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Abstract Storybook reading experiences have the
potential to foster children’s cognitive skills in regard to
sequencing a story plot, making predictions about the
outcome, comprehending the story’s message, and
understanding  cause and  effect relationships.
Deconstruction enables children to think critically about
the story’s protagonist’s perspectives, themes, and
messages. Thus, deconstruction can be a useful method for
examining a story’s elements with children and triggering
them to make intertextual connections among stories. This
study focuses on preschoolers’ intertextual connection
competencies and provides them with a novel activity.
Therefore, the study focused on a well-known fairytale
titled “The Little Red Riding Hood” along with two
different, newer versions of the story. The present study’s
participants included thirty preschool children (fifteen girls
and fifteen boys). The following three versions of the “Red
Riding Hood” stories were read twice during the small
group reading activity: “The Little Red Riding Hood,”
“Very Little Red Riding Hood” (written by Teresa Heapy,
illustrated by Sue Heap), and “Who is Afraid of Red Riding
Hood?” (written by Sara Sahinkanat, illustrated by Ayse
Inan Alican). The stories present different perspectives and
contradictory messages regarding the same topic. The
findings revealed that the children talked about intertextual
linkage between story plots wherein they focused on the
climaxes as dissimilar and similar points. The study
findings show that half of the children retold their stories
along the same lines as those in the previous stories. On the
other hand, eleven children drew intertextual connections
in their stories and combined different characters, plots,
and/or settings from the three versions. Deconstruction can
be a fruitful teaching method with which early childhood
teachers may encourage children to assert perspectives,
think critically, and make intertextual connections among
stories to foster their story comprehension.
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Intertextuality, the Little Red Riding Hood

1. Introduction

Storybook reading is a fruitful and enjoyable early
childhood activity that supports children’s development
and learning [1]. A plethora of research has thoroughly
documented that reading and telling stories to young
children foster their vocabulary development, narrative
skills, print awareness, story comprehension, and
understandings of print-related concepts [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7].
Furthermore, storybook reading experiences have the
potential to foster children’s cognitive skills in regard to
sequencing a story plot, making predictions about the
outcome, comprehending the story’s message, and
understanding cause-and-effect relationships [8]. Stories
also provide enriched context with which children may
introduce different themes, protagonists, problems, and
solutions as well as think and learn about protagonists’
perspectives, feelings, beliefs, and mental states. In
addition, stories present their writers’ points of view and
allow children to construct their own meanings from them.
Children are enabled to execute both interpersonal and
intrapersonal intelligence during reading activities [9].
Therefore, stories can be used as a tool to support
children’s critical thinking skills [10]. Sipe [11] articulated
that implementing intertextual connections during story
reading can be an effective way to bolster children’s
critical thinking skills and meaning construction obtained
from stories.

1.1. Intertextuality

The term “intertextuality” was derived from Julia
Kristeva (1969) [14], who endeavored to blend both
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Saussure’s and Ferdinand’s semiotics and extend the
notion of the text boundaries aside from the solely written
discourse. She reflected poststructuralist perspectives on
the text notion and asserted that the multimodality of
semiotics, such as visuals, gestures, images, mimed
features, as well as aural and spatial aspects, are also kinds
of texts because these devices carry messages and derive
meanings from them. Kristeva additionally advocated
intersubjectivity in the meaning-making process, which
asserts that texts’ meanings are dependent upon other texts
and that intra-textual relations exist [12, 13, 14]. A reader’s
prior reading experiences regarding content, visuals,
writing style, message, and context may potentially affect
the next reading comprehension process. The reader
transforms prior experiences and knowledge through the
following meaning-making process, and thus there exists
interdependency between texts (intertextual connections).
Hartman [15] examined eight competent readers’
intertextual connections while reading five texts. He
determined the readers made the following two main
intertextual links between the passages: (a) socio-cultural
and historical linkages, and (b) connections among
incidents, thoughts, and characters. Research has revealed
that primary-grade children make intertextual connections
among different texts, genres, and subjects (thematic
connections) [16, 17, 18, 11, 19]. Furthermore, first-grade
children are capable of making linkages among story
elements such as characters, plots, scenes, themes, and
phrases in their story-based discourses [20].

The majority of intertextuality studies have been
conducted with school-aged children. However, studies
have provided evidence that children make connections
between read-aloud stories and their play [21]. In addition,
young children are capable of establishing intertextual
linkages between stories and their personal experiences [22,
23, 24]. It is also essential that emergent-reader children
assemble their daily experiences, prior knowledge, and
backgrounds during shared book reading practices to
facilitate the meaning-making process [25]. However, only
a limited number of studies have investigated the
emergence of intertextuality in young children [11, 23],
and thus this study implements the deconstruction method
to expand educators’ knowledge of young children’s
intertextuality connections during storybook reading.

1.2. Deconstruction

The term “deconstruction” comprises two parts—“de”
(reversal or removal) and “construct” (to put together
parts)—and refers to the process of taking apart concepts
and meanings [26, p. 268]. The theoretical background
behind deconstruction is based on Jacques Derrida’s study
and poststructuralist language theories. According to
Derrida [27], meanings are constructed through the
changing relations between a binary opposition. For
example, the meaning of gender is established through the
binary opposition of a male and a female [26, 27]. The aim

of the deconstruction is to clarify the relations of power
between the two dichotomies and demonstrate their links
rather than their oppositions, hence creating as many new
meanings as possible [26, 27]. As a teaching technique,
Mac Naugton and William [26] suggested helping children
examine the stories they read and encouraging them to
think of alternative possibilities. Deconstruction enables
children to think critically about a story’s themes and
messages as well as a protagonist’s perspectives. Thus,
deconstruction can be a useful method for examining a
story’s elements with children and triggering them to make
intertextual connections among different versions of the
same story.

This study focuses on preschoolers’ intertextual
connection competencies and provides them with a novel
activity. Therefore, the study focused on a well-known
fairytale titled “The Little Red Riding Hood” along with
two different, newer versions of the story. The present
study aimed to deconstruct these stories with preschoolers
by helping them engage in a critical examination of the
stories’ messages and protagonists’ points of view.

2. Materials and Methods

A qualitative case study method was used to examine
preschoolers’ story deconstruction abilities. The present
study’s participants included thirty preschool children
(fifteen girls and fifteen boys) recruited from three classes
in two public preschools in Kirsehir, Turkey. After
receiving official permission from both ethics commissions
and the National Ministry of Education, informed consent
forms were sent to parents via children’s preschool
teachers. The children were selected using a purposeful
sampling method regarding gender and age. Previous
studies provide evidence that children’s story
comprehension and production can be differentiated
according to their gender and age groups [38, 39]. Older
age groups in addition to girls in general tended to exhibit
more favorable performances. Therefore, the age group
was standardized as children aged five years and the
distribution of the children’s genders was equalized. The
children’s mean age was 63.55 months (SD = 2.45), and all
were preliterate, monolingual Turkish children. The
participating children were typically developed based on
their parents’ and the three classroom teachers’ reports.

The following three versions of the “Red Riding Hood”
stories were read twice during the small group reading
activity: “The Little Red Riding Hood,” (adapted by
Susanna Davidson, illustrated by Mike Gordon) “Very
Little Red Riding Hood” (written by Teresa Heapy,
illustrated by Sue Heap), and “Who is Afraid of Red Riding
Hood?” (written by Sara Sahinkanat, illustrated by Ayse
Inan Alican). The stories depict different perspectives and
contradictory messages regarding the same topic. First, the
original version, “The Little Red Riding Hood,” was read
to refresh the children’s memories and determine their
familiarity with the story; all children were familiar with
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the original version. In order to eliminate the order of book
effects, the storybooks counterbalanced into two
sub-groups. During the second book reading session, half
the children were read “Very Little Red Riding Hood,”
while the other half were read “Who is Afraid of Red
Riding Hood?” as a second story. Figure 1 presents the
storybook reading process. This study’s first author, a
faculty member at a state university and a children’s
literature lecturer, read the three stories to the participating
children. Storybook reading sessions were conducted as
small groups with three or four children each. Storybook
reading processes were standardized among the three
storybooks and the groups. All reading sessions were held
in rooms in the schools separate from their own classroom,
and the researcher read aloud each book twice using
appropriate prosody.

1. Original 1. Original
version of the of version of the of
the Little Red the Little Red
Riding Hood Riding Hood
 EEEE— S —
2. Very Little Red 2 V;gn;%.fg?afd
Riding Hood of Red Riding

Hood?

- @@ - @@
 —— ) E—
3. Who is ‘flﬁmd 3. Vervy Little Red

of Red Riding =%
Hood? Riding Hood
- —

Figure 1. The Storybook Reading Process

First, the original version, “The Little Red Riding Hood,”
was read to refresh the children’s memories and determine
their familiarity with the story; all children were familiar
with the original version. In order to eliminate the order of
book effects, the storybooks counterbalanced into two
sub-groups. During the second book reading session, half
the children were read “Very Little Red Riding Hood,”
while the other half were read “Who is Afraid of Red
Riding Hood?” as a second story. The researcher did not
provide any mediation such as discussing illustrations,
predicting story plots, or asking or answering children’s
questions. After the reading sessions were finished,
children were allowed to manipulate the storybooks and
examine the illustrations on their own.

Following each story reading session, children were
asked Swindler Boutte’s [28] questions individually to
spark their critical discussion about the books. The four
questions were related to what the children liked and did
not like about each story and its protagonist, including what
sounded the same and what was different across all three
[26, p. 274]. After completing the three-story reading
process, each child was encouraged to tell his or her own
“Little Red Riding Hood” story. Their narratives were
audio recorded and analyzed considering story elements
such as characters, settings, plots, and themes. In addition,

the children’s preferences among the versions and their
own points of view were examined. The first and second
researchers analyzed the data independently, and the
agreement between the two researchers was determined to
be 98%, thus providing evidence of high inter-rater
reliability between the researchers [40].

3. Findings

3.1. Children's Affective Responses to the Stories

Following each book reading session, children were
asked how they felt while listening to each story. The
researchers did not prefer using directive questions such as
“Do you like this story?” Rather, children were provided
pictures of three faces (smiling, neutral, and frowning) to
convey their feelings and affective responses to each story.
As illustrated in Table 1, 96.67% of children most enjoyed
listening to the original version, 90% most enjoyed
listening to “Very Little Red Riding Hood,” and 86.66%
most enjoyed listening to “Who is Afraid of Red Riding
Hood?”

Table 1. Children’s feelings about the stories

Like Dislike
f % f %
The Little Red Riding 29 96.67 1 33
Hood
Very Little Red Riding 27 90 3 10
Hood
Who is Afraid of Red
Riding Hood? 26 86.66 4 13.33

3.2. What Children Liked and did not Like about the
Two New Versions

Table 2 indicates what the children liked and did not like
about “The Little Red Riding Hood” and the two new
versions. Among the children, twenty-four liked the “Very
Little Red Riding Hood” story plot, eleven liked the
characters, and six liked the setting. On the other hand,
three children did not like the new story plot, while two
liked neither the characters nor the setting.

Table 2. What the children liked and did not like about the two new
versions

Very Little Red Riding ~ Who is Afraid of Red Riding

Hood Hood?

* f
Dislike
Plot 3 3
Character
Setting 2 2
Like
Plot 24 18
Character 11 14
Setting 6 4

*Some children provided answers that covered more than one category.
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With respect to “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?”
eighteen children liked the story plot, fourteen liked the
characters, and four liked the setting. However, four
children did not like the new characters, three did not like
the new plot, and two did not like the new setting. Some of
the children’s responses included:

In order to reveal children’s intertextual connections
between the stories, they were asked to compare the new
versions with the original story regarding similar and
different points. Table 3 illustrates the children’s
comparisons regarding story eclements, wherein the
majority of children made comparisons in terms of the

“I don’t like the story [Very Little Red Riding Hood]
because I like the hunter. Hmmm, he has an axe and he
was a strong man” (Dislikes character; B7).

“I love the story [Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?]
because the wolf cub so pretty, because I love the wolf
cub” (Likes character; G11).

“I don’t like the story [Who is Afraid of Red Riding
Hood]. I like that the wolf eats the grandmother and Red
Riding Hood. The hunter finds the wolf and overcomes it.
My father told the story and it was more exciting”
(Dislikes plot; B13).

“I love the story [Very Little Red Riding Hood]. They
[wolf, grandmother, and Red Riding Hood) play games,
eat cake, and draw pictures. They are happy.” (Likes plot;
Go).

3.3. Similarities and Differences between " Very Little

Red Riding Hood" and the Original Version

stories’ wolf characters. Among the children, twenty-eight
firstly reported similar physical features of the wolves
across the stories. The wolves are strong, large in size, and
have larger eyes and mounts than do humans. In addition,
sixteen children articulated that the wolf'is a good character
in “Very Little Red Riding Hood” as opposed to his
negative portrayal in the original version.

Secondly, twenty-four children asserted that the Red
Riding Hood characters in the stories have similar physical
features and clothing. Thirdly, seventeen children claimed
both stories possess grandmother characters as similar
points, but six children articulated that, differently from the
original version, the grandmother was unfriendly toward
the wolf in “Very Little Red Riding Hood.” Lastly, eleven
children expressed the hunter character’s non-existence in
“Very Little Red Riding Hood.” In “The Little Red Riding
Hood,” six children stated they enjoyed the hunter
character and the plot wherein Red Riding Hood and her
grandmother were rescued from the wolf.

Table 3. Children’s intertextual connections between “Very Little Red Riding Hood” and the original version

Similar Dissimilar
/ /
The wolf The wolf
Characters (physical features: big, strong, etc.) 28 (good character) 16
Red Riding Hood 24 The hunter 1
(features, clothing) (missing character)
Grandmother
Grandmother 17 (behaves unfriendly toward the wolf) 6
Red Riding Hood carries cakes/food to her The wolf does not eat the grandmother or Red
Plots 10 e 26
grandmother. Riding Hood.
Red Riding Hood encounters the wolf in the The wolf plays with Red Riding H(.)Od (e.g., they
8 draw, dance, eat, and play games) in her 18
forest. s
grandmother’s home.
They both visit the grandmother’s The wolf, Red Riding Hood, and her
7 . 15
home. grandmother all become friends.
“What big ears you have” (spoken) 4 Red Riding Hood cries. 7
Settings Forest 14 Grandmother’s house 8

Forest 3
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Most children articulated dissimilar points between the
three stories’ plots. As shown in Table 3, twenty-six
children mentioned the wolf did not eat Red Riding Hood
or her grandmother in “Very Little Red Riding Hood.” In
addition, eighteen children indicated that the wolf played
with Red Riding Hood, while fifteen asserted that the wolf
became a friend of Red Riding Hood and her grandmother
in this version. On the other hand, ten children expressed
that Red Riding Hood carried cakes/food to her
grandmother, eight mentioned Red Riding Hood and the
wolf met in the forest, seven children indicated the wolf
followed Red Riding Hood to her grandmother’s home,
and four reported similar dialogs in both stories.

Finally, the children gave responses regarding the stories’

settings. Among them, fourteen expressed that both stories
take place in a large forest. However, eight children
claimed the grandmother’s house is different in “Very
Little Red Riding Hood” regarding rooms and furniture and
that there are toys for Red Riding Hood in her
grandmother’s house. Only three children articulated that
Red Riding Hood visited her grandmother’s house by
tracking different routes.

3.4. Similarities and Differences between "Who is
Afraid of Red Riding Hood?" and the Original
Version

Children were asked what sounded the same and what
was different between the original version and “Who is
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Afraid of Red Riding Hood?” with the aim of unveiling
their intertextual connections between stories. As Table 4
indicates, eighteen children reported that both stories have
wolf characters, yet they expressed both a wolf cub (n =23)
and his mother (n = 12) in “Who is Afraid of Red Riding
Hood?” as being distinctions. Furthermore, sixteen
children articulated that the Red Riding Hoods in both
stories possess similar features and clothing.

With respect to dissimilar story plots, nineteen children
indicated that, in “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?”,
the wolf did not eat Red Riding Hood or her grandmother,
eleven expressed that the wolf was afraid of Red Riding
Hood, nine stated the wolf cub obtained permission from
his mother to visit the forest alone, and seven claimed the
wolf cub prepared a poster to warn the hunter that wolves
do not eat humans any longer; rather, they eat vegetables
and are sick of being portrayed as bad characters in
fairytales. On the other hand, eight children claimed the
wolf cub’s mother and Red Riding Hood’s grandmother
warn them both about the forest’s dangers.

Lastly, thirteen children claimed both stories include
forest-related scenes. In addition, twenty-two children
indicated that they also perceived the wolf cub’s home in
“Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?”” Furthermore, eight
children determined the grandmother’s house as being
dissimilar from that in the original version. Among the
children, six articulated the wolf cub’s toys as being
distinct from the original version, and the children
expressed that they enjoyed the wolf cub’s toys.

Table 4. Intertextual connections between “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?” and the original version

Similar Dissimilar
f f
The wolf 18 The wolf cub 23
Character
Red Riding Hood 16 The wolf’s mother 12
(features, clothing)
Grandmother 7 The hunter 4
The wolf cub’s mother and Red Riding o
Th If Red R H h
Plots Hood’s mother warn them both about the 8 e wolf does not eat Red Riding Hood or her 19
R grandmother.
forest’s dangers.
The wolf is afraid of Red Riding Hood. 11
The wolf cub gets permission to visit the 9
forest.
He prepares/draws/paints a poster to warn the
hunter they do not eat humans; they eat 7
vegetables.
Settings Forest 13 Wolf’s house 22
Grandmother’s house 8

The wolf cub owns toys at home. 6
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3.5. The Children's Preferences among the Versions

The three storybooks were read to the participating
children, who were then asked about which story they
liked the most. Table 5 displays children’s story
preferences across the three books. Among them, 43.33%
preferred “Very Little Red Riding Hood,” 30% preferred
the original version, 16.67% preferred “Who is Afraid of
Red Riding Hood?” and 10% enjoyed all three versions
equally.

Table 5. Children’s preferences among the three stories

f %
Very Little Red Riding Hood 13 43.33 2a 2b
The Little Red Riding Hood 9 30.00 Figure 2. Intertextual Stories
Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood? > 16.67 On the other hand, half the children told replicated
All versions 3 10.00 stories, wherein 26.66% retold “The Little Red Riding
Total 30 100 Hood,” 13.33% retold “Very Little Red Riding Hood,” and

10% retold “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?” Figure
3a illustrates a replicated story wherein a child focused on
the dialogs between the wolf and Red Riding Hood in “The
Little Red Riding Hood,” claiming he simultaneously
enjoyed and was nervous about the dialogs between both
stories’ protagonists and wolves. Figure 3b depicts this
child’s replicated story of “Very Little Red Riding Hood,”
wherein the author (child) enjoyed the wolf (the
green-colored character), Red Riding Hood, and her
grandmother playing together.

3.6. The Children's Own Stories about Red Riding
Hood

After completing the entire storybook reading process,
children were encouraged to tell their own stories about
Red Riding Hood. Furthermore, the children were allowed
to make any possible changes regarding story plots,
characters, and settings based on their preferences.

As illustrated in Table 6, 36.67% of children told
intertextual stories. The children combined characters,
settings, and plots of the various versions into single
stories. Figure 2a displays one child’s story about the wolf
cub from “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?” as well as
the wolf, Red Riding Hood, and her grandmother from
“Very Little Red Riding Hood,” all of whom enjoyed a
picnic at the forest.

The wolf cub from “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?”
visited the protagonist from “Very Little Red Riding Hood”
to join a picnic with the wolf and grandmother from the
latter version.

e
™

Table 6. Children’s storytelling features

3a 3b
S % . )
Figure 3. Replicated Stories

Intertextual/eclectic 11 36.67 b hild ) I

Furthermore o children told more origina
The Little Red Riding Hood 8 26.66 urthe . W . d . & vy

- — personalized/unique stories than others. Figure 4a depicts

Very Little Red Riding Hood 4 13.33 a little blue riding hood character taking care of the wolf’s
Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood? 3 10.00 cubs when the wolf goes to work, as the wolf and the
Personalized/Unique Stories 2 6.67 protagonist are good neighbors. Figure 4b illustrates the
Did not tell a story 2 6.67 grandmother taking the protagonist and the wolf cub to
Total 30 100 school, where they play together as classmates and where

their teacher is a large wolf. Finally, two children did not
tell any story.
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Figure 4. Personalized/Unique Stories

4. Conclusions

Storybook reading is a widespread activity in preschool
education [30, 31]. However, deconstruction is an unusual
method in storybook reading activities that has been
suggested as a teaching method to help children with their
critical meaning making. The current study presents an
example of using different versions of “The Little Red
Riding Hood” to deconstruct stories with preschoolers.
This study’s findings reveal that children enjoyed listening
to the two new versions (“Very Little Red Riding Hood”
[n=27] and “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?” [n=26])
of the well-known story, while on the other hand, the
majority of children (96.67%) most preferred listening to
the original version. Previous studies have revealed that
children enjoy listening to the same story more than one
time and rejoice in repetitive speaking patterns and
predictable story plots [3, 29]. Porras-Gonzalez [32]
advocated that repetitive and predictable story patterns
foster children’s story comprehension. Children may
engage in the story-listening process more actively and
may feel more comfortable when presented with
predictable story plots and dialogs. Thus, familiar stories
may be more enjoyable for young children.

The study findings revealed that young children are
capable of making comparisons and detecting intertextual
connections between the original and new versions of “The
Little Red Riding Hood”. Sipe [33] found that first- and
second-grade children made intertextual connections
among five variants of the Rapunzel story. Although
previous studies have focused on school-aged children’s
intertextual abilities, the present study’s findings present
evidence for children’s abilities to compare physical
features, personal features, and behaviors between
characters in detail. For example, six children articulated
the grandmother’s behaving badly toward the wolf in
“Very Little Red Riding Hood” as being distinct from the
original version and subsequently expressed disapproval of
this behavior. The findings also reveal that children can
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adopt perspectives from various characters. Studies have
demonstrated that perspective-taking and theory-of-mind
competencies are associated with children’s story
comprehension abilities [37, 41, 42, 43]. Although the
study is preliminary, the findings have unearthed possible
relations between young children’s theory of mind and
intertextual thinking. Further studies should examine
young children’s intertextual competencies in the scope of
mind theory to elaborate our understandings of how young
children process information across stories.

Similarly, the children talked about intertextual linkages
between story plots wherein they focused on the climaxes
as dissimilar points, such as the wolf eating neither the
grandmother nor Red Riding Hood in the new versions.
Children can be expected to primarily focus on a plot’s
main events, which include a story’s most exciting and
imaginative scenes. Another one of this study’s interesting
findings is that most children were aware that the original
climax was missing in the new versions, although only
three children actually sought the original climax in the
new versions and thus resisted the new story plots. The
children articulated that the wolf eats neither Red Riding
Hood nor her grandmother, and for that reason, the new
versions were not enjoyable for them. These findings
convey that the majority of young children are capable of
and open to making intertextual connections among stories.
However, few children can exhibit story resistance.
Similarly, Sipe and McGuire [34] articulated intertextual
resistance, which refers to children’s conflict between a
well-known story and a new version. These findings,
although preliminary due to a limited number of
participants and previous studies mainly conducted with
school-aged children, accurately portray young children’s
meaning-making capacities. Further studies must examine
young children’s intertextual reasoning across the stories in
further detail.

Furthermore, the children’s preferences among all
versions reflect their own understandings and points of
view. According to the study’s findings, 43.33% of
children preferred “Very Little Red Riding Hood.” It is
believed that developmentally appropriate adaptations in
the “Very Little Red Riding Hood” plot are what captured
children’s attention and interest according to their
responses regarding their enjoyment when the wolf, Red
Riding Hood, and the grandmother played games together
and became friends. And when Red Riding Hood shared
her toys with the wolf; play is a crucial and fun activity for
young children [35, 36]. Similarly, 16.67% of the children
who selected “Who is Afraid of Red Riding Hood?” stated
they enjoyed learning about the wolf’s childhood, its
mother, and its toys in the story’s plot and illustrations.
Therefore, children’s age-appropriate interests and needs
may influence their story preferences.

Finally, the study findings reveal that half the children
retold their stories along the same lines as those in the three
versions of “The Little Red Riding Hood.” On the other
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hand, eleven children drew intertextual connections in their
stories and combined different characters, plots, and/or
settings from the three versions. The findings provided
information about preschoolers’ abilities to deconstruct the
meaning-making process through stories. However, the
study poses limitations regarding the number of
participants, the number of storybooks, and the children’s
unfamiliarity with using the deconstruction method with
different versions of a story. This study indicates that the
different versions of these stories offer children various
possibilities related to the same topic, thus enabling them to
think about alternative ideas and subsequently express their
own. Deconstruction can be a fruitful teaching method with
which early childhood teachers may encourage children to
assert perspectives, think critically, and make intertextual
connections among stories to foster their story
comprehension abilities. Future studies should examine the
deconstruction method’s efficiency in children’s story
comprehension and story retelling skills through an
experimental design that controls extraneous variables and
presents clearer information in regard to causality.
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