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A ABSTRACT

: This two-year pilot study -examined the effectiveness

t of whole language on tiae literacy development -of selected -at-risk

. children. comparing the performance of nearly 100 first .and- secona:

o graders in whole language and traditional .classrooms. Findings: showed

i that children from the whole language classrooms performed .as well as

- their counterparts fronm traditional c;asses’on standardized
achievement tests in read.ng. informal, qgalitative measures of
literacy development indicated that, compared to children :n

traditional classrooms, children from the whole language-classrooms:
(1) read for meaning better, corrected more of their mistakes, and
retold more fully the stories they read; (2) wrote so much that they
did as well or better than their traditional counterparts on '
spelling, with little or no direct instruction in spelling; (3)
appeared.more confident in their reading; and (4) appeared to possess
a wider variety of strategies related to reading. The study .concluded
that children in the whole language classrooms appeared to feel
better about themselves as readers, writers, and learners; seemed to
know more about the reading process, and appeared to learn the
mechanics of reading and writing as well as or retter than their
traditional counterparts without high levels of'Jirect skill and
drill instruction; and appeared to:be on their way to hecoming more
independent learners than the children in the traditional program.
Thus, the study concluded that whole language (in the hands. of
trained and committed teachers) appears to be a viable alternative to
traditional-instruction for young children at-risk. (Pifty-five
references are attached, and appendix2s contain reading and writing
interview data.) (SR)
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WHOLE LANGUAGZ AND: m mmu' I-ITERLCY 0!' AT-RISK .
CHILDREN: A TWO YBAR CO!(PARA'I‘IVE STUDY

Children of poverty, whether i'nhen-cj.‘jl;ji oF 1_';'}1'1'&1, -'lgeﬁgfil:fil’ o

do not do wsll in school. They séem to have an eip‘e‘ci‘elly\'hard '
time learning to read and write. 'l'reditionel schooling has not .

J& .
beeili very isuccessful with these chiXdran. Recently, there is an

alternative paradigm being tried in severel loceles. Thi.-\ )

alternative model for instruction is called whqle l:enguege end e

refers to a learn-by-doing, integrated,. ‘chi«ld-‘c’:en"tered,'
iliterature-based curriculum. The purpose of Whole Lenguege and
the Emergent Literacy of At-Risk Childr;an:'- k Two Yeer
Comparative Study was to determine the et:edtivenees; of whole
language on the literacy development of. selectedﬂet-‘:r?i"sk
children. _ ‘

The enclosed report .summerizas the two(2) year pllot_:. etudy
with at-risk first and second graders in two typee‘ of cleee:ogins, ‘
whole lengqega and traditional. Nearly 100 low SES: children,
matched by -age, ’_‘;séx, race, and mean score on the' SAT irere

involved in various aspects of the study across the two years.

ere formuiated for the study:
1) Children 1n th2 whole language classrooms would perform
as wel'l or better than children in the traditional

classrooms on formal measures of literacy develepnent.‘

2) Children in the whole language classrooms would perform
better than children in the traditional classrooms on

informal, qualitative measures of literacy development..
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5 Relative to the first hypotiiesis we found that children from

** . the whole language classrooms ﬁerto:@gd' as well ‘v"a‘s‘ ‘thé‘i:-

counterparts fzom traditional classes on standardized achieveément

tests in reading. We also found tha't,, ~‘i“n some instances;

children in the whole language classrooms performed béttgg- than

their traditional counterparts on other more informal measures of

literacy development.

Specifically, our informal msasures indicated that:

1)

2)

3).

Children from the whole language classroonms ro‘qd for )

meaning better, corrected more of their 'nisfakéé," and l

retold more fully the stories they read thain did
children in the traditional classrcoms..

Children in the whole languzge classroongiwro.te, 80
much ‘f.ﬁat they did as well or better th"aﬁ i:h‘ei‘t
traditional counterpgrts on spelling, with lit:.tl’e or no
direct instruction in spelling.

Children in the whole language classrocms appeared more
confident in their reading than did children in the
traditional program. For instance, when asked, "Who
do you know who is a good readsr?" eighty-two percent
(82%) of the 'childr;en in the whole lgpguagg classes
responded *Me,® while only 5% of the children from the

traditional classrooms gave that same answer.
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4) Children in the whole language Classrooms: appeared to
possess a wider variety of stratogie: rclated To-
reading than children in the trad:lt:lonal ela:nroons.

When asked ... "What ‘do you. do when you conc to -

4
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scmething you don't know. when you :aad?f' _Chil_dren» in
the whole language clissro‘&ns of-f“e,réd’ ‘several in.ore,

options than children in the traditional classrooms.

From these data, several conclusions ~hajie amerged. Among _':

?f{) them are the following:

E 1) Whole language in the hands of trained and committed:

g teachers appears to be a viable ,qlte‘\rna_tive: to -

traditional instructisa for young children at-risk.

2) Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to > i
feel better about themselves as readers, writeri and -

learners.

. 3) Children in the whole language classrooms seemed to

know more &bout the reading process, and they appeaﬁéd

to learn the mechanics of reading and writing as "w.“él:l
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or better than their traditional counterparts without -
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high levels of direct skill and drill instruction.
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4) Children in the whole language classrooms appear to be.
on their way to becoming mcre independent leéarners than'
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the children in the traditional program.
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'The philosophy upon which whclo langungc is basod is a
complex blend of socio-psycholinguistic 'thoorios which yiald ‘a
substantially differcnt set of basic alsunptions than thoscxl
underlying traditional instruction. wholc ranguaga ig - thg

curricular application of such a :ocio-psycholinguistid*'

theoretical base. It is not just another,nqthod>of tg;chipg
reading. i - | _
As researchers interested in identitying succcsaful learning,'
experiences for at-risk children, we are ploased with thc results
of this pilot study. For schecol officials the reuults of this
study should be particularly helpful. Whole langgago Cpro,kgz_;a.ms
provide teachers a viable instructional option tb~;fhditi§ﬁa@;f
skills based prograns. _ ’ |
The Tennessee State University's Center qf Ekqeli?pco in\
Basic Skills appreciates your interast in our Whéie'lghggége
research. We hope this report will be beneficial innterﬁﬁwbt
curriculum planning and decision making. This xese;;ch.hag'bgen
presented nationally at thé'Nationai.Reading Conferencae, tﬂe

International Reading Association, the National Council of

‘} . Teachers of English, elementary strand, and internationally &t

the World Congress on Literacy.

If you have any questions related to this study, whole
1ap§page program development and implementation,'indluding
insetvice training, please contact Dr. Carole F. Stice, Center of
Exééllence for Research in Basic Skills at Tennessee State
University (615) 251-1160. This Study was conducted by Dr.
. Carole F. Stice, Research Associate at TSU~COE, and Dr. Nancy P. .

gfq‘B&ttrand, Associate Professdr of Elementary Education at MTSU.
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Whole Language and the Emergent Literacy
of At-Risk children:
A Two Year Comparative Study

Backqround

The Center ¢f Excellence in Basic Skills is one of several
research and development centers in Tennessee. The Centér's

mission ircludes fundamental and policy research. The Center's

research is aimed at positively influencing the teaching and.
learning of basic skills, particularly as they relate to

students at-risk of not reaching their educgtionél potentiaié-o:

the educational goals set Forth in local, state or national

standards.

The Center houses three research units. The Acadenic
Skills Acquisition, School Community Partnerships and Early
Childhood Units. The Academic Skills Acquisition Unit (Asa),

is currently engaged in ongoing resear¥ch into the relative .

effectiveness of instructional programs and curricula on literacy
development. Specifically, the ASA Unit has conducted studies on
an intergrated, litera‘ture-kased alternative instructicmal
paradigm called whole language. This research focuses on
literacy development with children at-risk of sche¢ol failure.
The research activities have passed through several phases.
Phase One (1984-1986) focused on recruitment of teachers
interested in developing wiole language clasgrooms. Extensive
recruitment and in-service on whole language was conducted in
selected schools. During this time, the emphasis was on
developing a solid theoretical foundation on which to base the

dévelopment of practical application. An in-service manual of
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/-~ holistic instructional st-ategy ideas was completied in 1986, A
revised edition of the manual was released in 1989 and over 300
co;{i‘es are in use in Tennessee classrooms. In addition, several
small studies related to issues in\hoiistic, Iiteragpre*bgsed
instruction were conducted from 1984-1986 inclnging~writingiin a.
whole language kindergarten (Stice and Waddell, 1986), concept
mappirg as an effective metacognitive strategy for young cﬁildren
(Stice and Alvarez, 1987), the current nature of traditional
instruction in regular developmental reading classrooms in‘
Tennessee (Stice and call, 1987), and the relationéhip among

various personality traits of teachers and their theoretical

orientations to reading (Stice, Bertrand, Lueder and Dunn, 1989).

Phase Two of the project (1986-88) ronsisted of a two-year
rationalistic, pilot study in five whole language and five
comparable, traditional classrooms. Data collected did not begin
until the whole language teachers felt they had adequate
training, experience and support to implement what could be
recognized as whoie language. This study focused on the effects
of such a curriculum on the literacy development of at-risk
primary grade children as measured by both achievement tests and
informal indices of reading and writing. The results of the two-
year study are the subject of this report.

Phase Three (1987-88), which overlaps with the second year
of the pilot study, is a qualitative, ethnographic style study
developed to answer questions that emerged from the data in the
first year of the pilot. It is somewhat unusual for a
quantitative, experimental study to precede a more naturalistic

research endeavor: however, such a sequence may be used to obtain




_Vx'_baseline data establishing the need for more qualitative in- 5
' depth observations. The results of Pnase Three ere reportec in a

separate docunment, Whole Languagezar the Emergent Literacy'of '

At-Risk Children° Building Models of Practice Tcward a Theory of

Egactice.‘

Rationale:

Purpose. The overriding purpose of this pilot project.was to;
provide decision makers, from local school personnel to state.
education officers, with information and data on the -efficacy of
whole language as a possible alternative to traditioval literacy
instruction. The disparity in school achievement and\later life
success between poor and minority children and their mcre

advantaged counterparts is well documented. Too often poor and

minority children are not becoming sufficiently liferate to
allow the achievement of social and economic parity (Elking,
1988; Kozol, 1985; McDermott, 1974; Neisser, 1986). Indeed,
schools have an unsatisfactory record in even providing equal
opportunity to become literate for non-mainstream children.

(Mikulecky, 1987). Public schools frequently have rewarded

advantaged children who are most likely to become literate with
less authoritarian and more enriched programs, while instruction
for children who are less likely to become literate seems to be é
aimed at drilling, correcting, directing, and disapproving of 3§
their culture, language, and learning (Brooks, 1982; Collins & :

Michaels, 1986; Holdaway, 1979). Clearly the cost to the "

country, not to mention the tragic cost to the individual, is

enormous and likely to mount as literacy demands increase. e

Q
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The two traditional approaches to literacy 1nstrﬁ§tién, the

,€ bhonic skills (or the traditional/bﬁsalyiﬁpprdach[ ahd thﬁ

ills (or behavioral/nastery 1earning) approach,

have not pf@Ven successful in the case of pooz and mihg:jty

children (Kozol, 1985; Ngissér, 1986).
implementation, many eCOnomically'at-:iskjChiid:en continue. to
perform poorly on -standardized achievement and basiciskills,
criterion-referenced tests. | ' o

As an alternative to more skill and drill,; an integfgtad,
holistic instructional program for teaching and learning (i.e.,
whole language) is rapidly making its presence known in th;s

country. This is a promising model for literacy insﬁruction.

Whole language emphasizes a literatiire based, content enriched

environment for children that focuses on using language as a tool
for learning. Some aspects of whole language are based on old
ideas; for example, many educators have long called for more
comprehension centered instruction (Huey, 1908), or more
experientially based instruction (Dewey, 1938; Moffett, 1982).
Many good teachers have always dene scme creative language
activities with their studens, but they tend to be activities
unrelated to any larger context.

Whole language as a theoretical, empirically based
instructional paradigm is new (Altwerger, Edelsky and Flores,

1987; Goodman, 1986). Whole language teaching involves sets of

,beliefs and practices that are substantially different from those

that support traditional, skills based classrooms (Goodman,

1986). Since whole language is largely new and since it appears

Q
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to be a promising area of inguiry, this &tudy focused on the

" effects of whoie language on the literacy development of selacted

at-risk first and seccnd graders: in the Middie Tennessee area.

| Research guestions. The rasearch sought to.- ansvar the

- rollowing ‘question: What are ‘the etfects of a vhble languag

curriculun -on the readirg and writing: developnent of law s\;,awfz

.,,'\

aconomic, inner-city and rural children, grades 1. and 2, ynnpared

to the effects of traditicnal classroom instructio:i?

| }

Literature Review

In the typical American classroom, qn:avaéaée of 90 minutes
per day is set aside for reading instructi n, In many cases,
thfs constitutes fully 30% of the total amguht of instructioﬁal
éime. When a child in the United States receives reading
instructioh, it is usually in a lesson taught to a small group
of children of similar ability. Virtually all primary grade
teachers divide tiie children in their classes into three grbups
of high, average, and low ability. Thzoretically, ability
grouping would allow teachers to pace reading instruction at a
more nearly optimum rate for children at each level. Evidence
suggests: that ability grouping improves the reading achievement
of high ability children while deterring that of low ability
children (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, and Wilkinson, 1985;
Wuthrick, 1990). Further, research suggests that children's
gains in reading achievement are directly proportional to the
amount of time they engage in independent silent reading in
school (Anderson, et al., 1985). Yet, as Anderson et. al., point

out "the amount of time children spend reading in the average

Q
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: 3 uclassroom is small ... (typically) 7 to 8 mi‘nutes pez, day, or»'.f‘
"1ess than 10% of tha total time devoted te ,re;!idinq" (p. 76) ‘ “'I‘he

pages “‘and, ,skil;!." ;!;eets |

!f‘i

dévoted td children conpleting "workboo}:‘

-that'. have ‘doubtful vaiz va in 1earning to ”r”‘e&‘d"' (Andersen e

1985, p. 86),

have "distinctive and identifiable theoret"ical orientations to l*
reading" ... and "that subsequent reauingﬁluper:!ormance and,
classrooni: bshavior was found consistent with the model trom which
the person was operating" (p. 32). 1In other words,‘ teachers
teach according to what they believe the. readlng process ta be or

} what the textbook authors believe, and students 1earn what their

teachers teach. These models are a sound/letur or decod*nq Y

orientatizn, a basal rsader/phonics skills arientation, and a .

whole language orientation (Harste and Burke, '1977).

Sdunc_i/letters or dedbgirxg; orientatieh. . In this thebretiéai. L ‘ 3;

orientation reading is perceived as an offshoot of oral language S

W

ENETR VAR .
VL YR ) RN

in which the reader must learn to .maniﬁul&te the "rqe}.atiop«gl;ipjs,

P
V ;"

between the symbols of speech (sounds) and the graéhic symﬁeie R

that represent them (letters). 'Neither syntax nor semantics are

A
A Yo v ek
I T A L

viewed as primary factors in the reading' process, Keaﬁing{ is o
reached first through the soundf.ietter 'Syster:q (Cohen,. ;9.7}'2& - Frgm . —~(_
. Pestalozzi to Rudolf Flesch, many eduéators have believed th‘iat"
'meaning is derived from the recognition ~§_f \ce,rt/'aﬁ'in J.-ett,er'
combinations (stauffer, p. 7). In addition, ¢his view 6f reading

has come to be accompanied by the bhelief that such decoding
Q
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skills should be taught in a systcmatic, scquontih; manmr

-~

(Dallman, Rauch, Char & peBoer, 1982) R

LY S
RO AN

Proponents of tlis theorc*'ica} or.‘iontation vicw“ r.adincf ai
aither .synthesis or analysis of words, «;vithout,nuch ‘r : A" i f

L neaning; Théy appeatr to. belicva that reading is, f.irstf ot' all,

and assentiany, the mecnanical skill of d,ecoding, ot turning tnc

. printed synbols into sounds [oral synbols} which arc languaqi"'

"“.

(Harste and Burke, 1977, p. 36) ’ |

;» ~ -;r' > ‘c

Critics of phonic or decoding, skills tm”astery model p‘rob&bly,

z.\.-‘

the emphasis on letters; most students do not understand tho
meaning of the words they have read. Today such criti"s cita
several fallacies with the deccding hypothesis. First, wit is ‘
not in print that the meaning of wri.tton language lies( ) RPN
readers must bring meaning to print rather than expect to reczeive
meaning from it" (Smith, 1978,, p. 50). That is, when a child who

is reading with understanding encounters the word "chair®™ :for- -

instance s/he will call upon Jiis/her perggnal exp_ei:ign_ces with |
chairs - the chair s/he sits in at the dinner table, daddy's R

favorite chair, the story Peter's cChair the tenghér ;:‘.ea.idj

yesterday, and so forth. The poor reader tends to be pr‘eoccupied'
with sounding out, or getting the wcrds, 28 the main ,purpose of
reading. ST e " ’ .

Second, there is no fule to tell a child if.a word is to be
regarded as an exception to the most common sound-letter

correspondence. Third, it is not neceséa:’:"g. to gironounce a wrbrd‘

in order to compraeahend its meaning., HMeaning is related to the
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granmar'and context in which words: are emhedded as wcll as "to.
o tho spelling of words ratlier than sound" (Snith, 1978, p. 5>o, ‘
%“lrourth, the most usual and etticient ordor for flucnt readoru and*l
for beginning readers when they encounter anxunknown‘wdrd is to:

" skip it and go on, then come. back, :eread angd gucas, baced on
language cues and their prior knowlodgp and' thgq souqd'i; out
(smith, 1978). That is, good'regdérs utilize @@iﬂa?aﬁiﬁgré
resources. For example, a good bééinping reader enééuﬁteri(theﬁi
following lines; n - | |

Down in the swamp
liveid a big-mouthed toad.

One day a giant dragonfly
came by

and

He ate it in one gqulp ...

and s/he has some difficulty with the word mouthed. At thgt"

point, using sound-letter information, picture support clues,

syntactic and senantic cues, as well as any prior knowledge-aﬂgut &
toads, such as, what they look like, how they'behave, etcetera, : %ﬁ
the reader may produce the exact word. However, if the same fi
good beginning reader elects to skip mouthed, because ‘§/he has 3§
sounded it out (moo - thed) and that has not yeilded a word that ‘i%
_makes sense, s/he may understand it and return to correct it when | '?%

... s/he reads "ate it in one gulp". . ‘ ‘ f‘-ig
Conversely, a beginning reader who does not utilize all }

available resources, but seeks only to sound ouf every unknown
word as s/he has been taught, may carry his/her rendition of

mouthed (moo-théd) to the end of the story, compounding error

H
3
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tho thread of the. story is lost. - -.f Lo C g&» E

&

The quostion asked by ¢ritics of the sub-skills, nastory

good readers; of course it is, The, quostion is how to 1.,,,3 gf;p R

.children recognize and efficient1y~employ sound-letter knowlodge '

in their quest for meaning (Weaver, 1988) SRR

AN A

Skills'orientation. In this model, reading is troatodwaSQQf‘-u-;

one of the four language arts which is taught separately from tho_y
others. Reading is viewed somewhat as a set of broad components
consisting equally, in their treatment, of vocabulary, decoding!v:
granmar, and comprehension. That is,~proponents o!b@ho=
traditional approach define reading only,noééig:ig;;oééEiogt;;i
"reading comprehension," a label they do not see as rodun&anﬁr“f.
The main component of reading aocording to this moéél ‘i;“tnézﬁ-
rapid and accurate decoding of words (Ekwall and,Shanker, 19895y
pp 221-222), From this model major skill areas are: extracted?*'
for direct instruction. skills advooates believe the key to
reading success is word identification trom which comprehension
follows. Emphasis is placed on the reader first identifying each
printed word and then*roiatingAtho wordsﬁtg a'meaninéfqllconteXt
which is affected by the reader's prior knowledge, interests,
etc. Most basai reading‘progr@mé are oegiéned around thio
theoretical orientation. This model supports direqt'teaoner led

instruction. Proponents believe that children can be'tnoinoﬁ.tg.'

read well (Stauffer, 1969). Lessons include instruction infsight-
vocabulary, the teaohing of 'word recognition "skills" and the ~§

teaching of comprehension '"skills."

4
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reading the story. Then they are directed to allow the chiidren

to read silently, followed by oral°re-readtng. Finalbyy»

series of questions is provided to guide and judge the_ children's _
.comprehension. Lessons typically conclude by havinq~the children

= -
E * complete workbook pages and skills sheets 1ndependently (Betts,'
F 1946; Stauffer, 1969). Product, rmot. process, is the major
L

PP T

el

- concern of those who subscribe to an objective based, skills‘

F
iﬁ orientetion (See Otto & Chester, 1976). That is, the amphasis‘isi e

the United States and in Tennessee as well, this model also has

? on pronouncing words right, answering comprehension questions ’f;;
;? correctly, filling out work sheets accurately, and so on. ;{;
i | Although the skills orientation is widely 'use& throughsuf . . Qg

its critics. The skills orientation is deeply rooted in .
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behaviorism; that is, "the print is regardedgas the: stimulus: to:-."

’ oo
b

which the reader responds with appronriate sounds" (Cochrane,ll

Scalena and Buchanan, 1984, P, 8)e While it 1s.true that most

15"

:good readers perform well on skills tests,'"nowhere has it

o

actually been demonstrated that acquiring skills was - what made

£
-

o

t.

(them) good reader(s)" (Cochrarne et. al., 1984, __p. 9.). Showing

tr

that a good reader can do things with fragments of language does

net mean that learning th fragmerts made him/her a good reader.

S
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Goodman, (1986) points out ‘a second flaw in the skills

3

orientation. The belief that the reader must recode from print %é

' to oral language in order to comprehend, and that comprehension '1%
will naturally occur, is not supported in reésearch or in g

A b

10 .21

4
3
1
2
3
Mp‘.‘a; A




f : .l .

SO0
ST
A

5

practice
doee to some. degree follew reading, bht tb ‘a _greater extent ie
‘part of the reading act itee.lt. Ine%ead “bf'ite' being eimgly
‘A Yesponses to stimulil, read“ing :m more ﬁ'uly the‘ *interaction

"~ Ketweén the readet's thought and anéuage and the. Nwriter‘

el LR sfonndN R
MEINRGE St St

~tnough’c and language. “Language Ieerning oo einpiy doee not fit

a behavioristic view of learning. whieh was. developed from the

‘a thinking process, not an aatomatic response to print“ (COc‘xrane ‘

et. al., 1984, p. 9).

',orientation where advocates view reading as separate from .

on a cognitive ps’ychologj view of learning, that learning goes

R LA O e L e A LAl A S T A Rt T B L

Critics of skille instruction argue thaf: compreheneien

e e -5

- 'e *,~

.observation of animals' trained responses to etimuli. Readinq is Poe .

Whole languag‘e orientation. In coni:r"lae't to'the s’ki}ii\'s'

listening, speaking and writing, proponents of the whcle language o
orientation view reading as "oné of four waye in which ~the Con
abstract concept of language is realized" (Harste and Bu;:ke,
1977, p. 37). Lindfors (1984) states that "any approach that
removes reading from purposeful 1anguage «ee cannot help children
become more effective readers because reading ig l,gnguaqe" (p-.

603).

€3y

In a whole language orientation, the systems of -langtiage‘,' -

grapho-phonic, syntactic and s.einantic,,a:e not. 'e_nfi.‘};r_j s’hafed but

N

e
M

are interdependent and inteéractive aspects of the reading
process. Meaning is the core "enwrapped in a eyntact:ic structure
and sheathed with a phonéme-grapheme system" (Harste and Buzke,

1977, p. 37).
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In contrast to behaviorist theory, whole language is based

from whole to part, "from general to specific, from familiar to

- Al
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»'.‘“it:\infamiliar, from vague to précise, from gross to tine, from
highly contextualized to more aiostract" (Goodman and Goodman, -
'1981, p. 5). That is the Way the hunan brain is built to l1em'n. " }f
In a whole language orientation, litoracy is regarded as‘ a‘

.

hatural extension of ‘human 1anguage developnent. ,

L. M -~

‘Unlika the :skills orientation, there is no formula «for whole.:
language (Rich, 1985). Reading end writing are authentio: 4y
‘Workbooks, basal .readers, grammar..or spelling oxercises a; not
used. Children read trade books and newspapers,n environnental e
print, use reference materials not necessarily written fox: school
use, write stories for publication, receéaive J:p,ell:i'ng‘; g.ng_ﬁj
punctuation instruction as it 'is‘ep'propri"at-e- to the~.:.nieqe o‘tr‘""—.»:'-:
writing they are workirg-on, and produce a Variety égklotl’ier-kin{gé_‘ :
of writing (Edelsky and Smith, .1984). Qpportuﬁjifj;ies{:for"children

to interact and collaborate are abundant, "j:r,an; "i'si:iilig_ﬁ:ortant(t/"
Childzen's literature is present and. classroom li,_nrair.iesg ‘anél:

- reading corners aré widely used by the children. - Chil'cfren Iéar;‘l '

to read by reading and to write by writinq (Newman, “1984), with .
skills development taught*in the context of auther-tic use, _‘ . _ k
Teachers possessing a whole language: orientation believe

that the learner is central and that the child is intrinsicqllry; D
motivated to make sense of the world. They believe the .-

1
a »§
responsibility for teaching children to read and write should . i

,,,,,

rest with people instead of programs, with teachers instead of E
technology (Smith, 198l). They believe that as children use “ﬁ]
- 1 - . . _ - . j

language they learn language and that they use language to learn. -
9

;

Cochrane, et.al. (1984) sum up the whole language position:

. 1223
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and reading periods for thetsole purpose,oﬁ Pteaching' = 'fﬁw?}géf
'reading. Reading cannot‘he tauqht, it can oniy be ;‘;' Rt
" leatned. (p. 15) - ‘ |

- Whole language is more than a method of teaching reading.~
Whole language is “an attitude of mind which provides a_shape forn;4“'
tha classroon" (Rich, 1985, p. 719) Teachers ppssessing*whole':; o
language orientations -are concerned with helping chiidren make‘ir S
sense of the world. -They view reading as 2 process ot

L3

_constructing meaning for themselves based on their need te

I i i AR NS S o o T iR sutaata < o o
N It . e ki ol v i &
-~ & R Sy Lo

iy develop a "theory of the world" (Smith, 1978): Reading is seen;”;

3
%‘ as 1aore than accurately reproducing words. The. purpose for
;" reading is comprehension. It is not possible to decode from a

5.

surface structure that. carries no meaning in order to gec “lo BB

L .
: comprehension. “Instead, some comprehension of the_whole is

required before one can say how individual woras should sound, or

deduce their meaning in particular utterances ...." (Smich, 1978,

. P. 75). Children read in order to make sense of print and as a h

consequence learn to read. They learn t¢ read by’really reading

we W w0 T e - -
IRAURN D\t T <
. N P B e

I
& Fomr Ui

ol

. (smith, 1978). | ‘ | : 4
§;‘- Children are surrounded by written language in the world ' 'j§
gélqoutside the classroom, and they want to make sense of it. .As ’%
E with oral language, they focus on meaning; For children to learnA “-;i
M o4

... the written language, it too must -be: natural and not fragmented

N

M

e a. .

or reduced and controlled. Therefore, experiences with written

,&: 1anguage must be authentic. Lastly, reading must not be separate o
T‘ from other learni- Instead, readinhg is a fundamental tool fcr ‘z
Q ' ) L
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gaining knowledge, a way of viceriously experiencing the lives,of

-others, :a means of queetioning the viewe of others (qudman & .
-Goodman, 1981). The godl of whole languege.is toihelp children N

becove independent, iite long learners . Acurious,

knowledgeable, and competéent (Edelsky,'Draper & Smith 1983).
'Whole language is a. grassroots novenentuengng_classroon

teachers in this country a..d has:noi? «been.iscrutini_zed‘-'giégnpch as

-other curricular models. It is not, npﬁever, withouth?ts e:itids

and skeptics. Most freduently cited as a ﬁ:oblem-teleted to
whole language is the number of parents whg_hj_,ave?:veiged:‘anxietfi
concerning whether theii children are getting endugh of “the
basics" (Clarke, 1987; Delyit, 1986; Cambeurne} 1932&..,A-secend
concern cited deals with the apparent chaos, lack,ofﬂstructure,
and concern over standards in. whole language. classrooms.:,’ khe:‘

than neat rows of children quietly engaged 4 Won-taskh

activities, whole language classrooms tend to be’busy and‘noisy

places (Peetoom, 1987), However, the research shows that good

whole language teachers have high etandaxds and provide their own

‘classroom structure (Edelsky, Draper & Sshith, 1983) Finally,

. "because whole language instruction relies haavily on student

initiated projects, it does not always conform to the expéctatmbn‘

of individuals who are accustomed to worknoqks,_kits, paékéged_

curricula and teacher-centered instruction® (CIérk, 1987, ﬁi

14




' Sesearch Design and Procedures

This study was designed as a rationalistic'study'comparing
E the scores of matched pairs of at-risktfirét,and;squpf;gradera
? on a variety of literacY‘ﬁeasures. The following geétién-details
%i the criferia\for selection of subjects, class:oém condiﬁiops from,
4

which each child of the matched pair was selected, the socio-

: and analysis plan. %he study was repeated in each c}assfooﬁ for
a second year with the same five whole language teachers and
three of the same traditional teachers. For reascns beyond the
control of the researchers, two new traditional classrooms had to
be selected for the second year of the project.

Learning ‘takes place in a soé¢ial context. The two aspects

}_ of classroom context relevant to this study are the classroem .

environment and the kinds of activities in which the children

R 4 DA

engage while learning to read and writa.

E Classroonm enviroﬁmgpts and activities, This study took place
in two sets of very différent classrooms: five whole language and
five traditional classrooms. In whole language classrooms, the
children are the central focus. Instruction conceins itself with
learning as communicating-~on making meaning with anﬁurpose,
Children listen to literature; they read and write daily: they
integrate their background experiences with their learning in the
classroom. Whole language teachers help children become
consciously aware of the processes involveé in reading and
writing through demonstrations and through reading and writing

conferencas. Children share favorite stories (oral and written)

Q

L 7 *r15 26

economic setting for the subjects and the general data collection
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fgs well as their own daily writings. An abundance of varied forms

of print--newspapers, catalogs, children's I;teratufe,
magazines, student generated . tten language, envi:bhﬁental_

print, etc., is available. Most reading and writ;nngélates to an

P EAY
[+,
-

s

event of interest or %o a thematic unit being developed. Time is
set aside daily for both silent reading and silent writing. The
teachers spend a good deal of time engaged in "kid watching"
= (Goodman, 1985) as a means of informal student assessment;

‘ In traditional classrooms, materials are the central focus
and instruction concerns itself with the teaching of "basic
i~ skills." Due to public concern and administrative pressure about
declining test scores, typical reading instruction has come to
consist of the directed reading activity using the basal reader
text and teacher's manual, together with skill work, drill and
testing of isolated skills from the mastery continuum (Stice and
Call, 1987).

In 1984, as part of Tennessee Comprehensive Educational
Reform Act, school systems implemented a skills mastexy continuum
for reading assessment, the Basic Skills First, consisting of
some 750 or more isolated "skills" to be tested across grades K-
8. These skills are correlated to the basal reader to facilitate
instruction. Most developmenrital reading instruction in
traditional classrooms also consists of ability grouping and
round robin, oral reading using the adopted basal reéder and
lessons provided in the teacher's manual. In other words,

traditional reading instruction throughout Tennessee consists of

a combination of so called "skills" instruction using the state's

test items and traditional basal reader lessons.

Q
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Many of the activities a holistic,lité;atufé-bgsgdh
comprehension-centered program would-enqduxagezsudg as,IghqﬁZQe )
experience, learning centers, Jjournal ﬁritiﬁ?;hhd‘:é;d;ng aloud
tochildren, ars not possible beca:se te_'ajc";h‘;e“x‘\s have had \'tAo‘ "f‘in‘ﬁke B

time for direct instruction of isoiatéd‘ski;ls\ahd for test

preparation and administration. Estimates are ‘that it would not

be unusual for a primary grade child to conplete s8ix to.:geven

workbook and/or ditto sheets a day - amounting to. some 1000 such :

pages per school year.

Clearly then, whoie language and traditional instruction

are two very different types of classroom environments. One is
holistic and literature based; the other emphasizes mastery of
isolated skills and employs direct teaching £ lessons from the
basal reading series and other textbooks.

Research focus. Comparing whole language to traditional

instruction is, to some extent, like comparing apples to oranges.
While any two programs may be compared, they should not
necessarily be compared on a point-by-point basis. That is, one
cannot criticize whole language teachers for not using sight
word flash cards no>~ traditional teachers for not impleﬁenting
thematic units. Ethnographic style studies of these two types of
working classrooms would be much more enlightening. However,
quantitative/experimental data were used to establish the need
for more naturalistic inquiry, since it is equally important to

obtain baseline performance prior to in-depth observations. The

research questions that drove this study are stated as hypotheses

below:

17
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: Hypothesis 1° Children in whole language clausroons will

perfora as well as children in traditional classroons on:
standardized achievenent test ‘measures: of literacy
development. o

Hy‘"p‘bthgéis 2: Children in whole Ianguage ,éias§f§§is=;will

perform as well or better on ptnef, io:e\intorial~léa§hrés

of reading and writing.

Setging. Two general demographic settings, rurai.(indlﬁéihgf
small town) and inner city were selectsd. .Each settiﬁé
contributed at least a pair of classrooms, one whaole lénganQ:and
one traditional for both grades one and two. EachUclagsroom
contained at least five identified at-risk students as subjects
for éhe study. Of the five pairs of classfooms used, oﬁe ﬁair
.was rural pre-first, one pair was inner-city first grade, one
pair was a rural resource classroom--ggades 1l and 2 combined; one
pair was rural second grade and one pair was inner-éity.segbnd
grade. To identify quality sites in which data could be.
collected, i.e., good, representative whole language and good;
representativa <raditional classrooms, the researchers
established several criteria for selection that examined both the
teacher and the program.

The main criterion for selecting whole language teachers
was that each had a strong committment to and some training in
whole language. Training could consist of enrolling in one or
more graduate level university course and/or attending one or
more recognized seminar or institute (e.g., the Winter Whoile

Language Institute sponsored by the University of Arizona in

Tucson) .




é{ teacher was the recommendation of thé*bqildingfﬁigﬁéiﬁiiy

‘the teachers selected for the séudyfwgre kind, conscientious,

1.
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1.

The mnmain criterfbn for consideration as a traditional

Throughout the year, prior to the firsﬁ'fieér'o: the é@t@a@
study, the researchers observed in each pé?gpﬁigiAéliggrbomwbite'

and selected the final five pairs of te;éhefs. In all cases; -

§

3

g ) .

él humane people. Also, the children in their classrooms -appeared
. to the researcher to be generally happy in school.

; ‘

Teachers and children in the sel=cted whole language

classrooms exhibited the following attribuXas:

The teacher identified herself as a whole language
teacher on the DeFord (1985) Theoretical Orientation to
the Reading Process (TORP).

The children were engaged in the writiﬁg process
{Graves, 1983).

The teacher- planned instructional events baged on

thematic units to integrate the curriculum.

The teacher read aloud sevsral times daily to the
children from a variety of sources, both fiction and
non-fiction.

The children rezd to themselves .daily from. a variety of
sources, both fiction and non-fiction.

The children engaged in: formal dﬁd informal conferences
with the teacher and classmates concerning their
writing and their reading.

Teachers and children in the selected “raditional classrooms
exhibited the following attributes:

The teacher identified herself asz either a phonics or
skills teacher on the TORP.

The teacher used akility grouping for reading
instruction within the classroon.

The children engaged in round-robin oral reading and
the directed reading activity (DRA) format.

19
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4. The-teacher planned’ instructions ser that: each: aubjebt
was taught aeparately and was based on. a textbook or,-,,-'_- .
-workbook. , LT ST

5.

6. The teacher employed objecLive»based leeeons,_._““_j anie :

Whole languages classrooms. were identitied by the following

artifacts:

2. Teachers' planbook reflected instruction based ‘on the
state-mandated skills management system ok the loc.al e
i school systen's state<approved skills 1list. ' :

.- artifacted o ’ LT e
% i. A clagsroom library containing- at: least 500 trade,-{i
e books: from which .children could choose ‘was readily;;
E, -accessible to. the children. ’ R
' 2. Children's projects such as book publishing, ‘r,gt;i;p:
E stories, ucience projects, etc., were visible. "*_
= .
L 3. Children's writing folders. oontaining work in progress.
'E vere employed in the classroom,
: Traditional classrooms were ideni:ifie(i by t'he foliow’ingf
- M J:;
2
o
3

2. The adopted basal reading series was in use as. it was
-designed, following the teacher's marual.

Ty FT

3. 8tudent worksheets and workbook activities for
isojlated skills instruction were in use on a daily
basis.

Subjects. Subjects for this study were fifty children,

5
L NI
AT RN 2T v W W

averaging: £ive each in five whole language classrooms, pre-first,
first and second grades, and their fifty matches from traditional
classrooms. Five schools in Middle Tennessee were used. only

one pair of classrooms was not located in the same building.

e ey

Each school nad a mix of one or more whole language classrooms

. ' S

among mostly traditional classrooms and served a large population “

' i
at-risk children. With two exceptions, the study was repeated .

in the .same classrooms with different subjects for two f?

Q - ;
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consecutive years and the data combined. .- Each year~the“@uﬁj§cts%"

*f;?"‘ R

selected were initially identitiedza: b&ing»at-riﬁk of»school‘ |
failure by virtue of low eizic-econcmic conditidn and eligibil;tY‘fjﬁ“

for free lunch. Each cubject alsc net any t&ree of :cur“

TEL
R

it additional at-risk condttions. ‘ e

1). They scored btlow the nean on - the{reading
conprehensionxsection of the locally administered

standardized achievament telt. . @

Yo

2). They were idantitied ‘as at-risk of school failure by ﬂﬁfff

E- the classroom teacher. o . }

%} 3). They were a member of a non-intact nuclear family; .

;: 4). They were living in publicly 5ubsidized housing..

g These at-risk conditions appear to be highly correlated wiih

? school failure (Schorr, 1988) and were specitied in the original ”

%” proposal establishing the Center of Excellence research‘and f

g; development facility. - o ‘ ’ ) ",i?iii“

f All low SES children from the whole language classroons, who.'fiﬁw

g: were identified as at-risk based on the above cohdiﬁionef were

§; :selected. A student with matched-charactertstice was ecught from

i? the companion traditional classroom. The: children ‘were matched ¥

g: using a variety of surface criteria :including age wititin slx. %

iﬁ,_ months, sex, race and same stanine on the total reading section ?ﬁ
?{ of the locally administered standardized achievement test. 3
% Data collection. Data collection focused on reading and j%
;ﬁ writing produced by the subjects. Data were both quantitative and ,3%
i: qualitative and included scores 6n thé reading portiins of the 12
. ‘4

-'{Stanfcrd Achievement Test, Primary I and II, Form E (1982),

R Halely
o

L ke

writing samples, oral reading samples, and interviews with the

children. Each second grade child's oral reading patterns.and

N
=
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‘comprehcnsion were examined: using guidelinu trom the Goodman,

=Watson and Burke (1987) Rcading Hiscuc Inventory (RHI) : o:r:al~

readings were audio-tape rocorded for each child in'

E» : August/September and again in April/uay. _ '

E Each child produced a piecc of rough-draft writing f.or theA

E'f;i researchers in August/September, January/hbruary and April/uay.

‘ ‘Writing samples were timed and wcre taXen: under simflar\,.:‘
conditions for all children. Each subject in ‘the pre-fi’rst, : “

resource and first »gride classrooms v,as _admj;nj_.sterqd, ;g],ay,";s, Lo -

(1979) Concepts About Print survey in Augus’t/Septjd;ﬁbe'i' :qnii ggiiﬁ, :

8
',

v

v
I

in April/May. Stones was used as pre-test and sdt_fd as pb’stfté‘sﬁ;

in this case. Lastly, each subject was indiv-idqai-ly intgrvi;'avir_éd

SRS R e LA
~ats L
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~ e

by the researchers, using adaptations of the Burke Readiﬁg-.?and

Writing Interviews.

Seg

Data analysis. The statistical ,pro.gna,du:g.l:appiiéglu to these
data was the two way ANOVA and F-test for significance. These
analyses were employed to evaluate between group, gg:j.‘ri .éc,o‘re

differences on achievement test results, Concepts About Print

scores, oral reading miscue data and retelling séores,, as well as

W T T e R S T R T N Y

holistic writing scores. Oral reading data were summarized and

-

Sy

compared according to the guidelines in the revised RMI (1987).

Writing samples were analyzed and compared according to several

kS

measures. These included counts of numbers of words, and. numbefs

-, Al A S R SO
e P

of sentences produced. While hich numbers of words or sentences
per sample, have little, if anyt}xinq, to do Wi;th the literary
quality of the piece of text, they may, however, indicate‘
something about children's willingness to take risks and their

22
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'interest in writing. Numberm of‘traditional and invented

’ g:spell ngs and a holistic rating ot quality were also)calculatpd.‘*”%g

T mw...!.. M,.../m ,;..,...,,‘_,

i .. were assigned to each piece of wrlting hy an outlide eValuator |
from the department of Early Childhood at Tennessee State 39,

LI}

> University. | : e ;.- ”'rfk€:‘ -

Limitations. The greatest linitation to the.study'was thexi _

2

-

1 .

E lack of randomization and subsequent natching ot aubjecta.§i?“

E Because the predominant mode of instructién was traditional th’,m

E ‘selection of traditional teéachers and at-rigk'children in‘

3 'traditional classrooms posed little problem. However, the nunber

E of wbole language classrooms was limited, ‘and. the selection ot at-

risk children in whole language classrooms. was limited to these

classrooms. Matching was used.to attain subject sﬁnilnrities,

but the process did not fully control for group ditferences. "\
By the time the subjects in the whole langugge clapsroons";u

©  were: selected, parental permission:obtained and7the‘§rocees;»

repeated in the traditional classrooms, it was well into the

second full week of school. Writing samples were collected

during the third and feurth weeks of school. Therefore, the

53' children might have already changed.due to differingxclassroom

t‘ experiences and expectations. The children in the whole language
) classroons vere already writing a great deal. Th¢ :everse was

true for reading, however, to the extent that children in the

traditional classrooms were making fewer miscues on the first

k. .
. reading assessment than children in the whole language classrooms
b

: feven.thoﬁgh they were nominally matched on reading achievement in

Q ‘
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\{fifhowboginnings The.- problon of unoqual natch was. handlod&by .
lapplying analysis of covartanco.E In addftion, tho lact:‘

'°°npari!0n o: Sk? scores, nay havo hoon w‘“”“‘“'

(innor-city) children were locatod adniniitofod the stanrord
Achievenent Teiat nearly six wooks oarlion in tho spring than
during the 86-87 académic. yéar. ‘5" ' S '5?"*iw¢:*

Another limiting condition was the small numbers of at-risk,s'ﬂ
children and their matched companion. clals poera ayailablo tO'tho
researchers. If there had been more whole languago classrooms
from which to select at-risk children, tho tindings wouldihave
been more rsliable in their repretontation of this population.

A final limitation was the difficuIty a traditional teaoher
in one of the schools had during the tirst year of the stqdyyv{:i{ch
the researchers audio-tape. recordino and analyzing her stﬁdoﬁfs'
reading a story other than one from the basal reader. The i"eag:hoz:’ Sl
declined to allow the children to be taped reading on ungqmiliar-
text. That problem was essentially oho of inéut:ioionﬁ.g;ouﬁdwork'
by the principal investigator -and was not a probloﬁ~in thétiséi-
88 year. It seems likely that the difficulty in gaining aocéés to -
the children's reading is an index of the level of anxiety over
test scores and reading acﬁievement thaé.éxists in(many

clagszrooms within areas that focus on "basic skills."

£ Findings.
The F-test for significant difference was ap~lied to the
- gain score data generated from all groups, first and second

‘grades in urban and rural settings for achievément test scores

24 i
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and other assessments in both reading and writ\{ng. - Reading and

. ~~writing interviewa were also conducted w,ith each ksubject. The

4

interview data appear in Appendices kvandiB.wi\; ’ ;

Achievenent test data are the nean mtenine ‘#Cores oh the
total reading portion of the st‘anfords Achievement 'reet
administered to all the children‘. other' z:eading data analyzed

included mean ‘scores on theé cOncep__g\ About Print eurvey as well
‘as the oral reading miscue analyeie data which included the
X\

number of words read, number of niecuea, pez;cent ot niscues,

grapho phonic similairity, eyntactic acceptability, eemantic

acceptability, percent of meaning change, retellinq ncore and
percent of omissions. Wr,iting data were co}mpar:.ed by nnmbez_: of.
words written, rnumber of sentencss =writt'e’n, Lnuini;er »éi; ‘tt‘aditio'na]:‘
spellings, number of invented or temporary spellincrs, numﬁer of
unigque invented spellings and a holieti_c writi«ng, 'scoxe. All

oL

subgroup combinations were compared; however, very few

e e A U U
I . R T ¢

comparisons produced statistically significant differences.

¥

Achievement Data

Analysis of the Stanford Achievement Test, Forms 1 and 2
(SAT scores) yielded no statistical difforence for the at-:risk

learners bv grade level or demographic sett'ing.
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.‘manmx 1 o - e
' stanford.Achiex ~-at Teiﬁ:{BAT) SCOftiztéi 1§@E+h?*aﬁ§ 198788

\.

stanford thiwmnt Telt (su} Scom R
- Both! Years
1986-1987 gnd 1987-1988r

.Y

N Y

Score - . ~8cora .
Group Pr--'.l'ut Past-'rest .
" Traditional Classrooms
° (TC)
Mean 4.0 447
StdDev 1.5 12
‘N 41 41
Emerging
Whole Languz2ge Classroonms
(WLC)
Mean 4.0 5.0
StdDev "le5 l.4
N 45 45
;j; Finding. 1: This study provides enpirical evidence thai:‘ at-
risk children in one year of whole landuage :_l.n_lt:iict;ion performed g
at least quantitatively equivalent to the children in traditional -y
classrooas as maasured by the Stanford Achievemert Test. ?
8

Discussion. As seen in Table 1, mean gain scores for all

subjects “in both the traditional and whole language ciassroons.

sliow about one year's grc;ivt,h. Therefore, whole language appears

s
e AR S N L A r

to be as viable a curricular model as traditional instruction

wiien measured by achievement tests.
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There was one instance of. statistical signiticance relative

.to achievement test scores qu~qpmpg:ﬁsqn.qxqup§.‘ When reading

achievement gain scores were compafed by'qrade'leval'for‘the
second year of the study the students in the whole. language
classrooms scored significantly highcr than the students in the

traditional classrooms; pre- to.post test. A;so, a :ew

- statistically significant interaction effects weres found. "«E:o;\r

instance, rural vs. urban comparisons for both ye;rs.otathQQstﬁ§§:;
showed that the urban subjects' scores were significuintly higﬁér,
pré-to post, than the rural subjects. thlekthisfmay be an
interesting statistic, total combined grdups interaction -effects

are meaningless in terms of the present investigation.

Reading Data

concepts About Print. The researchers felt that the

subjects in the pre-first, first grade and resource classrooms .
would not be able to read fluently enough to obtain sufficient
oral reading data for analysis of the miscues. Therefore, the

Concepts About Print survey (Clay, 1979) was administered as a

pre~ and post-test. Subjects read Stones aé a pretest, and Sand

as a post-test.

27
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mu 2 | |
‘ COncoptt About Print (CAP sééfes) Both !urs e

e
4
-

.

El
,
£
'«g‘,’m
e
A «' B
s -
,
(

Grpug ‘.‘“Pfﬁéfiiﬁfn_; ?ostrmbst

Traditlonal Classrooms
(TC)

‘Mean. C12.4 - A

StdDev V438" PN .
N 19 S §

Whole Language Classrooms
(WIC) ‘

19 +6
19

Maan
StdDev
N 1

WY
woN
No
[ )
~

* F (1, 36) = 24,4, P < .05

k]
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_Rural—Urban 1987 and 1988

’1937 i 1:9:7

7| ™ ani c~:r~,ﬁ\_,§»’ N
" - B - - o

Rural TC

Mean 8.4 1z.2
3 StdDev 4.1 3.3
: N 5 5 .
- WLE
4 Mean 6.1 20.9% -
; StdDev 2.4 2 ."1
N 5 5

_® F (1,18) = 11.7, P < .05,

} %% P (1,26) = 10.5, P < .05.
; Finding 2: At-risk subjects in tho wﬁole 1anguagei N
I classroons appear to be 1earninfg more about hbokness and print lsg
Lthan their counterparts in traditional clagsroonms. _ - /,'
E Discussion. Table 2 illustrates that a statistica;ly_’ ;‘;j
3 , | -
signitig ant difference was found i#i favor of the scpres from the |
E whole language classrooms. 'that is, the whole language group
scores, pre to post, increased significantly more than the !

40__ ] N - CaN




:?.traditional group scores. While these subjects scored lower on

- the pre-CAP, they scored significantly higher on the post-CAP.

Table 3 shows the scores of the children .in the rural whole
language classrooms increased significantly more than those of

the traditional classroom. Occasionally, classroom comparisons

or other subset comparisons were statistically aignificant. For .

instance, regarding the CAP, the scores of the students in two

. whole language classrooms were significantly higher, pre to post,

than the scores of the students from their traditional matched
classroons. There were few of these subgroup significant
differences and they may be attributed to the skill of the
specific whole 1language teacher(s) involved. These 'data
indicated interesting trends.

Oral reading data. Oral reading data were taken from two

whole language second grade classrooms and one traditional second
grade classroom the first year of the stwudy. The other
traditional second grade teacher would not allow: the researchers
to audio-tape record her students reading from an unfamiliar
text. Each child read either A Letter to Amy (Keats, 1968) or

The Carrot Seed (Krauss, 1945). However, in the second year of

the study data were collected frém subjects in both whole

language and both traditional second grade classroons.
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E Rstolling A Rehcllin«'?,

; Group m—aut: . Post-!‘e’st

¥ TC E

2 Mean 21 32

N StdDev 12 - 14

) N 14 14

h

;‘ WLC }
Mean 24 44k

stdDev 17 13.

N 25 25

* F (1,37) = 13.1, P < .05.

: Finding 3: The most striking finding, when exanining the
-

i\ retelling sicores for comprehension, was that the retelling scores

for the children in the whole language classroons vere

- significantly higher than those fr.a the traditional classrooms.

Discussion. Table 4 shows that subjects in whole language

classrooms retold longer, more complete versions of the stories

’“they read. No difference in the sheer numbers of miscues between

the two types of classrooms was found. Both groups read the same

i stories and both groups produced fewer miscues in the post-

- reading. Apparently both groups learned -to better utilize the

reading process. Both groups grew in their use of grapho phonic
information. The subjects in the traditional classrooms appeared
to use these cues efficiently to produce words. No significant

difference was found.

31 ,423

~ 0 w =L s T e - M W T el O T M Ao L~ Ty = T C -,
- R d T RN TR W E Ly * R e S i

¥

v . N
; < .
. . v SN . L ' .
. . S R =0 e S e
e R
. - P ' . : RIS 2 " - -
- . . .o A . LS
. o ce - Co . . T T
J A P F e T U <
LT Ui A e e Al s ¢
v AN R o o
T ST - T S ' Yy

NN
TR . VT PO

L ML s .
. T .
RV ST WS 3 SN




similarly, both groups of childiren produced. a high number of
Q:WStandard English seéntences (syntactiéally*acceptgbie) on ‘post.
‘assessment. Both groups grew in tﬁeir use of gfgnmatical‘cues.

x:gNo statistically significant difference was found. -

i.. 'TABLE 5

. Mean Percent Semantic Acceptability - Both Years

Semantic Semantic
Acceptability Acceptability

Group Pre-Test Post-Test

TC
Mean 69.8 €69.1
StdDev 25.3 23.4
N 13 15

WLC
Mean 59.9 75.2
StdDev 23.3 15.9
N 27 27

¥inding 4: At-risk children in the tgaditional classrooms
showed no growth in constructing semantically acceptable
sentences while their counter-parts in the whole language
classrooms appeared to make considerable progress across the

year, even though the scores did not quite reach statistical
significance.

Discussion. Scores reported in Table 5 indicate that when

readers are learning to comprehend, they construct sentences that
have meaning (semantic acceptability). Scores for the whole

language classrooms approached statistical significance.
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The next three tables reﬁqrt grcwth in learning to selfh
ccrrect during oral reading. Self-correction of errors oY’
‘jmiscues that damage the meaning is &n indication of growing

.control and independence for the lsa;ner.

. T’a BIE 6

A

Mean Eercent Corrected Miscues - Both Years

Group Pre-Test  Post-~-Test

TC
Mean 16.2 18.6
StdDev 1g.4 12.4
N 15 15

(‘f

WLC
Mean 1.3 ~ 33.8%
stdDev 16.7 1631
N 26 26

*F (1,39) 20.2, P <.05.

Finding 5: Children in the traditional group madé no
progress in'the frequency or success with which they corrected
their own oral reading miscues, while children in the whole
g language group made significant grewth*duiing the year in their
4 ability to self correct.
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‘Table 7 shows that within group comparisons £avor the who;gﬁ

‘laﬁguage classrooms by grade level.

‘.',. - N 7 N ‘ \:".
,?lhan Parcent Corrected Hiscues gx Grada stel - Both Years

"0 ‘Parcent _ Phrcont
: ‘corrected Correctad

- Grade Miscies = . Miscues:

Iﬁanuv.l Grou Pre-Test Post-Test

Second TC

Mean 18.7 19.1
stdDev 18.1 12.3

2 N 15 15

WLC

. - Mearn 10.9 34.4*’ )
: . StdDev 11.1 16.2

N 25 25

Kb

-,

P K

*F (1,38) 14.5, P < .05.
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N

~ WIC
Mean
StdDev
N

TC
Mean
ik StdDev
- N
WLC

Mean.
- StdDev
2 N

19.9

20.7 B
10 :10
17.8

9.1
10 10

«F (1, 28) 18.2 P < .05.

;- Finding 6: Childrea in the whole language classrooms were:

- apparently becoming independent readers, and childrén in the

2
5.

'“'traditional classes were not making the same progress (See

f‘L

#"" both Tables 7 and 8.)

g o

-:,

L
i3
{‘

J:i‘f “

Discussion. Correcting miscues that damage grammar and
‘fmeaning during reading 1is an important indication of growing
*bgqontrol éver the reading process and an indication of greater
‘gﬁﬁihdependence as a reader. Table 6 shows that at the end of the
year children in the whole language program iinderstood how to

_selfwﬂcrrect significantly more of their oral reading errors or

35

P

G




' 'Weiting Data

=

writing. Writing data wetre taken three:times across each

?‘aoadeuio year, once in August/Septenber,‘and*again;invApriI/May;”i
Q}During the first year, 1986-87,. three or rour of“the target‘
children vwere taken out of the classroon and into a quiet room.
“‘Each subject was provided a booklet consisting or three pages of“
~ blank paper, folded in the middle, with.a piece of . foldedf
;: construction paper stapled onto the outside.'The children wereitr*l?‘
“told they could write about anything, but they were encouraged to _
f’:write about something real. When asked, the researchers told the
2} children to spell the words the way they thought they should look
;: and that spelling did not count anyway. The children knewrthey.
i were writing for the people from the university who collected
children's written stories. They were allowed to write for fifty~
minutes. Within these parameters, those children from the»whole
language and the traditional classrooms at the first:and sacond
grades, who could and would, produced three nieces of written~
text for this study, throughout the school year. . ‘ o
During the 1987~88 school year, writing samples Qere also
collected in August/September, and again in April/May. However,
this time the writing samples were taken from in-class
activities. On the same days, writing was collected from all
the children. Children in the traditional classes wrote as seat
work, and a rough draft, taking comparable time (approximately
'Ti 50 minutes), was produced by the children in the whole language

:, Classrooms.
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Numerous measures of writing were taken such el nunber'of

torde, numbers of sentences, and Aumbers of innépenaent cleusesvplus

N ~ a.w-n.._.e....,..s-w.-, Ry -,,‘
B ....'4»-—-'-1—:* Sl 3

....

No etetieticelky significant

:Qi&up
produced an average 25 words per sanple in the tarl»and anf
ﬁaverage of 54 words in the spring. The whole language group.
ﬁreduced a total of 33 words. per sanple in theitall end_en)
*:: average of 70 words in the spring. Theutradifionai.group §:6t§(»] .
’- an average of 4 sentences per sample in the £all and 7 in ﬁﬁe
:; spring. The whole language group wrote an averaqe of 4 sentences
~. in the fall and 9 in the spring. Both groups doubled in their

use of T-Units.

_ TABLE 9

f;;ﬂblistic Scores -~ Both Years

Holistic Holistic

Score. Score 3

Groups Pre~-Test Post—Test .
Traditional Classrooms L
(TC) y

Mean 1.5 2.2 “3

Stabev 1.2 1.2 i

N 45 45 P

Emerging Whole ii
Language Classrooms 34
{WLC) =

StdDev 1.3 1.3

N 52 52 :

§
37 49 » | é




Subjects in the: whole language cl'assrooms wrota slightly’

— ..,.-.., P

_'longer texts than the childron in tho traditional clauroonl.l

‘?:’j_'When the data are combined fron both years~ the mean numbé.. oz

R sentcnces for the whoule language claurooms is nin. and thoz mean?

'numlger of words written is seventy. Fo_r« thg chi;dr,en. ~1n-
traditional classrooms, the me‘ans are sevér‘x'and fifﬁy‘-fdur
respectcively. ‘The only between groups: signitica.nt ditference was
obtained for the sécond year of the study and favored the writing
scores of the rural students from the whole languq,ge classropms,

FPinding 7: Occasionally, as with the holistic writing
measures, two (and sometimes three) of | the i!idifiduai -wh’é’lo
language classrooms produced significantly highugrovth than
the other whole language classrooms on some of the conp'afis‘oxié.
This led to a tentative conclusion. The effectiveness of a
whole ianguage paradigm nay be proportional to the understanding
of the teachers who employ it..

Discussion. Table 9 presents the results of a holistic

score on each of the pre-post writing samples for both years’of
the study. The scores were based on a scale from 0-5 with 0 being
a pre or early phonenmic stage and five a fully forx’né:d story with
few mechanical problems. The writin‘g' samples were evaluated and

scores were assigned by a person not connected with the study.

| The Early Childhood Education Department at Tennessee State

University provided a faculty member who evaluated each piece of
children's writing on a scale from zero to five. Each selection
was coded so that the evaluator did not know what grade or under

what conditions the writer produced the text. The evaluator knew

Q
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' zth&t the sanples vere rough drafts pro\duc‘hd in~ luns, than one
';hour. Almost every writing d:aft wu considoi'qd to\bs lcn than a

funy developed, ncchanically corrcct toxt Grewth wcurrod in“ '

-3

;{:both sets of classrooms With the childrom ;l.n" thc» who]”.c languagcﬁ
\clauroons making slightly. grcatar progx:u in egiting. No
,::‘»‘statistically significant difference vas iab‘_tainad using this

~measure. - PN

Spelling. One of the most fchuéntljiﬁfig\qé quciﬁi'ons‘

\,\w

L \
" involves spelling. Three measures of spelling wnrs*ta«kon' ‘mean
numbera of conventionally spelled words, mean nunbc :r of invcnted

: » or temporary spellings and mean numbers cf uniqaa,-tenporqry

E spellings. Temporary or invented spellings are w.o’r{is:i:hat are not
F spelled correctly but are readable, that is, wo,rdi;’. that show <ome .
. degree of approximation toward conventional sgell{inq pa-tter;ns
(Read, 1979). Invented or temporary spellings are quite "natur_a'l
[ and a valuable part of the learning process (Cambourne, 1988y
4 Henderson, 1985). Unique spellings, a term devised for this
;,: study, are the numbers of different words each chilgd at;.tempted to

G spell.

E

o

r

! ‘1

-
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Hean 21.4 - \S

StaDav 35.4. - .- T 4L4
N, 51 SN > &

Pinding 8: While no stati-t:lcany signiticant auzm' .
dppear on.growth in spelling, the childrun 1n thn‘uhnlc languagplF“
:tclansroOIl perform as well on conventional sp.lling as childran
s fral the traditional progran.

Discnsiiﬂn. The fact that children in thc whole 1anguag¢

classrooms attempted to. spell more ditterent words may.tndicato

N EVET TR Y e Ly
.

5j‘they are learning more words and/or are becdming.gxeater risk
takers. That is, they appear to be méoré willing to: use their
- growing vocabularies than are .childrén in trgditicnal'p:ograms.

The whole language tcachers in this study did not use
spelling books or workkooks nor did they giﬁg their students
f.:listg of arbitrary words to be m@morﬁzed and tesied'-gvery week.

‘ Rather, spalling words came from the childrén's-writing.
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51 51 46 :q‘45a3

Pinding 9: Subjects in the wholo. 1nnquage. clauroont.. j"

doublod ‘their use of invcnted :penings lmd triplod their uso oﬁ‘ .
uniquc spelling: (s» Table 11l). - e -

Di‘;cu'gslcn. The numbars of. invented cpe]:linqs xarid‘ unique

R G e 'f"?’r::ﬂ:.ﬁ“m
S R ‘.“'M,"'\-.

spellings found in the children's wx}itigg‘, althouqh of. “ho

. sigaificant difference, do show an int_a_ﬁ;ting trend., This
l measure may indicate both more willingnéss to take risks on the
> | -

‘y{;\ part oZ the children in the whole language classrooms -and broader
28 A -

"usc of, and perhaps growth in, ‘vocaAiSul’gry.v

.- Interview Data

Formal interviews were conducted individually with ear'h
- child over the two year period. They wcre audio-tapc racorded

*and transcribed for analynia. Raw data wcrc convorr_ed to

W W"“' S "‘Y“‘""&“’f L A

3
’ 'porccntagu for moze sasily readablq compa:igons between the 1

: f_ "vg:wo groups. Data from both reading interviews, 1‘986‘6-87‘ _anci A.i'9‘87-

;ifé',s",, are followed by those from the writing interviews for the '

.\)
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ﬁ}uidng two years. An adaptation of ﬁﬁé'Burke Reading andiwritinq'b
;iiﬁébrviaws was used. compiled.ﬁfanscripfs of the feading"
%.iﬁterﬂiews are found in Appendix A, Compiled transcripts of thc
; writing interviews are found in App;ndix B.

The questions were intended to generateé conversation and
"_‘_" serve primarily as a framework for discussion. Questions were
f:.chosgn to reflect the researchers"hypothesgs concerning literacy
')igqyelopment in the two types of classrooms qnd»thg‘child;gn's

. perceptions about reading and writing and their functions. It
;: was hypothesized that qualitative differences betweén the two

: itypes of classrooms could be fouid. The interview data do

r

?”reflact differences in the ways the children report their
Qi‘perceptions of literacy and literacy instruction.

Data from the reading and writing interviews provide a
;J number of interesting insights. First, children in the whole
f language classrooms had a greater awareness of alterﬁative
strategies for dealing independently with unknowns. For example,
when asked, "When you arz rezading and.ybu cone to something you
don't know, what do you deo?" children in whole language
classrooms suggested several independent strategies, while
?f‘children in traditional classrooms, for the most part, suggested
only two types, "sound it out" and "ask for help." Second,
children in tlie whole language classrooms appeared to feel better
”:.about themselves as readers and writers. More than eighty
' percent of children in wh,le language classrooms reported '"me"
%t'when asked, "Who do you know who is a good reader?" Only five

i percent of the children in traditional classrooms answered 'me"

42
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rito that question. Third, ckildren in whole language classrooms
‘ippeared to focus more on meaning and the communicative nature of

. .language. For example, when asked, "What makes a good reader,"

they reported that good readers "read a great deal" and that they

. can "read any book in the room." Chkildren in traditfopgl_
’ classrooms tended to focus c¢i words and\the'correctnesg‘ég“
surface features and reported that good readers "read big wordé?i‘:
"know all the words", and "do no! miss any words." ggéﬁEQ,:

children in whole language classrooms approached writing asﬁ'

making meaning whereas chiidren in the traditional classroons
perceived it primarily as handwriting or mechanics. For

exanple, when asked "What makes a good weiter?,"

the children in the .whole language classrooms reportéed "s/he
writes a lot," or "s/he writes good stories"; while the children
in the traditional classrooms said "s/he is neat", "s/he gets it
7 ight", and "s/he tries hard." Fifth, children in the whole
.anguage clagssrooms appeared to have a better understanding of
the connection between reading and writing than did children from
the traditional program. For example, when asked, "What is
reading?" forty~-eight percent of the children in the whole
language classrooms said it's what makes you a good writer or
it's talking to the reader if your the writer and talking to
yourself if your the reader. From the traditiornial classroom
thirty-four percent of the children responded teo that same
question by saying reading was what you do with books and thirty-

four percent said it was sounding out the words.
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Finding 102 Data from che reading and writing interviews
indicated that the children in the whoie language classrooms
appeared to be learning more about the reading and writing
processes, to be growing in their understanding of the

connections between reading and writing, and to Le developing

;. greater independence in both reading and writing than their

matched counterparts. Conversely, children in the traditional
classrocms seemed to have less awareness of process, to be less
aware of the relationship between and among language forms, and

to be more depenient on the teacher in both reading and writing.

Sunmary

Achievenment

The two groups were well matched regarding initial
achievement test scores. The whole language classrooms attained
slightly higher achievement test scores on post-tests than the
traditional classes. Although the differences were not
statistically significant, both groups essentially attained grade
level achievement at the end of the year. Nevertheless, the
original research question was answered. Whole language as an
alternative curriculum was as viable as traditional instruction
when measured with standardized achievement tests. In addition,
the children from the whole language classrooms out performed the
children from the traditional classrooms on several more informal

measures of reading and writing.
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Scores on Conhxcepts About Print survey, (Clay, 1979),

indicating knowledge of bwokness and print familiarity, were
significantly greater for whole language classrooms. Rete}ling
scores on the RMI (Goodman et al, 1987) were not significantly
different on post-tests bgtwéeh the two groups; however, thease
data also suggest that children in whole language classrooms were
more -accustomed to discussing stories rather than responding to a
set of pre-detewmined questions.

On use of cueing systems and use of meaniny making
strategies, the scores for the whole language group reached
statistical significance on several measures. Thé children in
the wvhole language group appeared to have been siightly poorer
readers in August/September and significantly better readers in
hpril/May on many of the indices analyzed in the RMI. cChildren
in the whole language classrooms were able to self correct
significantly more of their oral reading errors and they also
showed greater growth in producing meaningful oral texts.
Therefore, the whole language classrooms appear to be helping
children grow as readers more than the traditional classrooms.
Writing

Very few measures of the children's writing produced
statistically significant differences. The most interesting
trends were relative to spelling. With regard to quality of
stories (i.e., holistic scores) the children in the whole
language classes wrote somewhat better stories; however, a
problem with the data collection plan in the first year of the

study may have washed out some potential differences.

Q
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fu collection in April/May dropped off dramatically even though in .

The amount and quality of text produced for the last data

total the children in the whole language group produced more text
- over the entire year than did the children,in the traditional F:
program. The explanation comes from the children themselves. In 7’?
August/September both groups of children were eager to write any

time. In Arril/May, however, the whole language group had

internalized what they had been ekperiencing all year. They di¢
not want to write for arbitrary reasons. They asked such
questions as: "Why are we doing this?" "Do we have to?" "I
have a story I am already working on and I doa't want to leave
it.” "Who's going to read this?" "aAre we going to get a chance Y
to revise and edit?" They did not like the answers they got.
They wrote, but appeared to do so grudgingly. The researchers had
violated their own beliefs and the children told them so.

The traditional groups, on the other hand, remained eager to
write, offering such comments as, "Oh boy, we get to write R
another story!"™ It is notrecommended that teachers deprive 3,
children of the chance to write in order to increase their desire
to do so. The post data collection procedure for the second year
of the study was altered.

Data for the second year of the study show that both groups
of children grew in terms of the amount and quality of text théy b
produced under deman? conditions. While few statistically :
significant results emerged, there were strong trends favoring

the whole language groups (See Table 10). Statistical

significance did occur occasionally across individual classroom




f‘flanguageﬂclassroons learned to spell, without direct instruction,
ﬁ: as well as children in the. traditional ¢l #srooms who Jsere using

. spelling workbooks and taking weekly tests on arbitfa:y lists of

?f‘counterparts.

' Tnterviews
The trends in the interview data are numsarous. The ones of

interest are:

1. Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to
have more to say about nearly every question “han the
children in traditional classrooms.

2. Children in the whole language classrooms seemed to
have greater awareness of alternative strategies for
dealing with problems in their reading -and writing.

o Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to
view good readers and good writers a bit more
realistically in understanding that all readers and
writers encounter difficulty from time to time.

4. Children in the whole ianguage classtooms appeared to
fe.l better about themselves as readers and writers.

5. Children in whole language classrooms: appeared to focus
more on meaning and the communicative nature of
language. Children in the traditional classrooms seem
to focus more on words and correctness or surface
features.
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\fébgparilons. One whole languagn\teacher in particular frequently

In general, the :data demonstrate that children in~the:whple ‘

}%;Wbrds. Children in the whole langusgé classrooms aiso appeaved.

to 2ttempt to spell more words than their traditional
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6. Children. in thé whole language classrocrs talked about
working with each cther -and helping each other more
than children in traditional classrooms.

7. Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to
be developing greater independence in 'both reading arnd
writing. Children in traditional classrooms seemed to
be more dependent on the teacher if their initial
strategy fails.

8. Finally, data confirm that children learn what
teachers teach and that teachers teach according to
their beliets and theoretical orientation.

Conclusions

Both initial hypotheses were confirmed. First, at-risk

" children in the whole language classrooms performed as well as

their matched conter-parts in the traditional classrooms on
standardized, achicvemen: test measures . However, one year of

whole language may not be sufficient for full differences to

emerge. Pernaps two, three or more years of such a curriculum

are needed before differences are translated into such gross
measures as standardized achievement test scores. Second, at-risk
children in the whole language classrooms perforued as well or
better than the at-risk children in traditional classrooms on
many other, kore informal measures of ceading and writing, and
they demonstrated qualitative differences in their knowledge of
the reading and writing process and of themselves as literate
persons.

The following are general summary conclusions. First, there
are major differences in the nature of the two kinds of
instructional programs investigated in this study, and there are
major differences in the products from these opposing

instructional view points. Second, whole language classrooms
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gwider'variety of ways than traditiona1 classrooms. Third, the

?~data also suggest that whole language -san be a viable

?3;rural, and dnner-city settings.
Tententative conclusions may be drawn from these data:

1. At risk children in one year of a vhole Tanguage.
instructional program performed as weéll=op. ‘better than
their matched counterparts from trFaditional: ¢classrooms
‘on all measures. of reading and writing._,

2. Beginning readers in ‘the whole language*program
appeared to learn more about bookness; and. the nat.re of
print than did their matched counterparts from
traditional prograns.

3. Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to
be developing better reading comprehension than the
children from the traditional classtooms. That is,
they retold longer -and-more completé vérsions of the
stories they had read.

4. Children in the whole language clas*rooms appeared to
learn more about the reading and- writing process than
their matched counterparts from thc Zraditional
classrooms. That is, they leariied to construct more
meaningfuI'Sentences.

5. Children in the wlhele language classrooms.appeared to
be learning more about the reading process than the ;
children from the traditional classrooms. That is, E
they successfully self-corrected more of their oral h
reading errors or miscues. -

6. Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to
have become more independent in their reading than
children in the traditional program. That is, they
described a greater number of options for handling
unknowns during both reading and writing.

7. Children from the whole language classrooms appearad to
be learning the convantions of w. tten language, i.e.,
spelling, punctuation, sentence structure, story ,
structure, etc., as well or bettar than their matched
counterparts from the traditional -classrodms.
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8. Children in the whole language classrooms appeared to
be using a wider range of vocabulary and learning to be
greater risk-takers than children from the traditional
classrooms. That is, ‘they ided a greater number and
wider variety of words in their writing.

9. Children in the whole language classrooits appeared to
be developing greater awaréness and use of their own
resources, better attitudes toward reading and writing,
and therefore greater confidence in themselves as
readers, writers and learners than children in the
traditional classrcoms.

1”. Whole language as the application to classroom
instruction; of a socio-psycholinguistic theory or
philosophy ¢f human. learning -may be only as -effective
as the knowledge base and commitment of the teachers
who attempt to implement it.

Implications
If whole language is indeed a viable alternative to
traditional, skills-based instruction with at-risk children, it
is so only for teachers who wish to pursue it. School systenms
may elect to offer teachers the option of learning about whole
language and developing their own whole lahguage classrooms.
This will involve school and system level support and changes in

ghe ways these teachers are evaluated.
" Because whole language is a movement making its p}esence
known in every corner of our country, including Tennessee, school
officials are currently preparing themselves to reckon with it.
This movement is not to be feared. These data suggest that whole
language, in the hands of commifted and competent teachers, is
preferable in many ways to what is now the pervading curriculum.
Co; sidering that much of what is currently happening in
classrooms appears to be "teaching to the test!" rather than
teaching for real learning, (Stice and call, 1987), these

achievement test comparison results are actually remarkable.
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If wvhole language offers hope fcr at-risk children, but is

=...only as good as. the teacher who implements it, the real burden

then falls to teacher education. Any educational philosophy that
is only simplistically and superficially understp&i will yield

,fpoor'regults. WhHole language is certgihly no ‘exception.
* changes in both preservice and inservice education, teacher
‘assessment, pupil evaluation, parent education, material

. selections, expenditures, school organization, teacher time

allocation, and curriculum guides may beéome crucial.APgrhapé A
most importuant of all, whole language offers a change in
philosophy, in the way educators think about learning, teaching
and children. Whole language, as with a traditional
instructional paradigm, is a curriculum. It is a way of
organizing and presenting; it is a set of beliefs about what is
good for children, how children learn language and how they use
language to learn, it is not a method of teaching reading.

The literature currently abounds with calls for
restructuring schools (Shanker, 1990; Eisner, 1990), and with the
position that the crucial element in learning is the substance of
the child's classroom experiences (Glasser, 1990). Whole
language advocates believe that a more holistic, literature-
based, experiential and integrated curriculum may indeed
constitute the first real progress in teaching/learning since
open education. It will take a great deal of care to prevent

whole language suffering a similar fate.
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Progressive education and the open, informgi-qiagéropm were
ipositiVénmovqments with muéh.pfomise fdr,imggqyihanduca;ioh;
3’ﬁowe¢er, they were never implemented as thi<é‘§e}6pé§srintgnd§§.
4»Instead they were misapplied and only sup;ﬁffé;ally,und@rstéod.
~ It is not surprising they failed. It‘wholﬁ igﬁguage is to have
E’apy hope of a Tair trial, its theoretical bise, essential.

g; componénts and the processes involved in its dévelopment at the

classroom level must be fully understood.
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Appendix A

The Reading Interview

;.
; 1986~87
4
;: Traditional Emerging Whole Language
: Classroom{TC) Classroom(WLC)
i (N=21) . (N=22)
5 1. a. When you are reading and you come to something you don't
3 know, what do you do?
% sound it out 64% skip it and go on; then come:
2 stop and think 36% back 60%
i sound it out 30%
j b. Do you ever do anything else?
: no 57% ask teacher 40%
ask someone 36% sound it out 33%
skip it and go on; then. come
back 25%
2. Who is a good reader that vou know?
) parent 61% self or classmate 95%
g friend 29%
self 5%
teacher 5%
3. What makes him/her a good reader?
reads big words 44% can read any book in this
doesn't miss any words 27% room 34%
tries hard ) 24% helps others 25%
knows all the words 17%
practices at hoie 17%
reads fast and sounds
good 8%
4. Do you think that she/he ever comes to something she/he
doe_21't know when she/he is reading?
yes 54% yes 75%
5. If yes: When she/he does come to something she/he doesn't

know, what do you think she/he does about it?

If no: Suppose that she/he dnes come to something that
she/he doesn't know. Pretend what you “hink she/he does about
it.
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TC

(N=21)
sound it out 39%
don't know 29%
skip it 25%
ask someone 14%

If you know that someone was having difficulty reading, how

would you help them?

telil them the word 38%

sound it out for 38%

give them hints/help them
think 20%

WLC
(N=22)
skip it and go back 42%
skKip it 25%
ask teacher or someone
else 25%

tell thenm the word 48%
skip and go on then come
back 42%
tell them to do their
best 9%

What would a/your teacher do to help that person?

help them with the word 38%
help them write or spell

correctly 22%
listen to them read 14%
have someone else help

then 9%

How did you learn to read?

parent(s) or family
member 51%
1st’ grade teacher 43%

get lots of books 27%
make them read a whole

book 27%
make them read & write 14%
read to them 14%
make them read a story

over and over 14%
1st grade teacher 33%
practice 27%
parents helped 14%
just knew < 14%

What would you like to do better as a reader?

know the words better 33%
don't know 25%
write bettexr ) 10%

58

read lots of good books 33%

have fun 27%

.reading hard words when I
come to them 25%

read about important
things (learn) 14%

70




The Reading Interview

1987-88 ‘
Traditional Emerging Whole Language
Classxoons Classroouns
~(N=31) ~ (N=30)

a. When you are reading and you come to something you don't
know, what do you do?

sound it out 42% skip it 42%
ask someone 35% think/quess 35%
think/quess 13% ask someone 12%
skip it 7% sound it out 12%

b. Do you ever do anything else?

no 35% guess 42%
ask teacher 23% no 31%
sound it out 25% ask for help 23%
wait 3% spell it to myself 8%

Is your teachei¢r a good reader?

yes 90%  y3s 96%
no lo% no 4%

What makes him/her a good reader?

she knows all the words 36% reads a lot 70%
she went tc school 1l6% reads aloud a loc 17%
reads a lot/practices 16% writes a lot 13%
reads fast 12%
she just is 8%
she can sound out words 8%
don't know 8%

Doyou think that she/he ever comes to something she/he
doesn't know when she/he is reading?

no 46% yes 58%
yes 38% no 30%
scmetimes 15% sometimes 15%

If yes: When she/he does come to something she/he doesn't
know, what do you think she/h2 does about it?

If no: Suppose that she/he does come to something that
she/he doesn't know. Pretend what yca think she/he does about
it'

ask someone 33% skips 1. & comes back 46%
skips it 21% thinks 27%
thinks 17% gounds it out 15%
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TC

(N=31)
sounds it out 13%
guesses 9%
it she makes a mistake,

she Zixes it 9%
don’t know 4%

If you knew that someone was having difficulty reading, how

would you help them?

teli ther the word 39%
help them sound it out 35%
read for them 11%
don't know 7%
show them the word 4%
.play school 4%

WLC

(N=30)
gets help 11%
asks someone 7%

come back to it later 35%
ask if they need help 14%
sound it out 13%
tell them to look it up 4%

What would your teacher do to help that person?

tell thew to practice/

read alot 46%
tell them to be quiet 8%
let someone help : 8%
brirg a group 8%
tell the word 8%
don't know 8%
blend 8%
talk aloud to them 8%

tell them to think 41%
try,'study/practice 30%
read a lot of hard books 15%
don't know 8%
write a lot 4%
take time 4%

What would your teacher do to help?

learn to sound out 26%
do it for tiem 23%
tell them the words 18%
tell them to read the

directions 13%
don't know . 9%
tell sumeone else to

help 9%
correct them 9%

a. How did you learn to read?

teacheir taught 33%
practice 15%
by reading 11%
don't know 11%
parent (s) 11%
sister/brother 7%
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come and help us with

clues 62%
tell us to sound it out 23%
tell us the words 15%
teacher taught 22%
teacher made me write 13%
parents helped 13%
sourd it out 9%
by listening 6%
pictures helned 3%
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Tc
(N=31)

b.

How did

teacher givas me

{N=30)

help you learn how to read?

téla.n§ to skip and try

clues 27% . again - 28%
sound it out 20% gave me little books -
don’t know 20% - -to read 21%
tell me to rapeat {ell the words 10%
after 20% gave: me clugs/souril it
read &t home 13% out: - 10%
can't remenmber 3%
10. what is reading?
reading in books 35% talking to a whole lot of
don't know 13% people if you're the writer
sounding out words 13% and reading to yourself 37%
fun 13% fun 26%
from reading cards 9% makes you a good writer 11%
saying words 9% words are letters and
something important 4% stuff 11%
something to do when you don't know 7%
are bored ’ 4% something you do with a
book 7%
11. a. What do you like about reading?

it's fun 46% it's fun 46%
the pictures 17% helps me learn 25%
rhyming words endings the pictures 13%

"ed" blending.. 17% the words 13%
like the words 13% when you don't have anything
interesting 4% else tc do you can read
not’ing 4%

What do you dislike abeit reading?

nothing 24% nothing 38%
it's harad 24% hard words/things 18%
2essing up 24% it takes too long 12%
don't know 18% I don't know 12%
bad stuff like the wolf if people laugh when I don't
eating the little know a word 12%
plgs 6% mean stuff 6%

when you grow up you
might not know all the
words

6%
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- (N=31) (W1=30)

%
" T2. Whit would you like to do better as a reader?

read the words/reaud ) writc more/be an author 24%
A right 35% read: published books/
L I don't know 27% read ‘WCTE. 24%
5. _ be an artist 17% be'an artist. 24%
N read books 13% don't. know(nothing) 8%
* get more time to play read to others 8%
with frogs 9%
write reports 9%
spell petter 9%
help my brother 9%

be quiet and not talk 9%

13. Can you read without a beok?

yes 43% yes 62%
no 33% no 29%
maybe 24% sometimes signs like

"come in" 10%

14. Are you a good reader?

yes 33% yes 70%
no 24% no 13%
sometimes 13% I write a lot 7%
don't know 13% I read more 7%

: don't know 3%

15, Why do people read?

to learn 44% to help them learn 54%
for school 22% it's fun 15%
when they grow up 22% when they grow up 12%
they want to 12% to write 12%
for school 4%
don't know 4%
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A p pendix B
The Writing Interview

-1986=1987-
Traditional Emerging Whole Language
Classroon . Olassroom
(N=24) {N=22).

a. When you are writing and you encounter difficulty,‘ﬁhaﬁ -
do you do? ) R
ask for help 67% ask somoone for help 41%
erase 17% “think about it ' 23%
try to sound it out 8% try my best ' 9%
stop 8* c*rcle it and go on 9%

erase - 9%

sound ‘it out

5%

b. Do you do anything else?

didn't know 90% draw a black lihe and come
back ‘to it. . 32%
ask someone, ask. teacher 23%
leave it out 18% B
scribble it out and circle i
it 9% N
try to figire it out 9% "

When your writing is interrupted, what do you do?

tell thenm to leave me tell them to wait just

alone 26% a minute 23% A
tell teacher 21% mark the place & stop  14% :
move 13% EOVi to quieter place 14% L
do it over 8% try to remember what I o
just stop then start was writing 14% E

where I left off 8% do what they want and T

go back to work 9% pe
tell the teacher 9%
do it over 9%
give them a punch 5%

a. Who is a good writer that you know?
named a friend

or classmate 86%

mom 13%

classmate 69%
teacher 34%

b. What makes him/her a gcod writer?

isn't messy 33% spells good 21%

does his work 21% writes good stories 21%

writes in cursive 17% knows a lot 17%

stays in the lines 17% looks neat . 14%

takes his timna 8% writes in cursive 9% :
63
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TC WLC

(N=24) (R=22)
writes better than think before they write %
anybody else 6% uses skinny pencal 5%

4. a. Do you think that s/he encounters ditficulty when s/ha is

? writing?

; nn 85.7% yes 84%
; b. If yes: When s/he encounters difficulty when writing,
3 what do you think s/le does. about jt? \

?? If no: If s/he ever did encounter dittiuulty ‘Wwhen
(| writing what do you think sj/he would do abrut‘it?

. sk teacher 33% ask somsbody 32%

3 usk classmate 25% does tha best s/he can 18%
- I don't know 17% ers “es and replaces 14%

‘ sound it out 17% get -a partner . 3%

; loocks it up somewhere 9%

E: 5. If you knew that someone was having difticult& writing, how
g would you help them?

E tell them how to spell write it for them 34%

g it 33% tell them how to spell

} write it for them 33% the word 21%

) tell them to start over 25% help them sound it out 21%

. heip them erase 8% be their partier 9%

: : tell them somethinr-;, to

e write 9%

4 show them how 7%

What would your teacher do to help that person?

b

correct them 29% make them do a lot 23% L

show them how to write 17% give them paper and some i

make them start over 17% clues 18% =

say the words and then let tell them to get a ¥
them swund it out 17% partner 18% g

write it for thenm 8% tell them the spelling .

I don't know 8% doesn't matter 9% )

tell them what to write 5%
help them sound it out 5%

N PRI
IR

How did you learn to write?

teacher 38% teacher 60% .
mother 33% parents 40% “
family member 20% .
practice 8%
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Why do pecple write? Is being a good writer important?

TC
(N=24)

it's important 26%
to ‘send messages 21%
it's fun, they like it 21%
Tave to in schoul 173
they want to ‘8%
to help others learn 4%

RLC
(F=22)

to ‘say something
to gpell.

to read hettar
to learn

to be a writer

What do you like about writing?

interesting stories 50%
drawing pictures 23%
it's fun 13%
What do you not like?

getting it wrong

messing up 50%
it's harad 13%
nothing 13%
shen your hand

hurts 13%

it's fun
writing long stories
helws you learn more

nothing
it's hard
hand hurte

. messing )

77

23%

23%:

1e%
1435

9%

41%
23%
14%

32%
23%
23%

9%
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“Thy- Writlng Interview

you do?

oo ask someone/tell
3 the ‘teachar

sound out/spell out
Took it up myself

38%
z“ think 12%
¢ don't know 12%

12%
9%

‘ stop 20%
, tell teacher 20%
: begin later 11%
: move 11%
. erase 9%

ask them to wait 9%

keep going/ignore them 9%
put paper on top of

desk 6%
I ask where I was 6%

1987-88 -
Traditional Emerqinq Whole Languaoe
Classrcoms Classrooms .
(N=31)" ““’(N-30)

w i
<
= R

ask someone ,
thlr%f&iqurc out
sound it 1ut/spell it

do youxzbest .
conferance with teacher
100k it up

8kip it

write something else

b. Do you ever do anything else?

no 52% rezd it back.
. ask someone/ ask teacher/ask
: classmate 31% classmate
E another source (book, no
5 center try again
: try again 6% vead more
think/figure out 6% ‘8pell it out

lcok :@around room

2. When your writing is interrupted, what do you do?

tell them to go away/be
gulet

tell the teacher

read it over and start
again

nmove somewhere

ignore thenm

take it to lunch

don't know

a. Whe is a good writer that you know?

names another child 42% names another child
names teacher 23% names self
names self 23% names adult
names an adult 13% names teacher
names sibling
66
78

a. When you are writing and encountcr difficulty, what do

30%
30%

10%.
7%
7%

7%
7%

3%

26%

26%
19%

i1y

7%
7%
7%

50%
14%

11%
7%
7%
7%
3%

50%
23%
10%
10%

7%
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7C
(N=31)

L e e
-

e
(N=30)

what makes him/her a good writer?

don't know 19% likes: to wri /writes
neatness 16%. a lot 25%
practice 16% practices 25%
correctness 16% spells good 22%
can read the words 9% she/he: ‘reads 11%
drawing 6% she listens 7%
tries hard 6% neat/pretty/writes
takes time 6% slowly 7%
3rd grader who helps teacher told me I could 7%
them 3%
nmzkes same grades I
make. 3%

Do you think that s/he encou
writing?

no 39%
sometimes 11%
don't know 4%

If yes, what does he/she do?

don't know 24%
write it again 24%
asks someone 24%
thinks 21%
erases 10%

How did you learn to write?

38%
25%

parent(s)
teacher helped

practice/ky reading 19%
sibling 6%
don't know 6%
friend 6%

What did they do to help?

help me/let me

trace 30%
showed ma how to
use my pencil, 19%
don't know 11%
67

nters difficulty when s/he is

yes 67%
no 26%
sometime 13%
don't know 8%
looks around room/get

help 55%
asks teacher 15%
thinks 11%
don't know 7%
tries hard 3%

skips it or sound it out 3%

erases 3%
guesses 3%
parent(s) 35%
teacher 32%
siblings 25%
taught self 6%
grandparents 6%
wrote and I copied

(traced) 29%
spelled/wrote for me 18%
held my hand and helped

me write 11%
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TC
(N=31)

shoved my my ABC's 11%
told me how to spell

the words 11%
flash cards/picture

cards 7%
made me write every

day 7%

wrote on the chalkboard
and told me to do it
just like that 4%

Why do people write?

s they can learn
how to so others

can read it 29%
want to 13%
don't krow 10%
tell stories 6%
it's fun 6%
have to in school 6%
make their wrist

strong 3%
to spell 3%
for business 3%
Is being a good writer
yes 74%
no 15%
sometimes 7%
Why?
don't know 33%
write stories 33%
to learn how 19%
when you grow up 10%

WLC

(N=30)
don't know . 7%
ABC's (letters) 7%

played s8chool at home 7%
I just sat down with
pencil -and. paper and
started 7%

to help them understand

learn 32%
they like to- (fun) 20%
to tell stories 16%
for- businéss 8%
have to 4%
for school 4%

important?

yes 75%
no 20%
sometimes . 5%
for when yhsu grow up 24%
might be an avthor 24%
learn a lot from

writing 18%
no-1 "‘ess you're an

adult 8%
because your mother

(others) knows how 8%
makes you feel good 8%
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a.

TC
(N=31)

WLC

What do you like most about writing?

writing stories 38%
its fun 15%
helps me learn 15%
nothing. 12%
being -an artist 15%
cursive 15%
writing fast 6%

(N=30)

itts fun : 45%
telling stories 14%
learning: about spelling

and words 14%
teiling people things 14%
nothing 10%
drawing 3%

What do you not like about writing?

don't know/ )
nothing 33%
it's hard/hand

gets tired
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