home. Children gain important oral language skills
that are crucial for later reading comprehension just by listening to stories being read aloud.
Also, the text stays constant which is an advantage when exposing children to inferencing skills.
Furthermore, story book reading provides a context for natural discussions which can be used to
practice inferencing skills. Conclusions Storybook sharing is a natural way to expose
preschoolers to inferential language. Inferencing is an important part of comprehension.
Relevance to current work This article illustrates the importance of exposing preschoolers to oral
language using narrative intervention.
Weddle, S. A., Spencer, T. D., Kajian, M., & Petersen, D. B. (2016). An examination of a
multitiered system of language support for culturally and linguistically diverse
preschoolers: Implications for early and accurate identification. School Psychology
Review, 45, 109-132. doi:10.17105/SPR45-1.109-132
Objective Culturally and linguistically diverse students are at a disadvantage with
language-related skills and often receive special education services much later than their English
language-proficient peers. This is may be due to the limited research available on how to
distinguish between a language difference and a language disability. The main purpose of this
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article was to explore the benefit of using a multitiered intervention system to teach narrative
retell and personal story retell to diverse preschoolers. It is well established that narrative
language ability in preschool is a reliable predictor of later academic success. The secondary
purpose was to study the possibility of using multitiered intervention to identify students in need
of Tier 2 language intervention. Method Participants include seven culturally diverse students
from three Head Start Preschool classrooms. Researchers looked at the student’s ability to use
story grammar and complex linguistic structures in the context of story retells and personal
stories. The Test of Narrative Retell (TNR) and the Test of Personal Generation (TPG) was used
to gather the language samples of personal stories and narrative retells. Narrative samples were
gathered every week during baseline, intervention and follow-up periods. Results The
storytelling abilities of the student’s improved after receiving narrative intervention. Specifically,
four weeks after the narrative intervention concluded moderate to high levels of maintenance
were recorded. Conclusions The seven participants were at risk for receiving special education
services. The narrative intervention prevented six of the seven participants from being referred to
additional services. Relevance to current work This study supports the assertion that narrative
language skills are foundational to academic success. Preschool age is an ideal time to provide
narrative intervention in a multitiered structure.

