
The use of technology to enhance Pre-Primary 
children’s oral storytelling during the writing process !!

Introduction !
Developments in technology and the 21st century “Knowledge Age” (Prensky, 2001) are 
changing the face of “literacy”. Not only can technology be used to make learning 
authentic but it can used as a tool in the processes of children’s learning. Educational 
documents detail the literacy learning objectives of children to help them to become 
literate. Whilst the concept of literacy is debatable and may no longer be defined as being 
able to merely ‘read and write’ (Tompkins et al, 2012; Edwards, 2010), the need for 
children to learn how to express themselves is still important.  
  
Children enter pre-primary as emergent readers and writers, and during the year, their 
teachers help them to learn how to transfer their ideas from their ‘thinking brains’ to paper 
or another form of print/text. Teachers are not starting with blank canvasses, their students 
already know a wealth of vocabulary, some storytelling skills and how to use their voices (a 
majority). So why then do teachers not incorporate this knowledge into the skills and 
processes of developing new knowledge and skills? Every good teacher will already have 
a writing process that they use and teach the children to use as emergent writers, 
however, their is little priority or value given to using the skill of oral language and 
rehearsal. Of course, many teachers use oral language and rehearsal as a starting point 
for children’s writing, then they introduce children to drawing a plan, having a go at writing 
using their phonemic knowledge, and hopefully sharing back their stories with an audience 
at the end. But why can’t emergent writers edit their stories? Make them better? Rework 
them? Usually it is because the children are also emergent readers and so are unable to 
recall their story themselves. This is where the use of technology can help. 
  
By using a recording device, children can be as creative as their mind will allow them to be 
without being constrained by the mechanical processes of writing. Of course children need 
to learn phoneme-grapheme relationships, concepts of print etc, but they also need to be 
able to keep their creative minds active without becoming overloaded. Many cultures have 
rich oratory traditions and this skill should be able to help emergent writers transfer their 
oral into written skills. At least, this is what some research has shown to be the case, this 
project is hopefully going to provide further evidence of this.  !
It is the intention of the teacher to present this research quantitatively rather than 
qualitatively. This is because the teacher believes that where possible education should be 
more evidence based and research should be openly presented in a way that it can be 
repeated, challenged and peer reviewed. !
Method !
This study involved 1 teacher and 6 New Entrant / Pre-primary children in an Australasian 
city school. A mix of students was selected including High, Middle and Low achievers (HA, 
MA, LA respectively), a child with special educational needs (SEN) and a child as english 
as a second oral language (ESOL). The children were also a mix of male and female and 
had attended school for a 1.5 terms. The teacher worked within the school and worked 
regularly with the children in their daily classroom setting but was not their classroom 
teacher. The researching teacher (will now be referred to as the ‘teacher’) was allocated 4 



sessions for this action research project over the course of two weeks, 2 sessions per 
week where the teacher was able to work one-to-one with students. The data is mainly 
based on the teacher’s observations, but also uses some audio recordings and written 
work as evidence. This research uses Bogard and McMakin’s (2012) research and writing 
process, along with the teacher’s own experience and processes as guidance.  !
The classroom settings 
The classroom teacher had access to a pod of iPads of which the children had had some 
beginning instruction on how to use specific apps during literacy and numeracy times, or 
using internet-based subscriptions. The children were emergent writers and were exploring 
writing through whole class writing activity instructions and individual writing production. At 
this time they had had limited explicit instruction from the teacher of the writing process. 
Due to time-restraints in the curriculum and weekly structure, it was during whole class 
oral language and phonic sessions that the children were able to work one-to-one with the 
researching teacher. !
The task 
The teacher worked with and observed the students individually whilst they used a picture 
stimulus to think of a story, record the story through the teacher scribing for the child or 
using the audio recording app iTalk on the iPad, and having an opportunity to edit the 
story. The six children were grouped into two groups, the first used the method with the 
teacher scribing first and iPad app second, the second group used the iPad app first and 
the teacher scribing second. Both groups were given the same stimulus for their first story 
and a new stimulus for the second attempt which was again the same for both groups. !
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
 Using technology to record, iTalk on the iPad.  Teacher scribes the story for the child. !!!!!!!



     Part 1: Diagram 1: 1st attempt        Part 1: Diagram 2: 2nd attempt 
 !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
 Part 2: 1). Plan - Write - Check    Part 2: 2). Plan - iTalk - Write - Check 
! ! ! ! ! ! !      (Student scribing from their own iTalk recording)!!!
From the conclusion of the first part of the research the teacher decided to work with one, 
more-able student to observe the use of the iPad app’s audio recording (Part 2). When the 
child writes their story versus the child writing a new, third story straight from pictorial 
brainstorm to paper. The proposition for this was to evaluate the use the audio app when 
continuing with the writing process, for the child to visually record their story on paper. !
To analyse this research, the children’s stories have been levelled for their surface and 
deeper writing features using a South Island, New Zealand school’s assessment rubric 
which has been attached in the appendix. Some of the writing features have are not 
appropriate for this research and as such have been omitted. !
Results !
Figures 1 and 2 display the resulting levels for the individual subjects, for the surface and 
deeper writing features that were appropriate in this study, for when the teacher scribed 
their oral story and when they recorded their oral story using the iPad app iTalk. Figures 3 
and 4 show the comparisons between the methods of recording, and the difference 
between the children’s first and second attempt at this task omitting the variable of the 
method used. 

Group 1: Teacher scribes Group 2: Use of iTalk,  !
                iPad

Group 1: Use of iTalk,  !
                iPad

Group 2: Teacher scribes



!

Figure 1: Children’s writing surface and deeper feature levels when the teacher scribed 
their oral story. !

Figure 2: Children’s writing surface and deeper feature levels when the teacher scribed 
their independently recorded iTalk story. !!!

Teacher scribing 

Level (working at) Child 1 (TL)!
HA / confident

Child 2 (TH)!
MA

Child 3 (JM)!
LA / SEN

Child 4 (DO)!
HA / shy

Child 5 (SM)!
MA / bilingual

Child 6 (MY)!
LA / ESOL

Surface features

Grammar 1 iii 1 ii < 1 i < 1 i < 1 i < 1 i

Vocabulary 1 iii 1 iii 1 ii 1 ii 1 ii 1 ii

Deeper features

Audience 
awareness and 
purpose

1 iii 1 ii 1 i 1 i 1 i 1 i

Content / ideas 1 ii 1 ii < 1 i 1 i 1 i 1 i 

Sentences / 
structure

1 iii 1 ii 1 i 1 i 1 i 1 i 

Language 1 iii 1 ii 1 i 1 i 1 ii 1 i 

Length of text 
(no.  of words)

57 59 43 35 27 35

Using iTalk  on 
iPad

Level (working at) Child 1 (TL)!
HA / confident

Child 2 (TH)!
MA

Child 3 (JM)!
LA / SEN

Child 4 (DO)!
HA / shy

Child 5 (SM)!
MA / bilingual

Child 6 (MY)!
LA / ESOL

Surface features

Grammar 1 iii 1 ii 1 i 1 i < 1 i < 1 i

Vocabulary 1 iii 1 iii 1 ii 1 ii < 1 i 1 ii

Deeper features

Audience 
awareness and 
purpose

1 iii 1 ii 1 iii 1 ii 1 i 1 i

Content / ideas 1 iii 1 ii 1 iii 1 i 1 i 1 i

Sentences / 
structure

1 iii 1 iii 1 ii 1 i < 1 i 1 i

Language 1 iii 1 ii 1 iii 1 i 1 i 1 i

Length of text 
(no.  of words)

42 58 168 69 17 45



Figure 3: Comparison between children’s writing surface and deeper feature levels when 
the teacher scribed their oral story and when the teacher scribed their independently 
recorded iTalk story. !

Figure 4: Comparison between children’s writing surface and deeper feature levels 
between their first and second attempt. !
In Figure 5 there is the results of Part 2 of this action research project, focusing on one 
child and the differences the methods make as part of the writing process. The first column 
represents the child planning, writing and checking their story. The second column 
represents the child planning, using iTalk to record their story, scribing the story from iTalk 
and then checking. Column 3 is a comparison of these methods. Whilst Column 4 is the 
levelling results when the teacher scribed the child’s story from iTalk, to investigate 
whether the student’s ability to listen to their own iTalk recording and write it down was a 
factor in their overall outcome, of which Column 5 shows this comparison between the 
teacher scribing the child’s iTalk recording and the child scribing it. 

Effectiveness of iTalk compared to teacher scribing

Level (working at) Child 1 (TL)!
HA / confident

Child 2 (TH)!
MA

Child 3 (JM)!
LA / SEN

Child 4 (DO)!
HA / shy

Child 5 (SM)!
MA / bilingual

Child 6 (MY)!
LA / ESOL

Surface features

Grammar increased 1 level increased 1 level

Vocabulary decreased 2 levels

Deeper features

Audience 
awareness and 
purpose

increased 2 levels increased 1 level

Content / ideas increased 1 level increased 3 levels

Sentences / 
structure

increased 1 level increased 1 level decreased 1 level

Language increased 2 levels

Length of text 
(no.  of words)

-15 -1 + 145 + 34 -10 + 10

Progression between 1st to 2nd attempt

Level (working at) Child 1 (TL)!
HA / confident

Child 2 (TH)!
MA

Child 3 (JM)!
LA / SEN

Child 4 (DO)!
HA / shy

Child 5 (SM)!
MA / bilingual

Child 6 (MY)!
LA / ESOL

Surface features

Grammar increased 1 level decreased 1 level

Vocabulary increased 2 levels

Deeper features

Audience 
awareness and 
purpose

increased 2 levels decreased 1 level

Content / ideas increased 1 level increased 3 levels

Sentences / 
structure

increased 1 level increased 1 level increased 1 level

Language increased 2 levels

Length of text 
(no.  of words)

-15 -1 + 145 -34 + 10 -10



!
Additional task: Child 1 (TL): 

Figure 5: Results table showing additional task results from Child 1 between: 1). planning, 
writing and checking on paper; 2). planning, using iTalk to record their story, writing their 
story from iTalk onto paper and checking; and 3). teacher scribing the child’s audio 
recording from iTalk. !
Discussion !
Primary outcomes 
The primary outcome of this research was to assess whether the children’s writing was of 
a better quality with using technology (iTalk app). Quality was assessed by focusing on 
surface and deeper features of writing, as categorised above in Figures 1-5.  !
In Part 1 of this research where 6 children were investigated, there shows a trend towards 
improvement in the quality of the children’s writing when comparing the iTalk and teacher 
scribing. However, there was also a trend towards improvement on the second attempt of 
the task. Child 1-3 appeared to show the greatest improvement with iTalk, however this 
was on their second attempt and they had already been exposed to the task being 
investigated. Child 3 made the greatest improvements with the use of recording their story, 
this was a low-achieving student with special educational needs. As the literature suggest, 
it would have “freed” the child taking away the barriers of the mechanics of writing and 
allowing his creative thinking to unlimited (MacArthur & Graham,1987). It is believed Child 
3’s improvements may also be due to the motivational and engagement factors of using 
the technology and the novelty of being able to listen to themself (Campbell & Hlusek,
2009; Luongo-Orlando, 2010; Vasudevan et al, 2010). !
Child 4-6 have shown that the trends are inconclusive. Although Child 5 would support the 
trend that the use of technology improves writing, their disengagement from the second 
task strongly affected the results. Child 6’s stagnant results likely reflect the use of this 

Child 1 (TL): 
additional task!
Part 2

Level (working at) 1). Plan - Write - 
Check

2). Plan - iTalk - Write - 
Check (Student 
scribing from their own 
iTalk recording)

Difference (1 to 2) Teacher correctly 
scribing child’s iTalk 
recording

Difference between 
Plan - iTalk - Write - 
Check and Teacher 
scribing iTalk

Surface features

Spelling 1 ii 1 i decreased 1 level — —

Punctuation 1 i 1 ii decreased 1 level — —

Grammar 1 i < 1 i decreased 1 level 1 iii increased 2 levels

Vocabulary 1 ii 1 iii increased 1 level 1 iii increased 2 levels

Layout 1 ii 1 i decreased 1 level — —

Deeper features

Audience awareness 
and purpose

1 ii 1 ii 1 iii increased 1 level

Content / ideas 1 i 1 i 1 iii increased 2 levels

Sentences / structure 1 i 1 i 1 iii increased 2 levels

Language 1 ii 1 i decreased 1 level 1 iii increased 1 level

Length of text (no.  of 
words)

15 24 + 9 42 + 17



technology in an ESOL child who has not a good grasp of the English Language and 
therefore shows that more supportive intervention is needed (Tompkins et al, 2012). Lastly, 
Child 4 made good gains with the technology in grammar, in which they corrected 
themselves during recording, and audience awareness, were they demonstrated 
storytelling techniques such as slowing down the pace and providing voices for the 
characters when speaking (Lindfors, 2008).  !
In contradiction with other research, this research did not find, that with the use of 
technology to record oral stories, that sentence structures became more complex (Luongo-
Orlando, 2010) or that work was significantly longer and of higher quality (MacArthur & 
Graham, 1987). Therefore it is inconclusive from Part 1 of this research as to whether the 
use of technology improved the writing outcome. !
Part 2 of this research which focused on Child 1 (Figure 5), demonstrated that the use 
iTalk within the writing process was more detrimental to the child’s quality of writing than if 
they had not included it in their writing process. This is because when Child 1 was 
planning and writing without the use of technology, they gained higher levels for their 
features of writing (as shown in Figure 5, column 3). However, if Child 1 was explicitly 
taught new skills of using the technology: being able to listen, transcribe and check their 
work, to correctly record the audio, then their writing levels would have been vastly 
improved across the board. Unfortunately Child 1 was not able to do this as shown in 
Figure 5, column 5 where once the teacher had transcribed his actual iTalk story, they 
scored higher levels than when they transcribed their story. So Child 5 was “freed” from 
conventional tasks of writing that limited them, however, they had to learn new skills in 
order to access this work.  !
Secondary outcomes 
The secondary outcomes of this research are the teacher’s observational opinions based 
upon observed behaviours that are unquantifiable.  !
The use of the iTalk app as a recording device for this research generally demonstrated 
increased motivation and engagement (Campbell & Hlusek, 2009; Vasudevan et al, 2010; 
Bogard & McMakin, 2012), where all of the subjects enjoyed listening to themselves and 
most were eager to have another turn. Please note that they were asked if they wanted to 
change anything or edit their story and all children demonstrated a lack of understanding 
of this and instead told a new story using the stimulus. The greatest engagement observed 
by the teacher was seen by Child 3 and Child 4, this also predicted motivation.  !
For Child 6 it did give them more confidence to participate as they wanted to repeat the 
activity three times with the iPad whereas they were reluctant to repeat/edit their story 
scribed by the teacher (Vasudevan et al, 2010; Luongo-Orlando, 2010). This confidence 
was also seen in Child 4 who the teacher felt learnt the most from the instant feedback and 
authentic activity. This child was able to adjust pace, correct their own grammar, use 
expressive voices for their characters, and become louder and more precise with their 
decisions.  !
Using a recording app on the iPad allowed the subjects to record their ideas at a 
conversational speed, giving the stories fluidity (MacArthur & Graham, 1987). It also gave 
the subjects the opportunity to demonstrate their understanding of stories, with even Child 
3 demonstrating the knowledge of a stories beginning and end (Campbell & Hlusek, 2009). 
However, despite the iPad becoming a cultural tool in today’s society (Prensky, 2001; 
Vasudevan et al, 2010), the app faltered in its ability to allow the subjects to edit their work. 



iTalk was easy for the children to start recording, stop and replay, yet if the child wanted to 
change a word or add a phrase then they would need to re-record the whole story. At New 
Entrant level this is difficult for the children as not only are they limited by their lack of 
understanding of editing, but they are also limited by their working memory/attention 
capacity, making the iTalk only effective at word, phrase or sentence level. !
Limitations !
To limit the variables in this research the teacher conducted all tasks one-to-one with 
children, so as to limit variance in, for example: teacher phrasing of tasks, encouragement, 
observational comparisons, influence by other students. The children used the same 
stimulus, one with a male character and the second with a female character to appeal to 
both groups. This is something that could be investigated in the future, the children’s 
motivation by stimuli. !
This research was on a small scale investigating only six children for Part 1, this was due 
to constraints in the timetable and other teacher duties. There was only one child 
investigated in Part 2 as Child 1 was the only child thought to be capable of writing 
independently, as the other children have had limited experience of this and the teacher 
was worried about what this experience might have on them thereafter. However, for this 
research it would be beneficial to be able to investigate a greater number of children for 
both parts 1 and 2. !
Conclusion 
This research can conclude that it is inconclusive as to whether the use of technology can 
be effective in enhancing children’s writing quality as the study is underpowered causing a 
lack of statistical significance. There was a trend that it aids children’s writing but that is 
partly impacted by the fact that the subjects were becoming more familiar to the overall 
writing process. In the age group of five year olds, this study has not had the 
overwhelming success that the literature would imply, however, there were different levels 
of effectiveness for individual children. This research would suggest that the use of a 
recording device in the writing process would be particularly effective for low achieving 
children, those with special educational needs or those with low confidence and self-
efficacy. However, children with English as an additional language may not have the best 
results with this method because of the low level of their english oral language. !
Vygotsky’s theories convey the importance of verbalising thinking in order to organise 
thoughts and ideas. His theories went on to suggest that collaboration and shared learning 
experiences would also enhance this, which is suggested the web 2.0 tools would support. !
In order to improve the affects of the process suggested in this research utilising the iPad 
app iTalk, children need to acquire further skills. Firstly, a greater understanding of oral 
storytelling traditions would be beneficial, as children appear to have a preference towards 
picture books, due to prior exposure. Children need to gain more experience of both 
listening to and creating oral stories for an audience so that they are more familiar with the 
task when using the iTalk to record. This would give the task of writing a story authenticity 
to the children and help them to understand the role of storyteller, be good listeners and be 
able to analyse what makes a good oral speaker.  !
Secondly, these children would need a greater understanding of process of editing work. 
At this year level the children’s response of editing was acceptable as they had had none 
to a small amount of experience of this. So of course, the children took editing and the 



phrase ‘make changes’ to mean that they could record a completely new story. This would 
suggest that perhaps this method would be more beneficial to older children who have 
some experience of editing already and are focusing their learning more on the content of 
their stories rather than having a priority on the mechanics of writing.  !
Thirdly, whilst this technology, the iTalk iPad app, seemed to be appropriate for this task, a 
proper analysis using TPACK (Koehler & Mishra, 2009) may have illuminated the flaws of 
this technology for children wanting to edit and the ease of doing so. 
   
This research suggests that the use of technology can be particularly motivating and 
engaging for some children in the writing process, or those needing a safe non-
confrontational environment in which to explore story writing.  But there should be a 
balance between the mechanical and communicative aspects of writing as there is much 
to be gained from students practising oral language skills, such as oral skills, audience 
awareness and authenticity. Therefore the iPad could be used as one tool in the writing 
process that children have access to and opportunities to use (Fullan & Langworthy, 
2014). For some children their next steps in writing may be quality and others may be 
quantity, and therefore there would be a different focus by the teacher for utilising the 
technology. There should also be a balance between the use of technology and the 
specific software that is employed. !
During this research, biases for the use of technology in classrooms became apparent, 
despite the findings highlighted by this investigation. It is therefore another reason as to 
why this research has been presented in a scientific and quantitative manner. It often 
appears that educational literature is not as scrutinised as for example, medical literature 
is. Why do we try to be so thorough with medicine yet do not hold similar values to the 
education and future of our children? Why are we so quick to support the latest trends, 
without peer reviewed research, to demonstrate consistent effectiveness of the methods 
proposed? If a medical researcher finds that a pathway of care improves patient 
outcomes, the same study needs to be replicated at different sites to validate the study. 
Why is this not done in education? This researcher is glad to see that this need for a 
robust and evidence-based programme is one of the ten strategic priorities for 21st century 
skills and digital competencies (Kaye, 2014).  !
Further study for this research would be to utilise subjects who regularly experience a 
similar writing process, and then to introduce the iPad to see if it is effective in raising the 
quality of the writing. This would also be supported by the acquiring of the further skills 
mentioned already and an element of assessing engagement and motivation would be 
included by, for example, making quantified observations at set intervals during the task.  !!!!!!!!!!!!!
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