


FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSSSSB 203(HES)

1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: 7-Apr-98 Dept. Affected: EDUCATION

Title: "An Act related to phonemic awareness" BRU: Teaching and Learning Support
Component:  Quality Schools

Sponsor: Senator Taylor
Requester: Senate HES

COMPONENT SERIALNO. 2147

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY99 FY00 FYo1 FYO02 FYO03 FY04
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
* * *

GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS .
TOTAL OPERATING i ¥

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHANGES INREVENUES | | |

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF . * ¢
1005 GF/Program Receipts

Other: . .
TOTAL ” ’

Estimate of current year (FY98) cost: $ $0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

School District Costs - There will be significant costs to the school districts in Alaska to conduct two new levels of testing
related to students in grades 1, 2, and 3 and to establish an alternative instructional program in language arts. Statewide
costs for districts to implement the testing provisions of this bill range from $996.3 to $4,353.0. Costs related to establishing
an alternative instructional program in language arts for each district cannot be estimated at this time. Without additional
funding for school districts to implement the provisions of CSSSSB 203(HES), this will be an unfunded mandate. The

total school district costs across the state cannot be determined at this time and is represented by an asterisk.

Prepared by: Barbara Thompson, Director Phone: 465-8727

Division: Teaching and Learning Support / / Date: 4/10/98
Approved by Commissioner: Shirley J. Holloway, Ph.D. | IAAAa4</)6*—  Date: 4/10/98
Agency: Department of Education

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
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STATE OF ALASKA Bill No. CSSSSB 203(HES)

Language Education
1998 Legislative Session

Additional Analysis
This legislation seeks to ensure that all public school elementary students receive adequate

language arts education, requires school districts to adopt a balanced approach to language arts
instruction, and encourages elementary schools to begin preparing students for the high school
graduation examination. Mandatory testing of all students in second and third grades is required
annually using a nationally normed test. Testing in the first grade is optional. Additional,
individual diagnostic testing is required for students who test in the lowest 25% of the nationally
normed test. For elementary schools in which a student in a grade tests at or below the 25Ih
percentile rank, an alternative instructional program in language arts shall be established.

The Department of Education shall provide the names of one group administered and one
individually administered nationally normed test. Providing multiple test options would result in
data that could not be compared across districts throughout the state.

There are significant costs to school districts io implement the provisions of CSSSSB 203(HES).
Wi ithout additional funding, school districts will face an unfunded mandate to provide two new
levels of testing for students in grades 1,2, and 3, and to establish an alternative instructional
program in language arts for any student testing at or below the 25lhpercentile rank.

The Department estimates the costs to school districts to implement the provision of CSSSSB
203(HES) to range from S996.3 to 54,353.0. These estimates are based on the following
assumptions:

e 10,000 children in each of the following grades: 1<, 2nd, and 3rd
Costs reflect testing all children in all grades. While the bill mandates annual testing of 2rd

and 3rdgrade students only, school districts may choose to test all 1st grade students.

Costs reflect testing all students, in all three grades using group-administered tests and
individualized tests for the annual testing, using qualified personnel. School districts may
use either method, according to this bill.

Costs reflect conducting individualized tests for 25% of students in grades 1, 2, and 3, who
score at or below the 25th percentile rank, using qualified personnel. This number would

conservatively total 7,500.

If all school districts used a group administered test for the initial annual testing and used an
individualized test for 25% of the students who scored at or below the 25th percentile rank, the

cost is estimated to be $996.3.

If all school districts used an individualized test for the initial annual testing and used an
individualized test for 25% of the students who scored at or below the 25Ih percentile rank, the

cost is S4,353.0.

Estimated costsfor the establishment o f alternative instructional programs in language arts
have not been included in thisfiscal note, as insufficient information is available.
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STATE OF ALASKA
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

5-Mar-98

FISCAL NOTE
BILL NO.

Dept. Affected: EDUCATION

Revision Date:

Title: Language Education
Sponsor: Senator Taylor
Requester: Senate HESS

Expenditures/Revenues:

BRU:
Component:  Quality Schools
COMPONENT SERIAL NO.

(Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY99 FY00 FYO01 FY02 FY03

PERSONAL SERVICES 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0

TRAVEL 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0

CONTRACTUAL 792.0 792.0 792.0 792.0 792.0

SUPPLIES 161.0 161.0 161.0 161.0 161.0

EQUIPMENT 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 0 0 0 0

CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0 0

1003 GF Match 0 0 0] 0 0

1004 GF 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0

1005 GF/Prcigram Receipts

Other:

TOTAL 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0 1127.0

Estimate of current year (FY98) cost: $ $0

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME e

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

Please see attached analysis of estimated costs.

Prepared by: Barbara Thompson. Director , Phone: 465-8727

Division: Teaching and Learning Support / -/ Date: 3/20/98
Date: 3/20/98

Approved by Commissioner:

Agency:

Shirley J. Holloway. Ph.D. /

Department of Education

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office
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STATE OF ALASKA Bill No. SSSB 203

Language Education
1998 Legislative Session

Additional Analysis
This legislation seeks to ensure that all public school elementary students receive adequate

language instruction. Mandatory testing of all students in first, second, and third grades is
required annually. Additional diagnostic testing is required for students who test at or below the
25th percentile rank. For elementary schools in which a majority of students in a grade test at or
below the 25thpercentile rank for three consecutive years, intensive systematic phonics and
spelling instruction must be included in the curriculum of the school.

This fiscal note represents funding necessary to implement, administer and maintain two levels
of testing at the state and local levels; compilation, analysis and reporting of test information; and
assistance for schools required to implement a new language education curriculum, as a result of

testing data.

This request will fund staffnecessary to:
Provide technical assistance and training for teachers and school staff related to the

administration of tests
Provide technical assistance and training for teachers, school staff, parents, and community

members to better help our young children to be successful readers
Identify and disseminate information and models on promising practices, standards-based
reading instruction and assessment, and program development. The teaching of phonics is

embedded in these activities.
Compile, analyze and report on school and statewide test data, as related to all requirements

of SSSB 203

Funding included in this fiscal note represents the following:

Personal Services —$150.0
This will provide funding for a full-time Education Specialist 1l, Range 21, to provide training

and technical assistance to teaching staff in school districts across the state. This position will be
responsible for ensuring that a language education curriculum is developed and implemented,
when necessary and will ensure that staff are trained to teach the components of this curriculum,
including phonics, in the context of a total reading program. This staff person will prepare

school and statewide reports related to the testing data that is gathered.

This funding will also provide funding for a full-time Research Analyst IH to compile and
analyze statewide testing data and prepare statistical reports and information for schools and for

public dissemination.

Travel - S15.0
This funding will allow department staff to provide direct training and technical assistance to

school districts in matters relating to language education curriculum development and
implementation and test administration.

P:97-98leg/SB203 Phonics Analysis2.doc Page 2 0f3 03/20/98



STATE OF ALASKA Bill No. SSSB 203

Language Education
1998 Legislative Session

Contractual - $792.0
This will provide basic scoring services for the standardized tests; funding for school district staff

training and administration of individual diagnostic tests; contractual costs related to researching
and disseminating information and model language education programs, and general costs for

phone, fax, copier and printing.

Supplies —$161.0
These funds will be used to purchase necessary testing materials (booklets, directions, examiner

kits); office supplies and educational materials, as needed to compile, analyze, and report on
testing data.

Equipment- $9.0
These funds will be used to purchase the necessary computer and office equipment for the new

staffpositions and ongoing upgrade and replacement costs.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SB 203

1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date: Dept. Affected: EDUCATION

Title: Literacy Restoration Act _BRU: Teaching and Learning Support
Component: Quality Schools

Sponsor: Senator Taylor

Requester: Senate HES COMPONENT SERIALNO. 2147

Expenditures/Revenues: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY99 L FY0O FYO1 FY02 FY03 FY04

PERSONAL SERVICES 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0 75.0

TRAVEL 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0

CONTRACTUAL 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0 150.0

SUPPLIES 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

EQUIPMENT 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 250.0 245.0 245.0 245.0 250.0 245.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 0 0 0 0 0 0

CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts 0 0 0 0 0 0

1003 GF Match 0 0 0 0 0 0

1004 GF 250.0 245.0 245.0 245.0 250.0 245.0

1005 GF/Program Receipts

Other:

TOTAL 250.0 245.0 245.0 245.0 250.0 245.0

Estimate of current year (FY98) cost: $

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME 1

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

This legislation requires that phonics be taught in kindergarten through third grades in the public school system. Research
favors a balanced approach to the teaching of reading. The department strongly supports this balanced approach. In the

context of a total reading program, phonics is an important component.

Please see attached analysis of estimated costs.

Prepared by: Barbara Thompson, Director Phone: 465-8727
2/19/98

Division: Date:

Approved by Commissioner: Date: 2/19/98
Agency: Department of Education

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information call the Governor's Legislative Office

p:97-981eg/SB203 ANK)r.xis Page 1 Of 2



STATE OF ALASKA Bill No. SB 203

Literacy Restoration Act
1998 Legislative Session

Additional Analysis
This legislation seeks to ensure that all students become competent readers by requiring that

phonics be taught in kindergarten through third grades in the public school system. Research
favors a balanced approach to the teaching of reading. The department strongly supports this

balanced approach. In the context of a total reading program, phonics is an important

component.

Reading is the most important indicator of student success. This fiscal note represents funding
that is requested in the Governor’s FY 99 Operating Budget for a statewide reading initiative to
ensure that all children will read at or above grade level by the fourth grade. This request will
fund staff resources necessary to provide technical assistance and training for teachers, school
staff, parents, and community members to better help our young children to be successful
readers. Additionally, information and models on promising practices, standards-based reading
instruction and assessment, and program development will be identified and disseminated. The

teaching of phonics is embedded in these activities.

Additionally, SB 257/HB351, the Quality Schools Bill, includes performance standards for
reading, which address phonics at the first benchmark (ages 5-7). This bill also provides for a
comprehensive assessment system to ensure that students meet these performance standards.

Funding included in this fiscal note represents the following:

Personal Services -$75.0
This will provide funding for a full-time Education Specialist Il, Range 21, to provide training

and technical assistance to teaching staff in school districts across the state. This position will be
responsible for ensuring that a phonics curriculum is developed and implemented and that staff

are trained to teach phonics, in the context of a total reading program.

Travel - $15.0
This funding will allow the department’s education specialist to provide direct training and

technical assistance to school districts. |
J

Contractual - $150.0
This will provide funding for school district staff participation in training, contractual costs

related to researching and disseminating information and model reading programs, and general
costs for phone, fax, copier and printing.

Supplies - $5.0
These funds will be used to purchase the necessary educational materials and office supplie's.

Equipment - $5.0
These funds will be used to purchase the necessary computer and office equipment for the new

staff position and ongoing upgrade and replacement costs.
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ENATE COMMITTEE
First Committee of

DATE: 3/5/98 FURTHER:

DATE TURNED

Date of 5-Day Notice:.
INTO OFFICE: “b n

(in accordance with Uniform Rule 23)

HESS Committee considered SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 203

“An Act relating to phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, word-attack skills, spelling,
vocabulary, use of decodable text, reading comprehension strategies, and testing for basic reading
arid reading comprehension skills in the public school system.”

Senate Bill:

and recommends:
aflame title

/ : .. [
[wT?e replaced with CS S.& 2.03, f AfES ~ [ ] new title
House Bill:
[ 1 adopc previous CS ( ) [ ] same title
[
[

] technical title

[ ] attached amendment(s) ] new: SCR#___

[ ] adopt Letter of Intent by Committee

[ 1 further referral to the Committee

PREVIOUS FISCAL NOTE(S):*

NEW FISCAL NOTE(S):
Department Date .Zero Fiscal

Department Date Zero Fiscal

"Dok 1127

1
Ibe -for CS SSStA 2C?3( WES)

-Q>r4K com'ifiOv.
S)

[ 1 APPROPRIATION - no fiscal note sinclude fiscal notes accompanying Governor’s bill
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CS FOR SENATE BELL NO. 203( )
IN TOE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsors): SENATOR TAYLOR
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED

"An Act relating to phonics and spelling in the public school system."”
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. SHORT TITLE. This Act may be known as the Literacy Restoration Act.

* Sec. 2. FINDINGS. The legislature finds that
(1) the English language is the common language of the United States of

America,;
(2) written English is based on the principle of the alphabet, and that English

is a phonetic language;
(3) it is the existing practice of some public schools to teach phonics only

incidentally;
(4) scientific research proves that direct, systematic phonics and spelling should

be a part of the elementary curriculum in the public schools;
(5) a recent Education Week report card gave students in Alaska a D minus

grade; and
(6) according to the California Achievement Test, 45 percent of children in the

-1- CSSB 203( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 0-LS1002\H

fourth grade in Alaska had below average basic reading and language skills.

* Sec. 3. AS 14.30 is amended by adding a new section to read:

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Article 12. Required Language Education.

Sec. 14.30.800. Required language education curriculum, (a) A governing
body shall include intensive systematic phonics and spelling instruction in the
curriculum for elementary school, beginning in kindergarten if kindergarten is offered.
In kindergarten, or early in first grade if the district does not offer kindergarten, the
language education curriculum must include, in addition to children’ literature,
explicit, systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence,
word-attack skills, spelling, vocabulary, use of decodable text, and reading
comprehension strategies.

(b) All students in the first, second, and third grades shall be tested for basic
reading and reading comprehension skills, using a nationally normed group-
administered test approved by the department. Testing shall be conducted in the fall
of each school year. The individual results of tests required under this subsection must
be provided to each student’s parent or guardian and to the principai of the school.
Group results for each grade level in the school must be provided to each student's
parent or guardian, to the school district, to the commissioner, and to the legislature.
A student in the first, second, or third grade who tests at or in the lowest 25 percent
of the nationally normed test, or a student who a parent or teacher believes has a
reading, writing, spelling, or math learning problem, shall also be tested for word-
attack and word identification skills, vocabulary, and reading comprehension, using a
nationally normed and individually administered test approved by the department.

(c) When hiring an elementary school teacher, a school district shall give a
hiring preference to a teacher who has completed a course in the language basis of
reading. The course required under this subsection must include phonemic awareness,
letter and sound correspondence, work-attack skills, spelling, vocabulary, use of
decodable text, comprehension strategies, and an overview of reading disabilities.

(d) In this section,

(1) "elementary school" means grades kindergarten through six;

(2) "phonics instruction” means direct instruction, assessment, and

203( ) -2-
Mew Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 0-LS1002\H

practice designed to ensure learning and use of the English alphabet in reading;
3) "school district” means a municipal school district or a regic

educational attendance area.

3- CSSB 203( )
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NEVJ

CS FOR SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 203(HES)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTIETH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
BY THE SENATE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COM M ITTEE

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): SENATOR TAYLOR
A BILL

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act relating to phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, word-attack
skills, spelling, vocabulary, use of decodable text, reading comprehension strategies,

and testing for basic reading and reading comprehension skills in the public

school system."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. PURPOSE. It is the purpose of this Act to

(1) ensure that all public school elementary students receive adequate language

arts education;

(2) require school districts to adopt a balanced approach to language arts
instruction that includes intensive systematic phonics and spelling instruction in the elementary
school curriculum, along with other methods of instruction, in order to increase skills in
reading, writing, and spelling; and

(3) encourage elementary schools to begin preparing public school students for

the high school graduation examination.

-1- CSSSSB 203(HES)
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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* Sec. 2. AS 14.30 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Article 12. Language Arts Education.

Sec. 14.30.800. Language arts education curriculum, (a) All students in
the second and third grades shall be tested for basic reading and reading
comprehension skills using a nationally normed test approved by the department. A
district may test students in the first grade as described in this subsection. Testing
shall be conducted in the fall of each school year. The individual results of tests
required under this subsection must be provided to each student’s parent or guardian
and to the principal of the school. Results for each grade level in the school must be
provided to each student's parent or guardian, to the school district, to the
commissioner, and to the legislature. A student in the first, second, or third grade who
tests at or in the lowest 25 percent of the nationally normed test, or a student who a
parent or teacher believes has a reading, writing, spelling, or math learning deficiency,
shall also be tested for word-attack and word identification skills, vocabulary, and
reading comprehension, using a nationally normed and individually administered test
approved by the department.

(b) If a student tested under (a) of this section tests at or below the 25th
percentile of the nationally tested students, a governing body shall establish an
alternative instructional program in language arts that is intended to impiove the
student's basic reading and reading comprehension skills. The alternative instructional
program must include, in addition to children's literature, explicit, systematic
instruction in phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, word-attack skills,
spelling, vocabulary, use of decodable te .t, and reading comprehension strategies.

(c) Upon request, the department shall provide a list of those nationally

normed tests that are approved by the department.

CSSSSB 203(HES) -2-
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Revised Amendments from the Alaska Department of Education
March 28, 1998 —5:00 pm

BILL ID: SSSB 203
SPONSOR SUBSTITUTE FOR SENATE BILL NO. 203

"An Act relating to [phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, word-attack skills,
spelling, vocabulary, use of decodable text, reading comprehension strategies, and testing for

basic reading and reading comprehension skills] using a balanced approach for reading and

language arts instruction in the public school system."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. PURPOSE. Itis the purpose of this Act to ensure that all public school
elementary students receive adequate language arts education. [Ifthe public school students of a
school district fall below the national average for language education,] [i]lt is [also] the purpose
ofthis Actto [encourage the] require school districts to adopt a balanced approach to reading and
language arts instruction which includes intensive systematic phonics and spelling instruction in

.the elementary school curriculum, along with instruction in word meaning in context, the
structure of the English language, and other methods of instruction appropriate to the needs of

each child, in order to [increase skills in reading, writing, and spelling] meet high student

standards in reading and language arts.

* Sec. 2. AS 14.30 is amended by adding a new section to read:

Article 12. Language Arts Education.

Sec. 14.30.800. Language arts education curriculum, (a) [All s] Students in the first, second,
and third grades shall be [tested for basic reading and reading comprehension skills, using a
nationally normed group-administered test approved by the department. Testing shall be
conducted in the fall of each school year.] assessed for reading and language arts difficulties if

the classroom teacher determines that the child is not making adequate progress towards meeting

New Text Underlined [Deleted Text Bracketed]



Revised Amendments from the Alaska Department of Education
March 28, 1998 —5:00 pm

the student standards in reading and language arts. The student standards Vv/ill include the areas
ofphonics, spelling, word meaning in context, the structure of the English language, writing,
listening, speaking, and other language arts standards appropriate for the child’s age. The
department shall develop and score an examination that assesses the student standards for
students aged 5-7 years old and for students aged 8-10 years old. All students shall be assessed
using these standards-based assessments. The student standards along with the related
assessments will be benchmarked against the academic standards and assessments of other high-
achieving states. The individual results of tests required under this subsection must be provided
to each student's parent or guardian and to the principal of the school. Results for each grade
level in the school must be provided to each student's parent or guardian, to the school district, to
the commissioner, and to the legislature. [A studentin the first, second, or third grade who tests
at or in the lowest 25 percent of the nationally normed test, or a student who a parent or teacher
believes has a reading, writing, spelling, or math learning problem, shall also be tested for word-
attack and word identification skills, vocabulary, and reading comprehension, using a nationally

noimed and individually administered test approved by the department.]

(b) Ifa [majority of the] student[s in a grade level tested under (a) of this section tests at or
below the 25th percentile ofthe nationally tested students for three consecutive school years]
fails the assessment of the student standards in reading and language arts for ages 5-7 or for ages
8-10. a governing body shall [include intensive systematic phonics and spelling instruction in the
curriculum for elementary school.] establish an alternative instructional program in reading and
language arf swhich will address the student’s deficiencies. The [language education
curriculum] alternative instructional program must include, in addition to children’s literature,
explicit, systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, letter-sound correspondence, word-attack

skills, spelling, vocabulary, use of decodable text, and reading comprehension strategies and

other areas of deficiencies.

* Sec. 3. REQUIRED REPORT. By January 31. 1999. the department shall provide a report to

the legislature containing the standards referenced in Sec.l and 2 of this Act-

New Text Underlined [Deleted Text Bracketed]
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Alaska State Legislature

Senator Robin L. Taylor
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Senator Robin Taylor Qy

February 5, 1998

Senate Bill 203 “An Act requiring system atic

taught in kindergarten through third grades
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phonics and
the public

We have a serious problem in our public school system. Our children are

not learning basic reading and writing skills. This is in large part due to the

“whole language” system of instruction which utilizes a “see and guess”

method of
children do far better when taught systematic phonics than

learning. Scientific studies have proven that

with the “whole language” approach.

Some students will learn to read regardless of what method

is used. It
upper middle class families where there has been some phonics

is believed that this small percentage of students

in the home before the child ever comes to the classroom.

small percentage of children who will have difficulties in learning
students in the

no matter what method is used. This bill is aimed at those

middle which comprise the vast majority of the children

school system.

Test scores
taught with whole Ilanguage methodology and one group

comparing two groups of students, one group

taught with systematic phonics, have consistently been

District A:

majority of

when taught

of instruction
come from

instruction

is also a

to read

the public

having been
having been

for the
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group having been taught systematic phonics than for those who have only
had the whole language approach.

Senate Bill 203 will require school districts to implement a reading
program teaching systematic phonics and spelling in all grades K through 3
in the public school system. |1 should note here that this bill does not do
away with whole language programs in our public schools. It simply
requires that districts incorporate a program of systematic phonics and
spelling into the Language Arts program in all elementary schools.
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Senator Robin L. Taylor
Senate Majority Leader

SPONSOR STATEMENT
Senate Bill 203

“An Act requiring that phonics be taught in kindergarten
through third grades in the public school system”

[lliteracy in the United States is growing at an alarming rate, and Alaska is
no exception. This places enormous demands on resources from all levels
of government and society. According to the International Reading
Association, our classrooms have been used by psychologists, sociologists,
educationists, and politicians as a giant laboratory for unproven, untried
theories of learning, all resulting in the near collapse of the public
education system.

According to information obtained from the Alaska Department of
Education, 51% of our students are in some type of supplemental program.
CAT scores for fourth graders showed 21.3% in the bottom 25% in
reading and 25.5% in the bottom 25% in language. In grade 11, 24.1%
scored in the bottom 25% in reading. We are graduating illiterates. We
must get back to the tried and true method of teaching our students how to
read. We must reinitiate intensive phonics instruction into our elementary

education curriculum.
Here are some statistics gathered by the National Adult Literacy Survey:

¢ 24 million adult Americans can’t read; 50 million are limited to a 4th or
5th grade reading level,
¢ the number of functionally illiterate adults is increasing by

approximately 2.25 million per year;

¢ eighty-four percent of the 23,000 people who took an exam for entry-
level jobs at NY Telephone in 1988, failed.

¢ More than half of Fortune 500 companies have become educators of last
resort with the cost of remedial employee training reaching more than

300,000 million dollars per year.
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¢ One estimate places the yearly cost in welfare programs and
unemployment compensation due to illiteracy at 6 billion dollars. An
additional 237 billion dollars a year in unrealized earnings is forfeited
by persons who lack basic reading skills, according to Literacy
Volunteers of America.

¢ The total amount of money being spent on illiteracy by the federal
government alone can only be guessed at because there has never been a
complete assessment prepared. A conservative estimate would place the
amount at more than ten billion dollars each year, and growing.

Alaska is part of these statistics. We have a problem! Senate Bill 203 will
help fix this problem by mandating that systematic phonics instruction be
added to the language arts programs for grades K through 3 in all public
schools in Alaska.
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The National Right to Read Foundation

jundations in Reading

Essential Elements of Reading Instruction in Grades K-3

Introduction

Reading, writing, spelling, and handwriting are the foundation tools of literacy. They can be seen, heard, and
measured. They are portable. But unless these language/literacy tools arc in place by the end of third grade, children
will have no firm academic ground on which to stand. Nothing else learned in school will ever make up for the

deficit.

School officials should be able to document how students are learning the skills listed below, and make the
information available to parents in an understandable way.

Mastering the tools of learning in language, and becoming confident in their use, requires systematic instruction
across grades, and lots of supervised practice in applying these tools to reading and writing.

Whatever else a school claims to teach, if students don't master the foundation skills of language, nothing else really
matters.

Following are baseline performance skills in language that must be learned in grades K-3. These skills are what
every child of normal sight, hearing and intelligence should be able to do, and what the school must be prepared to
measure. Advanced skills and creativity are built on this foundation. Without these foundational skills, many children

will experience a lifetime of reading frustration.

Read More
Return to Home Page



The National Right to Read Foundation

Literacy Statistics in America

» At the opening of the 20th century the United States' literacy rate was approaching 100% for those who had

attended school,
* A U.S. Department of Labor Survey found that nearly 20% of high school graduates cant even read their

own diplomas;
» The National Adult Literacy Survey, issued in the fall of 1993, found that 42 million adults (22%) can't

read;

» The 1994 National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) found that only 25% of 4th graders and 8th
graders, and just over 33% of 12th graders, scored at the "Proficient” or "Advanced" levels of reading;

» Conversely, NAEP found that 75% of 4th graders scored BELOW the proficient level of reading;

» Education expenditures reached $484 billion in the 1993-94 school year, with 59% being spent at the

Elementary and Secondary school level,
» There are nearly 43 million elementary and secondary students in our public schools, and 2.9 million

teachers;

» Federal and state Special Education programs cost taxpayers more than $40 billion annually, and 80% of
those students are of normal sight hearing and intelligence. They simply haven't been taught to read;

» U.S. Justice Department estimates find that nearly 85% of juvenile delinquents can't read;

* In 1995, The Journal of the American Medical Association claimed that 33 percent of patients receiving

prescription drugs can't read the labels;
* Industry estimates that more than $300 billion dollars is being spent on employee remediation, with $250

billion more being lost due to illiteracy;
» Almost half of college freshman have to take "bonehead English” because their reading skills are deficient.

Go Back
Return to Home Page



The National Right to Read Foundation

Research from the N ational Institutes of Child Health and Human
Development

The following information has been taken from studies supported by the National Institutes of Child Health and
Human Development and documented in a paper endtled "Research in Learning Disabilides at the NICHD". For the
full report, contact NICHD at 6100 Building, Room 4B05, 9000 Rockville Pike, Bethesda, MD 20892 or call (301)

496-6591.

The ability to decode single words accurately and fluently is dependent upon the ability to
segment words and syllables into abstract individual sound units (phonemes).

The best predictor of reading ability/disability from kindergarten and first grade test performance
is phoneme segmentation ability.

Reading disabilities (dyslexia) affect at least 10 million children, or approximately 1 child in 5.

Studies show that of the children who are reading disabled in the third grade, 74 percent remain
disabled in the ninth grade. Reading disability reflects a persistent deficit rather than a
developmental lag in linguistic and reading skills.

Disabled readers do not readily acquire the alphabetic code when learning to read due to
deficiencies in the processing of phonological processing. As such, disabled readers must be
presented highly structured, explicit and intensive instruction in phonics rules and the

ilication of the rules to print.
Systematic structured phonics instruction results in more favorable outcomes in reading than
does a context-emphasis (Whole Language) approach.

Go Back
Return to Home Page



The National Right to Read Foundation

FACT SHEET: Can You Trust The "Research?"

"Everyone seems to think that all you need to do to be a good teacher is to love to teach. But no
one thinks that all you need to do to he a good surgeon is to love to cut™ Adam Urbanski, Vice

President, American Federation of Teachers.

Lengthy bibliographies of "studies™" supporting various techniques in reading are shot back and forth between
proponents of phonics and whole language in an effort to provide conclusive evidence that their perspective is
correct. 3ewildered parents, school board members, legislators and interested observers look on with little
knowledge or understanding of what is actually referred to in these seemingly well documented lists of studies.

In the hard sciences, like physics, chemistry, biology, medicine and engineering, references to research studies are
more likely to be helpful to "practitioners” or those searching for solutions to complicated, often cutting edge
problems, because careful documentation of findings are recorded, checked and double checked, before any thought
of application is considered. Peer review panels are convened to scrutinize every aspect of the study. Useful research
should arrive at reliable predictions using a scientific method of inquiry. This approach to research should "separate

quackery from best practice."1

Education Research is altogether different- Here is how most education "research” is conducted: (1) Build the theory:
(2) Test the theory; (3) Replicate the results in large-scale studies in classrooms, schools or district wide
implementations; (4) No objective evaluation using control groups is conducted. And, theories of learning abound.
For decades educators have followed the theories of developmental psychologist John Jacques Piaget. Piaget never

i to teach children, he only tried to describe what they do at different ages."2 Yet in our public schools today
uevelopraentally appropriate practice,” which undergirds whole language and almost all "child centered” educational
programs, has become almost sacred. Anyone daring to challenge the underlying premises of these theories is

considered "unprofessional™ orjust ignorant.

For example, block scheduling and an integrated curriculum, now the rage in our schools, has no empirical scientific

evidence to support its educational value.3 Cooperative learning, another fine sounding theory, is one of the most
widely used innovations of our time, and yet is often implemented without clear goals or any individual

accountability.

Educational literature now includes citations that look impressive. Names, dates, well known journals, and often
prestigious Universities are listed as confirmation that the theories presented have been carefully researched and
tested, when what is being cited is often nothing more than opinion laced with "happy faced" anecdotal stories.

"A small number of prolific professionals with strong beliefs can write a great deal and quote
each other's ideas. This creates a circular knowledge base that may appear to be research, but

which can, in fact, just be "bull."5

Ken Goodman, one of the most prolific writers and proponents of whole language, conducted a "research™ study in
New Zealand in 1965. His findings have served as one of the main stays of current whole language practice in
America. Specifically, Goodman found that "children's reading accuracy improved 60% - 80% in context, in
comparison with a [word] list. However, Tom Nicholson, Professor of Education at the University of Auckland,
New Zealand twice replicated Goodman's study, and found that this classic study that supported "enlightened [word]

guessing is incorrect..."6 This is especially important because in today's "whole language,” "balanced approach™
ssrooms guessing at words by context to identify them is strongly recommended as one of the three "cueing
icms” essential in how a child learns to read. Thus, Ken Goodman's research advocating the use of context clues
to identify unknown words is bogus. Does Dr. Nicholson’s finding change how most teachers are teaching our
children to read? Not in the least. If the scientific method were used to validate educational programs there would be:
(1) Development of an hypothesis; (2) Testing the hypothesis by formal experiment; (3) Analyzing data to determine
the truth of the hypothesis; (4) Peer review, replication of the experiment, large-scale and/or long-term follow-up

&



studies. Parents should be told tI*” children are in experimental classroonBrand schools should ask parents'
permission to include their children in such experiments.

One federal education research study, Project Follow Through, conducted over the past twenty five years, did apply
scientific method. It cost the taxpayers more than one billion dollars, and funding only ceased in 1995. The goal
or the study was to identify the specific teaching methods that could raise the performance levels of America’s
poorest schools from the 20th percentile (the normal level of performance for children in poverty) up to the 50th
percentile (even with mainstream America). The results of this massive study were conclusive. Direct instruction,
(one of the Follow Through models) included direct, systematic instruction in phonics as one component, and was

found to be "the only program which consistently produced substantial progress"7 in reading. Project Follow
Through also evaluated the "child centered,” "developraentally appropriate practices” model that relied almost
exclusively on a form of instruction that could be called "relevant activity." The goal of this model was to "develop

problem solving abilities, healthy self-concepts, and culturally pluralistic attitudes and behaviors."8 Not only did the

"child centered" approach fall far short in reaching its goals, but students in the Direct Instruction Model improved
their academic skills in reading, writing and mathematics, while at the same time enhancing their self-esteem and

problem solving abilities.

The lack of rigor in testing most educational theories, including whole language and its clones, and its implication for
policy makers should be obvious. Students who are taught direct, systematic phonics develop reading skills far
superior to those exposed to the unproven whole language philosophy. If schools are going to use unproven
theories, they should do so only if parents approve, and they should be held accountable for the results. These
studies have been conducted using the "scientific mcthod,"and the findings are based on empirical evidence.

A bibliography of studies is available from The National Right to Read Foundation.

End Notes
1. Grossen, B. (Fall 1996) "Making Research Serve the Profession,” American Educator, American Federation
of Teachers.
2. lbid
3. Ellis, A., & Fouts (1993). "Research on Educational Innovations.” Princeton, NJ: Eye on Education.
4. Ibid
5. Grossen, B. (Fall 1996)"Making Research Serve the Profession,” American Educator.
6. Nicholson,T., (1991) "Do Children Read Words Better in Context or in Lists: A Classic Study Revisited."

Journal of Educational Psychology, No. 83, No. 4,444-450.
7. Bock, G. (Winter 1996) "Education as Experimentation: A Planned Variation Model," Effective School

Practices.
8. Ibid
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CILLITERACY:. _
An Incurable Disease or Education Malpractice?

Robert WpySweet, Jr.

"Learning to read is like learning to drive a car. You take lessons and leam the mechanics and the rules of the road.
After a few weeks you have learned how to drive, how to stop, how to shift gears, how to park, and how to signal.
You have also learned to stop at ared light and understand road signs. When you are ready, you take a road test, and
if you pass, you can drive. Phonics-first works the same way. The child learns the mechanics of reading, and when
he’s through, he can read. Look and say works differently. The child is taught to read before he has learned the
mechanics — the sounds of the letters. It is like learning to drive by starting your car and driving ahead And die

mechanics ofdriving? You would pick those up as you go along."

Rudolf Flesch,
Why Johnny Still Can't Read, 1981

llliteracy in America is still growing at an alarming rate and that fact has not changed much since Rudolf Flesch wrote
his best selling expose of reading instruction in 1955. Illiteracy continues to be acritical problem, demanding
enormous resources from local, state, and federal taxes, while arguments about how to teach children to read
continue to rage within the education research community, on Capitol Hill, in business, and in the classroom.

'Uct International Reading Association estimates that more than one thousand research papers are prepared each year
Jie subject of literacy, and thatis very likely alow figure. For the past 50 years, America’s classrooms have been

used by psychologists, sociologists, educationists, and politicians as a giant laboratory for unproven, untried

theories of learning, resulting in a near collapse of public education. It is time we begin to move away from "what's

new" and move toward "what works."

Here Are the Grim Statistics

« According to the National Adult Literacy Survey, 42 million adult Americans can't read; 50 million can
recognize so few printed words they are limited to a 4th or 5th grade reading level,

« One outofevery four teenagers drops out of high school, and of those who graduate, one out of every four
has the equivalent or less of an eighth grade education.

« According to current estimates, the number of functionally illiterate adults is increasing by approximately
two and one quarter million persons each year. This number includes nearly 1 million young people who
drop out of school before graduation, 400,000 legal immigrants, 100,000 refugees, and 800,000 illegal
immigrants, and 20 % oftill high school graduates.

« Eighty-four percent of the 23,000 people who took an exam for entry-level jobs at New York Telephone in
1988, failed.

+ More than half of Fortune 500 companies have become educators of last resort, with the cost of remedial
employee training in the three R's reaching more than 300 million dollars a year.

« One estimate places the yearly cost in welfare programs and unemployment compensation due to illiteracy at
six billion dollars. An additional 237 billion dollars a year in unrealized earnings is forfeited by persons who
lack basic reading skills, according to Literacy Volunteers of America.

« The federal government alone has more than 79 literacy-related programs administered by 14 federal
agencies.

« The total amount of money being spenton illiteracy by the federal government can only be guessed at,
because there has never been a complete assessment prepared. A conservative estimate would place the

amount at more than ten billion dollars each year, and growing steadily.



The question that must be asked is this: Why does America have areading problem atall? We are the most
affluent and technologically advanced of all the industrial nations on earth. We have "free" compulsory
education for all, anetwork of state owned and operated teachers' colleges, strict teacher certification
requirements, and more money and resources dedicated to educating our children than any other nation on

earth.
Why Johnny Can't Read Provides an Answer

Rudolf Flesch, author of Why Johnny Can't Read wrote the following in a letter to his daughter in 1955,
after teaching his grandson to read:

"Since | started to work with Johnny, | have looked into this whole reading business. | worked my way
through a mountain of books and articles on the subject, | talked to dozens of people, and | spent many
hours in classrooms, watching what was going on.

What | found is absolutely fantastic. The teaching of reading - all over the United States, in all the schools,
in all the textbooks —is totally wrong and flies in the face of all logic and common sense. Johnny couldn't
read until half a year ago for the simple reason that nobody ever showed him how."

Time magazine called his book "the outstanding educational event of that year" and suggested that he
represented "the devil in the flesch" to the education establishment.

There is an answer to "why Johnny can't read,"” but the answer is tough medicine to swallow. It requires
education professionals, who for years have been engaged in a form ofeducation malpractice, to admit that
the methods of teaching reading they have vigorously advocated and staunchly defended ever since the

1930’s are dead wrong.

If we are to seriously reverse the increasing number of illiterate adults in America and prevent the problem of
illiteracy, we must swallow the medicine, as quickly as possible, and reject the instructional methods that

have resulted in the widespread illiteracy we have today.
Everyone Can Be Taught To Read

Historically, all American school children were taught to read. Teachers never considered that a child "could
not" be taught to read, and remedial reading was unheard of. In fact, the first remedial reading clinic opened
in 1930, soon after the results of the "look and say" (the so called "Dick and Jane" program) reading

methods were beginning to be felt.

Up until the early part of the 20th century, children were taught to read by first learning the alphabet, then
the sounds of each letter, how they blended into syllables, and how those syllables made up words. They
were taught that English spelling is logical and systematic, and that to become afluent reader it was
necessary to master the alphabetic "code" in which English words are written, to the point where it [the

code] is used automatically with little conscious thought given to it

Once achild learned the mechanics of the code, attention could be turned to more advanced content. It
seldom, if ever, occurred to teachers to give children word lists to read, or to make beginning readers
memorize whole words before learning the components of those words, or to memorize whole stories as

today's proponents of the "whole language approach” recommend.

Several recent studies funded by the U.S. Department of Education, including Preventing Reading Failure:
The Myths of Reading Instruction, found that 90 percentof remedial reading students today are not able to
decode fluently, accurately, and at an automatic level of response. In a March, 1989, Phi Delta Kappan
article, Harvard Professor Jeanne Chall (author of Learning to Read: The Great Debate) cites a study by
Peter Freebody and Brian Byme, that confirms the same finding. Today's students are not being taught the
fundamental structure of language, but rather are engaged in what Dr. Kenneth Goodman (a proponent of
"the whole language approach") has called a "psycholinguistic guessing game."



Two Ways to Teach Ruling

One philosophy is usually called "whole language" but many other labels are, or have been used to describe
it, such as: the whole-word method; language experience; psycholinguistics; look and say; reading recovery
or integrated reading instruction. The "whole language" or "look and say" method teaches that children
should memorize or "guess” at words in context by using initial letter or picture clues. According to
estimates given in one widely used "look and say" reading series, a child taught this method should be able
to recognize 349 words by the end of the first grade; 1,094 by the end of the second; 1,216 by the end of the
third; and 1,554 by the end of the fourth grade. Learning to read this way is supposed to be more
meaningful and fun. This way of teaching is currently used by nearly all of the schools in the United States.
It is clear that the current high illiteracy rate is directly due to this scientifically invalidated approach to

reading instruction.

Another approach is called intensive, systematic phonics first With this technique, children are taught how
to sound out and blend the letters that make up words in a specific sequence, from the simple to the
complex. Today, educators call this method the "code" approach because it teaches the skills and logic
children need to understand the English spelling system. When a child comes to school he/she hac a spoken
vocabulary of up to 24,000 words. Children taught to read using systematic phonics can usually read and
understand at least as many words as they have in their spoken vocabulary by the end of the third grade.

Read More
Return to Home Page
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The Observer Staff

The May 1997 EDUCATION REPORTER says that Title | students have continued to trail behind their classmates.
In fact, the gap has widened. The final report of a five-year, $29 million study has concluded that Title I, the federal
government’s largest K-12 education program, has failed to close the gap between low-achieving students and their
peers. It is the largest longitudinal study conducted of Title | since its start in 1965. Title | costs taxpayers $7.2

billion per year.
It's also a proven fact that children, who are in early childhood development programs, are no further advanced in

later years than those who did not attend these classes.

More than another $7 billion down arat hole peryear. W ill the bureaucrats ever leam? Without a sttong phonics
program, these children will continue to fall behind. This brings us to HB 2701-A in the Oregon legislature which
the House defeated by a 32-27 vote the end of May. They claim the law is unnecessary because teachers already use

phonics. The bill was sponsored by Rep. Ron Sunseri (R-Gresham).

In September 1995, the INVESTOR’S BUSINESS DAILY said that whole language was given a failing graue by a
California task force assigned to evaluate whole language. Whole language, not intensive phonics, is being taught in

Oregon government schools.

Some teachers attend the Riggs Institute in Beaverton, Oregon which concentrates heavily on teaching teachers how

to teach intensive phonics. Comments from some in August 1988 were:
“There seems to be more organization to spelling in this method and it answers the ‘why’ questions. It gives a better

understanding to letter combinations.” — Second Grade Milner Crest Teacher.

“I am really excited about beginning this program. It’s the most useful class I've taken in along time. Teacher
scation colleges should be teaching this class. | wish 1'd had it years ago!” - 2nd grade Bunker H ill teacher

“...Last year we adopted (against strong opposition) a “look-say" basal. Many of us were extremely frustrated trying
to teach the beginning reading skills...” - 3rd grade Madison teacher “I am very anxious to getin my classroom and

teach my students this method.” -4th grade Charleston teacher.

“This course has unlocked the door for spelling for me... The Spalding method of phonics as taught by the Riggs
Institute really unlocks the door for spelling, reading, writing and speech.”-5th Grade Eastside Elementary teacher
Elected Officials Want Dumbed Down Kids - Easier To Control

It seems our elected officials really don’t want answers to solve our educational problems which are turning out
functional illiterates by the droves. They simply look for problems for which they can appropriate billions more in

tax dollars.

Why is this you might ask? In the book, NEA-TROJAN HORSE (P. 106) Dewey’'s goal was to produce inferior
readers with inferior intelligence dependent on a socialist educational elite for guidance, wisdom and control.
Intensive phonics was the approach used prior to 1930 which gave us a highly literate population, probably the most

literate in the world.

Johnny can’t read because of the failure to teach first graders how to decode the English language with systematic
phonics, says Phyllis Schlafly. And it is obvious that our Oregon legislators, who voted down Sunseri’s phonics
bill, simply are desirous of keeping our children from attaining the best they can be. It’s a proven fact that the
top-scoring schools teach intensive phonics because when it is taught correctly, children cannot help but leam.

There is more involved, however, than just keeping our children dumbed down. Expensive
"eee"rkbooks would be unnecessary when phonics is taught. Follow the money! And think of all
se workers within the prison system who would become unemployed. Illiteracy seems to be

one of the biggest causes of people turning to crime.

What the Oregon legislature did on Sunseri 3 phonics legislation is educational malpractice and
parents have absolutely no recourse except to pull their children from the public system and put



them in a school where int®"ve phonics are taught in the ve**early years. But why should they
have to pay taxes to support the public school system and also pay for private school tuition?

:k to .Tune index
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A CENTURY OF MISEDUCATION IN READING
Robert W.'Sweet, Jr.
1996

The literacy rate for adults who have been to school for at least six years will be less in the year 2000 than it was in
1900. We are fast becoming a nation divided between those who can read and those who cannot. > -ery day,
somewhere in America, news headlines shout at us, "llliteracy is increasing; our kids aren't being taught to read."
How is it possible that a nation that prides itself on having the most educated population in the world can deny to its

own children the ability to read?

We are spending almost a half trillion dollars on education at all levels,! and a third of a trillion of that tax money is
being spent on elementary and secondary education. We are all being drawn into the vortex of the world wide web
whether we like it ornot We are rushing to place acomputer terminal in every classroom, and yet the simple concept
of teaching our children the 26 letters of the alphabet, the 44 sounds those letters make, and the 70 common ways to
spell them, is being rejected by the education elite, without regard to the overwhelming scientific evidence to the

contrary.

Yes, we have had almost a century of education malpractice when it comes to teaching our children to read. We must
apply some common sense and stop the academic child abuse that goes on under the guise of what today is called

"whole language,” and in the 1920's was called "look and say" reading instruction.

Mv purpose today is to explain why | believe illiteracy is rampantin America, but | offer asolution. It will not cost
lions of dollars, and it will unlock the door for countless children, who would otherwise be left to aimlessly
wander the corridors of beautiful school buildings, unable to read job notices on the bulletin boards.

Although statistics are always subject to challenge by some, the overwhelming evidence from such prestigious

sources as the National Assessment of Education Progress,2 (which found that "70 percent of fourth graders, 30
percent of eighth graders, and 64 percent of 12th graders did not., attain a proficient level of reading") cannot be
ignored. These students have not attained the minimum skill level in reading considered necessary to do the academic
work attheir grade level. The National Adult Literacy Survey, after a five year study, confirmed that finding
indicating that 42 million adults can't read, and that 50 million more recognize so few printed words they are limited

to a 4th and 5th grade level of reading.3

Even more troubling are the findings of The Orton Dyslexia Society, that illiterate adults account for 75 percent of the
unemployed, one third of the mothers receiving AFDC, 85 percent of the juveniles who appear in court, 60 percent
of prison inmates, and nearly 40 percent of minority youth. O f people in the work force, 15 percentare functionally
illiterate, including 11 percentof professional and managerial workers, and 30 percent of semiskilled and unskilled

workers.4 s it any wonder that a Census Bureau survey released in February of this year found that "American
employers regard the nation's educational system as an irrelevance?" Rather "businesses ignore a prospective

employee's educational credentials in favor of work history and attitude."5

We must keep in mind that statistics represent real people, children and adults who often suffer the indignity arid
frustration of illiteracy alone. It is a quiet pain that only the illiterate can describe. Let me give you some real

examples of what these statistics mean.

P°metrius Wilkins graduated from T.C. Williams High School in 1993. He was a model student, never a discipline
jlem. In fact if you had seen him on K street, here in the District of Columbia, you could have easily mistaken
him for one of the up and coming young law clerks. He had near perfect attendance for his twelve years of
schooling, and yet when he walked across the stage to accept his diploma from the smiling superintendent of
schools, it was a sad day, because Demetrius couldn't even read it. The taxpayers had antecd up more than $100,0CX
for his schooling. And according to the U.S. Labor Department, this young man represents nearly 20 percent of high



school seniors graduating from o*chools today. But his story doesn'ten<$ere. After graduation he found ajob in
a meat packing plant. He lasted just a few days, because he couldn’t read the labels on the meat. He tried desperately
to find other employment, but because of his lack of reading skills, couldn't find ajob. Finally, he was encouraged
h" some friends to go to alocal adult reading clinic for help. He did so, and in a few weeks was reading for the first
e in his life. According to the news reports, the only added ingredient he received was instruction in phonics, that

is, mastering the letter/sound relationships he should have been taughtin first grade.6

We cannot tolerate the kind of education malpractice this story represents any longer. It must stop now. Thousands
of calls come to The National Right to Read Foundation, from parents whose children have been passed on grade
after grade without being taught to read. The story is almost always the same. My child has been diagnosed by the
school as having Attention Deficit Disorder, or dyslexia, or as being mentally retarded, or as having some other
conduct disorder that places the blame on child or parent. And almost inevitably these children are in classes where
"whole language"” is used, and where almost no direct instruction in teaching phonics is present.

One more poignant story comes to mind that illustrates how painful illiteracy can be. At a meeting this spring, |
commented that many parents tell us how depressed their children become when they are required to memorize little
books without the ability to sound out new and unfamiliar words. Often the children express great frustration and
anger when faced with the requirement of reading science, history, literature and math before they have learned to
read with fluency and comprehension. A young lady sitting in the front row, jumped to her feet and almost shouted,
"That's me! That's how | feel." "When the kids call you a retard, it makes you cry and it makes your heart hurt
inside." This 14 year old girl, normal in every other way, had been placed in special education for seven of her years
ofschooling. No one had tried to find out if she just needed some direct instruction in phonics. There is a happy
ending to this story. We were abie to refer Bonnie Belle to a reading teacher who quicldy diagnosed her reading skill
deficit, and afterjust two sessions of direct phonics instruction, Bonnie Belle began to read and understand that there
is a system. She is on her way to success. But what of the lost years of schooling? What of the frustration, pain, and
lost self esteem she had experienced? Unfortunately, that cannot be repaid, or replaced. How tragic, how

unnecessary, how outrageous.

mTMs is the plight of thousands ofyoung people all across America today. Shunted into special education classes, or
ipter | programs for disadvantaged youth, passed on year after year without ever mastering the basic skills
essential for success in life. This reminds me of another story. Two teenage boys were fishing by a stream one day
when they noticed someone floating downstream. They both jumped in, pulled the person out of the water, gave
mouth-to mouth resuscitation, and saved his life. The next day, they were fishing in the same spot and noticed
another person floating down the stream. Again, theyjumped in and saved that person's life. From then on, people
floating downstream happened quite consistently and many died en route to the hospital. The city council decided to
build a hospital on that very spot so that they wouldn't have to transport the nearly drowned patients to the nearest
hospital, which was eight miles away. The hospital became very busy and began to grow and expand. In fact the
hospital became very well known across the country. Many interns came there to serve their residencies. One day,
one of those interns approached the administrator and thanked him for the opportunity to do his internship with the
hospital. "There is one thing that bothers me, though. Has anyone ever gone upstream to see why people are falling
into the river?" "No," the administrator answered. "We just don't have time. We are too busy treating the victims."

Well, it's time we took a trip upstream!

For generations the educational pendulum has swung from one extreme to the other...teaching skills but with little
reading of quality materials, or teaching literature without the skills necessary to actually read it We know now, that
doing one without the other dooms large numbers of our children to failure and closes the door to further learning.

Reading is the gateway skill; without the abilities necessary to read, our children will be unable to go through the gate
to all other areas of learning; for they all depend on this one skill. From the time the first alphabet was invented some
thirty five hundred years ago, learning to read consisted of learning letter/sound correspondences. Anyone of normal
sight, hearing and intelligence, if taught properly, could leam to read their native language with relative ease.
According to historian David Diringer, the invention of the alphabet is often said to be "the mostimportant invention
in the social history of the world. It was the creation of arevolutionary writing, a script which we can perhaps term

tocratic or the people's script."7

As Thomas Jefferson said: "A nation thatis ignorant and free, is a nation that never was and never will be."
Ignorance is only dispelled by a people who know how to read, and then read to know. It hasjust been within the
past century that we have abandoned teaching of the body of knowledge we call phonics, to our children as a first



step in reading instruction. Englislro an alphabetic language. Its spelling system is at least 90 percent regular,8 and
by teaching children the 26 letters of the alphabet, the 44 sounds those letters represent, and the 70 most common
ways to spell them, children can read nearly every word in English. This instruction can be done in a matter of

nths, and should be introduced in first grade at the latest.

Daniel Webster, one of America's great heros, said: "There is nothing so powerful as truth— and often nothing so
strange." And the truth is this. We can solve illiteracy in America now. Poor people, rich people, rural residents and
city dwellers, all have equal opportunity to master the skill of reading, if they are properly taught. The history of
reading instruction from the inception of our nation, can be separated into three general eras, each one shorter than
the one preceding. The first era runs from colonial times until the latter part of the nineteenth century. Then the

process of reading instruction was simple and siraightforward. "Teach the code, then have children read."9 Learning

the code unlocks at least 85 percent of the words in the English language.10 It worked then; it will work now. W hy
did the system change? As the old saying goes, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it!" More about that later.

Noah Webster, who lived contemporaneously with Daniel, was probably the most influential American in the history
of modem reading instruction. He published "An American Dictionary ofthe English Language" in 1806. It
standardized English spelling, and that spelling system remains virtually the same today. Noah Webster published
the famous New England Blue Backed Speller. For a century, more than 24 million copies were sold. It was second

in sales only to the Bible.1l Keep in mind that the population of America in 1800 was approximately 5 million
people. By the early part of the twentieth century, the population had increased to over 100 million. Immigrants from
every nation on eanh had come to America. They all wanted to leam English, and most of them did. The Blue
Backed Speller, as it was called, was the tool millions of Americans used to teach their children to read, whether at

home or at school.

But influential educators, like Horace Mann of Massachusetts, and after him John Dewey of Columbia Teachers
College, rejected the teaching of phonics. In the mid-1800's when Horace Mann was Secretary of Education for
Massachusetts, he is quoted as saying: "...it is upon this emptiness, blankness, silence and death, that we compel
rrldren to fasten their eyes; the odor and fungeousness of spelling book paper, a soporific effluvium seems to

, anate from the page, steeping all their faculties in lethargy." 112 One does not need much imagination to sense
Mann's disdain and disgust of "spelling books!" An interesting note here. Horace Marin's wife published an early
"look and say" reader. It was based on the ideas of Thomas Galludet who was developing reading programs for the

deaf. One of the first lines in her early reader was this: "Frank had a dog, his name was Spot."13 Well, | am sure
Spot never dreamed how famous he would become.

The second era, began at the turn of the twentieth century, and lasted until the late 1960's, as Horace Mann's
philosophy of reading instruction, aided and abetted by the spread of the Normal School for training teachers, firmly
entrenched the "look and say" teaching of reading. For example, the early "look and say" primers were published by
Scott Foresman in 1914. The basic premise was, teach the children to memorize the most commonly used words in
the English language, adding new words each year and reaching a total of about 1500 words by the end of 4th

grade.l4

In the 1930's other publishers, seeing great profitability in selling "look and say" readers, jumped on the band
wagon. Thus the rejection of phonics as the first step in teaching reading started the slow, but inevitable death of
phonics. By the 1950's illiteracy rates were steadily rising, and parents of students who couldn't read were told their
children needed "remedial” help. In 1955, Rudolph Flesch, another great American hero, sounded the alarm in his
classic book, "Why Johnny Can't Read." In afollow up volume, Why Johnny Still Can't Read published in 1981,
he reaffirmed the problem and the solution once again. And his solution was simple. "The truth is, of course, that
any normal six-year-old loves to leam letters and sounds. He is fascinated by them. They are the greatest thing he

has come up against in life."15 Teach those principles directly and systematically, and you will have life long readers
who love books. But his admonition fell on deafears. In two unpublished letters to a friend, Dr. Flesch describes his
frustration: The first was written in 1955, shortly after his first book was released. "My Editor at Harpers, Mr.
George Jones, can't get over his amazement at seeing a whole profession coming down on one poor little guy who
;te a book. He justdidn't know what you and | know, namely, the enormous scandal of this whole thing, and the
burning desperation of millions of parents." In 1986, just a few days before he died, Dr. Flesch wrote another letter
to the same friend: "Dear John, When wiill all this lunacy end? It's over 50 years and it's going on and on. Pity the
poor children. Pity the poor country - misguided, mistaught, defrauded from the first day of school. With all best

wishes, Rudi."16



The third era began in the early 1970’s and continues today. This "new" reading philosophy was called "whole
language.” In fact it was a more radical version of the "look and say" approach so popular in the early pan of the
r-ntury. "Whole language" relies on whole word memorization, but the words memorized are whatever happens to
n the "authentic literature books" the children are required to "read." "Whole language" theorists believe that
children leam to readjust the same way they leam to speak. Medical and linguistic research have conclusively refuted

such anotion,17 but "whole language" advocates ignore such research because it upsets their theory of learning.
They continue to believe that we are bom with the ability to read, and all that is required is to surround children with

books, reading to them and watching them become readers by osmosis.

With whole language, no longer were the most commonly used words memorized, as was the case with the "look
and say" readers. Despite the inane stories of Dick and Jane, Spot and Puff, we all learned to memorize certain
words that made it possible to function quite well. But many of us who were victims of Dick and Jane attest to being
poor spellers, and many others don't really enjoy reading. "Whole language” took us to new heights (or depths) of
illiteracy because memorization of difficult words like forsythia in first grade is virtually impossible for a large
percentage of students. Parents became frustrated, angry and felt guilty thinking they were the reason their otherwise
normal children couldn't read. In fact, the real reason was the refusal or inability of teachers to instruct their First

grade students in how the alphabetic code works.

Today, we are in the midst ofarevolution. It is one of the most crucial of this century. It doesn't hit the mainstream
media very often, and yet the outcome of this revolution will spell success or defeat for welfare reform, reducing
delinquency, improving our competitive edge among the industrial nations of the world, and very likely the survival
of our Republic. If the solution is so simple, then why isn'tit implemented now? Thatis a fair question, and it
deserves an answer. There are ten reasons why | believe the education system which perpetuates illiteracy is almost

impossible to change. Here they are:18

1. The public education monopoly is not held accountable for results;

2. There is an interlocking protective network, of teacher educators, teacher organizations and their
publications, state and federal departments of education, school officials and publishers ofschool textbooks,
that is exceedingly difficult for outside criticism to penetrate;

3. There is general agreement, with few exceptions, within this network that direct and systematic teaching of
reading is ineffective, harmful and an insult to learners' self esteem, dignity and freedom;

4. There is general ignorance about what experimental research has proven to be the benefits of teaching direct,
systematic phonics;

5. There are many in the network who consider systematic teaching of phonics information as a "conservative
political plot." There is abhorrence among many in the network for any teaching seen as "traditional;"

6. There continues to be a lack of utilization of the findings of experimental research, which overwhelmingly
supports direct, systematic phonics;

7. There is adenial among those in the network that there is acrisis of illiteracy in America;

8. There has been no easy nor regular accommodation from the courts for grievances over malpractice in

reading instruction;
9. The monopoly over teacher education allows reading teachers to be wrongly trained with impunity.

Read More
Return to Home Page
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The way American schools teach children to read and write has, for

many years now, been under the divergent influences of two

powerful schools of thought Conventional curricula still reflect a The whole-lang

time-honored reliance on phonics and basal readers, but a

"whole-language" approach has been embraced by many educators. approach has sp
massive pro-ph*

In fact, the whole-language approach has become so dominantin backlash.
certain areas that it has sparked a powerful pro-phonics backlash.

Many experts hope the current debate will ultimately lead to a

healthy balance between the two approaches, blending the bestof

the new methods with the best of the old.

The traditional theory of learning, which became

institutionalized with the beginning of mass schooling in the Pallcipatetooui
19th century, is that children leam a complex skill like reading new Interactive
by first making sense of the smallest components of the

language (letters) and then progressing to larger components

(sounds, words, and sentences). Children leam to read by .
learning to decode the language; understanding follows after and&ntncfam
they break the code and master the components. cnlnpmrgscukh

Traditional American education, therefore, begins with reading
lessons that focus on phonics (sounding out first letters, then combinations of letters), tight!

controlled vocabulary, and short "basal" (or basic) reading passages, followed by numerous
exercises, each with only one correct answer.

"Whole language" represents a different philosophy about
o learning, and the role of language in the classroom. It stre:
If phonics is all about children should use language in ways that relate to their o\

sounding out, whole and cultures. In the whole-language classroom, the final
language is all about product-the "answer"-- isn't as important as the process,
are encouraged to decode words by their context. Whole-1

figuring out. advocates point out that the average 1st grader has already
a vocabulary of ten thousand words and assimilated many

rules of grammar without formal schooling.

The common techniques of whole-language teaching--daily journal and letter writing, a grea
silent and oral reading of real literature, and student cooper;;..- name a few--rcprcsent if

philosophy in action.

The rise of the whole-language approach has been so dramatic that some teachers complain t
can'teven find basal readers anymore. In addition, many new teachers say their instructors.
of education no longer teach them how to teach phonics, just mentioning it in passing.



Ad”"btes ofwhole language insist thatitis i*"R he death of

phonics, which remains an important tool in the toolbox. But there h 1l » »h
is clearly a difference in priorities. Critics feel that whole language Mayoe Uilere s
overemphasizes "understanding," at the expense of accuracy and middle ground

correctness. A Ist graderin awhole-language classroom could

come home with an essay full of "invented" spelling and fractured grammar-having receiv
from a teacherimpressed with the thoughts expressed and the overall use of language. Son
feel that sort of laxity will lead to a generation of students who never leam how to spell prc
Advocates of the whole-language approach, by contrast, say that an overemphasis on rules
learning has proven time and again to be stifling-and leads children to see reading and writ
arduous and arcane chores, rather than as an interesting way of gathering information.

Which philosophy of instruction will win out? Research strongly indicates that students wil
most successful if a balanced approach is used: Teach phonics in a systematic fashion, with
context of real stories. One indication that this may be the wave of the future: Some publish
beginning to produce textbooks that fill the bill.

Glossary Terms

+ basal readers « illjtgragy
+ basic skills e« standards
o curriculum

From Education Week's Archives

m#t"A War nf Wnrrk- Whnlft f.anpuage Under Siege.” Karen Diegrauelier, March 20,195
Teachers react to recent trends that mandate schools to include direct instruction (i.e., phon:
reading. W ith sidebars:

+ "The Best of Both Worlds.”" Mounting empirical research strongly suggests that ra;
children need explicit phonics instruction, leading experts to believe that acombina
phonics and whole language may be the most effective way to teach the beginning

ate Balance." At Fairland Elementary School in Maryland, ist-grade teacht
Grenon blends the elements of whole-language instruction with the basic skills that
many experts believe beginning readers need.

"Effectiveness of Clinton Reading Plan Questioned." Feb. 26,1997. Many educators quest:
prospects for success of President Clinton's plan to stamp out the reading problems of U.S

"Calif. Text Adoption Puls Emphasis on Phonics," Jan. 15,1997. The state school board h
offits effort to improve achievement with arenewed emphasis on phonics in the nation's la
textbook adoption for English-language arts.

"The Decline of Literacy.” J. Martin Rochester, May 15, 1996. Commentary: A college prc
attributes inferior literacy oftoday’s college freshmen to overall lowered standards, a de-en’
accuracy in writing, and a watered-down delivery of literature in language arts education.

"Standards for Language Arts Are Unveiled" Karen Diegrauelier, March 20. 1996. Report
documentreleased by NCTE and IRA, adraft of the much talked-about English standards.

"Learning English-Language Arts." March 20, 1996. A list of voluntary national standards
by National Council of Teachers of English and Independent Reading Association tor heigh
literacy among school-aged children.



On the Web

The Great Debate Revisited. Art Levine, in The Atlantic Monthly , December 1994. Conten
between proponents of the "meaning first" and the "phonics first" approaches to literacy goe
more than a century. That the former is now in the ascendant, the author argues, should be <

concern.

English: What Students Need To Leam.Created by Teachers College, Columbia University
parent-friendly guide gives some basic goals for any student of English and ways that, paren

help reinforce learning in the home.

The Whole Language FAQ: .Answers to Frequently Asked Questions. Answers to question.*
"What are good b"oks to read on whole language?" are answered by subscribers to the Teali
Applying Whole Language Discussion List, an online mailing Ir, _

1994 Reading Report Card. A status report from the National Assessment of Educational P
Among its findings: The average reading proficiency of 12th grade students declined signifi

from 1992 to 1994.

+ The ArtofTeaching Writing ,Lucy McCormick Calkins, Heinemann Press, 1994
toward middle school teachers and details Calkins' development of the student-cen

"writing workshop."

+ Clearing the Way ,Tom Romano, Heinemann Press, 1987. Same school of thoug
Calkins. Targeted to secondary teachers with lesson ideas and supportive theory.

+ Emergentand Developing Reading: Messagesfor Teachers , Pamela Owen and Pt
Dumfrey, eds., 1995. Provides an international perspective on how children leam

« The Future ofWhole Language: Reconstruction or Self-Destruction , Susan Chur
Argues that teachers and parents need to take an active and critical view of efforts i

curriculum (particularly language arts) reform.

« The Literacy Dictionary: The Vocabulary o fReading and Writing , Theodore L. H
Richard E. Hodges, eds., International Reading Association, 1995. A reference to

changing terminology of language arts pedagogy.

« Understanding Reading: A Psycholinguistic Analysis o fReading and Learning to .
Smith, Frank, L. Erbaum, publisher, 1994. Psycholinguistic theory on how childi
read by one of the leading educators in support of whole-language instruction.
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Internatjonal Readin Associati?n ,
National Center for the Study o Wnnnﬁ and Literacy.

National Council of Teachers of Englis
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TONICS LEGISLATION AND STATE REGULATION
APPROVED IN 199%.

OHIO SB 230 (1996) [Excerpt]

Section 3319.24 As used in this section: (1) "coursework in the teaching of reading" means coursework that includes
training in a range of instructional strategies for teaching reading, in the assessmentof reading skills, and in the
diagnosis and remediation of reading difficulties; (2) "phonics” means a through, exact, concentrated, sequential
system for teaching children to read or enunciate by learning the usual sounds of the alphabet's letters and the
blending of the sounds. Phonics always includes the techniques or practices used to teach children to match letters of
the alphabet with the specific sounds they represent Such techniques and practices are introduced incrementally,
logically and systematically, and then thoroughly practiced as the child is trained to translate those written sound
symbols into the exact written and spoken language those symbols represent so that the child can read and spell.

Note: There was an emergency conference committee meeting called to deal with the "definition of phonics.” The
Ohio Council of Teachers of English & Language Arts "had a problem with the explicit definition of phonics in the
House Bill." The above definition may have been changed in the final legislation, but we recommend other states
model what was agreed to in the first conference committee report. For more information call: Judi Hahn (513)

232-5625.

XIFORNIA AB 170 (1996) [Excerpt

Section 1. Section 60200.4 is added to the Education Code, to read: instruction materials that it adopts for
mathematics and reading in grades 1-8, inclusive, are based on the fundamental skills required by these subjects,
including, but not limited to, systematic, explicit phonics, spelling, and basic computational skills.

(b) It is the intent o f the Legislature that the fundamental skills of all subject areas, including systematic, explicit
phonics, spelling, and basic computational skills, be included in the adopted curriculum frameworks and that these
skills and related tasks increase in depth and complexity from year to year. It is the intent of the Legislature that the
instructional materials adopted by the State Board of Education meet the provisions of this section. For more
information call: Assemblyman Steve Baldwin (916) 445-3266.

California Reading Program Advisory (1996) [Excerpt]

Systematic, Explicit Phonics--This term refers to an organized program where letter-sound correspondences for
letters and letter clusters are directly taught; blended; practiced in words, word lists, and word families; and practiced
initially in text with a high percentage of decodable words linked to the phonics lesson. Teachers should provide

prompt and explicit feedback.

In reading for meaning, skillful readers move their eyes through text left to right, line by line, and word by word.
With the exception of short function words, such as a, on, of, and any, they almost never skip or guess. Instead,
they fixate on very nearly each and every word of text. Further during the fraction of a second that they do so, they
take in-- and must take in—all of its letters, translating them to speech sounds on their way to evoking the word's

rning.
These word recognition processes are far too rapid and automatic for skillful readers to be aware of them.

Nevertheless, their reality has been broadly confirmed through a variety of technologically sophisticated research
methods with mature readers, including eye-movement recordings and brain-imaging techniques. In terms of
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instruction, these findings carry acritical implication. To become skillful readers, children must leam how to decode
words instantly and effortlessly. It is for this reason that children must be taught initially to examine the letters and

letter patterns of every new word while reading.

lilarly, while practicing phonetic decoding, children must not be taught to skip new words or guess their
meaning. W hile the interpretation of text depends integrally on context, the recognition of its words should not.
Research reveals that only poor and disabled readers rely on context for word identification (Stanovich, 1980).
Conversely, poorly developed knowledge of spellings and spelling-sound correspondences is found to be the most
frequent, debilitating, and pervasive cause of reading difficulty (Bruck, 1990; Perfette, 1985; Rack, Snowling, &
Olson, 1992; Vellutino, 1991). Young readers must develop fast, accurate decoding skills; and research verifies that
they are much more likely to do so if they receive a good programs of phonics instruction.

The role of effective phonics instruction is to help children understand, apply, and leam the alphabetic principle and
conventions of written language The most effective phonics instruction is explicit-that is, taking care to clarify
key points and principles for students. In addition, it is systematic-that is, it gradually builds from basic elements to
more subtle and complex patterns. The goal is to convey the logic of the system and to invite its extension to new
words that the children will encounter on their own. For more information call: Dianne Levin (916) 657-5236.

NORTH CAROLINA (Chapter 716, Senate Bill 1139) (1996) [Exerpt]

Section 8.1. The State Board of Education shall develop acomprehensive plan to improve reading achievement in the
public schools. The plan shall be fully intergrated with State Board plans to improve student performance and
promote local flexibility and efficiency. The plan shall be based on reading instructional practices for which there is
strong evidence of effectiveness in existing empirical scientific research studies on reading development.

Section 8.2.... The General Assembly believes that the first, essential step in the complex process of learning to

read is the accurate pronunciation of written words and that phonics, which is the knowledge of relationships of the

c,mbols of the written language and the sounds of the spoken language, is the most reliable approach to arriving at
accurate pronunciation of a printed word. Therefore, these programs shall include early and systematic phonics

instruction.

Section 8.3 In order to reflect changes to the standard course of study and to emphasize balanced, integrated,
and effective programs of reading instruction that include early and systematic phonics instruction, the State Board of
Education, in collaboration with the Board of Governors of The University of North Carolina and with the North
Carolina Association of Independent Colleges and Universities, shall review, evaluate, and revise current teacher
certification standards and teacher education programs within the institutions of higher education that provide

coursework in reading instruction.

Section 8.4. Local boards of education are encouraged to review and revise existing board policies, local curricula,
and programs of professional development in order to reflect changes to the standard course of study and to
emphasize balanced, integrated, and effective programs of reading instruction that include early and systematic
phonics instruction. For more information call: Representative Mike Decker (910) 595-3005.

WISCONSIN (AB 237) (1996)

Section 1.118.19 (11) of the statutes is created to read: Beginning on July 1, 1998, the state superintendent may not
issue or renew a license that authorizes the holder to teach reading or language arts to pupils in any prekindergarten
class or in any of the grades from kindergarten to 6 unless the applicant has successfully completed instruction
preparing the applicant to teach reading and language arts using phonics. The instruction need not be provided as a
separate course. In this subsection, "phonics" means a method of teaching beginners to read and pronounce words
by learning the phonetic value of letters, letter groups and syllables. For more information call: Representative Glenn

Grothman (608) 264-8486.

WASHINGTON (HB 2909) (1996)



New Section. Section I. A new section is added to chapter 28A.300 RCW to read as follows:

(1) The center for the improvement of student learning, or its designee, shall develop and implement a process for
identifying programs that have been proven to be effective using scientifically valid research in teaching elementary

ients to read. The identification process shall be designed to be ongoing until December 31,2000, and shall allow
w-Jitional programs to be reviewed after the initial identification of programs.

(2) In identifying effective reading programs, the Center for the Improvement of Student Learning, or its designee,
shall consult primary education teachers, state-wide reading organizations, institutions of higher education, the
commission on student learning, parents, legislators, and other appropriate individuals and organizations.

(3) In identifying effective reading®u‘ograms, the following criteria shall be used: (a) whether the program has
achieved documented results for students on valid and reliable assessments; (b) whether the results of the program
have been replicated at different locations over aperiod of time; (c) whether the requirements and specifications for
implementing the program are clear so that potential users can clearly determine the requirements of the program and
how to implement it; (id) whether, when considering the cost of implementing the program, the program is
cost-effective relative to other similar types of programs; (e) whether the program addresses differing student
populations; and other appropriate criteria and considerations.

(4) The initial identification of effective reading programs shall be completed and alist of the identified programs
prepared by December 15, 1996. For more information call: Representative Peggy Johnson (360) 786-7966.

TEXAS éHo ston Inde?endent School District - the Nﬁtion' 7th lar estgl PEER
Report, . co-chajred ba/ ornésr First Lady Barbara Bush and Dr. Bafbara Foorman,
university of Houston. (1996)

"... the more explicit the instruction in phonics, the greater the growth and outcomes in reading. Specifically, even
though children started the school year at the same low levels of phonological and word reading skills, by the end of
year the children receiving direct instruction with syntheuc phonics were at the 44th percentile, and children
receiving awhole language approach were at the 27th percentile (if the teachers were trained by the researchers) or at
the 17th percentile (if the teachers were trained by the district). It is significant that direct instruction brought
economically disadvantaged, low achieving first-and second graders close to the national average in reading, whereas
whole language instruction placed students near the 25th percentile. Children scoring below the 25th percentile are
often identified as reading disabled under traditional diagnostic criteria. This, one concludes that many children are

disabled by lack ofexposure to explicit instruction in the alphabetic principle.

PEER Committee recommendations include the following:

Direct, systematic instruction in phonemic and phonological awareness and letter-sound knowledge in kindergarten
and first grade.

Direct, systematic instruction in the alphabetic code and blending in Grade 1, where the opportunity to master the
principle taught is maximized by the use of: a) controlled vocabulary text, and b) oral reading to allow the teacher to

judge each student's decoding automaticity and fluency.

Direct, systematic instruction in regular spelling patterns in Grade 1; exceptional patterns, morphology, and writing
conventions in Grade 2 and beyond.

For more information call: PEER Committee Member Jimmy Kilpatrick (713) 520-9715.
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By ROBERT GREENE
The Associated Press

WASHINGTON — Vir-
ginia’s governor, James
Gilmore, meant to shock his
audience this month wnen he
reported that as many as one-
third of would-be teachers in
the state flunked a national
test of basic reading, writing
and mathematics.

If it was bad news for Vir-
ginia, it was worse for the na-
tion. Virginia has the coun-
try’s highest cutoff score for
the Praxis I, used in 20 states
to screen teacher-college
candidates and beginning
teachers. Scarcely more than*
half the students who took
the test nationwide would
have made the Virginia cut.

Last year, Alaska Legis-
lature passed a law requiring
all new teachers to pass a
standardized test before get-
ting a state certificate. The
law goes into effect July 1
this year.

“Virginia students would
be doing much better than
the national average,” said
Charlotte Solomon, in charge
of the Praxis examinations
for the Educational Testing
Service, a priva. company
that supplies th. rests to
states. “It begs the question
of whether it’s good enough.”

Around the country, state
education officials are asking
whether tests of general
knowledge and of specific
subjects are rigorous enough
to ensure that able people be-
come teachers. The issue has
risen in importance because
of widespread efforts to raise
standards for what children
should know and be able to
do.

For some states, it means
setting standards for the first
time.

Last October in New
Hampshire, the board of edu-
cation voted to adopt Praxis |
starting this fall after years
of opening the profession to
anyone with a college- teach-
ing degree who could find
work. Democratic  Gov.
Jeanne Shaheen vetoed legis-
lation that would have re-
quired the tests for teachers
whn alreadv have iobs.
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Many states use Praxis | or
more advanced tests in the
Praxis series used to certify
graduates for general knowl-
edge. professional skills and
subject knowledge. Some
states have their own tests.

Explanations vary on why
scores are low, but poor pay
tops the list,

"It clearly holds back who
it is that's entering," said Gor-
don Ambach, executive direc-
tor of the Council of Chief
State School Officers.

Teaching has become less
attractive for women and mi-
norities since barriers to oth-
er, more lucrative and presti-
gious jobs have been lowered.

Education officials also
point out that not everyone
with low test scores goes on to
teach or even get an educa-
tion degree.

In Pennsylvania, education
officials are beginning to
r.i'se ihe bar for a number of

.to

.V culd-be

tIfS. Among those being ex-
amined is a 120-question, gen-
eral knowledge test for begin-
ning teachers that covers so-
cial studies, math, literature
and the arts, and science.

"We have a relatively high
pass rate, but as we look at
the exams and we look at the
cut scores, we're not con-
vinced that it is a meaningful
exercise," said Michael Poli-
akoff, a deputy secretary of
education. Nearly 91 percent
of would-be teachers who
took the general knowledge
test last fall passed it.

But most of the test-takers
scored just about at the na-
tional average of 657 on a
scale of 600-695. The state
passing score is 644, close to
that of several other states.
The highest cut score of any
state is 649 in Maine, New Jer-
sey, New York and Rhode Is-
land.

Like other critics, Poli-
akoff says rhf national aver-
age would I<d|' good if the

educator:

test were Tlemanding. But
people are asked to do such
things as put World War I, the
start of the Great Depres-
sion, the New Deal and the
Korean War in the right or-
der.

The testing service doesn’t
say Praxis | results would
compare with those on an
SAT, a widely given test for
college admissions.

"It’s only partially true"
that Praxis is an easier test,
Solomon said, explaining
that the rests have different
aims.

But new Georgia and
Delaware standards, compa-
rable to those of other states,
give some clue. State offi-
cials allow the SAT and ACT,
another admissions test, to
be used instead of Praxis I. A
total SAT score of 1,000, with
at least 520 on the mathe-
matical and 480 on the ver-
bal part, is acceptable.

The average SAT score
for 1997 tv n scfy>ni gradu-

flunk Praxis

tes

ates was 505 verbal an
math. Those who said
will pursue educatioi
grees had scores of 48:
bal and 479 math. Matl
jors had scores of 549 v
and 623 math. Languag
literature majors had s.
of 609 and 546.

But the standards
run afoul of the need to
schools, especially in
to-fill rural and inner
schools.

North Carolina ha
back off from higher
dards several years ago.
sissippi is debating wa
for its cutoffs. Florida h
lowed waivers.

Shortages also worn
same Virginians who <
cate tough standards.

"You can begin to wq
what’s going to happen |
the road when more
more people turn away
preparing to teach,”
Thomas Elliott, an assi
superintendent of edu’c



REMEDIAL COURSES IN TEXAS’ COLLEGES

According to the Dallas Morning News, January 23, 1998 edition,
“Funding set aside in the (Texas) state budget for remedial courses at
public community colleges and universities has increased 346
percent in the last decade to a total of $172 million for the current
two-year fiscal period...about 54 percent is to address students;
deficiencies in mathematics, 22 percent in reading and 24 percent in

writing.”

That amounts to 46 percent of $172 million (79.12 million) in order
to  address the problems dealing with English/Language
Arts/Reading. The article also stated that public community colleges
went from $29.5 million to $145.7 million since the 1988 - 89 budget
period. In other words, there has been a dramatic increase in
spending on remedial education in colleges since the students who
have been taught whole language instruction have entered their

college years.

As the person who sent me this letter said, “lI am not a “rocket
scientist”, but how hard is it to figure out what is happening.
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EJtioWilliam Bergman, J.,M D

Phone; (713>729-0678 FAX (713)-723-2172  Office: (281)-293-7904 FAX: (281>293-8052
Home Address: 4838 Waynesboro Drive, Houston, Texaa 77035

Bii th date: February 10,1946, Brooklyn, New York

Fajnily: Married, five children (14,16,19,23,26)

Current employment:
Consultant in Child Neurology and Developmental Medicine, Houston, Texas, 1993-

Executive Director, Texas Reading Institute, Houston, Texas, 1995-

Av ards/honors:
The Jefferson Awards "In Recognition of Outstanding Public Service,M presented by The

Ame . .can Institute for Public Service, Washington, DC, June 10,1991

Exemplary Education Practice Citation, awarded jointly by tbe Texas Education Agency,
Texas Association for Children with Learning Disabilities, and the Texas Elementary
Principals and Supervisors Association, Austin, November 7,1991

Mayor®s Award for Outstanding Volunteer Service, June 11, 1992, Houston, Texas.
Spirit of Texas Salute, Houston KHO U CBS, November 27, 1992

Medical appointments:
University of Texas Medical School atHouston, Departments ofNeurology and Pediatrics,

Clinical Assistant Professor, 1980-

MAEFErton: re(FHIFILRPIFtfony affpointraentj:
Special Education Parent Advisory Council, Houston Independent School District

Campus representative, 1986-1988
Executive Committee, Secretary, 1991-1992
Foundation for Independent Learning, Inc. (non-profit educational foundation)
Founder and Director, 1987-1989
Intelligent Learning Systems, Inc., founder, 1987-1992
University ofHouston, College ofEducation
Adjunct Assistant Professor, Educational Psychology, 1987-1988
Texas Southern University, Center for Excellence inUrban Education
Adjunct Professor ofEducation, 1991-1993
US Dept ofEducation:
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (0SERS), 1991-
rev rwer, technology grants
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), focus group on strategic planning for
IDEA, Part E (research priorities), 1993-95
Houston Independent School District PEER (Peer Examination, Evaluation and Redesign)
Committee on Reading, 1996;
Subcommittee on Persistent Reading Difficulties, 1996-8
Benchmark Schools Blue-Ribbon Advisory Committee, 1997
Texas Essential Knowledge and Xills, advisor to members of language arts writing team, 1997



cc:Mail for: mel Jg”™gseng

Subject: Learning First Alliance
From: jimmykQlenet.edu (James Kilpatrick) at CC2MHS1 2/13/98 8:04 AM

To: Mel Krogseng at LAA_STAY

Twelve national educational organizations have joined forces through the
Lea_rnmg First Alliance to improve student Ieammg-a permanent partnership
designed to deliver coninon messages to all parts of public education
system, align_priorities, share success stories, articulate the importance
of collaboration at every level, and work toward long-term systemic change
hased on solid research evidence. The Alliance's member organizations
reprsent more than 10 million individuals en%aged In provi mg, ?overnmg,
and |mprovm%.Amer|ca's_ellementary and secondary schools at the Tocal,
tate and national coalition focuSed in improving public education to
involve both the CEQ's and elected leadership of the major national
or%anlzatl_ons_ repressenting parents, teachers, curriculum specialists,

school principals, administartors, school boards, state boards of
education, chief state school officers, and teacher educators.

Executive Surtmary: _
Every Child Reading — An Action Plan

I. Why Reading reform is Essential

While 59 Percent of African-American and 64percent 3fHispanic students
scored below "Basic in 1994, 31 percent ofwhitefourthgraders did.

[I. Every Child Reading: An Attainable Goal

Our_?oal virtually all children to leam to read well. Using techniques
available today — and new approaches that research could readily produce
and validate within a few years — we could ensure reading success for all

but a tiny proportion of healthy students.
|11 Every Child Reading: A Research Base

In forging a stratrgy to ensure success for all, it is essential to focus
on practices grounded in research. This paper summarizes available

research...
A Prekindergarten and Kindergarten Programs

One of the most important foundations of readln% success is phonemic
awareness before first grade. Later, more direct instruction on the

individual sounds that make up words is needed, so that children start more

formal 1 Istruction in readln(z with a comfortable familiarity with the

sounds tnat letters represent and with "hearing* those sounds within words. .

33)



B. Beginning Reading Programs

Unfortunately, it is also in first grade where common instructional
practices are probably most inconsiStent with the research findings. Many
children need well-sequenced phonetic instruction early in first grade.
Given this and the difficulties in identifying in advance which children
will need systematic phonics, it is propably nest to start all children
with phonetic strategies.

Early in first grade, children's readln? materials should feature a high
Broportlon of new words that use the lefter-sound relationship they have
een taught. A meaningful context can be created b’Y embedding decodable
test in Stories that provide other supports to build meaning and pleasure.

C. Second Grade and Beyond.

With high quailty instruction and any other neces_sar%/ tutorin% or other
assistance, most’ students should, by the end of first grade, be able to
decode virtually and phonetically régular short word with short or long
vowels, be able to read a Iragie number of high frequency sight words, and
have solid comprehension skills, both for material they read and for
material read to them. Children who are not decoding and comprehending well

at this point need immediate special attention.

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
American Association of School Administrators
American Federation of Teachers _

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
Council of Chief State School Officers

Education Commission of the States

National School Board Association

ational PTA o

National Education Association ,
National Association of State Boards of Education
Nationa Association of Elementary School Principals
National Association of Secondary School Principals

Future information or a conplete draft copy {final will be release sson)
contact Learning First Alliance 1001 Connecticut Ave. NW Suite 310

L
Washigton D.C. 20036 o
(202) "822-8405 x 40 http://www.leamingfirst.org

Jimmy Kilpatrick . Phone 113 520-9715
Coordinator of CommunityPrograms o Fax 113 520-7214
Advisor for Reading and Reading Disabilities http://www.readbggrade&com
University of Texas at Austin Home, 281 265-2368
Charles A. Dana Center Mobile  281536-4713

1723 Westheimer Road
Houston Texas 77098-1511


http://www.leamingfirst.org
http://www.readbygrade3.com

FAMILY CHIROPRACTIC 9072239001

Dr.-Wi llianD. Pfeifer =FAMILY CHIROPRACTIC CLINIC ==Dr.Mary L. Pfeifer

2-6-98
™™ottt PloaSe' COPy this fax to those Ustad below.
Kathie Berg,

| received the data you sent which consisted of tho 1995-96 State
report card. This is the same one | had from last year, which has
limited data. If | understand you correctly, the State DOE has no
cagrdriet(i:(wal data than what is reflected in this report. Is that

Do you have the following: FY97 data? FY96
Total expenditures? ? $610.367.479
ADM? ? 124,754
Special Ed: %ADM & 18.1%
. Expenditures 0 79
Bilingual: %ADM ? 12.7%
. Expenditures ? 77
Migrant: %ADM 0 6.8%
. Expenditures 0 29
Title 1. %ADM 0 9.7%
 Expenditures ? 77
Gifted: %ADM ? 4 .1%
? 77

. Expenditures

NOTE: Gifted is not listed by school district in the back of the
report, and | would like that data also. In addition do you have

an ethnic breakdown of this data?

Am | correct that 51.4% of the ADM, or 64,124 kids, are in some
typo of supplemental program? What is the total expenditure on
these areas along with the individual amounts? | am sure you have

that in your budget documentation,

The report has the following number of students scoring in the
bottom quartile: (Listed in % of "students tested" = 89.6%, 5.7%

Absent, 4.7% SPED Excluded)

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
95/96 CAT5-Reading 21.3% 20.8% 24.1%
96/97 CAT5-Reading ?2? 22 00
95/96 CATS5-language 25.5% 24.5% 24 1%
77 00 ??

96/97 CAT5-langusge

Can you get mo the number of kids at each Stanine level and
percentile for these tests? | would be surprised if tho

department is not looking at that type of detail.
2901 Baranof Avc. =Ketchikan, Alaska 99901-5765 =(907) 225-9090 «Fax (907) 225-9001



FAMILY CHIROPRACTIC 9072239001

m
Dr. William D. Pfeifer « FAMILY CHIROPRACTIC CLINIC ¢ Dr. Mary L. Pfeifer

NOTE: If you add the special ed excluded kids to these
percentages and give the benefit of tho doubt to those absent

raises these percentages significantly.

| realize that Harry Gamble will have the new report out in the
future but would appreciate this Information as soon as possibli

Thank

Dr William Pfeifer

«

Attn:DOE Staff .
Since this did not come through well on tho email | sent, | am

faxing this and would appreciate it if you would copy this for
the following people at DOE.

Kathie Berg
Shirley Holloway

Nanci Spear
Harry Gamble

cc:Sen Robin Taylor
cc:Linda Hardin

2901 BaranofAve. » Ketchikan, Alaska 99901-5765 + (907) 223-9090» Fax (907) 225-9001



~ Theevidence isoverwhelming that kics
With reading proolerms needphonics-Pesad instruction
\\hy arent ecuicators gening the message?

By Tyce Palmaffy




nside si National |Institutes of
Health O.'[H) reading lab. 1leyear-old
Alexis stumbles tn decipher a short
story. Reading out loud, she inserts
the word “girl" at the end of a sen-
tence in which it does not appear. Site
skips the word "the” and says "grader"”
instead of "grade.” Instead of "goes.”
Alexis reads "got": instead of "her." Alexis guesses
"the.” Later in the sentence, she substitutes
"broom" when the words read "a round iron han-
dle." This is a sobering display: Alexis, an other-
wise bright sixth-grader who scores above the 70th
percentile in all other academic areas, cannot read
asimple sentence without several mistakes and fre-
quent guesswork. L'nfortunatelv. she is not alone.

Alexis is one of more than 10.000 participants
in an ongoing 30-year. S'200-million study of read-
ing disabilities by the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD). a di-
vision of the NIH. Acting NICHD Chief Reid Lyon
sadlv notes that her case is typical of children who
have not received proper instruction in how the
sounds heard in speech are represented bv the let-
ter svmbols used in print—the relationship known
as phonics. Savs Lyon. "There is no way to read if
von are not vetv facile in the use of phonics.”

The problem is that few readers experiencing
difficulties similar to Alexis’s are evergiven the ex-
plicit phonics training they so desperately need.
Instead, teaching methods variously termed “look-
and-sav." "sight method." “whole word.” and the
latest incarnation, "whole language.” have domi-
nated the education landscape for almost seven
decades. Asa result, millions of kids arc consigned
to a lifetime of unnecessarv reading troubles be-
cause most policymakers and educators have ei-
ther willfully ignored the NIH-funded research or
are unaware of its existence.

This is clearly evident in the America Reads
Challenge Act of 1997, President Clinton's five-
vear. S2.75-billion proposal to place volunteer
reading tutors with minimal training in low-in-
rome schools. The program would hire reading
specialists to give cram courses to these volunteers,
but declines to incorporate the NICHD's findings
into its recommendations. Its official literature
tcpidlv states. "The L'.S. Department of Education
does not specitv any particular reading instruction
method." In addition, the federal government
gives elementary schools S7 billion a year in aid to
programs for special education, bilingual educa-
tion. and low-income students without insisting
that the instruction be research-based.

If Clinton's rcmedv is misguided, at least his
focus on reading is well placed. The 1994 Nation-
al Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

@

found that more than 40 percent of fourth graders
cannot read at the most basic level, indicating that
they could not understand the “overall meaning of
the text" or make simple inferences. The 1993 Na-
tional Survey of Adult Literacv discovered that
some 90 million Americans—nearly half the adult
population— have severely limited literacy skills,
and their ranks swell by millions each year. Bereft
of the ability to use a bus schedule, write a short
letter to address a credit problem, or calculate
their savings on a sale price, they are much more
likely to be unemployed, on welfare, or injail than
their fully literate peers. More worrisome is the
fact that literacv skills among young adults and
school-age children are declining.

Among minorities, the statistics are even more
tragic. On average, black and Hispanic children
score four grade levels below their white peers on
reading tests. And this gap does not narrow over
time: The average black college graduate reads at
the level of the average white high-schooi gradu-
ate. To be fair. American schoolchildren overall
tanked second onlv to Finland on the lastinterna-
tional assessment of reading ability, but that pro-
vides little consolation to disadvantaged children
who scored well below the average score of our

Sfyou don't know fiow the alphabet works, you

can't learn how to use an alphabetic language.

There is no argument,” says a Harvard researcher.

major trading partners. Clearly our education sys-
tem is leaving too many of its most vulnerable
charges far behind in an age when literacy is the
gateway to most important skills.

The Reading Wars

What these kids don't know is that they are the
casualties of what has been labeled the “reading
wars." Across the country, school districts are em-
broiled in a bitter, decades-old dispute over how
best to teach reading.

The latest uproar is swirling around the contro-
versial whole-language theory first introduced in
the early 1970s. Its supporters contend that chil-
dren will learn to recognize individual words
through actual reading, using context, pictures,
and familiar words to understand the meaning of
written passages even if they can't read every word.
They deride skills-based phonics instruction as ab-
stractand boring, favoring techniques such as read-
ing to children and encouraging them to read and
write early and often. "It's in the interaction with
the text that children develop good solid hypothe-
ses about the text, not through segregating sounds
front the text." savs Sharon Murphy, the outgoing
president of the VVhole Language Umbrella, an in-
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dependent professional association.

This approach gained thousands of acolvtes
during the 1980s. The nation's colleges of educa-
tion produced a new crop of teachers weaned sole-
lyon whole-language philosophy, while influential
professional associations such as the National
Council of Teachers of English and the Interna-
tional Reading Association embraced its basic
premises. At the state level. California spearhead-
ed a virtual reading revolution. The state depart-
ment of education rewrote its entire curriculum in
1987, ditching phonics for a literature-based,
whole-language approach. Teachers were told to
throw out their old methods and embrace the cut-
ting edge. Other states and local school districts

using whole language by itself." says Beth Bader,
the assistant director for educational issues at the
AFT. the nation's second-largest teachers union.
The National Education Association. the largest
teachers union, still gives lukewarm support to
whole language, but spokeswoman Karen Smith
grudgingly admits that "many kids cannot learn to
read without phonics.” Dozens of news stories
from school districts nationwide catalog wide-
spread discontent with whole language and a
resurgence ofsupport for phonics-first instruction.

Most damaging to whole language's adherents,
last year California punted its whole-language cur-

soon followed. “All the major publishers moved to E arly 20th-century educators derided phonics as the

whole-language readers once California imple-

mented it." says Bonnie Grossen of the National drifl-and-kIll” method, evoking images at stem nuns

Center To Improve the Tools of Educators, at the
University of Oregon. "They had no sequenced in-
struction. just pretty pictures and poetry. It has
taken hold in ail 50 states.”

Yet while educators and textbook publishers
were enthusiastically welcoming whole language,
the research evidence supporting phonics-first in-
struction and questioning the underpinnings of
whole-language theory continued to mount. In
1985. the U.S. Department of Education released
“Becoming a Nation of Readers." a report which
concluded that “the issue isno longer... whether
children should be taught phonics. The issues now
are specific ones ofjust how it should be done."

Another federally funded study led to the pub-
lication in 1990 of Beginning To Read, which most
researchers consider the seminal review of the per-
tinent scientific literature. Its author. Marilyn
Adams, now a visiting scholar at the Harvard Grad-
uate School of Education, says, Ton can teach
children more efficiently and effectively ifyou use
phonics. If you don't know how the alphabet
works, you can't leam how to use an alphabetic
language. There isno argument.”

These findings are beginning to have an im-
pact. Several states, including North Carolina.
Texas. Georgia. Washington. Wisconsin. Oregon,
and Ohio have recently passed legislation recom-
mending phonics education in the early grades.
“We no longer will accept that kids cannot leam to
read." says Cindy Cupp, the director of reading at
the Georgia Department of Education. "Now the
state is in favor of explicit phonics instruction.”

The International Reading .Association recent-
ly reversed policy’, specifically promoting early
phonics instruction as a necessary componentofa
comprehensive reading program, and the .Ameri-
can Federation of Teachers (AFT) has come down
squarelv on the side of skills-based instruction for
beginners. "We created a terrible nightmare for a
lot of kids who haven't been able to leam to read
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leading chorus recitals ot “a,” “00,” and "Hi.”

rictilum altogether, stressing the need for system-
atic, explicit phonics instruction in the early
grades. The state reversed course in response to a
wave of public criticism after California's poor per-
formance in the 1994 NAEP. when it lied
Louisiana for last place.Janet Nicholas, amember
of the California State Board of Education, recent-
ly told the U.S. House Committee on Education
and the Workforce: “Unfortunately for California
children, the unsubstantiated claims and enthusi-
astic visions of whole-language ideologues proved
to be disastrous when applied to real children.”

The reaction to California’s actions was pre-
dictable. “Whole language is being used as a scape-
goat for dropping scores, when California has
many minorities and high immigration." says Uni-
versity of Arizona education professor Ken Good-
man. regarded by many as the godfather ofwhole-
language theory. Itis true that whites are a minor-
ity in California and a large portion ofits Hispanic
population are recent immigrants who speak bare-
bones English. Yet apologists for whole language
ignore the factthatscoresdropped equally among
children whose parents graduated from college.

“These data (from the NAEP] underscore the
fact that reading failure is a serious national prob-
lem and cannot be attributed to poverty, immigra-
tion. or the learning of English as a second lan-
guage,” says Reid Lyon, who has directed the NIH
reading studies for the past six years.

The 10-Year ltch

Fortunately, many educators are admitting
their mistakes and switching to what works. But it
iseasv to be skeptical about whether these reforms
will last. The American education system is notori-
ous forswinging dramatically from one philosophy
to another. Embatded educators and parents look-
ing for a quick fix rarely give meaningful changes



lime to work. Historically, this latest reading shake-
up lits into a pattern of reform and retrenchment
dating back at least a century.

During colonial times, the formula was simple:
Teach kids the relationship between letters and
sounds and then let them read. This method went
unchallenged until the mid-IHOOs. when the influ-
ential educational reformer Horace Mann excori-
ated the drilling methods of the past. In the stark
language of his reports to the Massachusetts Hoard
of Education, the letters of the alphabet were
"skeleton-shaped, bloodless, ghostly apparitions.”
Instead of teaching individual sound-letter rela-
tionships. Mann thought children should focus on
comprehension by learning whole words first.

Despite his suggestions, through the early part
of this century most American schools continued
to use the traditional method of first teaching the
44 sounds heard in speech and then relating them
to the 200 letters and letter groupings that appear
in English. Once they had mastered these skills, it
was presumed, most children could "sound out"
anv word, even unknown ones. Comprehension
was onlv limited by their speaking vocabularies.

To the layman, this makes perfect sense. As ed-
ucation professors Connie Juel of the University of
Virginia and Isabel Beck of the L’niversiiv of Pitts-
burgh write in the AFT journal Awn-iron Educator.
“(".iven that letters and sounds have systematic re-
lationships in ail alphabetic language such as Eng-
lish. it stands to reason that those responsible for
teaching initial reading would consider telling be-
ginners directly what those relationships are." But
progressive educators based at Columbia Universi-
ty Teachers College and the University of Chicago
in the 1920s rejected the “code-emphasis" ap-
proach as nil unnatural, undemocratic way of
learning. Phonics was derided as the “tlrill-and-
kill" method, evoking images ofstern nuns leading
chorus recitals of "a," “00" and “th."

These educators reintroduced Mann's idea
that children could read by learning to recognize
whole words in context. Skills-hased instruction,
tliev argued, discouraged Kkids from acquiring a
love of reading because of its rote dialling and
memorization. What influential educator, such as
John Dewev advocated soon became known as the
look-sav approach. Textbook publishers respond-
ed quicklv. Whereas colonial children (at least
upper-class children) learned to read using Noah
W ebster's bestselling Blue-Backed S/teller and the
Bible. mid-20th<entury youngsters were subjected
to the simplistic, mind-numbing “Dick and Jane"
series. Responding to children's limited capacity
for memorizing whole words, school readers be-
came increasingly repetitive and wholly uninter-
esting. "We stopped teaching Kkids rules." says
Bader of the APT. "and expected them to learn 2
million individual words instead of teaching them

#

100 rules to figure them out."

Look-say reigned controversy-free until 1955.
when Rudolf Flesch published why Johnny Can't
Read. Flesch. an admirer of Dewey with a doctorate
from Columbia Teachers College, criticized the
look-sav approach in strident language: "We have
decided to forget that we write with letters and leam
to rend English as ifit were Chinese. One word after
another after another after another. If we want to
lead materials with a vocabulary of 10.000 words,
then we have to memorize 10.000 words: ifwe want
to go to the 20.000 word range, we have to leam,
one by one. 20.000 words: and so on. We have
thrown 3.500 years of civilization nut the window
and have gone back to the age of Hammurabi."

Flesch's critique of the education system, in
which lie likened current methods of reading in-
struction to the training of dogs, was imdersrand-
nblv not well received. Vet his basic claim that look-
sav was unsupported by research piqued the cu-
riosity of at least one noted researcher. Jeanne
(“hall of the Harvard Graduate School of Educa-
tion. She conducted a three-year study and a mas-
sive literature review, publishing the results in
/.canting to Read: The Great Debate 119(57). still wide-
ly read among educational researchers. Its central
conclusion was that the evidence favored the code-
emphasis approach, particularly for poor cliildreS
and those showing early signs of dyslexia. An tipJ
dated version published in 1983 surveyed the re-
search since 1967 and
found that the case for
phonics-first instruction
was even stronger.

These findings led to
a revival of phonics-based
instruction during the
1970s. only to have these
gains undermined by the
increasing influence of
whole-language theory.

Itsgrounding in a distinct

philosophy of language

and harsh indictment of

the "Dick and Jane" read-

ers distinguished it from

the look-say approach,

yetin the most important

respect whole language did not differ at all: It de-
fied common sense and ignored piles of research
by de-emphasizing skills and focusing almost solely
on comprehension. It was merely the latest fad in a
long line of meaning-first approaches.

A Theory Discredited
Much of vvliat whole-language advocates claim
to have introduced is uncontroversial. .All educa-
mrs, including those who support phonics instruc-
tion. believe that children should begin reading
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real literature and writing as early as possible, that
comprehension isthe ultimate goal of reading, and
that education should be relevant to students' lives.

It is the philosophy undergirding whole-lan-
guage theorv that troubles linguists and research
psychologists who study how the brain processes
language. The founders of whole language set
themselves apart from the look-say crowd by ad-
vancing not only a new method of reading in-
struction hut a new theorv of how children acquire
written language abilities. Isolated drilling in
sound-symbol relationships was unnecessary, they
atgued. because learning to read would be as nat-
ural as learning to talk if meaning and purpose
were emphasized. Indeed, whole-language theorist
Frank Smith argued that skilled readers skip
around instead of reading each word, using con-
text to confirm hypotheses about the meaning of
text. Hence education professor Ken Goodman's
description of reading as a "psycholinguistic guess-
ing game.” To a whole-language disciple, phonics
instruction can only take place as a rare interven-
tion while children are actually reading.

Whole language's infatuation with the contex-
tual nature ofreading ismoored in a 1965 study by
Goodman. During the study, beginning readers
were given a list of words and then a ptssage with
the same words in context. Observing that chil-

t systematic phonics instnction, 5ercent
of children will notread with the facility

required to glean meaning from text.

dren's word-idendfication skills improved after
reading the passage. Goodmar concluded that
context plays a central role in deciphering text.
But when researcher Tom Nicholson revisited
the study in the Journal of Educational Psychology in
1991, it fell apart. By controlling for the children's
reading-skill levels and the order in which they re-
ceived the two tests (to eliminate the “practice ef-
fect”), Nicholson found that context only helped
poor readersand offered readers in general no sig-
nificant benefit. “Goodman based his ideas on a
poor studv whose findings were never replicated.”
savs Lyon of the NIH. “It never would have gotten
through a National Institutes of Health review.”
Eye-movement studies have further under-
mined whole language's faith in context by proving
that skilled readers do not use context and predic-
tion to capture a text's meaning: thev actually
process each word visuallv. Other studies by Keith
Stanovich of the Universityof Toronto and Charles
Perfetti of the University of Pittsburgh have shown
that good readers seldom rely on context: instead,
their decoding skillsare so practiced and quick that
thev speed through text without effort. Less able
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readers struggle painfully to identify words, taxing
their abilitv to understand the text. "It is onlv be-
cause readers (and listeners) process words so au-
tomatically and effortlessly that thev have the men-
tal time and capacitv left to construct and reflecton
that meaning and message,” write Marilvn Adams
and Maggie Bruck. of Montreal's McGill University,
in Amencan Educator.

The beliefthat reading isa “natural” activity en-
tails changing the schoolhouse dramatically.
Whole-language teachers tend to regard them-
selves as motivators rather than instructors, instill-
ing enthusiasm instead of basic skills. For example,
they favor “child-centered” over “teacher-directed”
classrooms. “Children should be fully active partici-
pants in building your classroom environment and
curriculum, engaged in all the critical and creative
thinking those tasks require.” writes Bess Altwerger.
a leading whole-language proponent. “Even first-
grade students are capable of working coilabora-
tively in this regard, as long as you can acceptan en-
vironment reflecting the development of children
rather than adult proficiency.”

These changes are troubling when one consid-
ers that Smith and Goodman’s belief that learning
to read is as natural as learning to speak is “accept-
ed by no responsible linguist, psychologist, or cog-
nitive scientist in the research community.” writes
Keith Stanovich. one of the foremost reading re-
searchers in t.ie world. Barbara Foorman. an edu-
cational psychologist at the University of Houston
and an NIH researcher, points out that if reading
were as natural as speaking, there would be no illit-
eracy in literate societies.

Although the basic principles of whole lan-
guage have been discredited, its proponents are
not bending. “There are different kinds of re-
search. qualitative and quantitative,” savs Murphy.
“Whole-language researchers tend to fall on the
qualitative side." In short, they question the re-
search method instead of answering the research.
Indeed, many whole-language proponents have re-
sisted evaluating their approach using traditional
measures of student performance, preferring such
techniques as “kidwatching” and long-term evalua-
tions of students' "real” written work. They gener-
ally question the reliability of standardized tests
and controlled studies as artificial methods that
fail to take account of cultural and environmental
differences. Phonics advocates regard this as sub-
terfuge. “Some people just don't want to rely on
research, which means that we repeat the same er-
rors over and over again." says Harvard’sJeanne
Chall with obvious frustration. “It's very sad."

Phonics Ascendant
In a training tape developed for teachers in Cal-
ifornia. an expert teacher-trainer demonstrates
phonics in acuon. She holds up a “verv hungryV—



stuffed hear named "Chuck.” who is “choosing
lunch." His diet, however, is limited: Chuck only
wanes foods that begin with the same sound as his
name, such as "cheese, chips, and chopped-up
chunks of peach.” The teacher asks her class what
else Chuck might like. One first-grader correctly
ventures “cherrv pie." Another child, as confused
about edibility as the sound "ch." mistakenly offers
"jacket." .After briefly explaining his error, the
teacher shows her students the word "Chuck.” and
points to the first two letters. In unison, her en-
gaged children pracuce making the sound.

This exercise helps the children realize that the
letters “c” and “h" together make a familiar sound
heard in many of the words they speak. .After
wards, the teacher gives her children a small book
that lets them practice this new skill by including
many words spelled with a “ch"—what educational
researchers term "decodable text." Sure, it's not
Treasure Island, but the kids are learning to associ-
ate the sound with the symbol, enabling them to
read “real" literature in the future. This is anathe-
ma to followers of whole language. “People from
literature-based philosophies would freak out if
they saw this. They don't want to work with kids on
these subskills," savs Lyon.

ft is these subskills, however, that impoverished
children and those suffering from reading disabil-
ities such as dyslexia need the most. Research sug-
gests that direct instruction in phonics is innocu-
ous but unnecessary for the most able 50 percent
of children. Neurologists speculate that their
brains may be “hard-wired" at birth to dissect
speech into individi al sounds and. with a little for-
mal instruction, easily match those sounds to indi-
vidual letters and syllables. Once exposed to gen-
erous helpings of language, these kids quickly
move from “see Spot nm" to richer literature.

The next quartile of children will leam to read,
but they may fall behind withoutstrong early phon-
ics instruction. For the remaining 25 percent,
though, reading will be one of the greatest chal-
lenges they will face in life. To enable them to meet
that challenge, Lyon says, "phonics is nonnego-
tiable." Without systematic, explicit instrucuon in
the sound-svmbol relationships that comprise the
English language, they will not read with the facili-
ty required to glean meaning from text.

The NIH studies have demonstrated this over
and over, at 12sites including Vale. Johns Hopkins.
Harvard. Florida State, and the Unive: :ty of Hous-
ton. These studies have shown that the best predic-
tor of the ability to comprehend text is the speed
and accuracy with which a child reads individual
words. In essence, good readers use phonics con-
stantly, only with so much facility that it appears as
if thev are skimming and skipping around. It is
poor readers who decode text using known words,
context, pictures, familiar letter combinations, and

plain old guessing. Their trouble does not lie in
comprehending text: it is their inability to connect
spoken with written language that frustrates them.

These children must be taught that individual
sounds heard in spoken language—phonemes
such as "ch"—can be represented by letter combi-
nations. and that these sounds and letter clusters
can be put together to form words. Jt is on this
point that whole language and phonics-first teach-
ers are most divided. Whole language instructs
that phonics, if taught at all. should only be taught
implicitly, allowing children to deduce the sound-
symbol relationships through their engagement
with text. The findings from the NIH directly con-
tradict this. While many children easily grasp these
connections, a significant number need them to

be taught explicitly, says Lyon.

The Great Wall

So why the chasm between research and prac-
tice? How could a philosophy whose basic princi-
ples have been proven false survive and conunue to
gain supporters? Testifying before the Committee
"on Educauon and the Workforce in the House of
Representadves this pastsummer. Richard Venezky
of the University of Delaware said that part of the
problem is that the government and various foun-
dations fund the research but do not disseminate
its findings. Indeed, during the committee's hear-
ing on literacy, chairman William Goodling noted,
“I've been here all these years and
never knew there was an ongo-
ing project on reading at the
NIH." Neither did his col-
leagues, and since only
13 members of the 45-
member committee
even bothered to show
up to the hearing, few
of them found out
about it.

More disturbing
than Congress's igno-
rance is the situauon
on the front lines. The
people who should be
most familiar with the re-
search—educauon profes-
sors. teachers, and school
administrators— have routine-
ly adopted instructional methods
and curricula heavily influenced by
whole language in spite of the overwhelming body
of research evidence supporting phonics. It’s as if
educators have erected the intellectual equivalent
of China's Great Wall, successfully thwarting re-
searchers' efforts to invade the schoolhouse.

In part this isdue to a lack of leadership at die
federal level. The government funds research at
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the NIH. at the Center for the Study of Rending at
the University of Illinois (which hand-picked
Adams to write lirginninff To Rentf). and at the Uni-
versity of Oregon’s National Center To Improve
the Tools of Educators, all of which have stressed
the vital importance of early phonics instruction.
Vet the 1°S. Department of Education has hardly
anything to say on the topic beyond reminding
parents to read to their children. The result: Little
of this research reaches the classroom.

State education agencies are equallv hesitant to
take a strong position. The Massachusetts State De-
partment of Education refuses to make recom-
mendations concerning instructional methods,
and Patricia Webster of the New York State De-
partment of Education said. "We don’t suggest
from this level how reading should or should not
he taughtin the classroom. Decisions like that are
left to the local districts.” William Farr of the Con-
necticut State Department of Education labeled
Reid Lynn, a division chiefat one of the most re-
spected research institutions in the nation, an "ex-
tremist.” adding that the state department takes no
official position.

Still, plenty ofeducation professors are familiar
with the research, yet fail to incorporate it into
their classroom instmction. Which begs a ques-
tion: Why is whole language so seductive' Re-
searchers speculate that whole language’s popu-
larity stems from teachers' search for a method
that’s easier for children and frees teachers from
using the stuffy worksheets and dull drills of yes-
terday. "The whole-language movement should he
about displacing compartmentalized instruction
and rote facts and skills." write Adams and Bruck.
phonics-first advocates. “And it should be about
displacing such outmoded instructional regimens
with highly integrated, meaningful, thoughtful,
and self-gendering engagement with information
and ideas." But Adams isquick to add that system-
atic phonics docs not imply schooldays filled with
painstaking recital of letters and syllables. Ml it
takes, she savs. is 20 to 30 minutes each day.

Whole language also flourishes because of the
long-standing skepticism toward research in the
education community. Even educational re-
searchers admit to the shoddiness of educational
research in the past, and the tendency of “the lat-
est findings" ro swing educators from litd to fad.
'Very little research on anything ever makes it into
the classroom. W hat you get are trends with verv
little research evidence to back them up." savs Ger-
ald Rrncev. a research psychologist who writes
widely on education issues. “Educators run from
one fad to another." adds Smith of the NEA.

Further hampering attempts to extend re-
search findings into practice is the fact that teach-
ers are rarely taught how to read and analvve re-
search evidence. For the most part, teachers col-
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leges that scire as vocational schools are separate
from research institutions, so professors who train
teachers are insulated from prolessors who engage
in research. "They’re different professions." savs
Adams. "They go to different conferences and
read different journals. The people who are doing
research work in education are not well-informed
about the real problems and needs of schools and
teachers." There are exceptions, such as the Co-
lumbia University Teachers College and the Uni-
versity of Virginia’s Curry School of Education, but
the vast majority of teachers graduate from "nor-
mal schools" where training and research are not
integrated. "Teachers see professors as very smart
people who do very good work that has nothing to
do with what they do.” says Brncey,

With scant ability to discern
opinion, teachers and even school superinten-
dents often adopt unproven practices. "Unlike
other research-based professions." writes re-
searcher Bonnie Grossen. "our mechanisms lor
distinguishing fads that will probably fail from ct-
fective innovations are weak and ineffective." Hy-
potheses by education professors quicklv become
"theories." even though they have seldom been
subjected to any rigorous testing. As the domi-
nance of whole language shows, this has been par-
ticularly true in the field of reading. "Hard science
is often alien to primary-level reading instruction,
snake oil and charismatic solutions being pre-
ferred far more often titan this country can af-
ford." said Venezky in his congressional testimony.

At the graduate level, whole language contin-
ues to inform reading instruction. In fact, surveys
of teachers and (lie textbooks they use in educa-
tion schools confirm that most teachers are not
taught svstematic phonics and are hardly ever told
that whole language instructional methods are
even contested. Reid l.von tells of his encounter
with a California teacher seeking a doctorate in
reading instruction who approached him after a

research from

w . hole language flourishes in part because of the
long-standing skepticism toward research
in the education community.

lecture. Her face wet with tears, she told him that
10 one had ever exposed her to phonics-based in-
struction. “The majority of teachers we've talked to
who have been trained over the last 10 years have
never even discussed these issues.” savs Lyon.
"Teachers are resentful that they haven't been pre-
sented this in the past." says Louisa Conk Moats,
the director of training at the Greenwood School,
a teacher-training institute in Vermont.

Education schools are routinely crinci/ed for
their emphasis on theorv over practice. This is rs-



peciallv true in reading. One survey published
in the journal Tench/nr Education and Special Ed-
ucation (1989) found that less than 10 percent
of teachers had ever seen their professors
demonstrate methods of reading instruction
tailored to children s differing needs. Fewer
than 5 percent said that what they had
learned about teaching reading actually relat-
ed to what they did in the classroom. Remedial
and Special Education published a survey in
1992 of 100 leaming-disability experts, in-
cluding many professors of reading instruc-
tion. It found that few assigned any impor-
tance to understanding basic language struc-
tures like syllables and phonemes. "The most
common comment | get is that nobodv ever
taught me any of the substantive part of what
it means to teach students to read." savs
Moats, who is directing NIHsstudy of reading
in the Districtof Columbia's public-school sys-
tern. "They continually ask, ‘Why didn't any-
one teach me these things?' "

Good question. Part of the answer is that states
rarely require more than one semester of reading
instntction to obtain certification to teach. Anoth-
er part is that few school districts evaluate teachers
using student performance as a measure. In short.
professors are wholly unaccountable for the teach-
ers they graduate. They thus have little incentive to
indulge in potentially tedious practice sessions and
lessons in how to perform an effective phonics
drill. “The average person who's teaching reading
on a university faculty knows very little about lin-
guistics,” says Venezky. now serving a year-long post
asa residentscholar at the U.S. Department of Ed-
ucation. “To them, phonics is very often frighten-
ing, foreign, and very difficult to teach." Evidently,
education professors cannot imagine themselves
holding up that hungry bear named Chuck.

Phonics in Action
In January, Secretary of Education Richard
Rilev traveled to Houston. Texas, to laud the first
citv to accept President Clinton's reading chal-
lenge. Curiously absent from the festivities was the
Houston educauon system’s shining star, former
Weslev Elementary Principal Thaddeus Lott. Dur-
ing the early 1980s. his success in turning Weslev
from a typical urban failure into one of Texas's
highest-performing elementary schools led almost
BOO Houston schools to follow his lead in aban-
doning the school district's recommended cur-
riculum.
Administrators instead used their discretionary
3 funds to purchase DISTAR (Direct Instructional
§Svstem for Teaching and Remediation), the pro-
Sgram Lott had introduced at Weslev in 1975. DIS-
T.AR. now known as Reading Mastery, isa direct-in-

& siruction program developed in the

«iu

1960s by Sieg-

A phonics-based reading program and committed teachers turned
Houston’s Wesley Elementary into an academic powerhouse,

fried Englemann. a former preschool teacher. It
incorporates intense, systematic phonics instruc-
tion into a fast-paced, heavily scripted program
with constant teachcr-student interaction,

Lott's success was swift. In 1980. just three years
after the school's third graders were first taught
using DISTAR. 85 percent passed the reading com-
prehension portion of the Texas Assessment of
Academic Skills (TAAS). up from 18 percent in
1977. In 1996, 100 percent of Wesley's third graders
passed the TAAS. even though more than 80 per-
cent of the kids in the district are poor enough to
qualify- for free or reduced-price lunches. "Direct
instruction has filled the void left by colleges and
universities and teacher training institutions.” says
Lott, who is now franchising success by running
Wesley as one of four charter schools under hip
control. "We've been fighting this whole language

wave for years. People who only know how to teach
whole language don't know how to teach phonics."

Observers tend to chalk Wesley's excellence up
to Lott's charisma and sense of mission. But his re-
suits should not be so surprising; Lott simply adopt-
ed the best program available. In 1977. Project Fol-
low Through released the results of itsdecade-long,
S500-million study of teaching methods that began
as pan of LyndonJohnson's "War on Poverty." The
federal government study rated direct instruction
the best method by which to improve student per-
formance. Literature-based programs that were
avowedly child-centered rated lowest. Paradoxical-
ly, direct-instruction programs produced the great-
est improvement in student self-esteem, while the
child-centered methods that claimed to raise stu-
dent self-esteem ranked much lower.

Still, direct instniction has suffered from criti-
cism that its strict program handcuffs teachers.
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and few schools have adopted it nationwide.
Here’s the cvpical response from a direct instruc-
tion teacher, though: "The bottom line is that
when 1 get third graders reading on a first-grade
level. Idon't have time for flexibilitv." savs Dianne
Bissell. a former elementary-school teacher at one
of the schools in Houston that adopted DISTAR
after observing Weslev's dramatic improvement.
“Direct instntction works,"

These schools purchase DISTAR with Tide |
funds granted by the federal government to pre-
side educational opportunities to low-income chil-
dren. At other schools, most Tide I money is waste-
fully spent on early intervention programs such as
Reading Recovery (which is estimated to cost be-
tween S8.000 and S9.000 per child), teacher aides,
and remedial help long after intervention would
have heen most effective. The NIH has developed
tests that cost S15 per student to assess whether
children will have trouble learning to read in first
grade. When used in conjunction with an early in-
tervention program such as DIST.AR. Lyon says. 85
to (0 percent of poor readers can reach average
levels if diagnosed early enough. As time goes bv.
the costs rise as the probability of success declines.

Bridging the Chasm
The “reading wars" have become a political bat-
tle rife with smears and misrepresentation. Whole
language was blamed entirely for sinking reading
scores in California, even though the state also
failed to train teachers in the new literature-based
curriculum. Critics of the pubhc-school svstem such

their students that learning the basic skills first is
unimportant, perhaps even harmful.

It's true that basic skills are no panacea. Read-
ing isa complex activity, and a host ofother factors
impact how well children learn the relationship
between their spoken language and its representa-
tion in print. Most important is a child's readiness
upon entering school. A 1995 studv found that
children in professional families heard 2.150
words per hour on average, working-class Kkids
were exposed to 1.250. and children on welfare
heard only 620 words per hour. L'pper-income par-
ents were also much more likely to ask stimulating
questions and challenge their children's cognitive
skills. These kids stepped through the kinder-
garten doors far more experienced with language,
giving them a tremendous advantage in the acqui-
sition of reading skills.

While bearing in mind the effects of the home
environment on learning, it is cquallv important
to note the further damage caused bv receiving in-
effective methods of reading instruction. The NIH
studies have proven that poor children whose par-
ents do not expose them to books and language
suffer the most under programs like whole lan-
guage that do not emphasize skills. Their difficul-
ties are compounded when they reach higher
grades and have yet to learn the fundamentals of
reading, hindering their study in all other subjects.
And Thaddeus Lott's success with direct instruc-
tion proves that a disadvantaged background does

as Samuel Biumenfeld view whole language as sim- A survey of 100 learning-dlIsablltty experts found that

ply the latest attempt bv the education establish-

ment to “dumb down" America's children, clearing few assigned any importance to understanding basic

language structures like syllables and phonemes.

the path for a socialist revolution. Whole-language
adherents tend to disclaim the validity of any scien-
tific study and accuse phonics-first supporters of a
hidden agenda: delegitimizing the public schools to
win funding for private religious schools.

But basic skills are an issue of common sense,
not conservative policy. Consider the sport of
wrestling. A wrestling match between two skilled
athletes may appear to a casual observer to be as
natural as a good reader breezing through text.
What the observer does not know is that a
wrestling match is made up ofdozens of individual
moves and skills that the competitors have prac-
ticed for much of their lives. Wrestling coaches
teach all of these skills in isolation and then let
their wrestlers practice them on the mat. .After
hours of practice and drill, these skills are so auto-
matic and fluid that the wrestlers do not even need
to think about them during a match. They can
worrv about broader strategy—just as a reader
with excellent decoding skills can concentrate on
comprehension. From sports to driving to chess, in
no other field except reading would teachers tell
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not prevent children from succeeding alongside
their suburban peers—if they are taught using re-
search-based methods.

Egalitarians worried about the increasing dis-
tance between rich and poor should take heed of
researchers' warnings. Current methods of read-
ing instmction are exacerbating differences in ed-
ucational opportunities, allowing the well-heeled
sonsand daughters of loquacious professional par-
ents to reap the advantages of wealth while impov-
erished children linger behind.

As Flesch wrote more than 40 years ago. “There
isaconnection between phonicsand democracy—
a fundamental connection. Equal opportunity for
all isone of the inalienable rights, and the word
method interferes with that right... . [IJt returns
to the upper middle class the privileges that public
education was supposed to distribute evenly

among the people.”

Tvce Palmaffy is the assistant editor of Policy Review.



Houston egucator
Thaddcus Lott
Uts failing schoals
shame

By Tyce Palmaffy

ayle Fallon wanted to
give* her 10-vear-old
godson ;i measure of
stability in life. With a
father who had com-
piled a long record of
felony convictions and
a mother imprisoned
for shoplifting after two prior convictions for drug
possession, the boy had shuffled in and out of fos-
ter care since birth. To worsen matters, he was lan-
guishing in the chaotic environment of a dismal
urban school. Fallon, the president of the Houston
Federation of Teachers, knew that without a decent
education, her godson might stumble along the
same destructive path his parents had followed. So
in 1994 she secured him a spot at Mabel B. Wesley
Elementary, an innovative public charter school on
the outskirts of Houston.

"l love that program." Fallon savs. "l wouldn't
invest my godson in it if [ didn't."

Fallon's praise evokes a sun-dappled public
school set against a leafy .suburban backdrop. And
so would Weslev's manicured lawn, pristine brick
facade, and buffed Horn's—if vein ignored the
liai bed-wire fencing and boarded-up houses encir-
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cling the school. In fact. Wesley Elementary serves
the violent, drug-infested Acres Homes section of
Houston. Ml ofitsstudents qualify for federal Title
| education funds earmarked for disadvantaged
children, and its student body is 99 percent minor-
ity (93 percent black, b percent Hispanic). The
livesof many closely mirror that of Fallon's godson.

We have come to expect mediocrity from
schools whose students are saddled with such trag-
ic circumstances. Butsince Tliaddeus l.ott became
its principal in 1973. Wesley lias graduated thou-
sands of children whose reading and math scores
rival those of their suburban peers. Before l.ott in-
troduced his educational philosophy, only IS per-
cent of Wesley's third-graders were scoring at or
above grade level in reading comprehension on
the lowa Test of Basic Skills. By 19S0. 83 percent
were achieving at or above grade level. In 1996.
100 percent of Wesley's third-graders passed the
Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) in
reading. Statewide, fewer than 70 percent of third-
graders in schools with similar demographics
passed.

To achieve this astounding turnaround. l.ott
eschewed popular nostrums—computers, scliool-
to-work initiatives, parental involvement— for the
basics: a proven curriculum, rigorous teacher
training, strict disciplire. high expectations of
teacheis and students, and a fervent belief that any
child can learn.

“It's @ mvth." says Lott, “that ifyou're born in a
poor communitv and vour skin is a certain color
that vou can’t achieve on a higher level."



Having succeeded at Weslev. l.ott wanted to vin-
dicate his belief's at other troubled schools. In this
desire the conummitv saw an opportunity to have
even- Acres Homes child schooled by l.ott. So itr.
residents petitioned the Houston school board to
allow Lott to manage Weslev and three neighbor-
ing schools as a separate district ol charter schools.
The contract was signed in sprint? 15)93. making
Lott s district the first charter-school arrangement
of its kind in Texas, predating even the state law
encouraging communities to establish charter
schools. The charter's goal: To have 70 percent of
all children who have spent three tears in the char-
ter system scoring at or above grade level.

The charter gives l.ott total freedom to train
staff, develop a curriculum, and make hiring, fir-
ing. and promotion decisions at the four schools.
The charter "allows us to feel like we re not com-
mitting a crime bv doing things differently.” says
l.ott. "It does not release us Irom accountability,
though. We have a three-tear contract, and the
community expects results.” As the equivalent of a
district superintendent. l.ott reports directly to the
superintendent of Houston schools.-enabling him
to sidestep several layers ol hureaucracv.

Only $2,500 Per Child

It is S tM. at Weslev. and Matv O'Connor's
third-graders are in a hurry. Thev are leasing on a
field nip at 5. and there’s plenty of learning to do
before then. Not a moment is wasted as they cor-
rect their math homework, recite vocabulary lists,
and read from a novel. Luira Ingalls Wilder's ILtitle
House wii the Prairie. By 5 tM.. they have accom-
plished more than many classes do all morning.

This is the tvpical classroom at Wesley: The pace
is quick, the goals are set high, and no disruptions
are tolerated. “We have a lot of ground to cover.”
savs l.ott. "The success of these kids depends on the
percentage of time they are on task. We can't let
one or two students disrupt the educational expe-
rience.” The fust lesson Weslev Kids learn is how to
walk through the halls quietly, single-tile with
hands folded. Fighting is forbidden.

The pace isrooted in the curriculum. Upon en-
tering Wesley as principal. l.ott purchased the Di-
rect Instructional System for Teaching and Reme-
diation (DISTAR), a program developed at the
I'niversitv of Illinois during the 1960s. Known now
us Reading Mastery and Connecting Math Con-
cepts. it is based on the direct-instruction model cf
teaching, in which students and teachers engage in
a livelv. interactive regimen ofstructured drills and
sequential lessons, each building on the last. DIS-
T.AR’s phonics-based reading lessons are literallv
scripted for the teacher, who isrequired to ask 5200-
5)00 questions per day. often in i aid-fire sequence.
The children's higlwlecibel ch al responses ivav
sound like a high-school cheerleading squad

hopped up on No-Do/, but they are learning t:
relationships between the sounds and the lette
that constitute the English language. .And then
no quibbling with the results at Wesley.

During Lyndon Johnson's "War on Poverr
the federal government began Project Folh
Through, which spent $500 million and tna.
years investigating the most effective pedagogy t
disadvantaged students. It concluded that dire
instruction was the only method that even car.
close to elevating poor readers to the 50th pc
centile in achievement. Child-centered approac
es that diminish the teacher's role in the classroo
and reject the teaching of basic skills finished
the cellar. lIronically, researchers also found th
directinstruction elevated students' self-esteem i
more than the child-centered methods that
cribe a central role to high seif-esteem and nmi
tain that self-esteem sulfers in heavily controlle
teacher-directcd environments. Disadvantaged m
dents succeed more often with direct insunctio
however, and l.ott knows time achievement buii
self-esteem, not the other way around.

Direct instruction works so well that Lott stee
just 3 percent of Wesley students into special-ed
cation classes. By comparison. 10 percent of .
Houston schoolchildren are labeled special ed.

Houston schools can mask poor achieveme
by inflating their special-ed ranks because speci.
education children do notcount toward a schoo
average TAAS scores. Lott refuses to engage
such subterfuge. By exempting only 3 percent
its students for special ed. Wesley’s TAAS scon
represent more than 5)0 percent of the stude*
body (a small percentage of Hispanic children a:
exempted for taking the test in Spanish). Onlv fl-
of 242 other Houston schools test more childre.
most test well below 70 percent.

"Other principals hire remedial teachers.” sir
Phyllis Hunter, manager of reading instruction f
the Houston school district. "Thaddetis hires teac
ers who keep kids out of remedial classes.” In fac
Wesley retains just one special-ed teacher, whic
helps to trim its costs to an average of S2.500 <
child—nearly S1.000 less than the district averag
"We've always done more with less.” boasts L ott.

Lott held to his faith itt basic skills while I
counterparts swooned over the now-discredire
"whole-language” theory of reading, which d.
avows explicit phonics instruction and views teaci
ersmore as "learning facilitators” than instructoi
“People started teaching without ever giving kit
any decoding skills." l.ott says. "Thev gave them
hunch of books and said. "Read.' Thai was the fa
lacy of the whole-language bandwagon ”

So manv educatorsjumped on this bandwago
that Lou. in the pre-charter era. had to run canc.
sales and forgo technolog- upgrades to purcha>
DIST.AR because it was not on the stateAJj tof a:
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proved curricula. Now the charter allows him to
spend his precious curriculum dollars on whichcv-
er program he deems best.

Holding Teachers Accountable

In fact, Lott defies convention at even* turn.
Tracking—the practice of grouping students by
skill level—has been accused of pigeonholing stu-
dents into rigid categories. The first action Lott
took as principal was to test his students, rank
them by inst-uctional level, and place the top 22
students in one class, the next 22 in another, and
so on. The students in each class comprise, at
most, three skill levels, making it easier for teach-
ers to tailor their lesson plans to the individual
needs of their students.

“If you don't teach a child on his instructional
level," Lott says, “you will teach him at his frustra-
tion level. A child's self-esteem and success at
learning are determined by his hating an oppor-
tunity to be taught at the rate and level that he is
capable of being taught."”

Moreover, few school districts rate teachers
based on performance, yet Lottdemands account-
ability. Early in his career he began testing chil-
drcn at the beginning and end ofeach school year.
By breaking tire scores down by classroom, he
knows which teachers are succeeding. His person-
ncl decisions and merit bonuses are based on the
results. O ften he will even post the average student

overty does not hold
ack students at Wesley
lementary: More i*an
3 percent pass Texas
ate reading tests.
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scores achieved by each teacher. "Now that’s peer
pressure." says Karen Anastasio, a reading special-
ist at Wesley.

Teachers are also subject to unscheduled visits
from Lott and current Wesley principal Suzie
Rimes, who checks on each classroom atleastonce
a day. On one of the days | spent at Wesley, Rimes
found a teacher who had not checked her stu-
dents’ homework. "She’s got a short-lived exis-
tence here," Rimes said. “Ifshe can find a place to
pay her to do what shewants to do. more power to
her." New teachers, in particular, can expect to be
observed two to three limes a day.

"New teachers don't come equipped to teach”
upon graduation from education schools, iavs
Lott. “So we have a lot of training focuseu on
teaching teachers how to teach. They get so little
field practice in college.”

Underlying these policies is Lott's conviction
that if a child does not leam. it is the teacher’s
fault. "I’'m in the education business,"” says Os-
borne Elementary principal Ann Davis, another of
the Lott disciples in charge of the four charter
schools under his management. “If I'm not doing
myjob. I need to be put out of business."

These lofty expectations would merely provoke
resentment among teachers if Lott did not equip
them with proven strategies. New teachers attend
several days of training before school begins, and
Lott will release them from classes for a week to

observe an experienced teacher if
they need to. "Teachers need to be
trained,"” Lott insists. “They need to
know that they are supported." The
school year is replete with opportuni-
ties for further training and time to
share strategies with colleagues. “You
can't as a teacher fail at Wesley unless
you don’t want to do the program.”
says Gayle Fallon, the head of the
teachers unton.

But Fallon warns prospective
teachers that if they want to interpret
their contracts literally. Wesley is not

the place for ther*\ “I tell them.
‘You’re going t- hrough lunch,
past 5 P.M, ai turdays. But
you're also going disciplinary

support, the materials you need, and
all the training you require,™ Fallon
says. Wesley typically loses four to six
teachers at die beginning ofeach year
because they dislike the program or
fail to meet Lott's standards of com-
petence.

The workload is heavy because stu-
dents must be graded in five subjects
each day. And a linchpin ofdirect in-
struction is that students arc tested



often to ensure they have mastered the material
before moving on. These measures enable teach-
ers to give students feedback on their mistakes. It’s
no use. Lott says, to have Kkids practicing bad
habits. Or to have them turning the page without
having learned the previous lesson. But it also
makes thejob of teaching that much harder.

The demanding hours and pressure to per-
form take their toll. The majority of Wesley teach-
ers have fewer than five years of teaching experi-
ence, while the average Houston teacher has spent
12 years in the same school. According to Lott, the
problem is competition: “We're surrounded by
plenty of less rigorous schools that love to take the
teachers we've already trained.” Several observers
say this is integral to Lott’s success: He trains
young teachers his wav before they become en-
trenched in another philosophy.

Franchising Success
In terms of education policy, the key question
is: Can the Wesley way become a model for wide-
spread education reform? Can Lott succeed with-
out devoting the amount of lime to each of his
four charter schools that he has always given to
Wesley? Which is indispensable, the visionary

own thing as long as they get results,” Lott says.
Lott’s most daunung challenge is to revamp
M.C. Williams, the lone middle school (grades six
through eight) in his care. He spent the first year
of the charter balding the old princip. 1 who dis-
agreed with Lott philosophically and has since
been replaced. This year the school has a new
principal and a new look. Formerly dark hallways
now have fluorescent lighting; a once perpetually
dirty floor is swept and waxed daily; graffiu is
cleaned up immediately: and new principal Roy
Morgan himselfdonned an old sweatshirt one Sat-
urday and painted the front doors bright blue.
Morgan is a constant presence in the hallways
and classrooms, and teachers are assigned posts at
high-traffic areas during breaks. Their mission:
Maintain order. “The teachers and administrators
have finally gotten control,” says assistant principal
Svlviajones. These iniual renovations arc revealing,
for they reflect Lou's priorities. Before attending to
academics, Lott says, you must create an environ-
ment for learning. That means a clean school with
cheery colors, a staff of professionals who treat stu-
dents with respect, and students who understand

leader or the approach he has championed? | hree years ago, before Lott took over Highland Hei

It’s too early to render averdict on the charter

experiment, but the initial signs are promising. 37 percent ot fourth-graders passed the reading

Last year, 100 percent pas

Lott's first step at Highland Heights was to replace
the principal (a power the charter gives him) with
Sandra Cornelius, a former Weslev assistant prin-
cipal. “The last principal was a joke," says Lott.
“The place was a mess, and she wouldn't even
show up on time.” Cornelius shares his philosophy,
and she began bv beautifying the school, imposing
a sense of order, and adopting the dircct-instruc-
tion programs.

The results have been remarkable. In 1994-95.
the year before Lott assumed responsibility for
Highland Heights (where 94 percent of students
receive free or reduced-pricc lunches). 37 percent
of its fourth graders had passed the T.AAS in read-
ing. Last spring, a whopping 100 percent passed.
In math, 94 percent of the school’s fourth graders
passed the TAAS this year. Two years ago, the pas-
sage rate was 30 percentamong fourth graders.

Osborne Elementary, the third elementary
school now under Lou's management, has been
improving steadily ever since Davis was hired as
principal in 1993. several years before Lott took
over. Fewer than 40 percent of its students had
passed the TAAS in reading and math in 1993
Nowadays, more than 80 percent pass. Instead of
DISTAR, Davis has chosen to use Success For All. a
teaching model developed atJohns Hopkins Uni-
versity that incorporates dircct-instruction tech-
niques. Lou. for the most pan. has left well enough
alone. “All of [the principals) are free to do their

what type of behavior is expected of them.

Test scores, however, have only seen minor im-
provements. Besides the turnover in leadership
and the wasted year with an ineffective principal,
Williams suffers from a more serious problem:
Cherry-picking. Wesley graduates are technically
zoned to attend Williams, but few actually enter.
Most are accepted by magnet schools throughout
Houston or wooed by private schools seeking high-
achieving minority students. So Williams is left with
hundreds of graduates of other local elementary
schools starting well below grade level.

Lou's solution is to bring textbooks from Wes-
ley into the middle school. ‘“These kidsdon't know
how to decode aword,” he says. “Now we're having
to do what die elementary schools didn't do.” The
charter arrangement exempts Williams from regu-
lations forbidding the use of below-levcl texthooks.

A Failure To Replicate

Lott's devotion springs from his deep roots in
the community. His boyhood home stands just five
blocks from Wesley, and as a child he attended
Highland Heights. Back then Acres Homes was
largelv rural; his parents raised livestock and
pumped water from a well. It was a different kind
of community, too. There were more families and
they looked out for each odicr's children,” Lott
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laments. “My neighbor was as much a guardian as
my parents. Now we have drugs, violence, babies
having babies— the whole nine yards."

Soon after graduating from Texas Southern
University and becoming an educator. Lottand his
wife built a home near Wesley. "I wanted my chil-
dren to know their heritage." Lott savs. "l wanted
them to sitin their grandmother's rocking chair.”

Ever: though Lott was told that he would never
recoup the house's full value, it was important to
him that Acres Homes kids hold high aspirations.
“Children would pass the house and admire it,"
Lott says, “and say, ‘You can come from Acres
Homes and make a difference in the world.™

But living in Acres Homes meant his children
had to attend Wesley. Finding the education lack-
ing, he sent them to private school and vowed to
take ihejob as principal at Wesley ifiteveropened.
"I knew what it was like to be a parent looking for
a school that taught my kids as well as | was
taught.” Lott says. “For them to do lessiscriminal.”

Opportunity knocked in 1975, and the swift
and dramatic improvements at Wesley soon at-
tracted notice. In 1980, the school district con-
ducted astudy of Wesley and 10 other schools with
similar demographics. It attributed the sudden
upuck in Wesley’s scores to the use of DISTAR.

With these results in hand and a supporuve su-
perintendent. more than 300 Texas schools adopt-
ed DISTAR in the early 1980s. But since DISTAR
had still not been approved by the state education
board, public schools had to divert discretionary
funds away from other endeavors to afford the
program. When classroom computers became the
latest rage, these schools largely abandoned DIS-
TAR to purchase computer hardware.

The next superintendent.Joan Raymond, was
an ardent whole-language acolvtc. Lott's philoso-
phy was anathema to her. and according to Gayle
Fallon, his success prompted many Houston
school district administrators to question the va-
lidity of Wesley's scores. They assumed that if mi-
nority kids were doing well on tests, they had to be

educators praise Lott but resist tbe methods
that explain bis success.

cheating," Lott says. The district sent a pair of in-
vestigators into the school to look for evidence of
foul play, but they came away empty-handed.

The baseless charges provoked an indignant
backlash. “[Raymond] got to meet the entire Acres
Homes community at die nextschool board meet-
ing." says Fallon, smiling. The pivotal moment
came when ABC's PrimeTime Live broadcast scenes
of Lott's children reading nvo and three years
above grade level. Raymond squirmed as reporter
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Chris Wallace questioned the district's lack of sup-
port for Lottand her own prejudges. It had all the
elements of ajuicy story—a crusauing hero, an in-
transigent bureaucracy, and children's education
in the balance—and .ARC ran it twice. Ultimately,
it gave Lottan aura of invincibility and forced Ray-
mond out of office.

It also brought a wave of requests from parents
throughout the city desperate to enroll their chil-
dren at Wesley. Some resorted to lying aboutwhere
their children lived, providing die address of a va-
cant lot or of a relative within Lott's district. While
tnost schools take pains to expose such fraud, Lott
does not. If they wantto come 2nd don’tcaus” any
trouble, he is glad to educate them.

Now Lort has a supporuve superintendent in
Rod Paige (the two are good friends) along with
an adoring community and a nauonal reputation.
When Paige impaneled a blue-ribbon commission
to seide the reading-instruction debate in Hous-
ton, Lott was one of the experts called to serve.
The charter-school arrangement sprung from
Paige’s desire to “create an environment in which
a renegade principal like Lou couid flourish," he
says. Observers visit Wesley from across the coun-
try. .\And despite the pressures Lott places on his
teachers, even the national office of the American
Federation of Teachers (AFT) has published ap-
proving stories on direct instruction and Weslev in
itsjournal American Teacher.

The mostimportant lessons, however, have yet
to be learned. Lott's direct-instruction programs
are still not a part of Texas's approved curriculum:
schools that want to use the programs mast either
gain charter status or use precious discretionary
funds to buv the textbooks. The Houston Live-
stock Show and Rodeo is mtributing $4.4 million
overthe next three years to bring Reading Masierv
(formerly DIST.AR) into six low-performing Hous-
ton schools, but the school district has made little
effort to find out what makes Lott’s program work
and encourage other schools to follow it.

The resistance to adopting direct instruction is
an apt metaphor for the problems and promise of
ourdecentralized system of public education. Cur-
rent thought in education circles emphasizes
“child-centered” classrooms and collaborative
learning groups, values the learning “process* over
correctanswers, and disavows the leaching of basic
skills in math and reading (although phonics has
experienced a resurgence as of late). These trends
place control over curriculum content largely in
teachers’ hands.

Direct-instmction programs do the opposite.
Their scripted lessons leave the teacher with little
freedom, although Wesley teachers say that having
ready-made lesson plans leaves them more time to
develop creative supplements. In direct instruc-
tion. the teacher runs the classroom and the stu-



ensuring that teachers have a well-dcsignec
curriculum and the training they need, the'
ultimately bear the responsibility for whethe
the children leam. “That's whatbothers me.
Lott says, "the people who say you need ti
have a Thaddcus Lott to change things. No
you don’t."

To prove that there's nothing unique
about direct instruction. Paige’s office pro
sided TAAS scores from 22 Houston school
with demographics and achievement level
comparable to Wesley’s, only a few of vvhicr
use direct instruction. The office neglectec
to supply—until asked—a list including the
percentage of children in each school whi
actually took the test.

Of the 22 schools, only two tested more
than 70 percentoftheir kids—and one of the
two was Highland Heights, which uses direc
instruction. Ten of the 22 actually tested les
than 50 percentof their students. No school:
had tested more than 60 percentoftheir stu
dents, while Wesley tested 93 percent. Lott doe

Wesley teachers are warned: “You’re going to Work through lunch, past
5 P.M., and on Saturdays. But you're also going to get disciplinary sup-
port, die materials you need, and all the training you require.”

dents focus initially on acquiring basic skills: the
primary goal is measurable student achievement,
How much a teacher likes the program is of little
concern. Most teachers blanch at having their in-
siruciional methods dictated so heavily by the cur-
riculum.

Moreover, longstanding traditions of local con-
trol in education preventany superintendent from
imposing a curriculum like direct instrucuon on
an entire district. Although that means not every-
one willadopt misguided reforms (as happened in
California when the state education bor'rd man-
dated whole language statewide and repealed it
several years later after a fierce public outcry), it
also means noteveryone will adopt the right ones.
Lott has the pleasure of managing only four
schools whose principals were either trained by
him or believe in his approach. Imagine attempt-
ing to impose a curriculum on 242 Houston prin-
cipals and their staff, all ofwhom possess their own
educational philosophies.

The failure to replicate Lott's program reveals
another vexing matter in education: Hero wor-
ship. W hether it's Thaddcus Lott.Joe Clark of New
Jersey, orJaime Escalante of California, the latter
two made famous by popular Hollywood films,
when we elevate educators to the height of myth
we place their achievements seemingly beyond
reach. For example, when asked why the school
district had not tried to replicate direct instruction
in other schools. Paige answered. “The error in
your premise is that it's the methodology that
makes [Lott] succeed. If I had to choose any single
foundation of his success, it is his intense desire to
cause children to leam."

Yet Thaddcus Lott spends most of his dav in
meetings. Although lie should be applauded for

not need to hide low-performing students to provt

that direct instruction works,

To be sure, Houston has made great strides ir
the area of reading—the blue-ribbon committee
overhauled the district's curriculum to include .
focus on early systematic phonics, and TAAS pas
sage rates are way up under Paige's watch. The.
school district’s accountability system, in which
each school is given a grade for its TAAS passage
rate, has forced principals to show marked ir.
provement or risk losing theirjobs. Butschools arc
also exempting more and more of their student:
from the TAAS b<-labeling them special educatioi
or giving them the test in Spanish.

The district's policy of benign neglecr toward .
man like Thaddcus Lott may allow him to “flour
ish." in Paige's words, but education reform de
mands replicable models for improving entire dis,
tricis. notjust a tiny subset of schools. Loot’s sue
cess with direct instruction, and even Davis'
record with Success For All. suggest effective re
forms. "Direct instruction will certainly give us a lo
more success than we have right now," saw Lovei
Billups, the director of field services for educs
tional issues at the AFT.

It’s @ measure of how low our expectations ii
education have sunk when a sense of mystique sui
rounds a man who brought in common-sensc re
forms such as choosing a research-based currict
lum, measuring teacher performance, conductin
an on-going effort to train those teachers, and ex
peering children to master subjects before movini
on. Should we really expect anything less?

jyce Palmajfy is the assistant editor 0/Policv Review
HieJournal of American Gtizcnship.
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Senatc-rs: Wilken, leman, Green, Ward, and E liis-

I am sending you this fax. in hopes that you will take into account, the

dangers of the b ill requiring directed instruction out of context in
phonics for i'-3 grade.

I am an education student at UAS. This is my last semester before
student teaching. | am very active in education and keep myself
informed of ,ne different ways of instruction. Phonics is best
learned in a meaningful context. Children master skills as a result
of reading and writing. Therefore to require phonics, isolated, to be
taught in K-3 would not be as successful as allowing teachers to
choose what works best for their students. Skills in a holistic
approach are still being taught and are importer, but they are taught

within reading and writing. Children need to interact with print and

bring their own knowledge and background experience to the reading.
We as teachers need to provide students with opportunities to interact
with text and use a variety of strategies when learning new words.
When 1 refei cf)y Using fategies these include phonics, sounding words
out., guess and go, looking at pictures, and/or reading ahead and
coming back to the word after you have more knowledge of what it's

it. These »ro ill strategies tba( a holistic approach u but in
context to what children are reading. It would be a disadvantage t:
kids not to allow them to learn these ways *1 reading end requiring
pnonics. Kids need t: have a variety of ways

them only one strategy:
the more

of solving a pro) lem, no. just one, this is r«a*l life and
ways that are available to them the more we as adults can expect them
t. ?ijco—d.

Thank you for your time. Shodif- !. AKkin
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Date: 19 February 1998
To: Hess Committee
AK State Capitol
Juneau. AK 99801-1182
From: Kathleen S. Neumaier
P.O. Box 1SO
Healy, AK 99743
(907) 683-1003
Fax: 683-2452
Re: BUI 203

Dear Committee Members: Senator Wilken, Senator Green. Senator Ward, and Senator Ellis,

As a public educator in the state of Alaska 1urge you to vote NO on Senator Robin Taylor’s
Bill 203. 1 am currently employed as a Title One .Aide at the Tri-Valley school In Healy.

Phonics is definitely taught throughout everyday in our classrooms. What those of you might
not recognize Is that it is taught in context with stories, poems, and other reading, writing,
and oral activities, f wish | had a video to send you showing one way that | teach phonics in
context where the students enjoy it. Yet more importantly they have an easier time
understanding our complicated language because it involves the meaning of the printed

words.

English is not a phonetic language. George Bernard Shaw has even brought attention to the
oddities of the English spelling. He stated that, "..fish might be spelled ghoti. How? Ch is
f, as in enough; ois i, as in women: ft is sh, as in notion. So. ghoti speUs fish" (Shaw in
Barnet and Stubbs, 1986. p. 711). Constance Weaver’s book has a list of 45 generalized rules
of the English spelling. For each generalization she gives the number of words that conform
to the rule along with the number of exceptions to the rule. Our English vowel rules are
especially unreliable! Many may remember the rule. “When two vowels go walking, the first

does the talking.”

"The first vowel Is usually long and the second silent in the diagraphs ai,

ea, 0a, and Ui

Diagragh Number of words Number of
Conforming Exceptions

ai 43 (as in nail) 24 (as In said)

ea 101 (bead) 51 (head)

oa 34 (boat) 1 (cupboard)

ui 1 (suit) 16 (build)"

(Weaver, 1988 p.71)

Not all students leam in the same way. Some may not be auditory learners and have a
difficult time hearing the phonic sounds. These students may compensate by learning sight
words. Some students may pick up spelling by reading and writing often. Educators need to
be giving the freedom to teach each student in the most appropriate way.

Imagine yourself a 5. 6. 7, or 8 year old being told that you pronounce ng one way if the
word Is a noun of Germanic origin, but another way if the word is a noun of Romance origin.

Thank you for your time, | am done (an exception to the rule, "When there are two vowels,
one of which is final e, the first vowel Is long and the € Is slient” as in bone).

"..teachers don't reject phonics; what they do is put it in its proper place.” K Goodman



Author: dfmmI@UAA.ALASKA.EDU (Molly Macintosh) at CC2MFS1

Dear Committee Members,

I urge you to let Senate B ill 203 die in committee. Although |
appreciate the concern for literacy, learning to read and write is more

than a sum of its parts.

Although many people see the issue as black and white, either "phonics"
or “no phonics'l teaching, those are just two extreme camps at either end
of the many shades of gray where most literacy development takes place.

teachers recognize this and use their knowledge, training

Professional
strategies to become

and experience to empower students with varijus
literate— to make meaning out of written words. An understanding of

phonics should be developed in the context of actual reading. To take
precious teaching and learning time from constructive reading practices
to drill and practice on out of context "phonics" skills would obstruct

literacy.

Children's needs differ and teachers should be allowed the freedom to
meet those individual needs. Please do not encourage legislation that
would restrict teachers' ability to balance the need for skills with

meaningful instruction.
Sincerely,

Molly Macintosh
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Texas Readmg Institute

TD|rcd U271 Richmond Avc, Suite 101 Exmdive Director
Drr| Fax, Chiinnw H EUo Dertnun. MD
00V ouston, XX 77082 i i
Eﬁn Thyp-oorc Phone 281-293-7904 THNo* ORI
iKm Fax 281-293-8052
March 31,1998
Senator Taylor

| missed the Federal Express pick up last night and am faxing this one document.
Others to follow via Fed Ex.

t’ws comparison of t th Xas Assessment of A Femlc SH"S gAAS ) and a

| hqpe
zim%naynorme test (]Stan or Ach&eve nt Testz e use wn suyglng
afrom wasting a lot gfmoney deve plngstaeteststhatmlsleadt e punli

to the true state ofréading in the state.

The Texas Education Acency h astatevwdecam Us accountability systemthat is
b???d on reSl$|’[S 0ft P] s%at ch?gvement test Tex Assessment otVAggt(fem}c

able 1 shows that our state accou systemrates as “ acceptable” schools
l?175 t0 90% of students rea |n a?o grgde[n 6WTSBI P

Table 2 shows that schools rated as “acoeptable” have 94 to 100% of students
readmy below gradk level on the Stanford Achievement Test.

a|%|93 Despite the state ccountablllg/ltgs emand huge Increases in cho§|

comparison of 90 Metropol |ev nt Test-6 and the 199
Stan 9di\ ﬂle ement tests suggests at readlng acﬁlevement continues to ﬁ

The 1997 Stanford sh vvs that 25% 0 4mvar]aders and 73% of fifth oraders are
MORE than one ear%e oW qr?ﬁ?]level ereas the 1990 MAT sfiowed" only’
aders were

1% of 4thorade Ing more than one year below
gra(?e Ievgigli the proBIem WOrS sasthe gradp a]%vg mcreases d

Sincerely,

Aacofrroft flaflodpdto tnyroytna tmtra’ticn «pil Maxo0 Imoenoaiwm dcviiy ocfltaali*]
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BjGEORGE H.SCOTT o
President, Tax Research Association

The Tcuo Education Agency has developed an accountability system for public education
inTexas which isdesigned among other things toaccomplish three major tarks:

1. Document theacademic performance level of students in relationship to a defined
curriculum;

2. Evaluate school campuses and districtson their level of success; and

3. Communicate toparents, patrons and taxpayers the effectiveness of each campus and
district

In addition, the Houston Independent School Districthaa developed ftsown accountability
system for intemal use which follows the pattem of the State*s system but ismore flexible
inmat itallows campusea toobtain a higher rating based upon progress and other Factors.

The foundation of both accountability rating systems isstudent performance on the Texas
Assessment ofAcademic Skills testingpropam (TAAS).

The Tax Research Association of Houston ond Harris County has performed a study of
both systems @sing elementary, middle and high school campuses inHouston 1.S.D.

For our Btu0>, however, TRA dedded touse an independent barometer which became
availableas d resultof Houston 1.S.D. §decision to administer the norm-referenced
Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) to the firstthrough 11th grades in the firstmonth of the
current 199798 school tom.

TRA nakedasimple question: bow did students performon the SAT atcampuses the
State and Ho iston 1.SID. described as exemplary, recognized and acceptable? The initial
phase cf this study used the reading results. TRA will publish a fol low-up assessment
ufting thema h oootcj .

This study ibo compares tho State*suse of the exemplary, recognized and acceptable
ratings to see how those campuses performed on such indicators as graduation rarer and
college-readi iess issues. ;

o Moreqver, rRAused Houston I.S.D.T prior districtwide administration ofaporm-
referenced to tin the 1990-91 academic year todetermine ifsome seven ycviH (f Teform
and accounts rility*and literally billions of dol lars of expenditures had generated improved
academic per armanoc.

To (hatcud,TRA compnttd result#in relnrionship to grade equivalency of ta
Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT 6) given in 1990-91 tothe SAT given in 1997-98.

Aft-pertof ia effort tostudy time issues, theTRA soughtadditional Information from the
TEA regardii g theTAAS testingsystemand certain methodologies employed by the State.
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TEA has obtained authority from the Attorney General of Texas to keep some or all of tho
data private, |

As part Of he study, TRA alsoreviewed the Houston 1-S.D."sand the State $performance
inmeeting dsariy defined and written public education goals and cotnnritmcnwiwhich are
contained in itate law. Goals 2000, and the Supreme Court of Texas decision wjhich
referenced atadcmic goals in itsaffirmation of the State*s system of school finance,

Moreover, he GovernorofTern has launched a major policy initiative by announcing a
goal of establ ishinga gam atdie end of third grade through which students must be able to
read at grade lewvel to pass through to the fourth grads. ;

TRA*s (lad ngs are dramatic and disturbing. Findings include:

TEA & Houston 1.S.D. Campus Ratings
Compared To Performonce On Stanford Achievement Test (Redding)

e The vattmajority of campuses which theTEA and Houston 1.SJD. have h belcd
"acceptable* ix "recognized” in itsTAAS-based rating system perform below g adc level on
the nonn-rcfe runcod SAT . |

e A dgml leant portion of the clemeatery school campuses whichtheTEA lakels
"exemplary* i>«fonn below grade level. (The TEA™S rating system does not categorize as

many computes exemplary as does Houston 1.S.D.)
* Rough!;' halfof the elementary campuses which Houston 1.S.D. labels"exemplary’

perform bekiw grade level. i
Houston 1.S.D DistrictPerformance On Stanford

Districtwid sbdow-grade level pafefmance was noted Jitevery grade (1-11) (7 the SAT.
Deficits rang<d from minus one month intheaccord grade tominus 1.8years at the high
schoolt level, By Hilthgrade, tho deficit reached minus 7 months and doubled by the sixth
grade tominus 14 years below grade level

Itnportuidyl districtwide deficitsdid not improve in the 10thand 11th grades as would
expected giiveji the significant dropout rate and substantial drop in die numbers afstudents
tested. |

Houston 1.S.D. Campus Performance On Stanford

Wheat  rmscd in terms of grade equivalency, the vastmajority of grades atHot
L 8JD. campuses perfonn below grado lovd. The pcrcenteges of Houston 1.S.] campuses
with betow-grpdc level performance on the SAT include:

e Hrat, 77}%; Secmd, 69%; Third, 80%; Fourth, 78%; Hfth, 799b; Sixth, 83%; Seventh.
83%; Eighth, &0%; Ninth, 83%; Tenth, 82%; and Eleventh, 79%. (This hrnot tlwpercentcf
student* beiovl™ grade level, rather the percent of grades at campuses performing below grade

level) ;
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Comparing Grade Level Performance In Houston 1.s.D,
Between 1990-V1(MAT6) SC1997*98(SAT)

In eve-;' grade Ore through eight, Houston 1.S.D. campus performance has worsened in
relationship to grade level equivalency as measured by the two tests. Differences in the test
could be one factor. TRA presents this comparison to show the potential scope of the
problem- Further study by those with access to the compete data base is warranted. In

some Ingttumng, the decline in performance in relationship to grade Icvd has been aevere.
Findings include;
FIRST GRADE:
»  77% of the Cist grades performed below grade level in 1957-98 compared t044% in

1990-91.
» 31% of the first grades performed 5 months or more below grade level in 1997-98

compered to 0% in 1990-91.
SECOND GRADE:
e 09% of the second grades performed below grade level in 1997-98 compared to 30%

in 1990-91.
* 22% Oftbesecond grades performeds months or more bclcrw grade level in 1997-98

compared to 16%in 1990-91.
THIRD GRADE:
» 80% of thethird grades performed below grade level in 1997-98 compared to 75% in

1990-91.

* 49% of thethird grades performed 3 months or more below grade level in 1997-98
compared to 52% in 1990-91.

FOURTH GRADE:

» 78% cfthe fourth grades performed below grade level in 1997-98 compared to 57%
in 1990-91.

e 36% of the founh grades performed 5 montlraormote bdow grade level in 1997-98
compared to41% in 1990471.

* 26% ofthe fenrth grades performed 9 months cr more bdow grade level In 1997-98
compared to 17% in 1990-91.

FIFTH GJaADE:

*  79% of thofifth grades performed below grade level in 1997-98 compared to 68% in

1990-91.
»  73% of the fifth grades performed 5 months or more bolow grade level in 1997-98

compared to}¥7% in 1990-91.
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»  52% of lire fifth grades pcrfonncd 9 months or mare below grade level In 1997-98
compared io 25% In 1990*91.

SIXTH GRADE : (Those atMiddle School Campuses only)
o 78% of the sixth grades performed below grade level in 1997-98 compared to 74% in

1990-91.
» 73% of the sixth grades performed 9 months or more below grade level In 1997-96

compared to 58% in 1990-91.
*  24% of the sixth grades performed more than 2 years below grade level in 1997-98

compered to 0% in 1990-91.
Indluciing thosesxth orackes housedat daentary sonoals, &3ofthe Frfambelw
oretialeve. Agmnwmh%k%n thsaccitiond aegrylsruavailauegtﬁ imey

SEVENTH GRADE:
»  83% of the seventh grade* performed below grade levd in 1997-98 compared to 78%

in 11590-91.
» 78% of the sixth grades performed 9 months or more bdow grade level in 1997-98

compared tp 70% in 1990-91.

» 52% of the sixth grodo pcrfonncd more than 2 years below grade levelln 1997-98
compared to 17% in 1990-91.

EIGHTH GRADE:

»  80% of the seventh grades performed below grade level in 1997-98 compared to 75%

in 1990-91.

*  76% of the sixth grades performed 9 months or more below grade level in 1997-93
compered tp 66% in 1990-91.

» 51% cf tho sixth grades performed mare than 2 years below grade level in 1997-98
compared to 14% in 1990-91.

WMI  compcriaons to tho 1990-91 standards are not avtuJaWe in grades 9-U, the
foilowiug represents performance on the 1997-98 SAT:

NINTH GRADE:

» 83% cf the ninth grades performed below grade levd in 1997-98.

» 49% cf tbe ninth grades performed more than 2 ycarc below grade level.

TENTH GRADE

* 82% ofthe tenth grades performed below grade levd in 1997-93.

» 38% of tbe tenth grades performed more titan 2 yearn below grade level.

ELEVENTH GRADE

*  79% of tho tenth grades performed below grade level in 1997-98,

*  61% of the tenth grades performed more than 2 years below grade level.
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Houston 1.SJD. Performance In RelationshiE To Formal Educational Polic
Oty«etlV69 Of The 8tate A* Defined In State Law, Case Law, Goals 2000 & The
Public Policy Initiative Or The Governor Regarding The 'Third'Grade Gate.'

GOALS 2000:
In accepting federal funds hapart of its Goals 2000 commitment, the State through the

TEA established specific goals, ecrpe of which are also reflected in state lawand TEA
regulatory policy. The TRA used performance in Houston 1.S.D. to evaluate the District's

and tho Stare's performance on these issues, Among the goals were the following:

Z2£ The achievement gap among various student group* will decrease.

The percentage of students In grades 3*8 who show adequate progress on the
TgjiaoLearning Indies (TLI) jn reading and mathematics will inereue to 90%.

The TRA acknowledges thata "surface level ¥assessment of availablestatistics indicates
some closure of the achievement gap between minority students and White students, and
that this ~closure’ is represented by growth on the Texas Learning Index. However, a review
of Houston's 1.S-D.'o performance on the SAT in relationship to tbe TEA'S accountability
system provide disturbing Indications that TAAS may be inadequate to measure substantive
clowuro of actual achievement gaps.

Itin these concerns wlilch prompted TRA's request for additional data from the TEA.

With or without that Information, TRA is concerned that tbe Soared daiins ofachievement
gap closure ore statistically imbalanced because growth in upper level academic performance
la not adequately measured by TAAS. In effect, the top Is significantly cappedAvhlie the
middle and lowerranges of performanceare not

This concern cm be demonstrated by evaluating the performance of three high school
campusM in Houston I.SD. - Davis, Lamarand Kashmere.

According to the TI A*aaccountability system, all three campuses were rated "Acceptable™
in 1996-97,

On the 10th grade edt test in 1996-97.10th graders at Davis, Lamar and Kashmere had
panting rate* of 76%, 91% and 96% respectively.

Yet, when the nora -referenced SAT test was administered in the District in September,
1997. there woavest (iisparity in academic performance notod.

Larnar’ 9th grade c lass recorded scores averaging 11 yeare above grade level while Davis
and Kashmere resided 9th grade scores of -2.2 and -23 yean below grade level or
roughly a three-year <ifTereodnL
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Lamart 10th grade class performed nr 2.6 years above grade levd while Davis and
Kashmere performedat -2.7 and -2,5 years below grade level or roughly a 5-year
differential.

Lamar's 11th grade class performed at 1.8 years above grade level while Davis and
Kashmere pcrfonncd -3.4and -2.9 below grade level or ~ 'ghly a 5-year differential.

Serious questions are raised about the State's TAAS-tused accountability system when it
gives equal rating status to throe high schools whoso performance is so disparate on a
norm-referenced test.

3X1 The graduation rate will Increase to 95% of students who enter the seventh
made. (Thiswas also referenced Inthe Supreme CourtofTexas decision affirming the

Stale's system ofpublic schoolfinance.)

The Toots Education Agency and its member school districts have been forced to
abandon (be old concept of high school dropout rate Us reported for years because it grossly
misrepresented the number of students not finishing school and receiving n diploma.

The focus now is upon how many students who enter the seventh grade receive a diploma.
Reporting systems at the TEA are evolving in recognition that the public hod no confidence
in earlier reporting standards:

Using official enrollment and graduation reports from Houston 1.S.D. at each high school
campus for which complete information was available, tho TRA haa compiled a table
*bowing the numbcr of freshmen carolled at each campus in 1993-94and iho number cf
graduates in 1996-97.

There were 523 freshmen at Wheatley High School in 1993-94 Four years later, only 97
students received a high school diploma, from Wheady in 1996-97. That represents an
attrition rate of 81.5%. While Whmtiey reflects the greatest attrition rate, the ranges arc
very high even at some of the District!* higher performing campuses such as Sdluire, TRA
docs not hove access to the data, bases which would allow us to perform an assessment
Independent of the District and the TEA 00 actual dropout rates, but public education has
hurt its credibility over the years with assertions of minimal drop-out rate reports-

Using attrition rate in the above context feu-tbe nine 1993-94 freshmen enrollment to
1996-97 graduates, TRA notes in a survey of 16 Houston 1.S.D. high oeboot campuses,
12% bad attqtion rates over 70%; 5)% had attiuion rates between 60-69%; and 38% had

attrition rales between 40-59%.

z

z

PS
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6.1.1 The performance of Texas students will consistently exceed the national
norm.

6J.6 The performance of Texas students on college entrance examinailonn wilt
exceed the national average.

6.1.6 The number ofadvanced placement examinations receiving grades or 3 or
higher (per! 1,000 Texas 11th sad 12th graders) wrill increase.

Oo these issues, the TEA stakes its claims of improvement on marginal statewide
progress. TRA'areview of both Houston I.S.D. and statewide data document disturbing
actual numbers.

While TRA acknowledges thm it is an important goal for student performance inTern to
compare favorably to the nation, the demonstrated relationship between the State's
accountability rating system and Houston 1.S.D. performance an tho Stanford Achievement
Test- a national norm-referenced test - isan issue which should receive significant
additional study because of its statewide implications.

TRA™ revlew of 16 high school campuses in Houston 1.S.D. indicates that fewer than
1096 o f the students achieved the State's criterion of 1,000 on the Scholastic Aptitude Tcrt, a
college eotrabcc examination or 24 on the ACT. also a college entrance examination at 63%
of those campuses. At 23% of the campuses, only 10to 19% of the student* met the TEAY
college entrajoco standards.

TRA also (cviewed statewide figure* supplied by The College Baud an it relates to
advanced placement testing in Texas for 1997.

While the jfEA writes cf Increasing number of students taking one or more exams and
dtea the English examinations ss an example, it docs not reference math and science related
tests in its Obals 2,000 assessment.

TRA bos obtained statewide figures for 1997 which document that less than ppe percent
of the State's! 11thand 12 graders took an advanced placement test in cither biology,
chemistry, either computer science offering. BC calculus, or any of tbe three physics exams.
only in thoA B calculus examination did more than one percent (under 1.5%) even take the
exam.

In fact, a direful review of the advanced placement testing patterns and results presents the
TEA with enormous additional questions and perhaps It* greatest burden in proving the
State has nude any significant strides in the. actual dosing of the academic achievement
gaps between White students and minorities.
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At CwaapuKfITKA Ratos “Acceptable”

1st
————— Alilhwiw*JpHA 17

Bdw GradelLcvd 97
TOTAL 114

% At/Above 15%

%Bekm 85%

WaretRatioTo GradeLcvd 019

BestRatioTo Grade Level 0.7

At campoaes TEA Rates "Reeagtted"

15t

At/Above Grade Level 9
Below Grade Level 35
TOTAL 44

%At/Above 20%
% Below 8s8%

Won! RatioTo GradeLevd 0.7
BertRatioTo Gradelevel 0.5

At Carapaces TEA Rates "Escfuptary ™

15t

At/Above Grade Lcvd 13
Below Grade Lcvd 8
TOTAL 21

% At/Above 62%
%Mow  3%%

Waral RatioTo GradeLcvd 0.7
BestRatioT o Grade Level 1*

J

2%4 3rd
30 I 1
84 100
114 114
2695 12%
74% 88%
Al -1.0
14 1.0
2ed 3rd
14 1
32 35
46 46
30% 24%
70% 76%
0.7 -1.0
1.1 U
2»d 3rd
13 1n
8 10
21 21
62% 520
38% 48%
m07 A2
2.1 17

JteadSagPerforoouce

4th

It

98
m

14%

96%
-8
2.7

1
34
45

24%
76%

-L5
26

4th

.1.2 )
9
2/

S57T%
43%

AO
3,2

5th
L Fij
94
112

16%
84%

AS
24

5th

10
36
46

22%
78%

-L7
3.5

5th

12
22

45%
55%

-21
5.9

6th

58
65

11%
99%

-28
3.3

o

15

27%
3%

-25
11

6th

1
5
6

17%
83%

-13
4.8

7th

10%
90%

-3.4
3.7

7th

67%
33%

1.0

50%
50%

0.1
5.5

eth

34
38

11%
89%

«4.0
4.6

8th

67%
33%

-03
0.9

5th

100%
0%

0.8
4.7

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

10%
90%

«4.0
3.1

50%
50%

-03
2.2

9lh

2
0
2

100%
0%

PHS
PUS

10%
90%

-3.2
26

10th

50%
50%

-1.0
26

10th

100%

« %

1.8
27

10%
90%

3.7
1.8

Utb

100%
0%

1.5
1.8

11th

100%
0%

PHS
PHS
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(-.-7to0-.8) 12 6 23 24 20
(--9to0-1.0) | 0 19 21 21 :
(-U+) 0 1 1 25 73 ;

Houston SD Grade Le i Reading PefbriniUice
MAT6TiI*t: 1990-91

Grades 1 6
Grade Level 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th MEAN
Pcrfonntmcc Grade Grade Grad* Grade Grad™>
At/Abov c Grade Level 93 83 41 71 54:- 71
Belo” Grade Level 74 84 126 96 113* 96

Total 167 167 167 167 J67

% At/Above 56% 50% 25% 43% 32%
% Btkm 44% 50% 75% 57% 65%

Grad* Level Range

Grade Level 93 83 41 71 54;
(-.lto-.2) 64 33 13 14 19*
(-3to-9) 10 24 27 14 14.
(--5t0-.6) 0 19 31 28 14 -
(-.7t0-.8) 0 8 42 11 241

(-.9to0-1.0) 0 0 8 12 22.
(-1.1+) 0 0 5 17 20-"
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Table 4A.

Houston 1SD Grade Level Reading Pefbrjnance
Stanford Achievement Test: 1997-96

Grades 6-8
At Middle School Campuses
Grade Level 6th 7th 8th
Performance Grade Grade Grade
At/Above Grade Level 10 8 9
Below Grade Level 35 38 36
Total 45 46 45
% At/Abovo 22% 17% 20%
% Below 78% 83% 80%
»
Grade Level Range
At Grade Level 22% 17% 20%
(-1to-.2) 0% 2% 0%
(-3 t0-.4) 0% 2% 0%
(-.5t0-.6) 2% 0% 0% o
(-.7to-3) 2% 0% 4%
(-.9to-1.0) 0% 0% 9%:
(-1.1t0-13) 18% 13% 9%
(-1.6t0-2.0) 31% 13% 7%
(-2.1 A More) 24% 32% 51%

MAT6 TestReading Performance: 1990-91
At Middle School Campuses

Grade Level 6th 7th 8th
Performance Grade Grade Grade
At/Above Grade Level 9 8 9
Below Grade Level 26 28 27
Total 35 36 36
%At/Above 26% 22% 25%
% Below 74% 78% 75%.
Grade Level Range
At/Above Level 26% 22% 25%
(-1to-3) 0% 6% 3%
(-3to-.4) 0% 3% 3%
(-3t0-.6) 6% 0% 0%
(-.7t0-.8) 11% 0% 3%
(-.9t0-1.0) 3% 3% 8%
é-l.l to -1.5% 29% 14% 11%
-1.6t0-2.0 26% 36% 33% o

(-21 & More) 0% 17% 14% j



Tabte 48.

Hourfoo ISO GradelLevelReading Pcferasance

Stanford AehkrasestTesf: 1997>9B

Grades6-8
A | fth GradesIncluded
Grade L m | 6th 7th 8th
Performance Grade Grade Grade
At/Above Grade Level 15 8 9
Bekrar Grade Level 75 38 36
Total 90 a6 45
% Al/Abovc 179 17% 20%
% fedow 83% 83% 80%
Grade Level Rxage
Al/Above Level 15 8 9
(-1to*2) I 1 0
<-3 to-.4) 1 1 0
(-5 to*.6) A 0 0
2 o 2 -
(*9to-1.0) A 0 4
........... - 22 ‘6 ... "4’
(-.6to-2U) 23 6 3
(-21 & Mote) 18 24 23

Grade Level

Performance

At/Above Grade Level

Below Grade Level

Total

% At/Above

% Below

Grade Level Range
At/Above Level

(-1 to-.2)

(-3 to-.4)
(-.5to-.6)

(-7 to-.8).

(-.9to-1.0)

(-L6 to-2.0)
(-2.1 A More)

HottrtewISD Grade Level RcodlaftFefonnafica
Staaferd Achievement Teil: 1997*98
Grades 641

A ll<th Grades Knchaded

6th

Grade

75

17%
83%

17%
1%
1%

4%
)
4%
Woa0
26%
20%

71h 8 th
Grade Grade
8 9
38 36
46 45
17% 20%
83% 80%
17% 20%
2% 0%
2% 0%
0% 0%
0% 4%
0% 9%
*'13%1 *mm *9%"
13% 7%
52% 51%
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Table 6

Acadea Ic Excellence Indicator System Factors
A tHJgii SchoolCampuses TEA IUtes "Acceptable’

% P atting % Achieving % Achieving % A ttrition
E.O .G. TAAS/ITASP B8AT*/ACT 9th Grade To

Ri .NGE Algebra Correlation Correlation US.Diplom a
* Stbalafttt Aptifitft Tvrt KalnmeaTccQ

9010 100% 0 0 0 b
OOfa,sg% 0 0 0
T0fa1 79% 0 0 0 i
dotl 69% 0 0 0 8
50fa s9% 0 1 0 3
4084 9% 1 0 1 3
30faso% 1 2 0
20<X29% 3 7 1 p
10Ki19% 4 5 4
Ottfzo% 7 1 10 (?L
. 16 16 16 16
RANGE
ooto 100% 0% 0% 0%
sofa 89% 0% 0% 0% 6%
70 fa 79% 0% 0% 0% 6%
60 fa 69% 0% 0% 0% 5q%
50 fa <89% 0% 6% 0% 19%
40fa 49% 6% 0% 6% 19%
3Qfafc39% 6% 13% 0% 0%
20fa 29% 19% 44% 6% 0%
10fa 100 25% 31% 25% 0%
Ofa 09% 44% 6% 63% 0<c
t
100% 100% 100% 100%

B.0.C, At phm Smp-e<ina'iilrtCTedcadnf courrcAlgchnHflU.
TASP: TLpTcxn Academic SklUi Pjofraio twilo required o fall perseme

enti ria Texii public iniumtioci afUpwedticuioa for (LuOnt hawt,
TAASTA 5P: Pwd&c TAAS with* sooreiodlatAJ a78% likelihood of inmag TASP.
% Amidol Numberof gTB«tuuts ccmpercd to [Ycdoman da«* four ywmi oeitior,
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Tabl» 8.

Grade Level Reading Performance
At TEA Rated "Acceptable” Campuses
IGth Grade 10thGrad©

TAASExitTaut TAASEXit Taft
Performance Fwftnwa

(Pmdag) (Mnotary)
Dovt* High Schod 76% 28%
Larmar High 8gfaod! 91% 63%
Knhfflcra High Schodl %% 66%
Hb Grad* 17thOnda
Stanford Stafford

11th Grade
Stanford

PACE 17
Mar. 23 199Q 12:54AM P2

Soores Compared  Soores Compared - Scorn Compared

ToGradelLcrel To GradeLard

Dar¥# High Schod -X1 2.7
LamarHigh Schod 11 Z6
Kashrasra!D{* Schodl >23 25
SthGrade 10* Grade
Stanford Stanford
PafomeooeGap  Performance Onp
Davli toLamar -33 53

Kiuhnmo to Limear -34 mA|

4 A
18
29

llifc Grade
SUafocd

-53
47

To Grade Level

Derfonnancc Gap
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Hod (tonISD Grade LevelReading Peformancc

Stanrord AchievementTest: 1997-98

G rates 6-8

Grade Level

Performance

At/Above Grade Level

clow Grade Level

Total

% At/Above

% Below

3ado LevelRange
At/Above Level
(*.1 to -.2)

(*3 to -.4)

(-KJ5to -.6)

(-.7 to-.8)

(-.9 to -1.0)

(-1.1 to -13)

(-1.6 t0 -2.0)

(-2.1 & Mare)

Grade Level

Performance

At/Ajbove Grade Level
B tlow Grade Level

Total

96 At/Above

% Below

G ijade LavalRange

At/Above Lcvd

(-.1 to -2)
{*2 to -.4)
(-J5to -.6)
(-.7 to -.8)
(-.9 to -1.0)

(-1.1 to -1.5)
(-1.6 to -2.0)
(-2.1 & More)

TEXAS READING INST i
AR riar. 23
Tablo 4.
AtMiddle SchoolCampuoes Btetacn.
6 th 7 th ath
Grade Grade Grad< Grade
10 8 9
35 38 36
45 46 45 45
22% 17% 20% 11%
79% 83% 80 % 99%
10 8 9
0 | 0
0 1 0
1 0 0
1 0 2
0 0 4
8 6 4
14 6 3
11 24 23

mnnnce; 1590-91

AtMiddle SchoolCampuses

6 th 7 th 8 th
Grade Grade Grade
9 8 9
26 28 27
35 36 36
25% 22% 25%
74% 78% 75%
9 8 9
0 2 1
0 1 1
2 0 0
4 0 1
1 1 3
10 5 4
9 13 12
0 6 5

PAGE 18
1998 12:51AM P15
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TEXAS READING INST
FROM' : www. rtsadbysradeS.eom »» » » »  PHONE NO. S 520 7214
Table 3.
Houston JSD Grade Level Reading Peformance
Stanford iVchlevementT art: 997+*93
Grades !«?
Grade Level 1st 2nd 3rd 4 th 5th 1
*erfonmuice Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
mG rade Level 42 57 36 39 38
? Grade Level 141 125 146 142 143
Total 183 182 182 181 18 1:
0t
% At/Above 73% 31% 20% 22% 21%)
% Below 77% 69 % 80 % 78% 79% !
tLevelRange
:Grade Level 42 57 36 39 38 -
(-.1to -.2) 34 36 13 15 4
(-.3 to '..4) 51 49 45 26 7 .
(-.3 to -.6) 43 33 45 31 18
(-.7 to -.8) 12 6 23 24 20
(-.9 to -1.0) 1 0 19 21 21
(-1.1+) 0 1 1 25 73 ;
Houston isb Grade Lerd Reading Peformance
*t: 1990-91
Grades w5
Grade Level 1st 2nd 3rd 4 th 5th
Performance Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
At/Above Grade Level 93 83 41 71 54.
Below G rade Level 74 84 126 96 i3
Total 167 167 167 167 167:
% At/Above 56% 50% 25% 43% 32% :
% Below 44% 30% 75% 57% 68% :
Gnufc Level Range
Grade Level 93 83 41 71 54 ;
(-.1 to -.2) 64 33 13 14 19
(-3 to -.4) 10 24 27 14 14 *
(-3 to -.6) 0 19 31 28 14
(-.7 to -.8) 0 8 42 11 24 :
(-.9 to -1.0) 0 0 8 12 22.
(-1.1+) 0 0 5 17 20"

PAGE 19
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Table 3A.

Houston ISD Grade LeveIReadingPeffomwoce

AchievementTest? 1557-58

S tn tifiw rd
Grades 1’\5 i
Grade Level let 2nd 3rd 4th ,Grade
Performance  Grade Grade Grade Grade
36 39 . 38
At/Abovt Grade Level 42 57 o s
146
Below GijadfiLevel 141 125
Total 183 182 182 MI 181
I 0,
% At/Abavo 23% 31% 20% 22%. i 21%
% Below 77% 59% 80% 78% 79%
Grad™oLevelBange 2106
Grade Level 23% 31% 20% 22% )
(-1 to -.2) 19% 20% 7% 8% 2%
14% 4%
(-3 to -.4) 28% 27% 25% 0 ; 10;/
9 0
(.,5 to -.6) 23% 18% 25% 17% ' 110/
(:.7 to -.8) 7% 3% 13% 13% 0
. _ o
(-.9 to -1.0) 1% 0% 10% 12% :12%
(-1.1+) 0% 1% 1% 14% 40%
Houston SD Grade Level Reading Fefbrmance
MATtTISt: 1590-91
Grades 1 s
Grade Lcvd 1st 2nd 3rd 4th . 5th
Performance Grade Grade Grade Grade *Grade
71 » 54
At/Abo'« Grade Level 93 83 41
113
Below Grade Level 74 84 126 96
Total 167 167 167 167 167
% At/Above 56% 50% 25% 43% \;32?
% Below 44% 509% 75% 67% *68%
Grad sLevel Range
Grade Level 56% 50% 26% 43% .32%
lto-2) 38% 20% 8% 8% i n%
(-3 -4 6% 14% 16% 8% © 8%
-31D-. 0% 11% 19% 17% . 8%
-.[to-. 0% 5% 25% 7% * 14%
(-.9t0-1.0) 0% 0% 5% 7% 13%

(-1.1+) 0% 0% 3% 10% 12%
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This virtu a1 statistical absence of Texas students participating in advanced placement math
and odence testa closely parallels other published research showing Texans and Americans
falling significantly behind the rest cf the industrial worid in these categories.

only grade Pvelreaderswillpass to thefourth grade.)

TR At review o f this issue comesat two levels.

Tbe first isi to acknowledge recent publicity about the tremendous numbers of students
who have bei -i exempted from the TAAS testing program; take the testin Spanish; or who
do not count in the rating system.

*This isnot i new development TRA first reported on this over throe yenrsago with
extensive documentation. It igimportant io note that the condition still exists.

When disci aatng a third-grade gate, the issue of historical exemptions- most of whom
will not passi he testif forced totakeit- is a dannting one with significant financial
ramificationsi which we self-evident.

ButTRA believesit is importantto review this matter from another perspective of those
wbo are bednj:tested and who are not at grade level - a position mode all (be more crucial
when corgpaaing Houston .S.D.'s Stanford remits to the TEA'S accountability rating

system basged oqTAAS.
The two  arete 1011018 of this issue (the number of exempt!ms and tho poor.performance
ofthose ily tesred), when combined, present overwhelming question* as to

mctbodologiejj and costs Involved in achieving the Goals 2000 commitment of the State of
Texas and the policy initiative suggested by the Texas governor.

Considerth : examples of Crespo Elementary School and Rnmklin Elementary-School in
Howton 1.S .| 3when seeking to quantify tbe magnitude of the third-grade

According 13tbe TEA'S accountability system, Crespo Elementary is a recognized school
-second only to the exemplary atons.

Rawing rentes on the 1996-97 TAAS reading teats for the third, fourth and fifth grades ax
Crespo ware 100%. 88% and 95% respectively. Butcxly about8%, 28% and 34% cf the
third, fourth ri>dfifth grade students at that campus actually took the TAAS test, At that
same campus, 35%. 48% and 80% of the students who took the TAAS test In Spanish failed
it Left untest dwere many studentsjudged by the campus ca not ready to taka tithcr *ex¢

It is importa it to remember that this is a TEA-declared recognized campus onthe TAA3-

basod account ibility system.
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FROM . wwu. readbygrade3. com >»»»» >

O n the ndhott'refercnced SAT testgiven this year,only 19% ofthe Crespo Elementary

finrtgraders!took the testand the grade performed 5 months below grade level. By the

fourth grade*. 69% took the SAT and tho score was 1.2 year*below grade level. In the fifth
grade, 84% oak.the test,and grade !«velequivalency had dropped to a negative 1.6 years
below grade levd.

The T iA has given Crespo the second highestrating it gives an elementary school and
thatschool{erfonns significantly bdow gradelevelon anindependently administered
nonn-refere iced test

As a TEA- rated acceptable school, Franklin Elementary follows the same pattern, but the
the disparity is even more egregious.
TAAS p*s dug rates lestyearin grades 3-6 ranged from from 69% to 76% w hile about

23% 1D74% o fits students took tbe testin English, failure rates o fthose third and fourth

gra:brSWhO tookthe TAAS testin Spanish were 70% <md 83% rtspectjvely.

fhm klinh jtetfoimance on the SAT testthis yearranged from a grade equivalency,d e ficit
O ftninos 6 n oaths fitthe firstgrade (lowerpercentage tested) to minus 2.5 years OXthe sixth
grade (highej percentage tested.)

Ifthe tlird grade gate becomes a realpolicy in Texaswhich uses passaged*TAAS as
thscoforocm mtmechanism, then the TEA had belter be prepared to explain the apparent
wide variaaajs between its accountability system Including TAAS and grade-level
performance ts noted in the SAT given in Houston I.S.D. The TRA warns thatthis is nota

sim ple public policy issue. It has mqgjorfinancial and academic ram ifications.

Texas EduciHon Code:

35.024(b) Tiie agency shalldevelop study guides for (he assessmentinstrum ents
adm lubtsrcd under Sections 39.023(a) and (c). To assistparentsla providing
assistance diring the period thatschoolIsrwceesed for summ er, m¥<>»school
districtshall distribute the study guides to parents ofstudents who do npc k*rform
sstfsfactorUj on one or more parts ofan assessmentinstrum entadm inistered

Underthis N Achapter..."

TR A notes thatthis ptovisioQ o fthoTexas Education Code bos been In existence for
successivesa& ora o fthe Texas Legislature. TRA hasa copy ofthe exitteststhdy guide -
the only grade levelwe believe to have been published to this pointin time,

TRAenCOUtftgettbe medio, elected public officials and otherinterfered partiejto take a

ccpy o fthis dgjcum cntand cshcers as they are published into tbe homes o fTexans whose
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children arc foiling the TAAS tests and see for themselves how useful and cost-effective

such guides w ill be.

Conclusion

The Tax Risearch Association hopes thatthis publication win add to the public's awareness
ofthecomjlexity ofissuesinvolving educationalaccountability. W e also hope thatit w ill
encourage:briberstudy on the Issues addressed by those with more resources to obtain

m ore acoas >0 more data.



The marlup was poving his kump.

Parmily, the narg horped some whev

in  his kump. "Why did vump horp

whev in my frink. /e kump?" the marlup
jufd the narg. "Do vump pove your
kump frinkle?" the narg jutd. "

groogely pove my kump frinkle

snargled the marlup.

1. Who was pov ing his kump?
2. What did the narg do?
3. What was the mar lup '"s response?

V. How does the mar lup pove his kump
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Phonics Fuss:

Facts, Fiction,
Phonemes, and Fun

|deas for the Classroom from the NCTE Elementary Section
Regie Routman and Andrea Butler, Co-Editors

Why Talk about Phonics?

By Regie Routman and
Andrea Butler co-editors

» “Bad Grades fur New Ape
Education” <Chicago Tribune.
May 1995i

» “Choral-Like Reading Plan
Makes a Comeback" (New York
Times. August 1995)

* “Ohio Lawmakers Must Read
Phonics Bill Carefully"
(Cleveland Plain Dealer,

July 1995)

A Il around the country—from
New York to the Midwest to
the West Coast—phonics

and the teaching of reading are
making headlines. In the frenzy to
respond to falling test scores and
the concerns of nervous parents,
politicians and other “concerned
groups™ are lobbying hard to get
“back to basics” and “direct instruc-
tion" as the core of the reading pro-
gram. Unfortunately, this simplistic
view overshadows the goal of devel-
oping independent, thinking readers
and writers, and it also ignores the

1992 recommendations of the

National Assessment of Education

Progress (NAEP):

<DSusan Lina Ruggles. Used by permission

The Literacy Outcomes for the
nineties should produce students who:
* construct meaning;
* elaborate and respond critically;
« exhibit effective strategic behaviors;
* know that they know how to read
und write: and
* have positive habits, attitudes, and
values.
Perhaps we educators share respon-
sibility for the current political cli-
mate. We have often been remiss in
informing parents and policymakers

of current research and practice;
without new information, parents
and other members ofthe communi-
ty hold on to old beliefs based on
their own school experiences.

Our goal in this issue of Sdhod
Tdl;is to clarify some ofthe dilem-
mas that we all are facing, and to
give specific information and practi-
cal suggestions for teaching phonics
in the classroom without losing
sight of the whole literacy context.



We believe the issue has never been whether

or not phonics should be taught, but when,

how, how much, and why.

Good Teachers Have
Never Abandoned
Phonics

We think that in the name of
“whole language™ and “literature-
based instruction,” some educators
and publishers went too far.
Thinking that all children would
learn to read “naturally” if they
were immersed in quality litera-
ture, many teachers abandoned
formal instruction. In particular,
the explicit teaching of phonics
became suspect. But good teachers
have never abandoned phonics.
They always acknowledged that
phonics had an important place in
the readin0 and writing process,
without being an end in itself. We
believe the issue has never been
whether or not phonics should be
taught, but when, how, how much,
and why.

Reading must always be
viewed primarily as a meaning-
making process; it is notjust
decoding. Emotional and political
issues seem to have clouded the
picture and made any discussion of
phonics suspect. But phonics does
need to be taught. It's all a matter
of balance.

While phonics (or graphophon-
ics> is integral to the reading
process, it is subordinate to seman-
tics (meaning, context, background
knowledge) and syntactics (struc-
ture, grammar). Any one area can-
not exist in isolation front the oth-
ers ifcomprehension is to be maxi-
mized (see Figure 1).

Figure 1, Place ofphonic* in the reading process.

Marie Clay explains it well in
Becoming Literate: The Construction
ofInner Control:

Phonological information may bo
seen ns a key variable but so are
meaning, syntax, and visual informa-
tion. Teaching one key variable can
distort a complex process unless its
learning becomes patterned with
other key variables and opportunities
are provided to work on the interplay
between variables, (p. 314)

What Do We Mean
by Phonics?
What Don't We Mean?

So what are we really talking
about? Lot's review some common
terms and clnrify where phonics fits.
Phonics generally is used to refer to
the sound-letter relationships used
in reading und writing. Phonics
begins with an understanding that
each letter lorgrapheme) of the
English alphabet stands for one or
more sounds (or phonemes).
Knowledge of phonics is necessary
for successful independent reading;
however, young children can rend

predictable supportive texts without
knowing all of their sounds and
letters.

You also may have been heuring
a lot aboutphonemic awarev'ss.
This term refers to the ability to
hear and differentiate between the
various words, sounds, and syllables
in speech, and this ability is critical
to success in beginning reading.
Phonemic awareness develops
through repeatedly hearing, saying,
and singing traditional nursery
rhymes, simple poems and songs, as
well as through word-play:

Children who have a rich knowledge
of rhymes develop the ability to pay
attention to sounds in words more eas-
dy. (Wells & Hart-Hewins, 1994, p. 25)

Additionally, using invented
spelling in daily writing is one of
the best ways for young children to
develop phonemic awareness and
sound-letter relationships (see
Figure 2).

When we talk about phonics we
do not mean worksheets and work-
books, nonsensical texts, “letter of
the week,"” isolated scripts and
drills, Hooked on Phonics, chanting
with technical precision, and sophis-
ticated linguistic labeling.

By contrast, by phonics we do
mean teaching kids enough
sound-letter knowledge to read and
write continuous text in authentic
literacy contexts. We'll spell that
out in the rest ofthis issue.

g, oyt
------- _Ubki,
| 3inS—-tj.. 0 An<k
J
k — It Ty
...... A
-TCt
---------------- Ui. s
« Vit helf iy,
------ lak.

Figure 2 Childs willing showing the use cf
tnunied spelling



W e believe that phonics is
best taught and learned
when it is integrated into

meaningful reading and writing

across the curriculum. This does
not mean that phonics teaching is
left to chance. All children can ben-
efit from whole-class, deliberate but
incidental work with phonics dur-
ing language arts time.

Heres what we are talking
about. For some children, explicit
teaching and mini-lessons are nec-
essary. Such lessons, however, aro
never in isolation. The need for
them grows out of what is develop-
mentolly appropriate and what is
challenging children as they
attempt to read and write indepen-
dently. Always, most of classroom
reading time must be spent read-
ing, enjoying, and discussing won-
derful literature. Phonics instruc-
tion. when it does occur, is short,
specific, and related to the child’s
needs.

'"Going from W hole to P art

to W hole

In all cases, we believe that chil-
dren must see connections between
the whole and its parts. According
to recent brain research:
The brain processes parts and
wholes simultaneously. People have
enormous difficulty in learning when
either parts or wholes nn» over-
looked, Good leaching necessarily
builds understanding and skills over
time because learning is cumulative
and developmental. However, parts
and wholes ure conceptually interac-
tive. They derive meaning from nnd
give meaning to each other. (Ronato
N. Caine & Geoffrey Caine, 11)91,
Ataking Connections: Teaching and
the Human Drain, Menlo Park, CA:
AddiBon-Wesley; available from
ASCD)

In reading, the book is the
whole. If children have never expe-
rienced the joy ofreading and writ-
ing, they will have little under-
standing ofwhat phonics is.
Experience has taught us that chil-
dren are able to connect phonics
instruction to reading only when
the phonics instruction is embedded
in or grows out of reading a real
book.

The next section offers sugges-
tions for ways to connect the whole
to the part, beginning by working
with an entire text, then looking at
sentences, then at individual words,
then at letters, and finally at sylla-
bles and phonemes. Ofcourse, mak-
ing these connections involves mov-
ing back through the continuum,
from the individual parts to the
whole text.

Suggested W ays to E xplore

Phonics

o Start with Whole Texts. 1n
order to engage the children in
learning phonics as part of the
reading process, itis important that
they are first immersed in complete
nnd engaging texts. Such engage-
ment is encouruged in the contexts
listed here. (For details on these
teaching-loaming approaches, see
the resource bibliography elsewhere

in this newsletter.)
* Reading aloud nnd shared

rending of:

nursery rhymes raps

Predmtable htones songs
inger plays chants
riddles nnd jokes poems

atories with Word-Plny
stories with lota of rhyme
nnd repetition

« Writing aloud and shared writing of:

morning message letters
dictated stories lists
content-orea work suins
Iorocedures _ - rules
anguage experience stories

innovations on stories, songs,
and chants

* Reading ‘just right* books.
* Journal entries and other free-choice
writing.

© Foous an Santenoes. Starting
with a meaningful text, sentences
can be taken out of context, ana-
lyzed, cut apart, and then put bnck
and read again in the context of the
whole. These types of texts are use-
ful starting points:
predictable 6tories
morning message
language experience stories
dictated stories
content-area work
letters
personal journal entries
stories with lots ofrhyme and
repetltlon
innovations on stories, Bongs, and
chants

© Foosan Wtk 1t is appropri-
ate to focus on words and word
parts in isolation, but only as part of
a larger literacy context such as
writing in a content area, spelling
words in a personal letter, or read-
ing a book. Once again, we go from
whole to part to whole. The best
source of words are those that are
familiar to the children, either
through repeated readings or
through stories they have authored.
Activities that help focus on words
include:

alliteration charts matchinq
word searches word walls
personal dictionaries  word games
cutting up sentences  sequencing

milk carton dictionaries wonl sorts
masking lord cloze) and framing
mnking and testing hypotheses
generating new sentences and text
writing generalizations



0 Foas o Letters Young chil-
dren do not necessarily understand
the difference between a word and
a letter, and this is an important
concept for them to develop. Texts
and activities that focus on letters
include:

alphabet books

masking (cloze)

framing

magnet™ letters

clusters and chunks

kids’ names in your classroom

cutting up words into onsets and

rimes plus endings
generating new words and sentences

0 Playwith Syllables and
Fhoaes. Young children need to
understand the alphabetic princi-
ple: Letters represent sounds, and
these sounds or phonemes are rep-
resented by letters. Children need
to be able to hear the sound
sequences of words before they can
read independently. See Marie
Clays BaoomirgLiterate(p. 84)
for one procedure; here are some
others:

clapping

cutting

singing

working with onsets nnd rimes

Weve mentioned onsets and

rimes several times. The QBis

Most of classroom reading
time must be spent reading,
enjoying, and discussing

wonderful literature.

the part ofthe syllable that comes
before the vowel and is always a con-
sonant or a consonant blend. The
NN®is the rest of the unit. Onsets
and rimes are powerful for helping
children to read and write because
they are easier to learn than individ-
ual vowel sounds. The phonic pat-
terns remain stable, and word fami-
lies are easily constructed for reading
and spelling.

For example, a child who can
write and spell M&&kcan be guided to
read and spell regt, Gt, Sct, e,
and et In contrast, being able to
read M8k does not mean that the
child can make the transfer to the
word IN@&El. It is harder for the child
to isolate and apply the vowel sound
than the rime.

Some B”sic Rimes

Nearly 500 primary-grade words can be
derived from tho following set ofonly 37,

rimes.. vV '/
. -ack  -all -ain *  -ake -alg'
-ame  -an -ank #np "~ -ash ’
-at -ate .j -aw - -ay -cot
-ell -est -ice -ick  -ide
sightf  «ill *-in -ine  -ing
-ink -ip -ir 'm -ock -okc
-op -ore . -or -uck -ug -
-ump . -unk
VI" o« . A 4 a

(Source: Marilyn,.J. Adams, 1990, Beginning
to Read: Thinking and Iearning about Print,

Cnmbridgc: MIT Press)



A How do we teach phonics?7

artinsd

»What Phonics Generalizations
Should Be Taught?

At best, phonics rules and gener-
alizations hold up only some of
the time for reading and spelling
words. Generalizations are best
learned by discovering patterns
through making and testing
hypotheses. For example, in a lit-
eracy context, we might have our
students chart dozens of words
containing the long €sound (Bee
Figure 3), and then ask them
which letter combinations usually
represent the long & Through
this activity children may come
up with the hypothesis, “Most of
the time &Crepresents the longe
sound.” They then need to explore
words in books and other print

Experience has taught
«us that children are

‘ able to connect
> - \V*

phonics instruction

mm - -

to reading only when
* > ¢

the'phonics instruction

] L

grows out of reading

*

a real book.

media to modify or confirm their
hypothesis.

This sort of discovery
method is in contrast to the
teacher beginning the lesson by
stating the rule and having the
children search for examples of
the rule. In the latter case, very
little learning takes place.

weave meet Peter key happy field receive
heat feel meter monkey  merry piece deceive
meal «H! silly pierce
steal tree
feast bee
leaves street
reach screen
steel

FigureStarling chart to help create hypothesis about the long e sound in uonls.

Phonics in Perspective

Good teachers have always careful-
ly observed their students to be
sure the children are internalizing
rules of language. Teachers notice
such things as the following:

e Can the children identify all
upper- and lowercase letters of
the alphabet?

e Con they apply phonics knowl-
edge to reading and writing?

e Does their invented spelling
reflect their growing understand-
ing of phonics?

e Do their approximations in read-

ing and writing make sense for

their developmental level?

Can they problcm-solve and

cross-check, demonstrating their

ability to orchestrate their use of
phonics in conjunction with
semantics and syntax?

e Can they write Marie Clay’s dic-

tation test from AN Csenatian
ANey(1993). demonstrating

their knowledge of phonemes?

The bottom line for us is that
there is no reason to teach phonics
unless our students are spending
the majority of their time reading,
writing, thinking, speaking, and
responding to all kinds of mean-
ingful texts.

Children's knowledge of letter
names nnd of letter-sound relation-
ships is not important in itself, but
rather, it is a tool with which chil-
dren develop principles to unlock the
alphabetic nature of our writing sys-
tem. Phonics is not a method for
teaching reading or writing. It is
only one cueing system for identify-
ing and spelling words and should
be taught as such. (British Columbia
Ministry’ of Education, 1990,
Primary Program: Foundation
Document)



»Recommended Practical Texts
That Support Integrated Phonics
Touching and Learning

Butler. Andrea, & Jan Turbill. 1984,
Towards a Reading-Writing
Classroom. Portsmouth. NH:
Heinemann.

Clay. Marie M. 1991. Becoming
Literate: The Construction ofInner
Control. Portsmouth. NH:
Heinemann.

. 1993. An Observation Survey of
Early Literacy Achievement.
Portsmouth. NH: Heinemann.,

. 1993, Reading Recovery: A
(Juidebool; for Teachers in Training.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Cunningham. Patricia M. 1995
Phonics They Use: Words for
Reading and Writing. 2nd edition.
New York: HarperCollins.

Holdawav. Don, 1979. The Foundations
of Literacy. Portsmouth, NH:
Heinemann.

1991). Independence in Reading,
3rd edition. Portsmouth. NH:
Heinemann.

Mills. Heidi. Timothy O'Keefe. & Diane
Stephens. 1992, Looking Closely:
Exploring the Role ofPhonics in One
Whole Language Classroom. Urbana.
1L'NOTE.

Phcnix. Jo. 1994, Teaching the Skills.
Markham. Ontario: Pembroke "avail-
able from Bothell. WA: The Wnght
Gruupi.

Powell. Debbie. & David Hornshy.
1993. Learning Phonics and Spelling
ina Whole Language Classroom.
New York: Scholastic.

Routmun. Regie. 1994. Invitations:
Changing as Teachers nnd h arnent
K-12. updated edition. Portsmouth.
NH Heinemann

Weaver, Connie. 1994. Rending
Process and Practice: From Socio-
Psycholinguistics to Whole
Language, 2nd edition.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Wells, Jan. & Linda Hart-Hewins.
1994. Phonics, Too! How to Tcacli
Skills in a Balanced Language
Program. Markham. Ontario:
Pembroke (available from Bothell.
WA: The Wright Group).

Wilde. Sandra. 1992. You Kan Red
This! Spelling and Punctuation for
Whole Language Classrooms, K-6.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

» Books That Promote Phonemic

Awareness

Chapman. Cheryl. Pass the Fritters,
Critters.

Degen. Bruce. Jamberry.

Embcrley, Barbara. Drummer Hoff.

Hopkins. Lee Bennett, editor. Good
Bixiks. Gixxl Times.

Lester. Alison. Pm Green and Pm
Grumpy.

Shaw, Nancy. Sheep on a Ship.

» ABC Books

Base. Graeme. Animalia,

Bayer. Jane. A My Name Is Alice.

Brown. Margaret Wise. Sleepy ABC.

Cushman. Doug. The ABC Mystery.

Hausman. Gerald. Turtle Island
ABC: A Gathering ofNative
American Symbols.

Viorst. Judith. The Alphabet from 7.
to A: With Much Confusion on the
Way.

Weeks, Sarah. Hurricane City.

Zimmerman. Andrea G.. & David
Clemesha. The Cow Butted.

Next Issue: Based on reader feedback and suggestions, the February issue ofSchool
Talk will discuss "how do Lactually leach reading using literature?"

We welcome your comments and suggestions for future issues! Please send your
ideas to Schixil Talk. NCTE. 1111 W. Kenyon Road. Urbana, IL 61801*1096.

It is the policy of NCTE in its journals and other
publications to provide a forum for,the open dis-
cussion of ideas concerning the content and the
teaching of English and the language arts.
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clearly specified.

School Talk (ISSN 1083-2939) is a newslet-
ter published in August. November, February,
and April for the NCTE Elementary Section
Steering Committee by the National Council of
Teachers of English. 1111 W. Kenyon Road,
Urbana, Illinois 61801-1096. Requests for per-
mission to reprint should be addressed tc
NCTE, 1111 W. Kenyon Road, Urbana, lllinois
61801-1096.

Co-Editors: Regie Routman and Andrea
Butler. NCTE Production Editor: Michelle
Sanden Jnhlas. Designer: Pal Mayer.

Copyright © 1995 by the National Council
of Teachers of English. Printed in the U.S.A. All
rights reserved.

1095 Elementary Section Steering
Committee

Kathy G. Short. Chair
University ofAritona, Tucson

Helen F. Buswinkn
Mercer Elementary School, Cincinnati. Ohio

Andrea Butler

Author and international language consultant.
Chicago

Cora Lee Five

Edn.wood School, Scarsdale. New York

Jerome C. Hnrxtc
Indiana University. Bloomington

Donna Maxim

The Center for Teaching and learning.
Etlgecnmb. Maine

Regie Routmun

Shaker Heights City Schools, Shaker Heights.
Ohio

Glenna Davis Sloan

Queens College. CUNY, Flushing. New York

William H Teale. ex officio
University of lllinois nr Chicago

Janie ll.vdrick. Executive Committee Liaison
Ent: Elementary School, Mesa, Arinina

Karen Smith. NCTE Staff Liaison



mS.

7.

8.

*10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

. Whan them art mo wwfa

Wby litk. tha loot
sound of Um flm oot a
baud tod tha sacoad is
usually ckclL

Wbeo a vw d it bo the
middle of a ooa-ryilabk
word, tha sowd is short.
rriirMU - L>rfgf
one of tba middle mo
letters in a word of
four kttcn
ona vowd Wwit/tin d
word of mors than
four letter*

. If the only vowd letter

is ox tha end of a word,
tha knar usually stands
for aloot sound.

W hen there am two vowds,
ooa of which is final a,
tha fine vowd is ions

and tha ais nkst.

Tba [ grm tha preceding
w d a sound that is
aether loos act short.

Tha first vowd is usually
loog tad tb* wxood clem
in tha disgriphs a-, m
0<4 and Li

ai

ea

oa

ui

In tha phooofnun *a
tha / is nkm and tha
a has aloot sound.

Words having double a
usually baw tha loos a
sound.

. Whan words cod whh silent

a tha pmcadict a or
Iis lonf.

In ay tha / is silent

snd give a ds loot sound.

W han tha lattar I is
followwd fay tha letters
Xh. tha / usually

stands for its loot sound
and the gA is uicm .

When Qfollows W in a
word, h usually has the
sound a as in n i

When Qs followed by H
the vowd sound is tha same
u represented by oa

Tha mo letters aW maht
tha loot 0 toundr

d
Gwftnetag

309 (bandit

401
191 (dress)
191 (rest)

26 (splash)
23 (ha)

150 (bone)

444 (horn)

179

43 (toil)
101 (bond)
34 (boas)
1 (suit)

8 (field)

85 (seen)

164 (caia)

36 (play)
22 (high)

15 (witch)

9 (blew)

50 «wm)

Suuor W
|iim

377 (chkOt

249
84 (scold)
135 (told)

30 (fight)
8 (to)

101 (dona)

134 (wira)

92

24 (snd
51 (basa

1 (cupboard)

16 (build)
39 (Wand)

2 (been)
101 (hcva)

10 (always)
9 (Qfighbor)

32 (swam)
17 (saw)

35 (down)

ftrcenf *

Ud»ty

43

62

46
14

63

64

64
97

17

9f

60

!
1



33. One vowd letter in *> W (@y) 356 (lady) 61
accented syllable has its
short sound.

34, When /[ oreyis o
the tut syllabic that is not
accented, "the long sound of
tishwd.

33. When lurt is the final 4 (picture) 100
syllable in a word, it
IS unaccented.

36. When non is the final 3 (suuoa) 100
syllable in a word, it is
unaccented.

37. In_many two- and throe- 32 (invite) 62 (gasoline) 46
syllable words, the final
e lengthens the vowd
in the last syllable;

38. If the first vowd sound 404 (bullet) 139 (singer) 12
in a word is followed by
two consonants, the first
syllable usually ends with
the first of the two consonants.
39. If the first vowel sound in 190 (over) 237 (oven) 44
a word is followed by a
single consonant, that
consonant usually begins
the second syllable

*40. If the last syllable of a 62 (tumble) 2 (buckle) 4
word ends in It, the
consonant preceding the
It usually begins the
last syllable
*41. When the first vowel 30 (dishes) 100
| element in a word is
followed by ih, ch,
or sK these s?]/mbols are
not broken when the word

is divided into syllables
and may go with either the
first or 'second syllables.

42. In a word of more than one 33 (cover) 29 (dover) 73
syllable the letter v

usuallgl_ goes with tbe

preceding vowel to form a

syllable

43. When a word has only one 433 (hid) 322 (kind) 3
vowd Imer. tbe vowd
sound is likely to be short

*44. When there is one e in a 83 (leq) 27 (New) 76
word that ends in a
consonant, the e
usually has a short sound.

*43. When the last s_}/ll,abic 188 (butter) 9 (appear) 93
is the sound r, it is
unaccented.

® 137 (baby) 0



fov/idecl

Consider Cow

Consider cow
which rhymes
with bough
but not

with rough.
That’ clear
enough.

Remember moo
will rhyme
with through
but not

with trough

or though

or tough.

You've got

it now:
Theres dough
and bough
and cough
and through
and mough
cr. moo

ciiy PA"/lips

/.i+cvacy Tu't*? tutwclol
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WHOLE LANGUAGE SET: #1 On Myths about Whole Language Education

Is whole language really warm andfuzzy?— Susan Church, 1994

Background

There are many thhs and misconceptions about whole language
of these are addressed below.

Myths reconsidered

m One of the common myths is that whole language teachers
don't teach “ the basics.” By this, critics usually mean that
whole language teachers don't teach the composite skills that
allegedly must E)r_ecede real readln? and real writing. This is
not true, as explained below. Equally important, however, is
the fact that whole language teachers have a different view of
what is truly basic. They believe that authentic reading of trade
books and authentic writing of texts for a variety of purposes
(notﬁs, letters, stories, reports, etc.) are more “basic" than skills
work.

m Given this difference in what whole language teachers con*
sidcr“basic,” it is perhaps not surprising that another com-
mon myth is that whole language teachers don't teach
“skills"—or at least that they don't teach skills directly. It
IS certa_le true that whole language teachers don't engage in
the typical leach / practice, apply, memorize / test syndrome
that characterizes traditional teaching. Instead of teaching skills
in isolated lessons, according to a Scope and sequence chart
or the organization ofsome workbook, whole language teach-
ers typically help children develop skills in the context of their
needs and Interests. When they teach mini-lessons on skills
within the context of authentic literacy and learning experi-
ences. they do not test to see if children have learned these
skills or strate%ws; they help the children apply them, watch
for signs that the children can apply them independently, and
keep helping the children as necessary.

m Another misconception Is that a teacher is “ doing” whole
language if he or she is using trade books rather than basal
readers. However, the critical difference is not whether the
children read from basal readers or trade books, though whole
language teachers much prefer trade books from which chil-
dren can choose their own reading. Rather, the critical differ-
ence is what the teacher has the studc.its do with the literature.
Instead of asking students questions to see if they have under-
stood the reading selection, whole Iangu_a?e teachers engage
them in discussing their reading— in dialogue journals, for
instance, and in literature discussion groups. Meanings arc
constructed und reconstructed through social discourse and
collaboration, which promotes a richer understanding of the
text and an ability to consider it more thoughtfully and criti-

National Council of Teachers of English
I r mnil W Kenyon Road, Urbana, IL 61801-1096

cally. This, of course, promotes critical thinking.

m Another misconception is that whole Ianguaﬁe is only for

the ﬁ_rim_ary or elementary grades. While whole language
teaching is certainly more common in the primary and elemen-
tary grades, the nature of whole language is such that it can
apply to learning and teaching students of any girade_ or a%e.
Whole language has grown into an educational philosophy
based on research ahout the nature of learning and teaching.
From cognitive ﬁsychology, it shares the construe.ivist view
of learning that has become prominent in disciplines such as
science and math as well as language arts: namely, the view
that learners must be intellectually active to construct con-
cepts and ideas. Thus, whole language is sometimes known
as a transactional or active model of education, in contrast to
Ithe notion that learning is merely transmitted from teacher to
earner.

m Another misconception is that “doing” whole language

means adding more and more to the curriculum. First, one
does not "do" whole language so much as//Veit. Second, whole
language docs not necessarily require adding more to the cur-
riculum. Instead of ha_vmqhmany separate activities, whole lan-
guage teachers organize the day into larger blocks of time: for
readers’ and writers’ workshop, perhaps, or for theme explo-
ration. When students explore a theme drawn from social stud-
ies, or science and math (or all of these), the language arts
become a natural part of what they do in learning and sharing
what they have learned. Reading, writing, discussion, research,
and problem-solving skills are taught as students need them
to learn and to prepare products of their learning for others to
appreciate or experience too.

m Another common misconception is that whole language

teachers don'tassess students’ Iearnin?_. It is true that whale
language teachers don't have much confidence in the results
of standardized tests, because they arc aware that such tests
typmally lack content and construct validity: they don't re-
flect the content of classrooms where effective Iearnm? IS tak-
ing place, and they don't adequately reflect the real-world skills
that schools arc trying to develop. Furthermore, whole lan-
guage teachers know that the primary purpose of standard-
ized tests is to rank order individuals, and they reject this aim.
On the other hand, almost everything that occurs in whole
Iang?uage classrooms may become part of assessment and
evaluation. For example, assessment may include recorded
observations, student self-evaluations, and various kinds of
artifacts, such as periodic performance samples, think-alouds,
data from conferences and interviews, inventories and ques-



tionnaircs, dialogue journals and learning logs, and student-
kept records of various kinds, By drawing upon such varied
sources for assessment, teachers can focus on students’ growth
and learning strengths, instead of trying to expose weaknesses.

m Another myth is that whole language teaching is apFro-
priate only for unlabeled students or for gifted students—
not for students labeled as learning disabled, Attention
Deficit Disordered, or "at risk” of school failure. In fact,
whole language teachers have found that special needs stu-
dents have their best chance of becoming independent read-
ers, writers, and learners in whole language classrooms. More

skills work holds them back; what they need is opportunities
to engage in real reading and writing authentic texts, along
with their peers. Whole language teachers have found that
special needs students flourish when given such opportuni-
ties and when given the support they need to become genuine
readers and writers. Major keys fo success are individual
choice, ownership, teacher support, and TIME to change old
patterns of dependency and failure.

m Another misconception is that whole language students do
worse on standardized tests, and that whole language
Iearnm% and teaching are not supported by comparative
research. However, the small but growing body of compara-
tive research shows students in whole language classrooms

t{plcally scoring as well or better on standardized tests than

students in more traditional classrooms. More generally, this
emerging hody of research (so far, dealing pnmang with
gresc oolers and children in kmderParten, grade 1, and grade

) has found that children in whole language classrooms tydpl-

cally show greater gains on reading tests; have developed a

greater ability to use phonics knowledge effectively; have

eveloped vocabulary, spelling, ﬁ_ramma_r, and punctuation
skills as well as or better than children in more traditional
classrooms; are more inclined and able to read for meaning
rather than just to identify words; have developed more strat-

egies for dealing with problems in reading; have developed
?reater facility in writing; have develoged a stronger sense of
themselves as readers and writers; and have developed greater
independence as readers and writes.

m Another miyor misconception is that anyone can be a whole
Ian?uage teacher simply by going to an inservice or two,
replacing basal reading programs with trade books, maybe
buying some of the newer Instructional materials labeled
“whole language,” and obtaining from conferencesor from
fellow teachers some clever ideas for turning skills work
into a fun activity. While some of these tactics may help,
they usually arc not enough to bring about the shift from
the typical transmission concept of education to the trans:
actional, constructivist concept that underlies whole lan-
guage learning and teaching. Teachers need opportunities
to read and discuss professional literature with colleagues,
to share teaching ideas and get feedback to visit others’
classrooms, to sec demonstrations in their own classrooms
by effective whole Ianguage teachers, and so forth. Per-
haﬁs most of all, they need respect and support for their
risk-taking, particularly from administrators.
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Church, S. M. (1994). Is whole Ianguage really warm and fuzzy?
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The truth is that some attention to the relationships between spelling patterns and their pronunciation is characteristic
ofall types of reading programs, including whole language.... Thefact is that all students, regardless ofthe type of instruction
they recelve, learn about letter-sound correspond nccs as part oflearning to read.— Steven Stahl, 1992

Background

One myth about education is that whole language teachers do
not leach phonics. Not true: they simply teach phonics as chil-
dren read and write authentic texts, ratheér than in a separate pro-
Pram 0r separate Iessons._Another_thh is that phonics is not
earned as readily when it is taught in the context of reading and
writing, instead of being taught intensively and systematically.
Recent research indicates that this also is untrue. As a former
idvocate of intensive phonics now noies, “ The integrated phon-
ics instruction typical of some whole language first-grade class-
rooms might work as well as the more structured phonics
~ struction typical of hasal readm%)rograms” (Stahl, McKenna,
| Paﬁnucco, 1993, citing Stahl, 1992). And, Indeed, recent re-
starch suggests that students in whole language classrooms learn
an " use phonics skills as well or better than children in more
trat'tional classrooms ésummarlzed in Weaver, 1994). Further-
more as McIntyre and Freppon note (1_995),_a|thou?hwho|e lan-
guage 'cachcrs” instruction in phonics is an integral part of daily
classrocn interactions, it is not necessarily random or eclectic,
"butcanf carefully planned and well thought through in whole

language.”

How whole language teachers help
children develop phonics knowledge

Whole language teachers have faith in children as learners,
Children can and usually will develop a grasp of letter/sound
relationships with relatively little direct instruction, just as
they learned to talk without direct instruction in the Prammar
of the English language. Most of the following examP es, how-
ever, illustrate Wa?;_st at whole language teachers often use in
directly helping children develop phonics knowledge and the
ability to use 1t in reading and writing. Since teacher aides
and parents may want to use these procedures too. this list is
expressed in the imperative, as good things to do to help chil-
dren learn phonics.

m Read aloud to children from Big Books or charts large enou_?h
for all the children in the group or class to see the print easi Y
Run a pointer or your hand or finger under the words, to help
children make the association between spoken words and write
ten words.

m Part of the time, choose Big Books and/or make charts of sto-
ries, poems, and rhymes that make interesting use of allitera-
tion, rhyme, and onomatopoeia.

m \When sharing such Big Books or charts, focus children’s
attention on the beginnings and ends of words. Research

National Council of Teachers of English
| | 111! W. Kenyon Road, Urbana, IL 61801-1096

shows (summarized in Adams, 1990) that at first, it is much
more difficult for children to hear separate sounds in words
than to hear the beginning of a sy_llable_Sthe “onset") as a
unit (s- as in sit, but also spl- as in split) and to hear the
vowel plus any following consonants gthe “rime”) as an-
other unit (-if, as insit and split). Therefore, it is helpful to
focus first on elements that alliterate and that rhyme, be-
fore focusing on individual sounds. It is especially impor-
tant not to focus on vowels by themselves, but in
combination with any consonants that follow the vowel—
the "rime” patterns {like -ate, -ant, -ast, -ere, -est, -ing,
-ist, -ight, -ound, -old, -ung, -ure).

m When discussing the onsets and/or rimes, it often heIBs to in-
vite children first to share what theY_have noticed anbout the
sounds, instead of beginning t?/ telling what you have no-
ticed. Ask questions like “What do you notice about the sounds
in this poem?" (Mills, O'Keefe, & Stephens, 1992).

m During the discussion of onsets and/or rimes, you and the chil-
dren can make charts of words with the same sound pattern.
Forexample, “Galoshes,” by Rhoda Bacmcisict(Poems Chil-
dren Will Sit Still For, edited by Beatrice deRe(]Jmer;W, invites
lists of words beginning with s- and sp- and_sE -. They may
also enjoy starting a list of words that end in -ishes and -oshes,
and in making UP other nonsense words that follow these rime
Batterns. As children read other poems, additional words can

e added to the charts (Jack Prelutsky's “ Spaghetti,” for in-
stance, in Noisy Poems (edited by Jill Bennett, 1987). These
lists can be ongomgi,_ with the children adding words in their
own temporary spellings.

m Words from the charts can be put on separate strips of paper
or cards, and children can be invited to categorize them in
different ways, including "words that begin the same" and
"words that end the same.” The s. me thing can be done with
pronounceable word parts: common onsets and rimes. Words
constructed from these word parts can be listed and catego-
rized together according to the onset and/or the rime. For ex-
ample, the onset st- could be combined with only two of the
rime patterns listed above (to make state and Stlnﬁ), but the
simpler onset s- could combine with several of them. Chil-
dren will often notice how other words can be made by vary-
ing the pattern slightly (for examFIe, s~ plus -ant makes aword
if we add -a: Santa). See Powell & Hornshy, 1993, for vari-
ous ideas.

0 Read alphabet books with children, and make alphabet books
together.

m Read with children other books that emphasize sound (books



such as Noisy Poems, edited by Joan Bennett; Deep Down
Underground, by Oliver Dunrea; and Dr. Seuss books). Com-

ment on sounds.

m Help children learn the important readin% strategy of pre-
dicting, by covering all but the onset of a fairly predictable
word In a text (Post-Its can be used for this purpose). In-
vite children to make predictions and then look at the rest
of the word to confirm what it actually is. This usually
works especially well with rhyming words at the end of a
line of text, particularly if the word mostly covered rhymes
with aline before it,

m Talk about letters and sounds as you write messages to chil-
dren and as you help them compose somethmP together, or
individually. This is a very important way of helping children
begin to hear individual sounds in words as well as to learn to
spell some of the words they write.

m Help children notice print in their environment— signs, labels,
and so forth.

m When children demonstrate in their attempts at yvri_ting that
they realize letters represent sounds, help them individuall
towrite the sounds they hear in words (Freppon & Dahl, 1991{
At first, they are likely to write only the first sound of words.
Next, they commonly write the first and last sounds (espe-
cially when these are consonants). Vowels typically come later
(McGee & Richgels, 1990).

m Provide tape recordings of many selections for children to
listen to, as the){ follow along with the written text. It helps
to provide small copies of the text, not just a Big Book or

chart.
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WHOLE LANGUAGE SET: #3 On Research on Whole Language Education

Whole language and research on whole language arc both clecrly in their beginning stages.
— Diane Stephens, 1991

Background

We hear and read in various places that whole language educa-

tion is not supported by research. However, that |s_3|mB|y un-
true, even though research on whole language is still little beyond

the beginning stages. In fact, whole language teaching and learn-

ing is supported by three different kinds of research: research
into the reading and writing processes themselves; naturalistic
studies of how children leam to speak their language and to read
and write in it; and research comparing children’s learning in
whole language classrooms with other, more traditional class-
rooms. Research in learning theory and in learning styles also
supports whole language education. Here, comparative Tesearch
is the focus, since that is the kind most widely understood.

Children becoming independent readers,

writers, and learners

Not all of the comparative research studies include standardized
tests. Though such tests are not very good assessments of
children’s strengths and needs, the results of studies including
such tests are generalized here. A much fuller descni)tmn of these
research studies can be found in Weaver, 1994. All the located
studies involved children in Vreschool, kindergarten, grade L or
grade 2. Three studies involved two grade levels, and two of
these were two-year longitudinal studies involving children
deemed to be at risk of educational failure. So far, these studies
suggest the following conclusions:

m Children in whole language classrooms typically do as well
or better on standardized reading tests and subtests
&though (he differences are seldom statistically significant).

orexample, the whole language kindergartners in Ribowsky's
study (1985) scored better on all measures of growth and
achievement, |nc|ud|n? the tests of letter recognition and let-
ter/sound knowledge. In the Kasten and Clarke study (1989),
the whole language kindergartners performed significantly
better than their counterparts on all subtests of the Metropoli-
tan Readiness Test, including tests of be inning consonant
sounds, letter/sound correspondences, and sounds and clus-
ters of sounds in initial and final positions of words.

m Children in whole language classrooms seem to develop
greater ability to use phonics knowledge effect|ve|_3{ than
children in more traditional classrooms where skills arc
practiced in isolation. For example, in Frep&)on's studa/(l988,
1991), the skills grouE attempted to sound out words more
than twice as often as the others, bu; the literature-based group
was mote successful in doing so: a 53% success rate com-

National Council of Teachers of English
I 1" i 1111 W. Kenyon Road, Urbana, IL 61801-1096

pared with a 32% success rate for the skills group. Appar-
ently the literature-hased children were more successful be-
cause they made better use of phonics in conjunction with
other information and cues. (For another relevant study, sec
also Cunningham, 1990).

m Children in whole language classrooms seem to develop
vocabulary, sPellln ,.Pramr_nar, and punctuation skills as
well or better than children in more traditional classrooms.
For example, see Elleg’s 1991 summarcy of studies on learn-
ing English as asecond language; also Clarke, 1988, on spell-
ing; and Stice and Bertrand, 1990, which mcluded_spelmg.
In-addition, see Calkins, 1980; Gunderson and Shapiro, 1988.

m Children in whole language classrooms seem more inclined
and able to read for meaning rather than just to identify
words. For example, when asked "What makes a good
reader?”, the children in Stice and Bertrand's study (1990)
reported that good readers read a_Preat deal and that they can
read any book in the room. The children in the traditional class-
rooms tended to focus on words and surface correctness; they
reported that good readers read big words, they know all the
words, and they don't miss any words.

m Children in whole language classrooms seem to develop
more strategies for dealing with problems in reading. For
example, the whole language children in Slice and Bertrand's
study (1990) t p|caI!Y escribed six strategies for dealing with
problem words, while the children in traditional classrooms
described only three.

m Children in whole language classrooms seem to develop
Ereater facility in writing. For example, in the Dahl and
rePpon study {1992), aconsiderably larger proportion of the
children in the whole language classrooms wete writing sen-
tences and stories, by the end of first grade. The whole lan-
guage children in the Kasten and Clark studK (1989) were
similarly much more advanced as writers by the end of their
kindergarten year.

m Children in whole language classrooms seem to develop a
stronger sense of themselves as readers and writers. Take,
for example, the Stice and Bertrand study (1990): When asked
“Who do you know who is a good reader?”, eighty-two per-
cent of the kindergartners in the whole language classrooms
mentioned themselves, but only five percent of the kinder-
?artncrs in the traditional classtooms said “n(e." During the
Irst grade vear, when the children were asked directly "Arc
you a good reader?", seventy percent of the whole Ianguag_e
children said yes, but only thirty-three percent of the tradi-
tional children said yes.



m Children in whole language classrooms also seem to de-
velop greater independence as readers and writers. In the
Dahland Freppon study (1992), for instance, passivity seemed
to be the most frequent copingi strategy for learners having
difficulty in the skills-bascd classrooms. But in whole lan-
guage classrooms, those having difficulty tended to draw upon
other learners for support: by saying the phrases and sentences
that others could read, by copying what they wrote, and so
forth. That is, these less proficient learners still attempted to
remain engaged in literacy activities with their peers.
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In her widely cited book Beginning to Read: Thinking and Learning About Print
to90a), Marilyn Adams suggests teaching just onsets and rimes: the beginnings of
words, particularly initial consonants and consonant clusters, and the parts that enter
nto rhymes: letter patterns like -ate, -est, -ice, -unk, and so forth. She cites Wylie and
Eurrel_l (1970), who have pointed out that nearly five hundred(fri_mary-grade words can
e derived from a set of only thirty-seven rimes. Vowel sounds in these rime patterns

3rc qu>te stable, so teaching rime patterns is far more useful than teaching vowel sounds
inisolation.

Oddly enough, considering her fairly moderate suggestion for teaching phonics sys-
tematically, Adams notes throughout the book that research supports the “intensive”
teaching of phonics (e.g., p. 13). Perhaps it is not surprising, then, that her book has
been cited as "proving” that phonics should be taught extensively and intensively. In
fact, however, the research hase is ambiguous and open to challenge. Furthermore,
Adams has totally ignored the other side of the coin, entirely omitting from consider-
ation the rich body of professional literature on children’s literacy development in

whole language classrooms.

rcj, Supporting the Systematic Teaching of Phonics

The classroom research Adams cites in favor of teaching phonics systematically is
mainly that cited by Jeanne Chall in Learning to Read: The Great Debate (1967, updated
1983), and the twenty-seven U.S. Office of Education studies as analyzed and summa-
rized by Bond and Dykstra (1967).

At the outset of her study, Chall admitted, “One of the most important things, if
not the most important thing, | learned from studying the existing research on beginning
reading is that it says nothing consistently ~ Taken as a whole, the research on begin-
ning reading is strongly inconclusive” (Chall, 1967, pp. 87,88). But guided by her theo-
retical perspective, Chall attempted to create order out of the chaos of conflicting data

(Chall. 1989, pp. 524-528). _ o _
Because Chall's original conclusions are often oversimplified and then cited as

definitive, these conclusions are worth quoting in detail:

In summary, judging from the studies comparing systematic with intrinsic
phonics, we can say that systematic phonics at the very beginning tends to pro-
duce generally better reading and spelling achievement than intrinsic phonics,
at least through grade 3. o _ _ _

More specifically, the child who begins with systematic phonics achieves
early superiority in word recog_nltlon. This superior ability may not always show
up on standardized silent reading (comprehension and vocabulary) tests in the
first grade. But by the second and third grades, greater facility in recognizing
words probably increases his ability to read for meaning, as measured by stan-
dardized silent reading tests of vocabulary and comprehension.

As for rate, systematic phonics may nroducc slower readers in grades 1 and
2 because it develops greater concern for working out the words. However, by



304 Phonics and Whole Language: From Politics to Research

the middle grades, rate seems to be about equal to that produced by intrjn.-|

phonics. . - N -
Finally, there is probably a limit to the advantage that early facility with {|
code gives on comprehension tested after ?rade 4. After this point infclligCn'C
experience, and language maturity probably become more important factor*
success than ability to recognize words. (Chall, 1967, p. 114) In

Thus, according to this early synthesis, systematic phonics produces higher sen
tests of reading and spelling “achievement,” but only through the primary grades *
Much the same conclusion is drawn by Bond and Dykstra (1967) in their con -
ation of the twenty-seven USOE cooEerative first-grade studies conducted </e
1965-66. In a later summary of his conclusions favoring phonics, Dykstra says. ~ »

The evidence clearly demonstrates that children who receive early intensiv
instruction in_phonics develop superior word recognition skills in the car*
stages of reading and tend to maintain their superiority at least through th*
third grade. These same pupils tend to do somewhat better than nUnjC

enrolled in mcanin%-cinphasis (delayed gradual phonics; programs in readin#
comprehension at the end of the first grade. (1974, p. 397) A

Thus, these studies would seem to favor systematic phonics over intrinsic phoni-,
at least for grades 1through 3, and at least according to standardized measures
lyn Adams (1990a) cites two studies that she thinks demonstrate positive longer»
effects from the early teaching of intensive, systematic phonics (Becker & GersJ?
1982; Gersten & Keating, 1987), but few are likely to find the evidence from these
ics convincing. (For a fuller treatment, sec Weaver, 1990b). Even Gersten himselfkw
agreed, at least with reference to the earlier study (Gersttn, 1990).

The Research Critiqued

It is important to note that evidence for the systematic teaching cf phonics is all tasej
upon reading "performance” or “achievement,” as measured on standardized testsih*
typically test letter/sound knowledge and word knowledge in isolation. Even thea*
prehension portions of such tests typically test comprehension "skills." The testsdo«
consider such factors as whether children arc developing effective reading strategy
whether they can actually read environmental print and books, and whether theyc*
write using letters to represent sounds. Thus, reading "performance” and "achie*
ment" have to do with scores on tests of isolated skills, not with the ability toactua®
read, comprehend, and enjoy real texts.

So where does this leave us?

For one thing, some scholars have interpreted some of the research different’
while others have critiqued the validity of the research studies and therefore thein-
clusions drawn by phonics advocates. Others have questioned at least the significance™
the research results. Whole language educators have been among the challenger*.
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Chall admitted in her 1983 update of Learning to Read: The Great Debate (1967)
that several other reviews of the USOE studies (e.g., Cordcr, 1971) did not conclude
that code-emphasis approaches (typically phonics) were superior to meanir g-emphasis
approaches, even when measured just by standardized tests. Chall wrote:

Yet many of the summaries of the USOE studies, and particularly the interpre-
tations of their findings, contradicted this [her own] conclusion. Only . few
indicated that the results showed an advantage for a heavier code-emph.isis.
Several, in fact, concluded that the USOE findings contradicted those of rlic
Great Debate. This would mean that the USOE studies pointed to a mcani ig-
cmphasis as the advantageous approach. Yet this was not reported either.
Indeed, most reviewers seemed to conclude that the 27 USOE studies found no
method superior to any other. Superior results, if any, were attributed to the

teacher. (1983 update, p. 6)

Also noteworthy is the fact that most of the so-called meaning-emphasis approaches
focused on sight word recognition, not on reading whole texts and thereby developing
sight vocabulary, reading strategies, and skills in the context of reading. In one analysis
ofthe USOE data, a well-known European scholar concluded that the approaches that
came closest to being "whole language" actually produced the best results (Grundin,
1985, p. 265).

Inpa 198)8 critique of Chad's research synthesis in her Learning to Read: The Great
Debate (1967, updated 1983), Marie Carbo points out what Chall admitted in her origi-
nal attempt to synthesize the results of the experimental research studies: many of them
had serious design flaws (Chall, 1967, pp. 109-101; Carbo, 1988a). Carbo’s further anal-
ysis of the data from 16 of 31 studies discussed by Chall reveals some additional flaws in
Chad’s own analysis and reporting of these results. In several ways, Chall tended to
skew the data as being more favorable to phonics instruction than the data seem to
warrant. Carbo (1988a) demonstrates that this criticism applies not only to the studies
reviewed and to the conclusions drawn in Chad's original 1967 edition of The Great
Debate, but also to the post-1967 studies that Chad discusses (Chad, 1983 update).

To try to resolve the debate that developed between Carbo and Chad, assessment
expert Richard Turner decided to see what conclusions could be drawn if he considered
only "the best evidence” from the research Chad considered. He rejected not only lab-
oratory experiments, which inevitably distort the nature of the normal reading process,
but also "patchcd-upJ)rogram evaluations," which constituted the vast majority of arti-
cles cited by Chad and criticized by Carbo.

This left nine randomized field experiments that compared a systematic phonics
approach with cither an intrinsic phonics approach or a "no-phonics" approach, in
which students were left to develop, over time, their own methods for figuring out
sounds in unrecognized words. Turner suggests that the latter strategy would be char-
acteristic of a whole language approach, but in practice most whole language teachers
combine this strategy with various kinds of direct and indirect teaching of phonics (sec
Chapter 5). None of the studies compared a systematic phonics approach to reading
instruction with a whole language approach to developing literacy.



306

Phonics and Whole Language: From Politics to Research

What the studies did compare is systematic phonics with differing variants
whole word approach. Turner hypothesized that any initial advantages one appr 1
might have over the other would appear early in the primary grades and then disapJ”®
The data generally supported this hypothesis, leading Turner to conclude as fol[0"

My overall conclusion from reviewing the randomized field studies is that su.
tematic phonics falls into that vast catcgcy of weak instructional treatments
with which education isperennially plagued. Systematic phonics appears to have
a slight and early advantage over a basal-reader/whole-word approach asa
method of beﬂmnmg reading instruction ~ However, this difference docs not
last long and has no clear meaning for the acquisition of literacy in the sense of
enhancing vocabulary and |mprovm% comprehension. Moreover, Iearnmg the-
ory ofTers little reason to believe that it should do so. (Turner, 1989, p. 283)

Turner concludes his analysis of the randomized field experiments by stating, * Perh
it is time for reading experts to turn away from the debate over systematic phonic®
search of more powerful instructional treatments that will influence the development
Iitera\t(cy in tge %niddle grades and beyond” (p. 283).

es, indeed.

Misunderstanding and Invalid Research

When systematic phonics advocates have attempted to compare phonics or sy,
approaches with whole Ian?uage classrooms, they have operated out of an apparel,
misunderstanding of whole language. This leads to invalid conclusions.

For example, the authors of Becoming a Nation ofReaders wrote that in the United
States, whole language aﬂproaches had produced results that were typically * indiffer,
cnt" when compared with approaches typical in American classrooms—at least whej
measured by 'performance on first- and second-grade standardized reading achieve,
ment tests” (R. C. Anderson, Hichcrt, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985, p. 45). Hiv/cver, te
reference supporting this statement is Bond and Dykstra's 1967 summary of the USOE
studies, which were undertaken at least two decades hefore whole language burgeoned
in the United States. (Also, sec Grundin’s differing conclusion: that the approaches
most like whole language produced the best results; Grundin, 1985, p. 265.)

More recently, Stahl and Miller (1989) conducted a statistical meta-analjsi
("quantative research synthesis") of data from various studies in an attempt to compart
the effects of differing approaches. Combining whole languge and language experience
as if they were essentially the same (even though these researchers seemed to knot
better), they concluded that “overall, whole language/language experience approacha
arc approximately equal in their effects" to basal reader/skills approaches, but with
some exceptions: for example, they note that whole language/language experience
approaches may be most effective for developing concepts about print, while more
direct approaches might be bettei at helping students master word recognition skills
(Stahl & Miller, 1989, p. 87). However, anything the research might have suggested
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about whole language is invalidated by the fact that it is lumped together with language
experience. As Chapter 3 should have made clear, language experience is simply one
kind of activity that may be included in classrooms reflecting a much broader who'e
language philosophy of learning and teaching. (For more detailed criticisms, sec
fvicGee & Lomax, 1990, and Schickcndanz, 1990.)

The fact that these researchers could have drawn such invalid conclusions may
stem, in part, from the fact that systematic phonics researchers and whole language
researchers typically operate from very different underlying assumptions.

ASSUMPTIONS

p,FFER*NG

When considering the differences between systematic phonics researchers and whole
language researchers (and those who sympathetically summarize their respective
research) it is important to take into account their underlying assumptions, because
these assumptions guide how they set up research studies and interpret the results:
what they look for. and what counts as evidence (see, for instance, Edelsky's 1990 cri-
tique of McKenna. Robinson, & Miller, 1990).

To begin with,judging by their research studies, systematic phonics researchers con-
sider readers' performance on standardized tests of isolated skills (reading "achieve-
ment") lobe accurate and adequate measures ofreading: whole language researchers do
not. Instead, the latter consider it critical to examine reading and writing growth to-
gether.along with other aspectsofintellectual and affective growth; to assess reading and
writing by observing, describing, and analyzing what students do with literacy daily, not
via standardized tests of skills; and to use a variety of measures in formal research.

One corollary is this: systematic phonics researchers seem to believe that students
must be able to demonstrate a skill in isolation from actual reading, in order to control
that skill or make use of that knowledge during actual reading. Furthermore, they often
have a part-to-wholc concept of reading. For example, Vcllutino (in an article that re-
flects serious misconceptions about whole language) writes approvingly that "phoneme
awareness (awareness of the separate sounds in words) isbelieved to be a prerequisite for
learning to map alphabetic symbols to sound, and alphabetic mapping is believed to be
a prerequisite for learning to identify individual words and learning to read in general"
(1991, p. 439). From experience and research, whole language educators assume that
understanding of the parts (letter/sound relationships and words) develops more grad-
ually but also more readily within the context of the whole—reading and rereading pre-
dictable and enjoyable texts, and writingby using invented spelling. They also see no need
for skills to be mastered or demonstrated in isolation; indeed, they assume that an em-
phasis on skills detracts from the process of learning to read.

Another corollary is this: systematic phonics researchers scent to concern themselves
with short-term performance on test scores (e.g., on tests of letter/sound knowledge in
grade 1).withoutconsidering how such an emphasis might affect students’ overall growth
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as readers and writers and literate individuals through the primary years and b-
Whole language educators and researchers take the longer view.

Systematic phonics researchers seem to take correlations either as evidc
unproven cause-eflect relationships, as mandates for educational intervention ori* *
Forexample, research indicates that there isa demonstrable correlation betweCn o
word identification and comprehension among good readers (e.g., Stanovich iUd|
1981, 1984; Adams, 1990a). This has led systematic phonics advocates and othc™'
assume that readers cannot comprehend well unless they can identify words fluentr o
assumption that is clearly disproven by decades of miscuc research (K. S. Goodn/'lL
Y. M. Goodman, n. d.); odd as it may seem, readers who read haltingly and with
miscues often comprehend quite well. The correlation between fiuent word idchtx?
tion and comprehension has also led part-to-wholc-oricntcd researchers to assum !?
phonics must be taught early and perhaps intensively, to facilitate fiuent reading
thus comprehension; this is part of Adams’ argument (1990a). Supported by rcS *
on language acquisition and emergent literacy, whole language researchers reject
only the implicit assumption that the earlier children acquire phonics knowlegc the
ter, but also the assumption that phonics must be systematically taught in orderto  *
eratc fluent word reading and analysis. They arc more concerned with the devclonm?
of a wide array of literacy understandings, behaviors, and attitudes, on the assumm-
that the development of the whole of literacy is far more important in the long run »

Here's another example of phonics researchers using correlations as cause-cff
relationships: Byrne and Fielding-Barnslcy (199ij cite studies showing that phonemu
awareness affects reading and spelling skills, then take as the starting point for ih(J
research the assumption that "It makes sense, therefore, to include instruction in
nemic organization in the early stages of the t iding curriculum" (1991 451 |
other words, these researchers assum? that because there’s a correlation between pho.
nemic awareness and reading ano spelling skills, the earlier phonics is mastered, fe
better. Whole language researchers and educators note that this conclusion docs not
necessarily follow. Sooner is not necessarily better—at least not if other important
learning is sacrificed.

Finally, systematic phonics researchers generally operate from a "stage theory"
model of learning to read (Chall. 1983; Adams, 1990a; Stahl, 1992). What this mcansia
practice is that they recognize the transactional nature of emergent literacy, up to a
perhaps through kindergarten (Adams, 1990a; Chall. 19S3). However, they seemto
think that by grade t, children must be explicitly taught to read; they can no longer ke
trusted to develop literacy by transacting with environmental print and books and ty
engaging in writing experiences, in a supportive environment. These researchers sees
to trade in their transactional model of birth-through-kindergartcn learning for a tras-
mission model, starting in grade 1. At least, that's what one can infer from their insis-
tence that by grade 1 (if not before), children must begin to be explicitly and systemat-
ically taught phonics. Whole language researchers assume that the constructivist nature
of learning continues throughout our lives, whether or not we arc taught by means com
patible with how we learn most effectively.

Contrasting the underlying assumptions of systematic phonics researchers with
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those of whole language researchers sets the stage for better understanding the
research that supports whole language.

e5EARCH SUPPORTING a WHOLE LANGUAGE ALTERNATIVE

There is a world of difference between phonics and whole language. Even though it is
often promoted as a method of teaching reading, phonics deals only with one cue sys-
tem used to construct meanings from texts. At the opposite end of the spectrum, whole
language is in effect a total (albeit evolving and incomplete) theory or philosophy of
learning and teaching. Phonics and whole language aren't really different routes to the
same goals. Nevertheless, whole language classrooms do offer ways of developing phon-
ics knowledge that contrast with systematic phonics (see also Chapter 5).

There arc basically three kinds of research supporting whole language learning and
teaching: research on language acquisition, emergent literacy, the reading process, and
learning itself, which gave rise to whole language practice in the first place; naturalistic
research documenting the success of whole language with individual children and
classes; and experimental research comparing whole language with more traditional
alternatives in the class.oom (for summaries of research studies, see Krashen, 1993;
Stephens, 1991; Shapiro, 1990; Heald-Taylor, 1989; Tunncll & Jacobs, 1989;: Rhodes &
Shanklin, 1989; and Weaver, 1988). The first kind of research forms the basis for much
of this book, while the second is much better described in a rich abundance of other
books and articles (see bibliographies in Chapter 3) The third kind of research,
research comparing one kind of program or classroom with another, is briefly discussed
below. An excellent overview of the research base is provided in Diane Stephens’
Research on Whole Language: Supportfora New Curriculum (1991). Stephens describes
many of the studies in some depth, particularly the less accessible ones. (Sec Figure 7.2
for fuller bibliographic information on these summaries of research.) Stephens and |
have described some of these studies also in Chapter 6 of my Understanding Whole
Language (1990a), earlier studies were described in the first edition of Reading Process
and Practice (1988). Below | describe three of die studies in those volumes, updating the
references; describe four more studies; and dnw generalizations from the seven stud-
les reviewed. Described in greatest detail are those that arc richest in the selection of
subjects, the length of the study, the collection of data, or (at least in one instance) the
characterizations of contrasting kinds of classrooms.

Because phonics advocates typically measure progress by standardized test scores,
| hav* deliberately chosen, for comparison, studies that included at least one standard-
ized test among the assessment measures. However, this decision should not be con-
strued as evidence that | think standardized tests arc appropriate measures of literacy
development.

The first study described is actually a summary of nine research studies on learning
English as a second language. The other studies arc described in an order reflecting the
age of the children and grade of the classrooms discussed, with longitudinal studies

described last.
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Stephens, D. (1991). Research on whole language: Support for a new cumcula
Katonah, NY: Richard C. Owen.

Tunnel!, M. 0, & Jacobs, J. S. (1989). Using “ real books”: Research findings on In
aturc hased reading instruction. The Reading Teacher, 42, 470-477.
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Ellcy, W. B. (1991). Acquiring literacy in a second language: The effect of hook-based
programs. Language Learning, 41(3), 375-411.

Elley reviews nine studies of the acquisition of English as a second language, most of
which were undertaken in the South Pacific and Southeast Asia, including his own ca-
licr study (Elley & Manguhbai, 1983). Typically these studies compared the resulutf
programs bhased on structured systematic instruction with “book flood” prograng,
which exposed children to large numbers of high-intercst story books. In other worct,
the studies compared the effects of a direct instruction approach with an indirw
approach that might be characterized as “whole language" or "natural” language lew
ing. These studies all involved elementary school students.

What I've considered the direct instruction approach typically involved principb
articulated by structural linguists (e.g., Bloomfield, 1942) and audiolingual method*
0gy: practice on a carefully sequenced set of grammatical structures, through imitation
repetition, and reinforcement. The book flood studies reflected typical whole languije
principles, and usually involved either sustained silent reading of an extensive nurber
of picture books: the Shared Book Experience (Holdaway, 1979), including readin

>
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discussion, and related activities: or a combination of these, which in one instance also

included a modified language experience approach.
From these combined studies, the following patterns emerged:

1. Students in the book flood programs did better on almost all standardized measures
of reading, including not only comprehension skills but also word identification and
phonics skills.

2. Usually favoring the book flood students were differences in measures of oral and
written language and vocabulary (e.g., listening comprehension, written story com-
pletion), and sometimes differences in other aspects of school achievement as well
(sec also Elley, 1989).

3. More surprisingly, students in the book flood programs often did better on tests of
the grammatical structures explicitly taught in the audiolingual program. Elley
notes that this interpretation “was supported by an incidental study in which know!-
edge and use of English in natural settings was found to be largely unaffected by
deliberate instruction in them” (1991, p. 389).

4. Students in Shared Book Experience programs typically showed greater gains on
various tests than students in silent reading programs. (Perhaps this result suggests
the value oforal readin% and discussion, probably including the discussion of letter/
sound relationships within the Shared Book Experience.)

5. Students in the book flood programs typical'y had a more positive attitude toward
books and reading. (One wonders if these programs also affected children’s atti-

tudes toward English as a second language.)

Elley summarizes, in part, as follows: “ That pupils showed equally large gains in the
discrete-point tests of grammatical structures and vocabulary as they did in the more
integrative measures of reading, listening, and writing is particularly damaging for those
who argue that structures and vocabulary should be deliberately taught” (1991, p. 402).
If more of the comparisons had included tests of decoding skills, perhaps the same con-
clusion could be drawn for the direct teaching of phonics.

In short, Elley’s comparison of these several studies offers powerful evidence for
whole language advocates' assertion that language and literacv' arc acquired gradually,
through opportunities to use the language and to engage in literacy events in meaning-

ful contexts.

W. C. Kasten and B. K Clarke, 1989

Kasten, W. C., & Clarke, B. K. (1989). Reading/writing readiness forpreschool and Kin-
dergarten children: A whole language approach. Sanibcl: Florida Educational
Research and Development Council, ED 312 041.

This year-long study involved children in two preschools and two kindergarten classes
in two southwest Florida communities, one school at each level serving as a control and
one implementing certain strategics associated with a whole language philosophy of
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learning. The latter will be referred to here aswhole language classrooms and

even though only the literacy activities were necessaril?/ whole language in orien  *
The “business as usual” curriculum in the control classrooms seemed i0 n

from common assumptions such as these (Kasten & Clarke, p. 73):

1. Children need to achieve a level of readiness for learning to read that in
extensive experience with letters of the alphabet and the sounds these Ictte
resent. This occurs prior to learning to write. WS rtR

2. Children arc not ready or capable of writing connected text until a certain n
of words can be spelled conventionally, and the prerequisite to writing is the abu-r
to copy and formulate letters. -

3. Authentic learning is limited to the learning or work produced by individuals
"do their own work,” and learning is the result of what the teacher teaches:

Kasten and Clarke offer an extended anecdote that clarifies the nature of ingl
tion stemming from such assumptions. The anecdote is from a private, wei.funT
highly regarded preschool with an experienced, capable, highly regarded teacher-

Ms. R. cheerfully welcomes her students and introduces us to them, remmdlng
them of our names. Children gather in the carpeted area of the room aroun
their teacher who is seated in a chair next to an easel. After some social con-
versation with the group, Ms, R. introduces the “_sEemal gbuest," who is a pup.
pet named “Goofy Ghost.” She announces they will talk about the letter G this
day. The teacher elaborates that Goofy wears glasses and plays a guitar. She
develops a story orally, preparing them to participate on a given signal with
repeatm(r;_phrases m_cludln?< "lg/ - 1g/ - Iyl - Igoo/," and “ Goofy, good grief" On
the easel is paper with pockets which hold teacher prepared cards.

As the story is completed, the teacher reviews "G " words with the children,
and praises them at the end. She asks the children to give themselves a pat on
the back, reviews the "G " words again, and they say /%/ -1/ - g/ - [g]* a few
more times. At the end, all children stand U)o to stretch, and are directed to
pretend they are watering cans, and to make /g/ ound like water gushing from
the watering cans with * /g/ - fg/ - Ig/" noises. . . o

Next, the teacher initiates a guessing game with questions to "fill in the
blank" orally, such as "Something Mommy puts on 5your mashct." potatoes
is. . and “You like to chew astick of.. ." (pp. 74-75)

The preschoolers arc then asked to do some “writing”: to copy the design Mrs. R. shows
them on a flash card (circle, vertical line, etc.). She reminds them to “do their oan
work” and not look at anybody clsc’s paper.

The instruction in the whole language preschool and kindergarten was significantly
different, reflecting such assumptions as these (Kasten & Clarke, p. 72):

L. Children can write what they want to say hefore their knowledge of letter/sound
relationships is perfect, and before they can spell conventionally.

2. Children can learn to read as they learn to speak, in a holistic, social context in
which functions and purposes for reading are evident.
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3. Children learn valuable lessons by collaborating with each other, and their learning
can be enhanced by what they learn from each other.

In the following anecdote from a whole language preschool class, the paraprofes-
sional teacher and all eight students are members of minority groups from very low
socioeconomic neighborhoods. The anecdote illustrates the second and third of the
ahove principles (Kasten & Clarke, pp. 67-68):

The teacher presents a DLM book and, before she can ask the title, children
call out "Three Dog_s at the Door." Together the children count aloud the
dogs on the cover, discuss the author, Roach Van Allen (1986), and discuss
what an "illustrator” means. The children curl at the teacher's fee* in an or-
ganized formation. The teacher uses a pointer as the class reads chorally. The
teacher points out that the word "mad” looks different from the word "dis-
?usted_.” The teacher asks individuals to act out how they might look if they
elt "disgusted.” All eight children say “disgusted," making appropriate facial
expressions as they do. S

The children arc extremely attentive, with all eyes on the book. Th,e% act
out the next interesting word which is "upset," the same Wai/] they did with the
word "disgusted.” The teacher discusses with them how they can use these
words when they have those feelings, labeling them for the children as "emo-
tion words." They continue reading and come to the word "irritated." They
discuss differences between "irritated,” “mad,” * upset," and "disgusted."

Teacher and children continue discussing the emotion words. The teacher then

flips back through the text to each emotion word end asks which, of the ones
they discussed, this one is. Each time some children guess correctly, and seem
to be using initial letters to assist in their guesses of “ disgusted,” "furious,” etc.

Since the children arc not yet tired of shared reading, they go on to read I'm the King of
the Mountain (Cowley. 1984b) together, using song and with the children chiming in on
the repeated pattern “I'm the king of the mountain; I'm the king of the mountain."
Finally, the children have the opportunity to choose books to read by themselves, in
pairs, or to the teacher.

This anecdote nicely illustrates not only whole language principles of learning, but
some of the procedures used in the whole language preschool and kindergarten classes.
Shared reading experiences with predictable or patterned language books were to be
used with the children at least twice a day, for a minimum of fifteen minutes each time.
The teachers were asked to use a pointer to follow along with the text during the shared
reading experiences. They were encouraged to extend the shared reading experiences
through dramatization of the story, to use the text to teach concepts and skills, and to
do “anything else their creativity might invent." The second aspect of the whole lan-
guage program involved giving children an opportunity to write at least once a week: not
to practice letter formation or to copy letters or someone else's text, but to compose —
by writing using their own spellings ¢ ‘ing oral dictation to an adult (Kasten &
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Clarke, p. 34). While these were the minimum criteria defining the whole language

cgory, more time reading and writing—perhaps considerably more time—n?y ,G{
at

been spent in these classrooms.

The children were tested usinﬂ several instruments: a Book Handling Test d-
oped by Y. M. Goodman and B. Aftwerger (imdluded in Y. M. Goodman, Altwer W
Marek, 1989) and a story Retelling Inventory based on the retelling portion oftheR
I MEIEYUY Invenitany (¥le Ma G000, Watsom, & Burkes 18947), ot USkL Wff] i
the students; the six subtcsts cf the Metropolitan Early School Inventory—pre]. °f
(ESI), used as a posttest with preschoolers and hoth pretest and posttest with the f t
dergartners; and the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MRT), the latter used asanr [0’
and posttest only for the kindergartners. As Kasten and Clarke point out, the
attempts to assess traditional “readinesr” skills, including letter knowledge, jnv
sounds, ending sounds, the sounds of consonant clusters, and so forth (1989, p, 3]

For the preschoolers, many of the differences between groups were not statirbil
significant. On the tests and subtests that were statistically significant, all the res i
favored the experimental, whole language classroom. The whole language child
showed significantly more development than their comparison peers in the ESI subi"0
How You Read, on the story Retelling Inventory, and on the Book Handling Test

For the kindergartners, all the differences except those on two subtests of the Fci
(What You Read, and Name Writing) were statistically significant, favoring the cjJ
dren in the whole language classroom. Differences were particularly noticeable
subtest E of the ESI, Message Writing. When requested to produce some written
sage, the control students tended to inform the researchers that they couldn't wite
while all of the experimental subjects produced some written message when asked todo
to (Kasten & Clarke, p. 64). The whole language kindergartners performed significant
better than their counterparts on all subtests of the Metropolitan Readiness Tea
including tests of be?inning consonant sounds, letter/sound correspondences, ad
sounds and clusters of sounds in initial and final positions of words. They could as
locate patterns in words or parts of words, and visually match items. In addition, tho
had a better command of the terminology associated with reading (letter, word, etc,)

However, these test results do not reveal the most significant differences hetween
the control classes and the whole language classes. The investigators’ field notes dem
onstrated that children in the whole language classes were clearly “falling in love with
books™: "The children frequently chose books over toys during free choice playtimes,
even sometimes asking permission to take the books outside. These groups could ke
observed ‘playing’ at shared reading experiences, one student acting as the teacher
with a pointer in hand, and those playing ‘student’ reading in unison or taking tura
reading. On other occasions, one child might sit alone, even with a less familiar book,
and pretend to read by formulating a logical story to accompany the illustrations” (Kas-
ten & Clarke, p. 70).

Clearly, these children perceived themselves as readers. They also came to percent
themselves as writers and began to write when asked to do so by the investigators, een
if their writings were scribbled or unrecognizable. These behaviors and perceptions dif-
fered markedly from those of the control groups. While the whole language children
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demonstrated superiority in their development of literacy skills, as measured by various
tests, their superior development in taking on the behaviors and attitudes of literate
individuals was even morc evident.

N Ribowsky, 1985

Ribowsky, H. (1985). Tlte effects of a code emphasis approach and a whole language
approach upon emergent literacy of kindergarten children. Alexandria, VA: Educa-
tional Document Reproduction Service, ED 269 720. (Report developed more fully
in Ribowsky's unpublished doctoral dissertation [same title], New York University,
New York, 1986).

Tdhough more limited in scope, Ribowsky's study focuses on measures of phonics know|-
edge.

! The year-long study compared the effects of two approaches upon thc emergent lit-
eracy of fifty-three girls in two kindergarten classes within an all girls' parochial school
in the Northeast. The code emphasis classroom used a highly structured, teacher-
directed program (Lippincott's Beginning to Read, Write, and Listen program). Consist-
ing of twenty-four letter books, each with a teacher's guide, thc program focuses mainly
on hearing and analyzing phonemes and learning letter/sound correspondences. The
whole language classroom used Holdaway's Shared Book Experience (Holdaway, 1979,
pp. 72-73), which is described in Chapter 3.

In order to be fair to both approaches. Ribowsky employed different kinds of mea-
sures to assess the children’s literacy development: Y. M. Goodman and Alterwerger's
assessment of book handling knowledge (included in Y. M. Goodman, Altwerger, &
Marek, 1989), the five principal subtests of the Test of Language Development-
Primary; and the letter recognition and phoneme/grapheme subtcsts of the Metropoli-
tan Achievement Test. The tests of letter recognition and phoneme/grapheme corre-
spondence (consonants only) were administered only as posttcsts, since they were
considered too difficult for beginning kindergartners.

Children in thc whole language classrooms scored significantly better on all mea-
sures of growth and achievement, including the tests of letter recognition and letter/
sound knowledge.

L K Clarke, 1988

Clarke, L. K. (1988). Invented versus traditional spelling in first graders' writings: Effects
on learning to spell and read. Research in the Teaching of English, 22, 281-309.

This study compared the spelling development and certain aspects of the reading
achievement of first-grade children in classrooms with contrasting approaches to spell-
ing. The teachers in all the classrooms held writing sessions that totaled eighty to a
hundred minutes a week, but two of the teachers encouraged traditional (“correct")
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spellings only, while the other two teachers encouraged children to construct or
spellings ofwords they did not know. Each teacher used a basal reading programinvents
letter sounds (generally in isolation), and taught the identification of initial leti*3"
sounds as an important aid to reading words. Various oral drills and workshe
used to reinforce thc phonics skills. Cfs wde
In October, the students engaged in various pretests. Among other thine
were asked to print as many words as they could, and to read a list of high-fr*’
words from the Boder Word Recognition Inventory (Bodcr, 1973). Various as t*"em®
children’s writing behaviors were also recorded, including their strategics fors ? 5™
Their written productions were also analyzed. pe *ny
Differences between the traditional and thc inventive spellers included the f0

1. Using invented spelling, more children were able to write independently
early months, and their productions were significantly longer overall and conr'

a significantly greater variety ofwords and a significantly smaller percentage o f*
rect spellings than the children encouraged to use only traditional spelling n?’
inv%*lsti)gator does not indicate which group could actually spell more words
rectly.

2. On the posttcsts, children using invented spelling scored significantly higher intu
of the three spelling tasks than children using traditional spelling. These testsw °
the spelling subtest of thc Wide Range Achievement Test, Level 1 and a |jsee
low-frequency regularly spelled words (from Baron & Treiman, 1980).

3. Children using invented spelling also had significantly greater scores on three dif
fercnt word recognition tests: the untimcd word analysis subtest of the Durrel]
Word Recognition test: the reading of aword list adapted from Baron and Treiman
(1980); and the word attack subtest (on nonsense words) of thc Woodcock Reading
Mastery tests. Flash word recognition and reading comprehension showed only
slight differences between the groups, though those slight differences also favored
thc inventive spellers.

4. Initially low-achieving children accounted for most of the gain in spelling and read-
ing that resulted from using invented spelling.

The researcher summarizes as follows:

The superior spelling and phonic analysis skill of children usin%_invented spell-
ing suggested that they benefited from the practice of matching sound seg-
ments of words to letters as they wrote and from using their own sound
sequence analysis. These differences were major consideting that both groups
were using basal readers which promote a reliance on processing words by their
visual cues rather than by phonic analysis.... ' _
Also, encouraging children to use invented spelling may induce them to shift
from processing words visually toward using phonetic cue processing earlier
than would otherwise occur when using a basal reading program. (Clarke, 1988,

p. 307
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11se, as the investigator notes, some of the most si?nificant benefits of cncourag-
N Cvented spelling lie in promoting independence, confluence, and more writing. And
i0e "children who benefit the most may be those initially found to be low-achieving, by

traditional and standardized measures.

fTeppo0r1988
Freppon, P-A. (1988). An investigation of children’s concepts of the purpose and
nature of reading in different instructional settings. Unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion, University of Cincinnati, Ohio. This study isreported ina 1991 article by Frep-
pon: Children's concepts of the nature and purpose of reading in different instruc-
tional settings, Journal of Reading Behavior, 23(2), 139-163.

Freppon compared the literacy development of students in two “skills-based" first-
grade classrooms with those in two “literature-based" classrooms. She contrasts what
the skills-based teachers typically did with what the literature-based teachers did:

The skill-based teachers: (a) established ability roupin%and round-robin oral
reading with an em_PhaS|s on reading correctlY; ?b) emphasized drill and prac-
tice on discrete skills such as short vowels, blends, and vocabulary words; (c)
used a readmﬂ basal scries exclusively for instruction; (d) required daily com-

letion of skill (word and phonics)-oriented worksheets and workbooks; and
Fe) followed a traditional, systematic and sequenced curriculum in teaching
phonics and vocabulary. _

The literature-hased teachers: (a) used book demonstrations and modeled
reading strategies such as making connections between their own lives and the
events In the text when reading to and with children; (b) promoted children's
approximations to conventional reading and did not emphasize word perfect
reading; (c(} structured cooperative reading events such as choral and partner
reading; (d) emphasized reading for meaning (requiring children to think
about what was going on in the story', discussing sense making, directly com-
menting on making connections with prior knowledge during reading interac-
tions); and (c) taught children to use specific reading strategies Including
meaning, predwtmg, skipping words, rereading (and %ettmg ready to say the
word), guessing, and using graphophonic information. (1991, pp. 143-144{

The following are some of Freppon's conclusions, with contributing evidence:

Students in the literature-based group seemed to have a better sense of what
sounds like language. Evidence? O f the literature-based group, 97 percent rejected
words in scrambled sentence order as not being languagelike, while only 42 percent
of the skills-based group rejected such sentences.

2. Students in the literature-based group seemed to have a stronger sense that read-
ing involves constructing meaning, not merely getting the words right. Evidence? Of
the students in the literature-hased group, 92 percent said that understanding the

L
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story or both understanding and getting the words right arc important inre .
while only 50 percent of the skills-based group mentioned meaning or emp}¥. I
both as important. A

3. Students in the literature-based group reported using more strategies in reart.
and were more often observed to do so; also, they morc often discussed usingm*
ing to self-monitor. 3)

4. Though children in both groups said they were good readers, those in the literah
based group said they were good readers because they read a lot of books wJ8'
children in the skills group said they were good readers because they knew a |Q
words.

5. Students in the literature-based group were more successful in using grj.,
phonemic cues in conjunction with prior knowledge and other language cnes m
order to construct meaning. Though the skills group attempted to sound out wo h*
more than twice as often, the literature group was more successful in doingso; a”
percent success rate compared with a 32 percent success rate for the skills » Qu
Al] the literature group more often showed a balanced use of language cueb
systems in their substitutions of one word for another. ™

In short, students in the literature-based group seemed to be making greater progrC
toward becoming literate.

K. L. Dahl and P. A Freppon, 1992

Dahl, K. L., & Freppon, P. A. (1992). Leamirgtoreadardwiteinima-atystuis4
anasnofdildaissa e nadrginddlisiesdadwde lag egpdemars
Final Report to the Office of Educational Research and Improvement. U$l
Department of Education, Grant Award No. R117E00134.

Part of the data described here is reported in two more accessible articles, in addition
to the references cited in the discussion below:

Freppon, P. A. (1991). Children’s concepts of the nature apd purpose of reading in dif-
ferent instructional settings. Joumdl ofRedirgBdauar, 232), 139-163.

Dahl, K. L., SFreppon, P. A. 1991. Literacy learning in whole-language classrooms: An
analysis of low socioeconomic urban children learning to read and write in kinder-

garten. In J. Zutell & S. McCormick (Eds.), LeararFadad TeedaFados ke
in Litraoy Ressexdh ad Irstrudtian pp. 149-158. Chicago, IL: National Reading

Conference.

Two studies were involved in this comparison: an investigation of children’s sense-
making in skills-based classrooms (Dahl, Purcell-Gatcs, & Mclntyre, 1989) and asimilar
study in whole language classrooms (Dahl & Freppon, 1991). Both studies were ethno-
graphic, spanning a two-year period from kindergarten through first grade, and both
studies documented children’s evolving hypotheses about reading and writing. The
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chool populations “were representative of the racial and cultural mix thical of the
urban low-income populations in thc midwest—African American and white Appala-
chian” (Dahl & Freppon, 1992). The learners at each site were randomly selected from
mimong those who qualified for the federally funded lunch program. Seven learners re-
mained through thc two-year skills-based study; twelve completed thc whole language
study. The “focal learners” were raciaIIY balanced in each study (four African American
and three Appalachian white in the skills-based study; six of each ethnic background in
the whole language stud;&)_. _ _

At the beginning of kindergarten and at thc end of first grade, all learners in both
studies completed six kinds of tasks assessing various aspects of written language knowl-
edge: (1) an “Intentionality” task designed to determine to what extent the children
understood that written language is a symbol system conveying meaning; (2) Marie
Clay's (1979) Concepts About Print test; (3) three tasks designed to determine chil-
dren’s knowledge of the alphabetic principle and their knowledge of letter/sound rela-
tions; (4) two tasks designed to determine children's understanding of how written nar-
ratives are structured; (5) a task requiring children to pretend to read a wordless
storybook to a doll, in order to determine the children’s “ Written Narrative Register"
(Purcell-Gates, 1988); and, (6) a writing task designed to elicit children's concepts of
writing. The researchers describe most of these tasks in detail.

Upon entering kindergarten, the children in both studies had a very limited under-
standing of written language. The children in the whole language kindergartens scored
slightly lower on every pretest measure except one. Two years later, children in the
skills-based classrooms showed statistically significant gains on all measures except one
(the Written Narrative Register); those in the whole language classrooms showed sta-
tistically significant gains on all six measures. With five of the six assessment measures
(all except Story Structure), the whole language children had lower pretest scores than
the skills-based children. However, the whole language children scored higher on all sue
of the posttest measures (Dahl & Freppon, 1992, p. 24). Two of these six differences
were statistically significant: the tests of written register and concepts of writing.

Interestingly, the skills-based group was knowledgeable about intentionality (writ-
ing as conveying meaning), though this was not explicitly emphasized during Instruc-
tion. Similarly, thc whole language group had comparable (in fact, slightly higher)
scores on the tests of alphabetic principle and letter/sound relations, though these are
taught less directly and less extensively in whole language classrooms. Furthermore, a
much greater proportion of the whole language learners consistently apﬁlied their
knowledge of letter/sound relations effectively by the end of first grade (Dahl & Frep-
pon, 1992, p. 36).

Thc more interesting and significant differences between children in the two kinds
of classrooms were qualitative, not quantitative. For example:

L In the whole language classrooms, children’s ongoing talk as they participated in
reading and writing demonstrated that they perceived themselves as readers and
writers, even if they were relatively less proficient readers and writers than their
classmates. Regardless of their proficiency or degree of success, all thc whole
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language children tended to persist in reading and writing activities. In the sk'i
based classrooms, these patterns were restricted to just the most proficient rcaJ
and writers. s
2. Children in the whole language classrooms participated actively in the reading
discussion of literature, related new books to previously read texts, and devclo®
a critical stance toward trade hooks. The curriculum in thc skills-based classr<y
did not encourage these behaviors in students. I3
3. In skills-based classrooms, passivity appeared to be the most frequent coping st
cgy for learners having difficulty. In whole language classrooms, those having a
culty tended to draw upon other learners for support: by saying the phrases
sentences that others could read, by copying what they wrote, and so forth. The *
proficient literacy learners in whole language classrooms still attempted to rem”
engaged in literacy activities with their peers. In
4. In reading, whole language students at each level of proficiency demonstrated
greater variety of reading strategies and more active engagement in reading, 3
5. By thc end of first grade, a considerably larger proportion of the whole lanpua
children were writing sentences and stories. Lo

In summary, the children in the whole language classrooms demonstrated slioh.i
greater gains on quantitative measures of literacy skills, including knowledge of tJ
alphabetic principle and of letter/sound relations. The greatest differences, howev/
occurred in the range and depth of attitudes and behaviors characteristic of literar
individuals. The authors conclude that “a number of instructional elements and prale
tices were productive for low-SES inner-city children. These included extensive exper"
encc with children's literature, writing opportunities with self-selected topics, soci
contexts where learners could work together, and one-on-one teacher conferences"
(Dahl & Freppon, 1992, p. 71). Only the last of these was found in thc skills-based

classrooms.

P.A. Freppon, 1993

Freppon, P.A. (1993). Making sense of reading and writing in urban classrooms:
Understanding at-risk children’s knowledge construction in different curicula.
Final Report to thc Office of Educational Research and Improvement. US.
Department of Education, Grant Award No. R117E102361-91.

This study built upon the previously described study of Dahl and Freppon (1992), The
same children participated in this follow-up study, now as second graders. One question
the investigator wanted to address is thc frequently asked question, “Do children with
experience in a whole language curriculum, particularly in thc early grades, have the
skills necessary for success in a traditional, skills-based curriculum?" Another research
question was the extent to which students maintained the literacy abilities, behaviors,
and attitudes they had developed through kindergarten and first grade.
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One group of eight children from thc original whole language group in Dahl and
f cPpon (1992?1 made a transition to a skills-based second grade (the Transition
Group), while thc other group of nine continued in a whole language classroom in sec-
ond grade (thc Continuing Group). All participating children were given pretests and
nosttests. Eight focal children, four in each group, were closely followed. Data gather-
ing included written artifacts, reading sam'oles, field notes, and audio and video tapes.

At the end of secon] grade, there was little difference between groups on the stan-
dardized tests, and little difference in their gain from pretest to posttcst. Findings from
the reading and writing interviews revealed several areas of decline in thc Transition
Group while thc Continuing Gioup generally remained stable or gained in some areas.
Forexample: thc Transition Group, now in a skills-based second grade, showed 37 per-
cent less identification of items to be read beyond school, while thc Continuing Group,
still in a whole language classroom showed 33 percent morc identification of items to
read beyond school. The Transition Group showed a 30 percent decrease in responses
reflecting megacognitivc or strategic knowledge, whiie thc Continuing Group showed a
30 percent increase. The Transition Group showed a 32 percent increase in statements
that writing was difficult, a 38 percent increase in preference for writing with others,
and stability in citing thc story and surface features as important in writing. The Con-
tinuing Group showed no increase in statements that writing was difficult, stability in
preference for writing with others, and a 30 percent or greater increase in citing the
story and surface features as important in writing (pp. 24-25).

The focal children in thc Transition Group concentrated primarily on “getting
through" assignments. Persistence in self-selected reading and writing declined in thc
Transition Group, among all but the most academically proficient child within that focal
group. In contrast, the focal children in the Continuing Group maintained talk and
action demonstrating a sense of themselves as readers and writers and persisted in self-
selected reading and writing during second grade, regardless of their academic profi-
ciency.
The investigator concluded that thc children in the Transition Group had the liter-
acy skills necessary for success in the skills-based second grade classroom, but that some
of the children showed a loss of motivation for literacy experiences that was not experi-
enced by the students who continued in a whole language classroom (p. 85).

C. F. Stice and N. P. Bertrand, 1990

Stice, C. F.. & Bertrand. N. P. (1990). Whole language and the emergent literacy of at-risk
children: A hvo-warcomparative study. Nashville: Center of Excellence: Basic Skills,

Tennessee State University, ED 324 636,

Slice and Bertrand begin by observing, "Too often poor and minority children arc not
becoming sufficiently literate to allow thc achievement of social and economic parity”
(p. 3). They cited Ncisscr (1986) as demonstrating that neither thc traditional
approaches to literacy instruction (phonics/skills or traditional basal) nor the decoding,
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subskills approaches (or behavioral/mastery learning) have proved successful
case of poor, minority children. Their study focused on thc effects of awhole | n
approach to thc literacy development ofat-risk first- and second-graders, in

with a traditional skills approach.

The study involved fifty children, averaging five each in five whole languae
rooms, grades 1and 2, and their counterparts from traditional skills classroo
study included both rural and inner-city children who were deemed to be
according to typical factors.

Several quantitative and qualitative measures were used to compare th
groups, including scores on the reading portion of the Stanford Achievement Te
mary | and 1), responses to a Concepts About Print survey, analysis of an oral
and retelling, writing samples, and individual interviews. ad| X

On the Stanford Achievement Test, the whole language children showed si-
greater gains than the traditionally taught children, but thc gains were too slight
statistically significant. While thc children in thc whole language groups scored 1°**
on thc Concepts About Print test to begin with, they scored significantly higher 0
postlcst. The children in whole language classrooms did as well on traditional smil#*
as their counterparts, while also using more invented spellings. Whole Iangua(fe i
dren offered significantly longer, morc complete versions of the stories they retold °
gesting that their comprehension might have been bctt :r. They also corrected mo”
their miscucs. *

Data from thc reading and writing interviews revealed several interesting trc a,
similar to those in thc Freppon study and the Dahl and Freppon study previously ¢j(*

1. The children in the whole language classrooms were morc aware of altcmaf
strategies for dealing with problems, such as problems with particular words For
example, when asked, "When )éou are reading and you come to something you don't
know, what do you do?" thc whole language children suggested six strategics, whik
the children in traditional classrooms suggested only three.

2. Thc whole language children appeared to feel better about themselves as readers
and writers. When asked, "W ho do you know who is a good reader?" 82 percent of
the kindergartners in the whole language classrooms said "M e," but only 5 percent
of the kindergartners in the traditional classrooms mentioned themselves. Dunn*
the first-grade year, when the children were asked directly, "Arc you a good
reader?” 70 percent of the whole language children said yes, but only 33 percent of
the traditional children said yes.

3. Thc whole language children appeared to focus more on meaning and thc commu-
nicative 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. The children in the traditional classrooms tended to focuson
words and surface correctness; they reported that good readers read big words, they
know all the words, and they don’t miss any words.

4, Thc children in the whole language classrooms seemed to be developing greater
independence in both reading and writing. The children in traditional classroom
seemed to be morc dependent on the teacher when their initial strategy failed.

A
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Again, thc standardized test scores of the children in thc whole language class-
rooms were slightly (though not significantly) better than thc scores of children in the
traditional classrooms. Thc other measures discussed suggest, however, that they arc
far ahead of their counterparts in developing thc understanding, strategics, and atti-
tudes of readers, writers, and thinkers.

IE LANGUAGE VERSUS TRADITIONAL CLASSROOMS: TENTATIVE
WHNCLUSIONS AND TESTABLE HYPOTHESES
N

*

The research described above is a fairly small research base, and these studies are
doubtless not without their limitations and fiaws. On thc other hand, it also true that
these research results corroborate conclusions from morc naturalistic research: they do
not stand alone in support of whole language. Furthermore, other comparative studies
have generated similar results (see the summaries in Stephens, 1991 Shapiro. 1990:
Tunnell & Jacobs, 1989).

Combining the results of these studies, then, it would seem reasonable to draw the
following tentative conclusions, as long as we consider them to be rcfrainable as hypoth-

eses subject to further testing. In general:

L. Children in whole language classrooms typically show greater gains on various
reading tests and subtcsts—or at least they did in these research studies, though the
differences often were not statistically significant.

2. Children in whole language classrooms develop greater al-ihty to use phonics
knowledge effectively than children in more traditional classrooms, where skills are
%%coti)ced in isolation. (For another relevant study, see also A. E. Cunningham,

3. Children inwhole language classrooms develop vocabulary, spelling, grammar, and
punctuation skills as well as or better than children in morc traditional classrooms.
(In addition to some of the studies above, see Calkins, 1980; Gunderson & Shapiro,
1987, 1988; DiStcfano & Killion, 1984.)

4, Children in whole language classrooms arc morc inclined and able to read for
meaning rather than just to identify words. They also arc able to describe morc fully
thc stories they have read.

5. Children in whole language classrooms dcvciop morc strategics for dealing with
problems in reading—e.g., problem words.

6. Children in whole language classrooms dcvciop greater facility in writing.

7. Children in whole language classrooms develop a stronger sense of themselves as

readers and writers. _
8. Children in whole language classrooms develop greater independence as readers

and writers.

As you will have noticed, only one of these conclusions relates to standardized test
scores, because whole language researchers consider them relatively unimportant and
often downright misleading in assessing children’s actual ability to read and to write,
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Patrice Stendahl
8907 Gee St.
Juneau, Ak. 99801
(907) 789-3439

February 22, 1998

Re: CS for Senate Bill No. 203
0-LS1002\h
The Honorable Con Bunde
State Capitol
Juneau, Ak. 99801-1182

Dear Representative Bundy:

I am a certificated teacher and am currently employed as a Literacy Leader in

the Juneau School District. 1provide supplemental instruction in reading and

writing for targeted 1st and 2nd grader students and also participate in district-
wide initiatives and curriculum and assessment development. | am writing to

you as a private citizen and as a parent.

I was in attendance during your February 20, 1998 IIFSS Committee hearing on
the above referenced bill. During that meeting, Senator Taylor stated that this
bill has the following rationales: 1. We want to make certain our children
know how to read. 2. We want to teach reading in a way that has proven
effective. 3. We want tests to be administered so that we will know how our
students are doing. 4. If the tests show a student is having difficulties, we will

provide special, intensive help at an early age.

Senator Taylor invited the people present at the hearing, and on the
teleconference, to submit to the committee articles which disprove that
phonics instruction is the best method of teaching reading. lam enclosing an
article which appeared in the December 1997 issue of Phi Delta Kappan. an
education publication, and | would invite you and the other members of your
committee to read this article. You may feel that the author's comments on
politics and politicians are unfair, but 1believe that her emphasis on letting
research (as opposed to what's "hot”) guide us in shaping standards and
curriculum is both timely and valid.

lalso believe that Senator Taylor's rationales for this bill are valid and good,
but I disagree with the idea that simply requiring systematic intensive
phonics and standardized tests will help us reach those goals. The process of
learning to read is a complicated, individual one: our students come to us with a
wide variety of background knowledge, experiences and language abilities.
All of these factors, along with the less tangible factors of personality, family
culture, and attitude, affect a child's ability to read. ITierc is no panacea, one
size fits all method of teacuing children to read.

Most, if not all, of our primary teachers already incorporate phonics into
their instruction, but it is usually done in a contextual manner, not only in a
drill and skill way. As the enclosed article points out, research shows that
emphasizing only phonics instruction and drilling children on isolated letters
or sounds is not effective, whether it's done on paper or on a talking

computer.



In regards to standardized testing for 1st and 2nd graders, | believe that many
school districts in Alaska already have individualized assessments that give
teachers a very good indication of how students are progressing and what
their weaknesses and strengths are. For example, in Juneau, the primary
teachers use the Reading Recovery running records to keep track of students'
progress and to determine which reading strategies a child is independently
using and which strategies still need to be taught or emphasized. ‘lhese
running records can be done quickly and at any time and are excellent
assessement tools for the teachers; they not only inform us about where the
child is, but about how we need to tailor our instruction to meet that student's

needs.

Thank you for the opportunity to share some of my thoughts about reading
instruction with you. The process of learning to read is a fascinating one, and
the moments that you know the child has "it", whether it's the ability to read a
word for each word on the page, or to realize that what they've read isn't
making sense, so they try again, are truly exciting, both for the teacher and

the child.

Before you vote on this bill, I hope that you will have an opportunity to talk to
more teachers, parents, administrators, and reading experts and to find out
more about how we teach and assess primary readers. | believe that as you talk
to these people, you will find that phonics is not "the" answer, anymore than
whole larguage is. As is the case with so many other things in life, balance is

the key.

Sincerely,

Patrice Stendahl



Sensationalism, Politics,
And Literacy

W hats Going

Bv Rona F. Flippo

Ms. Flippo provides evidence
that, despite extreme differences
in phllosoprg{v, expert reading
researchers do agree on a
number o fpractices and contexts
with regard to reading
instruction and development.
These must not be ignored, she
warns, infavor ofwhat the
politicians think.

A S A READING educator | am
appalled by what | see in news-
papers and popular magazines,
In the reports of state boards,
and in statements r'om legisla-
tures all across the U.S. \>“ie subject
isreading; dliteracy.la  iously con-
cerned about the message is being de-
livered. Consider these headlines.

*"Ways of Teaching Reading Debat-
ed: It's Phonics vs. "Whole Language"
(Anthony Flint, Boston Globe, 7 Novem-
ber 1995); -

«"The Readm%\a}ndethg Wars" (22
November 1996. Wall Street Journal)-,

KONA F. FLIPPO is a professor of read-

inf education at Fitchburg (Mass.) Slate Col-
lege. author N/Rcading Assessment and Instruc-

tion: A Qualitative Approach to Diagnosis ciiar-
court Brace. 1997), co author of eadlng or
Success in Elementary Schools (McGraw-Hii.
1997). and author/editor of two forthcoming
books dealing with the study on which this ar-
ticle if based.

lluunuinn by Jim Hummel

*"The Great Debate Revisited" (Art
Levine. December 1994, Atlantic)-,

«“As Reading Scores Plummet. States
Get Hooked on Phonics" (Laurel Walters,
18 April 1996, Christian Science Moni-

on);

_ )'"P_a_rents Report on America’s Read-
ing Crisis: Why thc Whole L_anguage_Ap-
proach to Teaching Has Failed Millions
of Children" (Art Levine. October 1996.

Parents Magazine);
«"Phonics Boom: Proponents Say Any

Other Approach to Reading Only Spells
Trouble ®|zabeth Kastor. 15 Novem-
ber 1996, Washington Post);
"W hy Kids Can'tRead in California"
(Debra Saunders. 12 January 1996. San
Francisco Chronicle);
~+"California Leads Revival of Teach-
ing by Phonics" (22 May 1996, New York
T|mesg; o
~+"State Embraces Phonics in Approv-
ing New Texts" (Richard Colvin, 13 De-
cember 1996. Los Angeles Times); and

DECEMBER 197 3



_+"State Rejects 2 Texts. Citing Phon-
ics Law" gRobert Gunnison. 13 Decem-
ber 1996. San Francisco Chronicle).
~Inessence, what these headlines prom-
ise. the accompanying articles deliver. The
media and politicians blame whole lan-
guage for California's (and other states')
reading problems. Respected reading re-
searchers are defamed and pitted against
one another in thc media. "Quick fix" so-
lutions arc proposed and acted on by state
boards and legislatures, and phonics-hased
curricula, materials, and drills arc bein
implemented in many places — indeed,
mandated in some. _

All this activity seems to be designed
to get back to the way reading was taught
in the “good old days." Most of the cur-
rentproposals thatenjoy political support
consist primarily of throwing out recent
decades of cognitive, linguistic, and so-
ciocultural research in favor of embrac-
ing the beliefs of the past. Are we educa-
tors going to stand for this? Do we want
politicians and the media to shape public
opinion and then make decisions about
reading education based on their own un-
derstandings. rather than on those of lit-
eracy researchers? If educators allow this
to happen in the area of rea_dln? and lit-
eracy education, it will inevitably spread
to science, math, and social studies as well.

W hy Is This Happening?

If | were a political scientist or a poli-
cy analyst, | would probably provide a
very sophisticated and complex answer to
the question o fwhy this is happening now.
In fact. I'm sure that the answer is multi-
dimensional and complex. But I'mjust a
reading researcher nnd teacher educator,
and | view all the sensationalism and pol-
itics only from my own perspective. To
me. it looks as though the "war"’ between
whole language and phonics is little more
than an opportune for politicians to call
attention to themselves and to trick the
?eneral public into believing that they are
eading the way toward crucial and nec-
essary changes in the public schools.

School issues arc always "hot" issues
because public schools affect everyone.
Whether you are a parent, a grandparent,
agreat-grandparent, or a prospective par-
ent of a child in public school, you ate
probably concerned. Even ifyour children
are in private schools or if you do not have
children, public school issues affect you.
For instance, property values are inextri-

302  i*HI DELTA KAPPAN

cablY tied to thc public schools. A recent
article in Smart Money magazine observes

that “school district mania Is a national ob-

session. driving up house prices in ‘good’
districts, deflating them in areas where the
schools are seen as lacking, dominating
the lives of anxious parents who worey
that the 'wrong' decision will spell disas-
ter for their children, not only in thc com-
petitive world of education, but in their

careers, their lives." Is it any wonderthat p

school issues offer such great opportuni-
ties for those with political ambitions?
So what really haﬁpened in California?
A shock wave went through the state when
the data from the 1994 National Assess-
mentof Educational Progress (NAEP) in-
dicated that California fourth-graders had
tied for last place, along with those in Lou-

Isiana, on the nation’s scorecard for read -

ing. This setoffa widespread reaction and
ageneral search for something to blame for
die state’s poor showing. The philosophy
of whole languag ‘inaccurately referred
toasa "method”g, v uch California had es-
poused since 1987, came in for the strong-
estcriticism. As aresult, California, in its
current back-to-hasics mood, passed man-
dates requiring public schools to teach ex-
B|ICI'[ %honlcs and spelling, to use skills-
ased basal reading programs that empha-
size phonics instruction, and to retrain teach-
ersin a phonics curriculum.

Rather than take responsibility, face
the facts, and “own up" to the many real
factors that have contributed to Califor-
nia's public education problems. Califor-
nia politicians have made the wholc-lan-
%uagephllo_sophythelrscapegoat._What’s
the actual situation? Although California’s
fourth-graders scored at the bottom of
the 40 states that J)artlmpated in the 1994
NAEP and scored near the bottom in the
1992 NAEP. there is no evidence that read-
ing achievement in California has gotten
appremablg worse since the state adopted a
literature-based language arts framework
in 1987. In fact, pnor to embracing a whole-
IanguaFe philosophy, California schools
were already in trouble. That is probably
why Californians looked to whole-language
ideas for the help they obviously needed.

California's crisis exists because of eco-
nomic and sociocultural problems. Schools
are overcrowded. There are tremendous
numbers of children whose first Ianguage
is not English. "In 1990, more than 137 dif-
ferent languages and cultures were repre-
sented in the state, making thc sociocul-
tural and linguistic context of California

one of the most diverse in the world." ac-
cording to the California Commission on
Teacher Credentialing.1California ranks
high in pov_ert?/_, low n school libraries,
low m public library access, and low in
books available at home.1
The questions that should be asked of
California politicians aren't questions about
philosophies of instruction but questions
such as these: How many dollars are s,oent
er student? How many children per class-
room? What about overcrowded schools?
How many English-as-a-second-language
snjclents do you have, how has that number
rown, and how are you educating them?
How good were your reading test scores
in 19867 Were your teachers well trained
and committed to a whole-language phi-
losophy of teaching and learning, or did
the state just adopt this philosophy in 1987
because it sounded progressive and you
needed to do "something," Lust as you
need to do "something" now’
~ Other states have_begun to follow Cal-
ifornia’s lead. Organized back-to-phonics
movements have been reported in North
Carolina, Ohio, and Texas. The state su-
perintendent in Illinois has been quoted
as blaming whole Ianguaﬂe for that state's
drop inreading scores. It has also been re-
Ported that parents in Illinois are asking
or "phonics-only" charter schools.* The
president of the Maryland State Board of
Education has t -cn quoted as welcoming
amovement toward phonics. Indeed, it has
been reported that states are trying to pass
laws mandating specific phonics courses
for teachereducation students. Forexam-
Fle, under a bill proposed in North Caro-
ina._certified teachers would hive been
required to pass a competency testin ﬂhon-
ics or lose their teaching licenses.1(How-
ever, that bill did not pass.) In Massachu-
setts, as a result of a call for a return to
phonics by the chairman of the state board,
a draft of the curriculum frameworks for
English/language arts is being reworked
to include a heavy emphasis on phonics
instruction.LMany other states are report-
ed to be leaning toward phonics-based
teaching and legislation, as well. Overall,
swiiciiing philosophies and taking extreme
positions, whether right or left, have be-
come the panaceas of school reform in the

W hat Do Reading
Researchers Know ?

We know that decisions about reading



instruction should not be set up as extreme
"eithcr/or" positions. We know that phon-
ics and other necessary skills instruction
ean be taught by teachers who have whole-
Iangu_a%e philosophies. Indeed, many teach-
ers with whole-language phI|OSOFhIeS have
been teaching phonics, as weli as other
skills of word recognition and analyst, as
part of their reading programs. However,
they teach these skills within the context
of students' reading materials, rather than
by focusing on them in isolation. We also
know that neither “phonics" nor “whole
Ian?uage" isa method. Phonics is a word-
analysis skill that involves thc use of sym-
bol/sound relationships: whole Ian%uage
is a philosophy that includes thc belief
that all language s?flstems are interwoven,
Finally, we know that teachers should not
be required to teach by one approach alone,
Teachers must have the latitude to use many
approaches for their reading instruction in
ordcr to meet the needs and strategies of
each child. o
~ Even though each of us has an indi-
vidual set of beliefs and philosophies re-
garding teaching, most of us agree with
certain practices and contexts concerning
learning and environments for learning,
In the remainder of this article | wish to
report some major agreements among ex-
perts in the field of literacy and reading re-
search. | suggest thatt esc agreements—
which span philosophies — rather than the
much J)ubllcued disagreements, should be
considered by state boards and politicians
as they propose, shape, and mandate their
legislation. For instance, if reading experts
generally agree that phonics should not
e stressed and taught in isolation, then
shouldn’tpoliticians refrain from forcing
this practice on teachers?
Educatorsinall fields must take charge

of their instructional lives. The research ¢

provides us with the information we need
to do so. Our understandings and prcpa-
ration provide us with the merits to ana-
lyze, discuss, and explain to the general
public, to the media, and to politicians
what we have learned from research. Let's
do so and take charge of educational de-
cisions in the political arena.

U o .
The Expert Study

My study ofexperts spanned 10 years,
To F?atherthes,e data | employed a Delphi
tec mg_ue, which involved asking select-
cd reading experts, who represented the
major schools of thought in literacy edu-

cation, to specify what theP/ believed teach-
ers “should Jo" and "shoufdn'tdo" in their
classrooms to promote reading devclop-
ment. Each of the selected experts gencr-
ated his or her own list of items anony-
mously. and the remaining experts agreed
or disagreed, again anonymously, with each
item on these lists. Each round was fol-
lowed up with queries and interviews as
needed.

After four complete rounds, | found
that there were 33 practices and contexts
that the experts agreed would tend to make
learning toread difficult for children: they
also agreed on !9 things that teachers
could do to facilitate the children's leam-
ing to read. (Although they agreed with all
19 0f these contexts and practices, they put
qualifications on four of them.) These con-
sensus items represent agreements shared
bﬁllteracy experts across the differing
philosophies.’ The experts included inmy

study are described briefly below.
* Richard Anderson is widely known
as the lead author of the much-cited re-
port Becoming a Nation ofReaders SCen-
ter for the Study of Reading, 1985) and
for his extensive research on schemata,
vocabulary, and children's reading.

* Brian Camboume, an Australian re-

searcher and educator, is best known for
his "Conditions of Learning" model dis-
cussed in The Whole Story (Ashton Scho-
lastic. 1988). The model is based on his
st.dy of learning environments in holistic
classrooms. He has promoted the whole-
language movement in Australia and in
the U.S. _

* Edward Fry is best known as thc ere-
atorof ‘Try's Readability Graph," the most
W|delz,used formula for determining the
readability of textbooks. He is also an au-
thor of a supplemental basal reading pro-
ram.

* Yetta Goodman is the lead author of
the Readln% Miscue Inventory (Richard
C. Owen. 1987), a well-known assess-
ment tool for evaluating children's oral
readlnﬁ strategies. She has also developed
other holistic observational and insmic-
donal strategies and is a leader ofthc whole-
language movement in the U.S. and world-
wide.

* Jane Hansen is (with Donald Graves)
ihecia.oroflhe"AuthoriCh.ur"awel|.
known and widely used classroom strat-
egy for highlighting the importance of au-
thorship.Sheispanicularlyknownforhcr
work with reading and writing conncc-
tions.

The questions
that should be asked
of California
politicians arent
questions about
philosophies of
Instruction.

~+Jerome Haxste is widely known for
his research in early literacy and language
development. He isone ofthe best-known
advotcates for the whole-language move-
men

* Wayne Otto is the creator of the "Wis-
consin Design,” a plan that was used na-
tionwidc for r_nanag%mg classroom_r_eadmﬁ
instruction with a focus on specific ski
development. _

* Scott Paris is widely known for his
writing on authentic assessment and pon-
folio assessment, as well as for thc de-
velopment of reading strategies,

* P. David Pearson was the lead editor
of the first Handhook o fReading Research
(Longman. 1984(?_. He iswidely known for
his work in reading comprehension and
for being odircctor of the original * Stan-
dards Proiect for English Language Arts”
(1992-94). He is also an author of a basal
reading program,

* George Spache (deceased _19963 was
the author o f Diagnostic Reading Scales
(CTB/McGraw-HIll. 1981). a wi elr used
standardized reading test (first Tpub ished
in 1963). He is remembered for his re-
search and leadership in the field of read-
ing from its earliest days,

* Rand Spiro is particularly known for
developing schema theorr,;c models of
reading and for his related research on
reading comprehension, text processing,
and theories of cognitive flexibility.

Findings
The list of agreements contains sevcr-
aJ redundant and overlappln? items, and,
upon examination, some of these items
seem more important and central to read-
ing titan others. Therefore, here | will high-
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light the findings and generalize the agree-
ments that seem most significant to the de-
bates reported in the media and to what
the state boards and legislatures have been
acting on.

Practices that the experts agree would
tend to make learning to read difficult for
smdents include: 1) emphasumg only phon-
ics instruction, 2) drilling children on iso-
lated letters or sounds, 3gmak|ng sure that
children do it correctly or not atail 4) fo-
cusing on the single best answer, 5) mak-
ing word-perfect oral reading the prime
objective of your classroom reading pro-

ram. 6) focusing on reading skills rather
than on interpretation and comprehension,
7) using workbooks or worksheets with
every reading lesson, 8) grouping readers
according to ability, 9) following a basal
program without making modifications.
10) teaching letters and words one at a
time and making sure each new letter or
word is learned before moving on to the
nextletter orword, and 11) expectm? stu-
dents to be able to spell correctly all the
words they can read.

Practices that experts agree would tend
to facilitate learning to read include: 1)
bringing opportunities for reading, writ-
ing. talking, and listening together so that
each feeds off and into the other; 2) talk-
ing about and sharing different kinds of
reading; 3) focusing on using reading as
a tool for learning; 4) making reading
functional and purposeful; 5) developing
positive self-perceptions and expectations
concerning reading; 6) using a broad spec-
trum of sources and a variety of real books
for student reading materials; 7) provid-
mnguItlpIe_ and repeated demonstrations
of how reading is done or used; and 8) us-
mg silent reading whenever possible and
whenever appropriate to the purpose.

W hat Do These
Agreements Really Mean?

These agreements mean that reading ex-
perts— from those with more traditional
views to those with Whole-languaFe Views
and many in between — do not believe that
the political solutions now being pushed
are aood for children or conducive to read-
ing development. In fact, if you carefully
review thc major agreements among these
diverse experts, you will see that the po-
litical solutions offered in California and
other states where politicians are jump-
ing on thc “back to phonics" handwagon
are often counter to what literacy experts

30i  PHI DELTA KAPPAN

across philosophies believe to be facilita-
tive Fractlces and contexts. _

Please understand that | am not saying
that my study means that there isjust one
appropriate position or approach to teach-
ing reading. On thc contrary, decisions
about reading instruction must be situa-
tional and should be based on the needs
ofthe particular child and on the context.
Teachers should be granted the profession-
al latitude to use procedures, approaches,
and adaptations that are'api)ropnate fora
particular child ina particular context. O f
course, teachers must have a firm under-
standing of literacy and of research find-
ings in order to make these informed
instructional decisions.’ But legislatures
won't achieve that end by dictating pro-
cedures, approaches, and practices with
which most reading experts disagree.

In addition, whiie politicians across
tho country are forcing teachers to focus
on phonics and skills instruction, they are
all but ignoring comprehension and vo-
cabulary (word knowledge). Another re-
cent study, which focused on today’s "hot"
and “not hot" topics in reading research
and ﬁractlce, found that "hot" topics (top-
ics that are receiving current, positive at-
tention) are phonics, phonemic awareness,
and skills instruction. The “not hot" topics
(topics that are rece|vm% negative or lit-
tle attention) are comprehension, schema
theory, and word knowledge/vocabulary.

We in public education often find our-
selves at the meiry of the foo_llcy makers
who control policies, legislation, and the
purse strings that keep our schools and
colleges operating. Collectively, we are
the Iardqest group ofeducation profession-
als and researchers in this nation. We must
take charge. _ .
~ Wemustuseourexpertise and the find-
ings of research, including such studies
as this one, to shape thc public's under-
standings. Educational ph|Iosc()fh|es, in any
area of the curriculum, should not become
scapegoats for our politicians’ inability to
solve Uie economic and sociocultural prob-
lems of our stales. Nor can we simply shed
our beliefsystems in order to "fit in" with
amorc currently acceptable political view-
point. _ _

My study provides evidence that, de-
spite extreme differences in philosophy,
expert reading researchers do agree on a
numberof practices and contexts with re-
gard to reading instruction and develop-
ment.0These must not be ignored in fa-

vor of what the politicians think. Leader
of public education and practitioners in
schools and colleges nationwide need to
assert themselves. Extreme political deci-
sions ahout educational curricula — made
by politicians without the consensus or the
appropriate experts in our fields — will put
o_ulzschools and our children’s learning at
risk.

1 Nellie S. Huang, “The New Math: Home vs.
School" Smart Monty. December 1996. p. 128.

2. Standards o f Program Quality and Effectiveness
for Professioiial Teacher Internship Programsfor
Multiple and Single-Subject Teaching Credentials
with a IBilinguall Cnosscultuml Language, and Aca-
demic Development (CLAJD/BCLAD) Emphasis (Sac-
ramento: California Commission on Teacher Cre-
demialing, 1996), pp. 3-4.

3. Jeff McQuillan, “Whole Language Not (o Blame
in California." letter lo the editor. Reading Teacher.
December/Janurry 1996/97. p. 32.

4. Christina Duff, "ABCeeihing: How Whole Lan-
guage Became a Hot Potato in and out of Acade-
mia.” Wall Street Journal, 30 October 1996, pp.
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5. Laurel S. Wallen. "As Reading Scores Plummet.
Stales Get Hooked on Phonics,” Chnsnan Science
Monitor. 18 April 1996, pp. 1,4.

6. Dan French. ‘The Debate on Cumculums for
Massachusetts Schools: Reform Is Undercut in Fa-
vor of ldeology,” Boston Globe. 14 January 1997,
p.A-15.

7. The main philosophies that these experts are of-
ten associated with can be categorized under three
broad headings, as explained in Theodore L. Hams
and Richard E Hodges, eds.. The Literacy Dictio-
nary: The Vocabulary of Reading and Writing
(Newark. Del.: International Reading Association.
1995), p. 256. First, the “whole-language" philoso-
phy (sometimes called “reader-based" or "holistic"
or "top-down") is a theoretical point of view that
sees "reading comprehension [as beginning) with
and ... controlled by the experiences and expecta-
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hension (as beginning) with and ... controlled by
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tegrated") is a theoretical perspective that sees
"reading comprehension (as involving] both the ac-
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riences and expectancies that the reader brings to
the text, each acting on and modifying the other."
8. P.David Pearson. "Six Idus in Search of aCham-
pion: What Policymakers Should Know About the
Teaching and Learning of Literacy in Our Schools."
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its findings iviU be available in the forthcoming books.
What Do the Experts Say? Contexts and Practices
for Classroom Reading (Heinemann) and Reading
Researchers in Search of Common Ground ?pu -
lisher under negotiation). «K



Dear Legislators,

We. as teachers of young children, urge you not to pass Senate Bill 203
requiring that phonics be taught in grades kindergarten through third.

Like you, we feel that phonics is an important component ofany good

reading program. However, research clearly indicates that phonics, along
with other important reading strategies, is best taught within a context of
authentic reading experiences rather than as an isolated skill or prescribed

program.

Primary grade teachers around the state already teach phonics in all literacy
events throughout the school day. Whethei it's listening to stories, writing
phonetically injournals or finding letters and specific sounds in a chart
poem, children are building knowledge of phonics in a way that makes sense

to them.

Before you make a decision on this bill, please take the time to speak with
experts in the field of early childhood education and visit primary
classrooms to see for yourselfthat professional educators are, indeed, doing
what fhey do best; teaching phonics in a way that each individual child can

understand.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Martin

Lora T. Sterling
Sandra Lyons



Kathi Riemer
P.O. Box 1752
Petersburg, Alaska 99833
Phone (907) 772-4442
Fax (907)772-3505
e-mail kriemeroalaska.net

TO: Health, Education and Social Services Committee

Presidenj Gary Wilken
RE: SB 203 Literacy Restoration Act

It seems that people have it in their nature to look for quick fixes or
instant solutions to the complexities of life. Don’t people understand that
nothing in th-*world is simple? |am often frustrated by the group of well
meaning parents that insist that we stop trying to improve our practices and
get back to the basics. There is nothing basic about teaching reading. We are
fortunate that we live in a time when there is a multitude of sound
information about how to help children learn. It is frustrating however to
have to fight to do what we know to be right. In February | attended a
conference in Phoenix, Arizona, titled itestructuring for the 21st Century. Why
don’t you research the data, especially the new information we have from
brain research. When you do, you will learn that skills, or phonics, are
important but not as important as the development of concepts. The brain
needs to have prior knowledge if it is to to attach meaningful new information.
Skills are isolated nonsense if they are not learned in. context and used for
some purpose. After reviewing the latest information about how children learn
and how we as professionals can facilitate their growth, one teacher remarked,
“We are the only group of professionals who have volumes of information to
prove that what we are doing with children is wrong and we do it anyway.”
One of the reasons we continue to plod along the path we’ve walked for so long
is that quick, easy fixes to complex societal ills gets good press and people want
to beli .ve it. You are in a position to make a difference, please do not be
carried away by a well meaning band wagon. Think sensibly and work for long

term solutions.

Sincerely yours,

Kaffti Riemer
Parent and Teacher

TOTAL P.O1
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January 23, 1998

Re: Senate Bill: 203

Dear Members of the Senate HESS Committee:

The teaching of phonemic awareness has been around for a very long tfme.

There have been many studies over the years that have determined that the
teaching of phonemic awareness is highly predictive of success in learning to
read.

| believe it is vital to include as part of on integrated reading/language program the
teaching of phonemic awaroness.

However, ifthe State of Alaska is going to mandate this please consider the
desperate need to increase funding to: 1. Buy instruction/curriculum and
curriculum support materials to teach phonemic awareness and; 2. Train teachers
to teach phonomic awaroness. (Many teachers training as educators have not
boon trained to teach phonemic awareness). Example: Nikiski Elementary, fast
school year voted to introduce a school-wide phonemic education component in
our roading/language program. Of course there was no money in the budget to do
this. We were able to secure a $5,000.00 grant to purchase materials. This
money covered just the basic manual and some of the consumable books. Two
teachers, during the summer, went to Florida for the training.

This program is currently being implemented at Nikiski Elementary butte continue
for the next year all our teachers need to be trained and we need the remaining

materials and consumable workbooks.

Nikiski Elementary is committoo to an integrated reading/language program but
we need the money.

Sincerely.

Denise Cox, Librarian
Nikiski Elementary School
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January 23,1998

Senator Robin Taylor
Fax: 465-5714

Re: SB203
Dear Senator Taylor and Members of the Senate HESS Committee:

I am the parent of three children, one ofwhich is currently enrolled in the
first grade at Nikiski Elementary School. | am continually looking for ways to
improve my child's education through participation, and | have learned a lot about
tho school system by attending budget meetings, school meetings and

volunteering at the school.
Presently, Nikiski Elementary School has some of the lowest testing scores

in the Borough. Although | believe there are several contributing factors. | feel that
one of the reasons for the low test scores is the lack of consistent phonemic
teaching methods for children. When my son entered Kindergarten, | was
prepared to assist him with his phonemic lessons. Then | learned that each
teacher has a different method of teaching, and there is not a standard approach
to teaching language. Consequently, the phonemic teaching lan learned in
Kindergarten was not be applicable in other grades. These inconsistencies are
frustrating to children (and parents), causing many children to blackslide in their
studies. In other cases, | believe children will "slide" through school, and will not
have a clear understanding of the "common language". It also does not give an
accurate idea of what the child does or does not know when testing occurs
because there is not a consistent measuring tool to reflect standard teaching

methods.
Fortunately, the teachers at Nikiski Elementary School voted last year to

provide a common phonemic teaching approach for grades K-6. | also
understand we are the only school in the district to adopt this approach. The
materials are expensive, and we are left to fundraise the consumable iterns
Presently, | am Chair of a Grants Committee at Nikiski Elementary. Wo are
continually looking for additional sources of funding to meet unmet needs within
our school. We have raised several thousand dollars in corporate donations for
several uieas addressed by teachers, parents and the community. But our reach
is limited in terms of what our children need. |support your efforts to establish
consistent phonemic teaching methods in our schools and encourage your
support for the educational funds and materials our schools need to give our

children the highest education possible.
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TESTIMONY ON CSSB 203 -Literacy Restoration Act

This is Dr 3ill Pfeifer. I am a Chiropractor in Ketchikan with 5 children in
the public school system.

First, I would like to thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak to a
bill that has the potential to positively change the lives ofso many ofour

young Alaskans,

My children are in grades 3, 5, 7. 9. and 10.1served 6 years on the
Ketchikan College Advisory council as we transitioned from a community
college ro part ofthe University of Alaska. | currently sit on the school
districts Ready for Work committee and have served on its math committee.

My interest and efforts in K-12 education started when my oldest daughter
was in Kindergarten. At the end ofthat year my wife and | called a meeting
with both the teacher and the principal, and stated to them that our daughter
had learned absolutely nothing throughout the entire year. They both agreed
and that was the end of any discussion. There was something wrong with
this picture, and | have been woiidng since to change it.

I have done a lot of reading and research over thc years and this legislation
will bring the State closer to getting every child to "leam to read"”, so that

they will be able to "read to learn".

The Legislature and the Dept of Education recognize the enormous number
of children across thc country who are not proficient readers or spellers. The

general public sees it ou a daily basis.

Reading is also a public health issue as recognized by the National Institute
of Health and the amount ofresearch they have put into this area.

The question today is WHAT DO WE DO?

CSSB 203 isyour commitment to make reading a priority in the State of
Alaska for every child Itis much broader than phonics alone and is
appropriately called the Literacy Restoration Act. It involves a clear

10
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message from the legislature that reading failure is not. inevitable, and that
wWc arc going to insist that these children have the opportunity to mnke
choices later on in life because they are going to leam to read.

In considering this bill you will have to ask yourself ifthere is validated,
reliable, and replicatable research out there, that answers the question of

what do we do?

The answer is YESI

You need to understand the different research out there and what is credible
and replicatable. I am sure you will be hearing from some ofthe experts
directly, and will hear references .0 Reid Lyon and the research done
through the National Institute of Health.

I will make reference to some ofthe testimony that Dr. Douglas Carnine
made to the Washington State Legislature on this same subject of reading.
Dr. Carnine is a professor at the University of Oregon and thc Director of the
National Center for Improving Tools of Education. | have a transcript of that
testimony for anyone who is interested, But let me give you some of his

statistics:

* "About 90% ofthe children who are poor readers in thc 1st grade will be
poor readers in thc 3rd grade”

*"About 75% ofthe children who are poor readers in 4th grade will be poor
readers in the 9th grade”

* Then, "Ifyou consider a 3rd grade child of poverty, going to school with
other poor children, who has been retained, and is reading a year below
grade level, his chance of graduating from high school is near ZERO."

Can we afford to wait until 4th grade to test and determine that a child
cannot read? You know the answer, and that is why you have this bill in

front of you.

The value of Explicit Systematic Phonics has been well established in thc
research, as a vital part of any comprehensive reading program.
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Let me tell you as a parent that you will likely hear the mantra that, "of
course we teach phonics”. 30 there is no reason to create legislation like SB
203. Most ofus do not know what the research based, explicit systematic
phonics instruction includes.

The reality is that many teachers, to no fault ofthere own, don't know, and
were never taught how to teach an Explicit Systematic Phonics program that
is researched based. Too often, single letter and dual letter blend sounds arc
the extent ofthe phonics instruction. I don't know how many frustrated
parents have come to me with their child's paper filled with mis-spelled
words. These same parents are often told that the mis-spelled words like -w-
o-k- for walk, and -I-i-t- for light are evidence that they know their phonics.

This level of phonics is not sufficient.

In fact Dr. Carnine states that, "when teachers say they are using phonics, it
may not be the careful, systematic use of phonics as indicated in the
research, so they're not going to get the benefit ofactually using the research

based phonics."

He further states that, "the NIH research has proven quite clearly that most
students will not leam to read naturally by merely immersing them in a print
rich environment'. It is not true that good readers use pictures and context, or
skipping and guessing, to decode words." "..those are strategies of
individuals who cannot read well, but in fact, whole language, is teaching
the strategies that characterize disabled readers."

What has been done to train teachers in reading in many states was just the
opposite of research. Ifyou are spending precious State money to train
teachers to do the wrong thing, you've got a problem.

We need to decide what research we are going to believe, and whether an
agreement can be made that any training, and instructional material dollars,
will be used in a consistent manner to get all kids to read which follows that
research. We should leam from the mistakes of other states like California
who has 5 out of 6 approved reading programs that do not follow the

research.
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We must also be aware of conflicts of interest. Dr Carnine brings out the fact
that the leaders ofthe two national research organizations in reading are also
authors of the programs that do not follow the research.

This bill is the first step. You will have to biing experts, well versed in this
research, to train the current educators and test their proficiency.

With a system that is faced with today's transient population, continuity of
education is even more important. One teacher teaching correctly, out of six
that the student will have does not follow the research and will not provide

the results.

You will also hear that many use an eclectic approach that is customized to
the students learning style and developmental level. | have yet to have any
evidence that this works, or that it is actually being done. | have asked the
following with no result: What learning style is being used to teach my
children and how was that determined? Show me the developmental
continuum and where my children are on that continuum, and explain how
that was determined? What usually is occurring is that a little bit of
everything, via a shotgun approach, is being given to all the children without
any true regard lor the rhetoric being expounded, A quick look at the
student's spelling will reveal a lot about what is going on in the classroom.

We cannot have ideology, or comfort levels, surpassing the needs of
studems. When you have strong research, and the kids have strong needs,
we cannot go through process gyrations for another 10 years to get everyone
to buy in. It is time to lead! We need to become knowledgeable on the valid
research, educate the public and the teachers, train the teachers in explicit
phonics instruction that follows the research, and provide early & frequent

testing and intervention.

Most parents are young and battling to maintain a household, and raise their
kids. They do not have the time, nor should they be forced to take the time
away from their kids, to bird dog a system, to ensure that their kids can
leam to read. Many will try' to fill the gaps the system creates, but, unless it
is part of the educational system you will have minimal success. With 5 kids
we have seen the patterns and pitfalls ofthe system. Allowing kids to do
things incorrectly just creates neurological engrams that are difficult if not
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impossible to change without a disciplined conscious effort.

I would ask that you think ofthe rhetoric that parents are up against as you
listen to any opposition to this bill. | would ask that you give every child the
opportunity to read., and pass this legislation.

With all the research supporting this bill; With the Learning First Alliance of
12 National Educational Organizations including the NEA and AFT
supporting researched based instruction; I am sure that the Alaska
Department of Education will work with this legislature to insure that our
Alaskan children will "leam to read", so that they can "read to leam", and

make Alaska the best in the Nation.

Thank you,
I would be glad to answer any questions you may have.

ForRelermoo:
LeiffmngFiret Aliinice 1001 Connecticut Av«. NW Suite 310 .Waihin/JcmD.C. 20030
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Monday, February 23,1998

We wish to respond to SB 203 as proposed.

1. requiring districts to include intensive systematic phonics and

spelling instruction in the curriculum for k-6 is
a. an infringement on local control of schools. Who has given

the legislature the power to legislate curriculum in our

schools??
b. Also, this requirement implies that phonics and

spelling instruction is not already occurring in our elementary
schools. That is simply not true.

2. requiring all students in K-3 to pass a nationally normed group

administered test in basic reading and reading comprehension.
a. students are already being tested by the state on the CAT,
the Alaska State Writing Assessment, and now the Quality
Schools Initiative. This proposal would take more instruct-
ional time for testing.
b. What is ‘passing’ on a nationally normed test??
c. How wi 1we support and insure student success with this

endeavor?
d. What will happen to students who don’t “pass”?

3. requiring a hiring preference for elementary teachers who have
completed a course in the language basis of reading.
a. What does this mean? Any reputable course offered in

reading instruction today will be inclusive of all
methodologies and will integrate phonics into the development

of spelling and reading skills. Any qualified teacher today is
doing just that.

We strongly oppose thic bill. It usurps local control of schools and is one
more step toward state mandated educational practices. As educators, we
find this movement very counter-productive and it tends to further load

an already ov
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Junea, AK 9901-1181

Dear Legislators,

I, as a working Reading Teacher, a parent oftwo school aged children and as a student seeking
an advanced degree, strongly urge you not to pass Senat Bill 203.

I do agree that phonics is an important aspect of learning to read and we use it everyday in nearly
every grade and class but there are other equally important components as well. The wording in
your bill seems to leave out the other components.

The excellent teachers in the state of Alaska work very hard to make successful learners of our
students, please do not tie their hands with proposals that are in this bill, please do not follow the
unvalidatcd waves of public opinion and sentiment, please ask for help in research of the latest
and best practices in teaching reading. Current research clearly shows that not all students leam
the same way and today's best teachers are already searching for and implementing the methods

that work for each student.

We, as professionals, parents and students of education, appreciate the legislature's help and
support. We hope we can count on your continued support to let our well educated and
experienced teaching professionals provide top quality education to each and every child in what
ever method that best suites the learning styles and education needs of each individual child.

Once again, please do not allow legislation to pass that will hinder the ability of our teachers to
teach or the ability of our children to leam. VOTE NO ON SENATE BILL 203!

Thank you,

Dorothy A. Potter
P.O. Box 211
Chevak. AK 99463



cc:Mail for: Sheila Peterson

Subject: Re: SB203
From: Senator Gary Wilken 2/28/98 6:54 AM
To: msanders@kpbsd.k12.ak.us at CC2MHS1
cc: Sheila Peterson

Dear Ms. Sanders:

Thanks you for your note on SB 203. The bill has created quite a stir
during our testimony.

We will continue to work on it in the Senate HESS to make it more
acceptable to all.

Gary Wilken

Senator - West Fairbanks
Chairman - Senate HESS

Reply Separator

Subject: SB203
Author: msanders@ kpbsd.kl2.ak.us at CC2MHS1

Date: 2/26/98 7:37 AM

I am writing to express my extreme concern over SB203. This legislation strikes

me as a being a

band-aid measure for a critical incident. One that will give the token appearan
ce of addressing an

issue in need of the highest quality efforts. I have been an Alaskan educator

for 20 years and |
have witnessed the sound basis for the concern that generated this attempt at le

gislation. It is
true that effective models for high quality reading instruction are not as wides
pread or

comprehensive as our students require.

It is also true that this situation needs to be rectified by the highest quality
staff development

at the school district and university level. However, the approach suggested in
SB203 is one that
represents only a partial understanding of the reading process, one that will al

low some to believe
the problem is being addressed while creating a funding and programmatic nightma

re for those of us
who will be forced to implement this legislation.

I urge you to drop this legislation in favor of creating a task force of the bes

t reading educators
in the state and/or nation as well as individuals with an understanding of the d

iverse nature of
the Alaskan population and the unique learning needs of our students.

Sincerely,

Mo Sanders
Title 1 and Migrant Coordinator


mailto:msanders@kpbsd.k12.ak.us
mailto:msanders@kpbsd.kl2.ak.us
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llethania R. DeGayner

Box 2032

Petersburg, AK 99833
Email: degayner@alaskfl.net
February 23, 1998

TO: Health, Education and Social Services Committee
President Gary Wilken
ItE: SB 203 Literacy Restoration Act

Hear Legislators,

| amwniing to voice my opposition to SB 203, which | believe is based on cnoneous assumptions about
how children leam, and how good teachers teach. | am a preschool teacher and a mother o fthree avid
readers. | have long been a classroom volunteer and have seen public school instructional practices
firsthand.

Classroom teachers are already constantly teaching phonics, but not as an isolated subject in and of itself.
Letters, and the sounds they make, are taught as children engage in literacy activities which have personal
meaning to them. Teachers and children write lists, letters, stories, and thank-you notes. They read books,
instructions, lunch menus and signs. Through these various activities, children learn more than letters and
sounds. They leam the power, tho relevance and the joy o fthe printed word. Knowing phonics is certainly
auseful took and teachers strive to make sure each child acquires that os part o f their mental "tool kit”.
However, it’'swrong to assume that phonics is the only tool, or even the primary tool children use as they
grow in literacy.

For along time, phonics was over-emphasized in schools, and the U.S. has a deplorably high rate o fadult
illiteracy to show for it. Over thirty years ofresearch lead us to conclude that children do not leam active
stalls in a part-to whole fashion Children become skilled at writing and reading the way they became
slilled at talking - by doing it. Children compare their efforts with the language they see and hear around
them, and make adjustments. As their perception and abilities develop, their speech, their reading, their

writing better approximates the standard.

Tile statementin the bill that “English is a phonetic language” is simply absurd. O fthe fifty most
commonly used words in the English language, about one-half o fthem are not phonetic. Consider the
following statement, which | constructed out o f short, common words:

Once they said. “Who loves you most?”.
Can you find a phonetic word in it? Using phonics alone would lead me to write it:
Wuns they sed, “Hoo luvs you moast?”

Surely (after phonetic misfit), you must concede that phonics alone cannot guide our children to afull
understanding o fthis very complex language!

Liistly, | believe it’s inappropriate for legislators to be mandating teacher practice. Teachers are trained to
be experts in children’s development and learning. Parents arc experts about their own children. Together,

they can decide how best to teach the children.

BethanieR DeGayre,

TOTAL P .02
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Author: Ithomas@ astrolabe.com (Lynn Thomas) at CC2MHS1 / / /

I have some major concerns with Bill #203, they are: using 3, lz.m
standardized/norm referenced tests are inappropriate for first through *
third grade students. The tests are not made to be a diagnostic test
and again are developmentally inappropriate for the early grades. These
tests are unreliable at best; the Alaska State Legislature should not be
mandating(especially without appropriate funding attached) curriculum.
This is a function of the local school boards/districts. Where has the
local control gone in this bill? Please do not let this bill out of
committee. Thank you for your time.



Author: jfmct@ acadl.alaska.edu at CC2MHSL
To: Senator Gary Wilken

From: Dr. Mary-Claire Tarlow
University of Alaska, Southeast

Subject: SJR 39 and SB 203

I am unable to come testify on SJR 39 this Monday morning, but
I am concerned about its content for many of the same reasons
I gave in my testimony on SB 203.

I have contacted the office of the NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR
TEACHERS OF ENGLISH, which is the professional organization
for teachers of reading and writing from kindergarten through
college. This association must represent a huge number of
literacy educators, and therefore must reflect a balanced,
validated view of what is known in the field. For this
reason, the statements they produce should be given great
weight.

I have received from them some resolutions specifically
related to the Reading Excellence Act, and will bring that
information by your office on Monday morning.

They also sent me an article that critiques the research of
the NICHD, which both the Reading Excellence Act and SB 203

are largely based on. | will include this in my packet of
information.
I hope you will seriously consider this information. IT IS

CRUCIAL TO THE FUTURE OF THOUSANDS OF CHILDREN, and to their
effect on society, as | know you are aware.

Lastly, | want to point out that if we don't treat our
teachers like professionals, we will weaken their desire to
act like professionals. This is a downward spiraling trend.
Please help us to stop this trend now. DEFEAT BOTH SJR 39 AND

SB 203.
Thanks,
Dr. Mary-Claire Tarlow

Director of Elementary Education
University of Alaska Southeast


mailto:jfmct@acadl.alaska.edu
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Feb. 20, 1998

Hess Committee

1M1
Alaska State Capital

Juneau, Alaska 99801-1180

This letter is in response to Senate BAIMNG. 203; Literacy-Refstoration
Act:

“An Act requiring that phonics be taught in kindergarten through
third grades in the public school system; phonics meaning the
direct teaching of preplanned sequence of relationships between
speech sounds and all their letter equivalents, instruction in
blending or sounding out two or more letter groups, and practice
with reading material that includes letters and letter groups
that are explicitly taught.”

Traditionally, it has been assumed that a student needs mastery of
phonics to learn how tq read. A large amount of time is still spent in many
classrooms teaching p ONICS. There are so many rules that no one, not
even the most fluent reader, can porsibly articulate them all. In the
English language there are more exceptions to the rules of sound-symbol
correspondence than there are regularities.

The most successful (fy 0 Ieﬁrn to read Is by reading
|anguage t at IS Compose natura The act of reading is an
interaction among three cueing systems - semantic, syntactic, and grapho-
phonic; operating simultaneously in a social or situational context. Phonies
is believed to be best learned in a meaningful context.

Indeed, the letters occurring in the first part of a word are important.
The first letter of a word, usually a consonant, triggers the reader to bring
together the other cueing systems and to make meaning. When he
encounters an unknown word he needs to look at thc pictures, think about
the story, ask himself what would make sense, and use the first letters of
the word as a springboard to the meaning. Thc act of reading is far more
complex than simply sounding out letters. To call it decoding is to describe
it inaccurately. It is au act of construction; of building meanings. This
brings one inevitably to the rejection of methods that attempt to only
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teach parts of words and words out of context. Rather, phonics is believejd
to be best learned in a meaningful context.

The most. successful wgy t0 Iezﬁrn to read is by reading
|anguage t at IS Compose natura y A child’s first reading book
must make sense and offer as much contextual and syntactic support as
possible. Even a fluent reader stumbles and miscues his way through print
that has no virtue beyond its phonic regularity. Try reading this
preprimer example:

Pam ran up the ramp.
Up the ramp ran the pup.
The pup and Pam nap.

The model of language acquisition upon which this is based supposes
that language can be learned from its component parts to its meaningful
whole, rather like adding more and more bricks to a wall until the building
is finished. Il supposes that a child needs to master by memory and
practice many small items of linguistic information. He is presented wit!
the sounds of the letters, out of context, and for no purpose outside the
reading exercise. Letters build into words; words build into sentences.
Naturally such exercises are made easier for the student if they start with
simple sounds and easy words. Hence, the creation of the preprimer with
its litany of short vowel sounds and the ludicrous antics of Pam and her
pup. Such text not only lacks interest, it is devoid of intelligence. Phonids
is believed to be best learned in a meaningful context, .

The, most stccessful way to leam to read I by reading
language that Is composed naturally. Books in wh.ch the language is
predictable both semantically and syntactically offer the maximum
support to a beginning reader. Examine the opening lines of E. Carle’s
The Very Hungry Caterpillar:

In the light of the moon a little egg lay on a leaf.

One Sunday, morning the warm sun came up and -

pop! - out of the egg came a very small and very

hungry caterpillar. He started to look for some
food .. .

The picture of the moon, the egg, and the leaf provides a context in
which to set the story and so assist the child’s initial attempts to read the
words. Thc logic of the story also provides an internal context. What else
would a hungry caterpillar do except start to look for food? The story as it
unfolds provides thc motivation to read; the rhythm of the language
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supports the reader and offers confirmation of expectations. Thc
experience of reading this book does not compare with Pam and her pup.

If a child learns about language ai home through interaction with adu rs
who do real things with language in everyday contexts, then it is clearly
nonsense for schools to try to teach about language in contexts which lacl
purpose and with texts that are unnaturally constructed. Hence, phonics is
believed to be best learned in a meaningful context.

As an Early Childhood Education student at U.A.S., | urge your careful
reconsideration of a bill requiring direct instruction of phonics to be tau ht

explicitly in thc classroom.

Sincerely,



cc:Mail for: mel krogseng

Subject: Schools told how to teach reading
From: family@ptialaska.net at CC2MHS1 3/21/98 12:29 AM
bcc:  Mel Krogseng at LAA_STAY
To: farnily@ptialaska.net at CC2MHS1

It looks like England has looked at the research on reading and taken
action. | encourage Alaska to do the same. Support Alaska's SB 203. |
prefer the CSSB 203 version that was worked on versus the testing only

version in SSSB 203.

The HITML version of this article is at the end of the cut and pasted
version that immediately follows.
Dr Bill Pfeifer

London Telegraph

UK
News Electronic
Telegraph

Friday 20 March
1998 Issue 1029

Schools told how to teach reading
By Liz Lightfoot, Education Correspondent

THE most fundamental change in primary education since the introduction

of the national curriculum
begins today as the Government sends out the first

countrywide policy on the teaching of reading to
18,500 schools.

All primaries will be required to return to the

traditional, structured teaching of phonics, and to
abandon the present system by which children are

largely expected to leam by reading story books to
their teachers.

Most schools will have to re-think their methods and

parents, who are being encouraged by the
Government to “police” the changes, should be able to

see the difference quickly.

The 91-page National Literacy Strategy represents an

unprecedented intervention in classroom
teaching methods by ministers. David Blunkett, the

Education Secretary, describes the new
framework as "a practical tool to help teachers" and

"a reference point for day-to-day teaching".

The policy requires teachers to bring back daily,

hour-long English lessons, in which pupils are taught
for two-thirds of the time as a whole class, reading

together, extending their vocabulary and being
taught punctuation, grammar and spelling.

For the other third they will work in ability groups,

but even then the teacher will work with one group
giving direct instruction while the rest are

encouraged to work independently.


mailto:family@ptialaska.net
mailto:farnily@ptialaska.net

Ofsted inspectors will monitor the implementation of

the strategy as they visit schools. Only those
schools with exceptional English test results will be

exempted from the requirement.

M inisters have gone ahead with publishing the strategy

in the face of opposition from some leading
figures in the educational establishment who believe

politicians should not interfere so directly in
teaching methods and warn that, if the advice turns

out to be flawed, standards nationally would
plummet.

Chris Woodhead, the Chief Inspector of Schools, has

backei the strategy, buc the Government's
curriculum advisers at the Qualifications and

Curriculum Authority complained that listening and
speaking skills were not included in the hour.

Mr Blunkett, however, believes that interactive, whole

class teaching will do far more to encourage
children to listen and speak out than the present

system of pupils sitting in groups and working
individually, usually on worksheets.

The document points out that when children work

individually, as they do in most lessons, the average
time they are directly taught by the teacher is just

five or six minutes a week.

Although most schools claim to teach phonics as part

of a "mixture of methods"”, in reality it is mostly
confined in the early stages to teaching the sounds of

the alphabet so that children can identify the first
letters in words.

Under the present system, children are encouraged to

guess what words say using the context of the
story, or picture clues, and then to commit them to

merory by shape. Where more structured phonics
is taught, it is usually later on, for spelling

purposes.

The new strategy insists that phonics comes first.

Teachers, it says, have been over-cautious about the
teaching of phonics. It states: "Research evidence

shows that pupils do not leam to distinguish between
the different sounds of words simply by being exposed

to books. They need to be taught to do this.

"When they begin to read, most pupils tend to see

v/ords as images, with a particular shape and
pattern. They tend not to understand that words are

made up of letters used in particular combinations
that correspond with spoken sounds. It is essential

that pupils are taught these basic de-coding and
spelling skills from the outset.”

In a direct attack on current teaching methods it says

that when pupils read familiar and predictable
texts they become over-reliant on guessing context.

The Government has provided funds for in-service

teacher training because the vast majority of
teachers have not been told how to teach phonics.



Since the 1970s niany teacher training colleges have
shunned what they see as "sterile de-coding” and told

students to concentrate on "reading for
meaning".

But in September 1990 Martin Turner, an educational

psychologist, revealed that reading tests
administered to 400,000 seven-year-olds showed the

biggest decline in standards for 45 years. Other
psychologists backed up his claim that a high

proportion of children referred to them with reading
difficulties were not dyslexic but had been badly

taught by the new methods.

The Government said research in English-speaking

countries has proved that structured phonics is the
most effective way to teach. The new methods are also

believed to have contributed to the the
under-achievement of boys in reading compared with

girls. Where intensive phonics are used, boys
achieve as well as, or better than, girls.

Sue Lloyd, who developed the "Jolly Phonic" scheme at

Woods Loke School in Lowestoft, Norfolk,
where boys do as well as girls, welcomed the strategy

but said its authors appeared to have
under-estimated the speed at which children could pick

up letter-sound combinations. She said: "It is a
step in the right direction, but in practice | think
most teachers will find it better to move more quickly

instead of leaving common phonemes such as 'oo' and

'‘ee' until a child has been in school for four
terms or more."

Anne Barnes, the general secretary of the National

Association for the Teaching of English, said
teachers would have to adapt the strategy because

children learnt to read in different ways. "Phonics is
very difficult to teach and if it is done badly
children will hate it and be discouraged from reading."

Other articles:

7 February 1998: Making sound sense of reading
5 January 1998: Boys are left behind by modem

teaching
23 December 1997: Consultants spearhead classroom

return to 3Rs
15 September 1997: Teachers to be re-trained over

literacy
8 March 1997: Sometimes it's best to be old-fashioned

16 May 1996: In My View: C-a-t: sounding it all out is

the only way to teach them
http://www.telegraph.co.uk:80/et?ac=000761589537648&rtmo=3xr3w3KM&atmo=3xr3w3KM&

pg=/et/98/3/20/nread20.htm |
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REVIEW & OUTLOOK
Spelling D isaster

Sinking scores, frustrated teachers, schools divided, too many kids holding
books the wrong side up. In recent years, the process of teaching young
children to read has been such a notable disaster throughout the country, there was bound to be a

backlash. It has finally arrived in a big way.

For starters, there is last week's "Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children," a report
released by the National Research Council in language so careful and soothing it almost
whispers. But in it, finally, are some sensible suggestions on reforming and expanding the
theories and methods that are plainly ill-equipped to acquaint primary graders with the ABCs of
reading. These are the kinds of kids who will wander on out into the job market 10 years later, if
they last that long, spelling "way" and "weigh" the same way while using it mostly as a modifier
for cool. Presuming they are literate at all.

http://InteractivG.ws].com/edillon/curran!/summnrles/cdlitorl.him
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The reasons so many children fail in their struggle to master reading skills are part of a complex
patchwork that sociologists and educators will forever pick apart. But it's getting pretty clear that
the old-fashioned "phonics™ approach probably got Spot moving a lot quicker than the
newfangled "whole" language method. In phonics, kids learn to sound out each word and
endure flash card drills. In whole language, the word is viewed in its contextual
setting-consider it a landscape through which a child's imagination drifts free as a bird,

unshackled by the annoying specifics of grammar and spelling.

Which system to use has become an absurdly divisive issue, reaching out of Crayolaland into
the realms of politics and ideology. It will not surprise anyone that the phonics people are more
predictably conservative, while left-wing nuts love whole language. Therefore California was a
pioneer in whole language, going whole hog back in 1987. By 1995, the state tied Louisiana for
the worst reading scores in the country. Stunned, th(fTegislaturt?reversed course, passing an
"ABC" law that mandated the return of phonics-based instruction.

That seems to be a trend. Increasingly, elementary school teachers seeking certification are
required to be proficient in phonics. In Washington state come the millennium, all new
elementary school teachers will have to pass a reading-instruction exam administered by the
State Board of Education. New York's Family Academy, an experimental public school,
managed to quadruple its test scores in a single year by returning to traditional methods.

The reportjust released by the National Research Council (sponsored by the Department of
Education and the Department of Health and Human Services) concludes that no single method
has all the answers, and recommends a mix of the two. Well, that's a start. So is the report's
recognition that the debate over methods has diverted too much attention from the problem of

actually getting kids to read.

For proof, there are the embarrassing statistics: A 1992 National Adult Literacy Survey showed
that 21% of Americans are functionally illiterate. On top of that, a December study by the
Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development found the United States to be among
the few developed nations that has failed to improve literacy over the past generation.

Courageously, former whole language supporters like the American Federation of Teachers and
the International Reading Association have acknowledged that their faith was misplaced. A $200
million, 30-year study by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, a
branch of the NIH, has likewise confirmed the detriments of whole language. Left over in a
corner is the National Education Association, a powerhouse constituency of the Democratic
Party. While a spokesperson claimed last Friday that the NEA supports the National Research
Council's call for adiverse approach, itjust promoted whole language dogma at a Read Across

America day this month.

htlp://in(eraclivo.ws).com/Gdlllon/currenl/summarlos/oditorl.him
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Somehow reading shouldn't have ended up being an ideological issue. But these are the times
we live in. The NEA and its think-alikes worry that giving in to phonics, associated as it is with
conservatives, may send the whole system down the slippery slope where the school choice
advocates lie in wait. The NEA should have thought of this before the public schools and their

Table of Contents results rolled so far downhill. Now letting people choose schools offering comoeting methods
of instruction is fast gaining public support, especially among minorities. So be it.
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Lets bring back the Committee substitute of SB 203. Lets beat the rest
of the Nation and secure teacher training in research based reading from

those who are up on this research.
Dr William Pfeifer

“THE MAJORITY OF READING PROBLEMS faced by today's
adolescents & adults could have been avoided or resolved
in the early years of childhood, 1 according to a report
released today by the National Research Council (NRC).

The report, "Preventing Reading D ifficulties in Young
Children,” calls for widespread reforms "to ensure that all
children are equipped with the skills & instruction they

need to leam to read."”

Responding to the report, Secretary Riley said that "The
Council's findings send the nation's parents & educators a
clear signal that we need to move beyond the contentious
reading debate in some communities & focus on how children
leam to read." The Secretary went on to say that...

“The study clearly defines the key elements all
children need in order to become good readers.
Specifically, kids need to leam letters & sounds & how
to read for meaning. They also need opportunities to
practice reading with many types of books. While some
children need more intensive & systematic
individualized instruction than others, all children
need these 3 essential elements in order to read well &
independently by the end of 3rd grade. Effective
teaching & extra resources can make it possible for
many ‘'at-risk' children to become successful leaders."
An image version of the prepublication copy of the nearly
400-page report, is at:
http://www.nap.edu/readingroom/enter2 .cgi?030906418X. htmi
The NRC press release is available at:
http://www2.nas.edu/whatsnew/286a.htm|
The Secretary's full statement will be available soon at:
http://www .ed.gov/PressReleases/index.htm|

Below is the first half of the executive summary of the
report. The other half is in a second message, which you

will also receive.

Executive Summary of the Prepublication Copy of

"Preventing Reading D ifficulties in Young Children."
Catherine E. Snow, M. Susan Bums & Peg Griffin, Editors.
Committee on the Prevention of Reading D ifficulties in Young
Children, National Research Council.

Copyright 1998 by the National Academy of Sciences.

All rights reserved.
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Reading is essential to success in our society. The ability to
read is highly valued & important for social & economic
advancement. Of course, most children leam to read fairly well.
In this report, we are most concerned with the large numbers of
children in America whose educational careers are inperiled
because they do not read well enough to ensure understanding & to
meet the demands of an increasingly conpetitive economy. Current
difficulties in reading largely originate from rising demands for
literacy, not from declining absolute levels of literacy. 1In a
technological society, the demands for higher literacy are ever

increasing, creating more grievous consequences for those who
fall short.

The importance of this problem led the U.S. Department of
Education & the U.S. Department of Health & Human Services to ask
the National Academy of Sciences to establish a committee to
examine the prevention of reading difficulties. Our committee
was charged with conducting a study of the effectiveness of
interventions for young children who are at risk of having
problems learning to read. The goals of the project were three:
(1) to conprehend a rich but diverse research base; (2) to
translate the research findings into advice & guidance for
parents, educators, publishers, & others involved in the care &
instruction of the young; & (3) to convey this advice to the
targeted audiences through a variety of publications,
conferences, & other outreach activities.

The Committee's Approach

The committee reviewed research on normal reading development &
instruction, on risk factors useful in identifying groups &
individuals at risk of reading failure, & on prevention,
intervention, & instructional approaches to ensuring optimal
reading outcomes.

We found many informative literatures to draw on & have aimed in
this report to weave together the insights of many research
traditions into clear guidelines for helping children become
successful readers. In doing so, we also considered the current
state of affairs in education for teachers & others working with
young children; policies of federal, state, & local governments
impinging on young children's education; the pressures on
publishers of curriculum materials, texts, & tests; programs
addressed to parents & to community action; and media activities.

Our main emphasis has been on the development of reading & on
factors that relate to reading outcomes. We conceptualized our
task as cutting through the detail of mostly convergent, but
sometimes discrepant, research findings to provide an integrated
picture of how reading develops & how its development can be
promoted.

Our recommendations extend to all children. Granted, we have
focused our lens on children at risk for learning to read. But
much of the instructional research we have reviewed encompasses,
for a variety of reasons, populations of students with varying
degrees of risk. Good instruction seems to transcend
characterizations of children's vulnerability for failure; the
same good early literacy environment &patterns of effective
instruction are required for children who might fail for
different reasons.



Does this mean that the identical mix of instructional materials
& strategies will work for each & every child? Of course not.

If we have learned anything from this effort, it is that
effective teachers are able to craft a special mix of
instructional ingredients for every child they work with. But it
does mean that there is a common menu of materials, strategies, &
environments from which effective teachers make choices. This in
turn means that, as a society, our most important challenge is to
make sure that our teachers have access to those tools & the
knowledge required to use them well. In other words, there is

little evidence that children experiencing difficulties learning
to read, even those with identifiable learning disabilities, need
radically different sorts of supports than children at low risk,
although they may need much more intensive support. Childhood
environments that support early literacy development & excellent
instruction are important for all children. Excellent
instruction is the best intervention for children who demonstrate

problems learning to read.
Conceptualizing Reading & Reading Instruction

Effective reading instruction is built on a foundation that
recognizes that reading ability is determined by multiple
factors: many factors that correlate with reading fail to
explain it; many experiences contribute to reading development
without being prerequisite to it; and although there are many
prerequisites, none by itself is considered sufficient.

Adequate initial reading instruction requires that children:

* use reading to obtain meaning from print,
* have frequent & intensive opportunities to read,
* are exposed to frequent, regular spelling-sound

relationships,
* leam about the nature of the alphabetic writing system, and

* understand the structure of spoken words.

Adequate progress in learning to read English (or any alphabetic
language) beyond the initial level depends on:

* having a working understanding of how sounds are
represented alphabetically,

* sufficient practice in reading to achieve fluency with
different kinds of texts,

* sufficient background knowledge & vocabulary to render
written texts meaningful & interesting,

* control over procedures for monitoring corrprehension &
repairing misunderstandings, and

* continued interest & motivation to read for a variety of
purposes.

Reading skill is acquired in a relatively predictable way by

children who have normal or above average language skills; have
had experiences in early childhood that fostered motivation
provided exposure to literacy in use; get information about the
nature of print through opportunities to leam letters & to
recognize the internal structure of spoken words, as well as
explanations about the contrasting nature of spoken & written
language; and attend schools that provide effective reading
instruction G opportunities to practice reading.

Disruption of any of these developments increases the possibility
that reading will be delayed or iirpeded. The association of poor
reading outcomes with poverty & minority status no doubt reflects



the accumulated effects of several of these risk factors,
including lack of access to literacy-stimulating preschool
experiences & to excellent, coherent reading instruction. In
addition, a number of children without any obvious risk factors
also develop reading difficulties. These children may require
intensive efforts at intervention & extra help in reading &
accommodations for their disability throughout their lives.

There are 3 potential stumbling blocks that are known to throw
children off course on the journey to skilled reading. The first

obstacle, which arises at the outset of reading acquisition, is
difficulty understanding & using the alphabetic principle—the
idea that written spellings systematically represent spoken
words. It is hard to conprehend connected text if word
recognition is inaccurate or laborious. The second obstacle is a
failure to transfer the conprehension skills of spoken language
to reading & to acquire new strategies that may be specifically
needed for reading. The third obstacle to reading will magnify
the first two: the absence or loss of an initial motivation to
read or failure to develop a mature appreciation of the rewards

of reading.

As in every domain of learning, motivation is crucial. Although
most children begin school with positive attitudes & expectations
for success, by the end of the primary grades & increasingly
thereafter, some children become disaffected. The majority of
reading problems faced by today's adolescents & adults are the
result of problems that might have been avoided or resolved in
their early childhood years. It is imperative that steps be
taken to ensure that children overcome these obstacles during the

primary grades.

Reducing the number of children who enter school with inadequate
literacy-related knowledge & skill is an inportant primary step
toward preventing reading difficulties. Although not a panacea,
this would serve to reduce considerably the magnitude of the
problem currently facing schools. Children who are particularly
likely to have difficulty with learning to read in the primary
grades are those who begin school with less prior knowledge &
skill in relevant domains, most notably, general verbal
abilities, the ability to attend to the sounds of language as
distinct from its meaning, familiarity with the basic purposes &
mechanisms of reading, & letter knowledge. Children from poor
neighborhoods, children with limited proficiency in English,
children with hearing impairments, children with preschool
language impairments, & children whose parents had difficulty
learning to read are particularly at risk of arriving at school
with weaknesses in these areas & hence of falling behind from the

outset.

(continued in message 2)
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Message 2, "Preventing Reading D ifficulties in Young Children”

Recommendations

The critical importance of providing excellent reading
instruction to all children is at the heart of the committee's
recommendations. Accordingly, our central recommendation
characterizes the nature of good primary reading instruction. W
also recognize that excellent instruction is most effective when
children arrive in first grade motivated for literacy & with the
necessary linguistic, cognitive, & early literacy skills. We
therefore recommend attention to ensuring high-quality preschool
& kindergarten environments as well. We acknowledge that
excellent instruction in the primary grades & optimal
environments in preschool & kindergarten require teachers who are
well prepared, highly knowledgeable, & receiving ongoing support.
Excellent instruction may be possible only if schools are
organized in optimal ways; if facilities, curriculum materials, &
support services function adequately; and if children's home
languages are taken into account in designing instruction. We
therefore make recommendations addressing tbnse issues. (The
coirplete text of all the committee's recommendations appears in

Chapter 10.)

Literacy Instruction in 1st Through 3rd Grade

Given the centrality of excellent instruction to the prevention
of reading difficulties, the committee strongly recommends
attention in every primary grade classroom to the full array of
early reading accomplishments: the alphabetic principle, reading
sight words, reading words fcy mapping speech sounds to parts of
words, achieving fluency, & comprehension. Getting started in
alphabetic reading depends critically on mapping the letters &
spellings of words onto the speech units that they represent;
failure to master word recognition can impede text conprehension.
Explicit instruction that directs children's attention to the
sound structure of oral language & to the connections between
speech sounds & spellings assists children who have not grasped
the alphabetic principle or who do not apply it productively when
they encounter unfamiliar printed words.

Conprehension difficulties can be prevented by actively building
conprehension skills as well as linguistic & conceptual

knowledge, beginning in the earliest grades. Conprehension can
be enhanced through instruction focused on concept &vocabulary
growth & background knowledge, instruction about the syntax &
rhetorical structures of written language, &direct instruction
about conprehension strategies such as summarizing, predicting, &
monitoring. Conprehension also takes practice, which is gained fcy
reading independently, by reading in pairs or groups, &by being
read aloud to.
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We recommend that 1st through 3rd grade curricula include the
following coirponents:

*

Beginning readers need explicit instruction &practice that
lead to an appreciation that spoken words are made up of
smaller units of sounds, fam iliarity with spelling-sound

correspondences & common spelling conventions & their use in
identifying printed words, “sight" recognition of frequent
words, & independent reading, including reading aloud.
Fluency should be promoted through practice with a wide
variety of well-written & engaging texts at the child's own
comfortable reading level.

Children who have started to read independently, typically
2nd graders & above, should be encouraged to sound out &
confirm the identities of visually unfamiliar words they
encounter in the course of reading meaningful texts,
recognizing words primarily through attention to their
letter-sound relationships. Although context &pictures can
be used as a tool to monitor word recognition, children
should not be taught to use them to substitute for
information provided by the letters in the word.

Because the ability to obtain meaning from print depends so
strongly on the development of word recognition accuracy &
reading fluency, both of the latter should be regularly
assessed in the classroom, permitting timely & effective
instructional response when difficulty or delay is apparent.

Beginning in the earliest grades, instruction should promote
conprehension by actively building linguistic & concepcual
knowledge in a rich variety of domains, as well as through
direct instruction about conprehension strategies such as
summarizing the main idea, predicting events & outcomes of
upcoming text, drawing inferences, & monitoring for
coherence & misunderstandings. This instruction can take
place while adults read to students or when students read
themselves.

Once children leam some letters, they should be encouraged
to write them, use them to begin writing words or parts of
words, & use words to begin writing sentences. Instruction
should be designed with the understanding that the use of
invented spelling is not in conflict with teaching correct
spelling. Beginning writing with invented spelling can be
helpful for developing understanding of the identity &
segmentation of speech sounds & sound-spelling
relationships. Conventionally correct spelling should be
developed through focused instruction &practice. Primary
grade children should be expected to spell previously
studied words & spelling patterns correctly in their final
writing products. Writing should take place regularly &
frequently to encourage children to become more comfortable
& familiar with it.

Throughout the early grades, time, materials, & resources
should be provided with 2 goals: (a) to support daily
independent reading of texts selected to be of particular
interest for the individual student, & beneath the
individual student's frustration level, in order to
consolidate the student's capacity for independent reading
and (b) to support daily assisted or supported reading &
rereading of texts that are slightly more difficult in

wording or in linguistic, rhetorical, or conceptual



structure in order to promote advances in the student's
capabilities.

*  Throughout the early grades, schools should promote
independent reading outside school by such means as daily
at-home reading assignments & expectations, summer reading
lists, encouraging parent involvement, and by working with
community groups, including public librarians, who share
this goal.

Promoting Literacy Development in Preschool & Kindergarten

It is clear from research that the process of learning to read is
a lengthy one that begins very early in life. Given the
inportance identified in the research literature of starting
school motivated to read & with the prerequisite language & early
literacy skills, the committee recommends that all children,
especially those at risk for reading difficulties, should have
access to early childhood environments that promote language &
literacy growth & that address a variety of skills that have been
identified as predictors of later reading achievement.

Preschools & other group care settings for young children often
provide relatively impoverished language & literacy environments,
in particular those available to families with limited economic
resources. As ever more young children are entering group care
settings pursuant to expectations that their mothers will join
the work force, it becomes critical that the preschool
opportunities available to lower-income families be designed in
ways that support language & literacy development.

Preschool programs, even those designed specifically as
interventions for children at risk of reading difficulties,
should be designed to provide optimal support for cognitive,
language, & social development, within this broad focus, however,
apple attention should be paid to skills that are known to
predict future reading achievement, especially those for which a
causal role has been demonstrated. Similarly, & for the same
reasons, kindergarten instruction should be designed to stimulate
verbal interaction, to enrich children's vocabularies, to
encourage talk about books, to provide practice with the sound
structure of words, to develop knowledge about print, including
the production & recognition of letters, and to generate
familiarity with the basic purposes & mechanisms of reading.

Children who will probably need additional support for early
language & literacy development should receive it as early as
possible. Pediatricians, social workers, speech-language
therapists, & other preschool practitioners should receive
research-based guidelines to assist them to be alert for signs
that children are having difficulties acquiring early language &
literacy skills. Parents, relatives, neighbors, & friends cam
also play a role in identifying children who need assistance.
Through adult education programs, public service media,
instructional videos provided by pediatricians, & other means,
parents can be informed about what skills & knowledge children
should be acquiring at young ages, and about what to do & where

to turn if there is concern that a child’s development may be
lagging behind in some respects.

Education & Professional Development for
All Involved in Literacy Instruction

The critical importance of the teacher in the prevention of
reading difficulties must be recognized, & efforts should be made
to provide all teachers with adequate knowledge about reading &



the knowledge & skill to teach reading or its developmental
precursors. It is inperative that teachers at all grade levels
understand the course of literacy development & the role of
instruction in optimizing literacy development.

Preschool teachers represent an important, & largely
underutilized, resource in promoting literacy by supporting rich
language & emergent literacy skills. Early childhood educators
should not try to replicate the formal reading instruction

provided in schools.

The preschool & primary school teacher's knowledge & experience,
as well as the support provided to the teacher, are central to
achieving the goal of primary prevention of reading difficulties.
Each of these may vary according to where the teacher is in his
or her professional development. A critical coirponent in the
preparation of pre-service teachers is supervised, relevant,
clinical experience providing ongoing guidance & feedback, so
they develop the ability to integrate & apply their knowledge in

practice.

Teachers need to be knowledgeable about the research foundations
of reading. Collaborative support by the teacher preparation
institution & the field placement is essential. A critical
coirponent for novice teachers is the support of mentors who have
demonstrated records of success in teaching reading.

Professional development should not be conceived as something
that ends with graduation from a teacher preparation program, nor
as something that happens primarily in graduate classrooms or
even during in-service activities. Rather, ongoing support from
colleagues & specialists, as well as regular opportunities for
self-examination & reflection, are critical conponents of the
career-long development of excellent teachers.

Teaching Reading to Speakers of Other Languages

Schools have the responsibility to accommodate the linguistic
needs of students with limited proficiency in English. Precisely
how to do this is difficult to prescribe, because students'
abilities &needs vary greatly, as do the capacities of different
communities to support their literacy development. The corrmittee
recommends the following guidelines for decision making:

* If language minority children arrive at school with no
proficiency in English but speaking a language for which
there are instructional guides, learning materials, &
locally available proficient teachers, then these children
should be taught how to read in their native language while
acquiring proficiency in spoken English, and then
subsequently taught to extend their skills to reading in
English.

If language minority children arrive at school with no
proficiency in English but speak a language for which the
above conditions cannot be met & for which there are
insufficient numbers of children to justify the development
of the local community to meet such conditions, the
instructional priority should be to develop the children's
proficiency in spoken English. Although print materials may
be used to develop understanding of English speech sounds,
vocabulary, & syntax, the postponement of formal reading
instruction is appropriate until an adequate level of
proficiency in spoken English has been achieved.



Ensuring Adequate Resources to Meet Children's Needs

To be effective, schools with large numbers of children at risk
for reading difficulties need rich resources—manageable class
size & student-teacher ratios, high-quality instructional
materials in sufficient quantity, good school libraries, &
pleasant physical environments. Achieving this may require extra
resources for schools that serve a disproportionate number of

high-risk children.

Even in schools in which a large percentage of the students are
not achieving at a satisfactory level, a well-designed classroom
reading program, delivered by an experienced & competent teacher,
may be successful in bringing most students to grade level or
above during the primary grades. However, achieving & sustaining
radical gains is often difficult when improvements are introduced
on a classroom by classroom basis. In a situation of school-wide
poor performance, school restructuring should be considered as a
vehicle for preventing reading difficulties. Ongoing
professional development for teachers is typically a coirponent of
successful school restructuring efforts.

Addressing the Needs of Children
With Persistent Reading D ifficulties

Even with excellent instruction in the early grades, some
children fail to make satisfactory progress in reading. Such
children will require supplementary services, ideally from a
reading specialist who provides individual or small-group
intensive instruction that is coordinated with high-quality
instruction from the classroom teacher. Children who are having
difficulty learning to read do not, as a rule, require
qualitatively different instruction from children who are
"getting ic.“ Instead, they more often need application of the
same principles by someone who can apply them expertly to
individual children who are having difficulty for one reason or

another.

Schools that lack or have abandoned reading specialist positions
need to reexamine their needs for specialists to ensure that
well-trained staff are available for intervention with children &
for ongoing support to classroom teachers. Reading specialists &
other specialist roles need to be defined so that two-way
communication is required between specialists & classroom
teachers about the needs of all children at risk of &
experiencing reading difficulties. Coordination is needed at the

instructional level so that intervention from specialists
coordinates with & supports classroom instruction. Schools that
have reading specialists as well as special educators need to
coordinate the roles of these specialists. Schools need to
ensure that all the specialists engaged in child study or
individualized educational program (IEP) meetings for special
education placement, early childhood intervention, out-of-
classroom interventions, or in-classroom support are well
informed about research in reading development & the prevention

of reading difficulties.

Although volunteer tutors can provide valuable practice &
motivational support for children learning to read, they should
not be expected either to provide primary reading instruction or
to instruct children with serious reading problems.

*kkkkkkkkk*k

Conclusion



Most reading difficulties can be prevented. There is much work
to be done, however, that requires the aggressive deployment of
the information currently available, which is distilled in this
report. In addition, many questions remain unanswered concerning
reading development, some of which we address in our
recommendations for research. While science continues to
discover more about how children leam to read & how teachers &
others can help them, the knowledge currently available can equip
our society to promote higher levels of literacy for large
numbers of American schoolchildren. The committee's hope is that
the recommendations contained in this report will provide
direction for the first inportant steps.

EDInfo
U.S. Department of Education
kirk_winters@ ed.gov
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Reading: State Policies re: Phonics/Whole Language

STATE POLICIES CONCERNING THE PHONICS/WHOLE LANGUAGE DILEMMA
ECS Information Clearinghouse
August 1997

Out of concern for students' perceived poor reading skills, lawmakers are examining the value of various
methodologies of teaching reading, among them the phonetics-based and the "whole language™
approaches. Phonics focuses on letter-sound relationships and the combination of different letter sounds. It
teaches children to dissect unfamiliar words into parts and then blend the isolated sounds together to make
a recognizable word. Whole language is based on the belief that children leam to read like they Icarn to
talk by absorbing and imitating the language around them. It emphasizes reading for meaning and using
literature rather than rules as a teaching tool.

Pros and Cons

The role of both phonics and whole language in reading instruction seems to cycle in and out of favor.
Better word pronunciation and word recognition are credited as strengths of phonics-based reading
programs. However, if children are taught with phonics alone, which intensely focuses on parts of words,
some seem to have a difficult time understanding the whole meaning of a text. Whole language, on the
other hand, incorporates and stresses the flow and rhythm of words and the meaning of a text. But some
children who are taught with only a whole language method struggle with sounding out words. This is
mostly because they do not grasp the concept of combining letter sounds to form words.

California adopted the whole-language approach for its statewide curriculum in 1987, then saw its reading
assessment scores fall to tie with the lowest in the nation in 1994. Since then, state policymakers around
the country have begun to reassess the comparative merits of the opposing methodologies. Consequently,
some are supporting legislation to require phonics as a component of reading instruction, especially at the

K-3 level.
So what is the best approach?

According tr>research, the best approach to teaching reading is a mixture -- a balance —of both methods.
Although the policies below reflect a push for phonics, keep in mind that a combination of phonics and
whole language is important. Not all children learn in the same way, and good teachers successfully are
able to use whatever balance works the best with each individual. The following, however, reflects actions
to ensure the phonetic method docs remain in the mix.

The following reflect state approaches regarding the use of phonics in thc instruction of primary-level
reading:

1 REQUIRE TEACHING OF ELEMENTARY READING BY PHONICS METHOD:

Alabama, California (grades |-8), Delaware (for children reading, or at risk of reading, below grade level)
Louisiana (for children with dyslexia or related disorders, as well as non-challenged children), New
Mexico (grades land 2), North Carolina, Ohio, and Oklahoma (in supplemental lessons for children
reading below grade level)

Sample language, Alabama 16-6B-2(f): "The State Board of Education, on the recommendation of thc
State Superintendent of Education, shall prescribe the minimum contents of courses of study for all public

3/27/98 10:52 AM
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elementary and high schools in the state. In every elementary school there shall be taught at least reading
including phonics, spelling, handwriting, arithmetic..."

CONSIDERING SUCH REQUIREMENT: (as of 8-97, all legislative bills had been referred to committee)
Alaska, New York, South Carolina

2. REQUIRE TEACHERS' CREDENTIALS TO INCLUDE STUDY OF PHONICS INSTRUCTION:
California, Mississippi, Ohio, Wisconsin

Sample language, California Education Code, 44259: "(b) The minimum requirements for the preliminary
multiple or single subject teaching credential, are all of the following:...(4) Study of alternative methods of
developing English skills, including the study of reading...among all pupils...The study of reading shall
meet the following requirements: (A)(i): The study of organized, systematic, explicit skills including
phonemic awareness, direct, systematic, explicit phonics, and decoding skills."

3. PROVIDE FUNDS FOR TRAINING IN PHONICS INSTRUCTION:

California (For teacher inservice; for the county office of education "to design a reading leadership
program and develop materials that focus on systematically explicit phonics instruction™ and other
reading-related skills and disciplines; and for "reading leadership training programs™ through the county
office of education as well as school districts), Idaho, and Ohio ("state board shall provide in-service
training programs for teachers™)

Sample language, California Education Code 44757(b): "That funds received pursuant to this chapter shall
be expended for inscrvice training programs in reading instruction that address systematically explicit
phonics instruction, phonemic awareness, sound-symbol relationship, decoding...”

4. AUTHORIZE DISTRICTS TO APPLY TO STATE BOARD FOR FUNDING OF PURCHASE OF
PHONICS-INCLUSIVE CORE READING PROGRAM MATERIALS:
California

Sample language, California Education Code 60352: "A school district may apply to the state board for
funding for the purchase of a complete set of core reading program instructional materials pursuant to this
article...(3) The instructional materials include, but are not necessarily limited to, phonemic awareness,
systematic explicit phonics, and spelling patterns, accompanied by reading material that provides practice
in the lesson being taught.”

5. DESIGNATE FUNDING FOR SUPPLEMENTAL LESSONS STRESSING PHONICS FOR BELOW
GRADE-LEVEL K-3 READERS:
Delaware

6. SET READING INSTRUCTION IN PHONICS OR WHOLE LANGUAGE AS DISTRICT
OBJECTIVE RESULTING IN ADDITIONAL SALARY:
lowa

Sample language, lowa Code 294A.14: "For school districts, a performance-based pay plan may provide
for additional salary for individual teachers, for teachers assigned to a specific discipline, or for all teachers
assigned to an attendance center...the objectives may include, but are not limited to...accelerating the
achievement growth of students enrolled in that attendance center through the use of learning techniques
that may include, but are not limited to, reading instruction in phonics or whole language techniques."

327195 10:52AM
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7. CONDUCT A STUDY OF EFFECTIVE PRIMARY AND ELEMENTARY SCHOOL READING
INSTRUCTION. INCLUDING PHONICS: Ohio

Sample language, 1995 Ohio HB 117: "A portion of the foregoing appropriation...shall be used by the
Department of Education to conduct a study of effective primary and elementary reading instruction,
including intensive, systematic phonics instruction...The study shall address at a minimum the following
research questions: (2) In preparing teachers to teach reading, do Ohio colleges of education include how
to teach phonics effectively?...(4) What part does phonics play in teaching children to read in schools that
are effective in teaching reading to children with a variety of learning styles? (5) What is the impact of
intensive, systematic phonics instruction on student achievement in reading and language arts?"

8. CONSIDERING REQUIRING TEACHER INSTRUCTION IN PHONICS TEACHING AND
INSERVICE ON PHONICS INSTRUCTION: South Carolina

Note: We would like to identify states that are encouraging/mandating a combination of approaches.
Please fax any state-level policies to ECS Information Clearinghouse, 303-296-8332
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1.

The teaching of phonics is an important
aspect of beginning reading instruction.

This assertion represents a longstanding and widely shared view within the
leading education community. The following statements from leaders in the
Held reveal the strength and history of this understanding.

"When tredhild hes reeched te naturity level d which liecan make tre best use
offornal irstructian in phonics, certainly no lime should v ket in laundhingan ex:
tersive and carefully organized program to pronote thewide and independent use
of phonics in attadking new words, regardiess of tregrack orthe tine in the school
yearwhen thisocoours.”
Nila JJanton Smith
IRA Founding Member

"Phonics irstruction serves one purpose: 1o help reeckers figure aut as quickly as
possible tre pronunciation of unknown words.™
Dolores Durkin

Reading I lall of Fame Member

"Perhgps the most widely respected value of letter-soud irstiuction is tret it
provides students with a means of deciphering written words tret are visLally
ufamiliar”
Marilyn Jager Adams
Author, Ik'i'iuniH't’ to Head:
Ibiu I'iiiM and f.O(irni)if> About Print

"Phonics isa tool needed by dl reeckrs and writers of alprebetically written lan
queges such as Bglish W hile 1 am ot a proponent: of isollated drill, overreliae
on workshests, or rote menorization ol phonic rules i sugport tre leaching of
phonics tret children actLally need and use to identify words quickdy and accu
raiely. These strategies need 1o Iv taught systenatically inwel lplaned lessos!”
Richard T. Vaeea
IRA President, 1996-1997

"fatly, systematic, eqlidt phonics irstruction isan essmtial art, Intonly art, of
ahbalanoad, comprehensive reeding program Phonics and otrerwordidentification
sdllsare tools trat dhilldren need to reed far information, farenjoyment, and farde-
\elgping irsigts 'The intersity and formof phonics irstructionmust v adjusted to
treindividlal needs of dhildren by a well-prepared teeder”
John J Pikulskt
IRA President, 1997-1998

We do not wish to suggest through these quotations that there is perfect harmony
within the field regarding how phonics should Iv taught in a total reading pro-
gram, rather that there is nearly’ unanimous regard for its importance.

A

.Professional Stance Toward Phonics . :

«-The liilernaljonal Read I’ig"A.ssrvlafktivsujiptiiis: . <

A.

..>*:

o «o_research into effective phopics iiTstriiclirin ancljiinv thi.s I'ttstrudip'ri 3
.siiphdjts-the developmento f fcaditig and writing abilities;
teacher. iTlyicajiivn'iniji.atiyeS' at. the prcserviccapd. in-service levels e
= tltahenatui'age broacler tise (iflvst pracfice.s innhe:te;ichii)g <f
plionics; . ; ‘ > Qil
* -+ parent education.that is infc)f.ni;ilkve. regar.di.hg.ihclplace ol phon-T
ics within the j6J:il.yie\>f o f reading dcyelnpme.ni and wliaf parents-. .
. can do lo he supportive; e
o. curriculum development that-hcJpsairticulaiOjlK.*s|vcil'ic goals
. odphonic™ iij.stri'iciiun eviihintheconlcxi Of a total reading--program. »
as'\velT;is MiggesliVijiis'lor I()C)lsuiiul .strategies lor effective teachijngv = ,
°al"ld, «
r.,; < authors; and other artists who create thefkilul of engaging litera- : .>
hue (hat provides the rich linguisticcontext. Ibi' cTlectiVe reading!
ins'in.iciion. Qo' ... /'h ,-r.v Tv o = .i

The hitefuaUtma'Mleadiiig Association/is Concerned, with: = P
m .? thivexaggerated claims jouncl itvthe press and other media regard- -;
J iniftliLviwaileiitiOiytv) phonies in beginning reading instruction.
the gi<)Wtb’in the n'umlvr of curricular and legislative mandates , -
that require teachers to*blindly follow highly ptvscripiive plans lor, -
phonics;instriict{nn’; [T o5y
.. 7 * Lhc distortions in the profession;d'literature Sltrrdundiiig.ihe place "
" of phonics instruction itfii well-rounded, eompreftenslve reading T

VeT :i: piognut); « 1 .'.; L v- V' Rt

i

* the piftihg of pfgnics.'againsi literature, as if the two are' incbippat-  ;
- ible orat (Jtkls witli cMch oilier: and.. Ve i
- the inacclirak'c laims fn tlie public media regarding die failure
«tyies'of studentss'n leaniihg to'read that aye attributed to the lack ol
phamEs Hidirelidt
TejtChers rt/cbeitig sttcces™ul in helpijig chiidren learii tO.read, lively US study
0L reading achievement conducted-over'the past two'decades has'ivpgrted in-:
crea<ing numbc'rs ol"primary:grade sltidents tierformine siiccesslullv. A recent
ihtcuiat.ional comparison study (Binkley & Williams. 1996) has shown that in Jh
area of reading, ptimaiy-aged students l[jom the. United States outperformed stij-
delits IVom all other countries'luit 'one. Itecognition for the tremendous advance
; that have heen made by*(etchers itT-tlie leaching of reading is IOng owrdue. We
applaud tdachers jor the great sf.ritles they have madc in impiov ing the quality
‘o f reacljng instruction for'ali stCi'clciits.

. We are not satislied vyillf the achievemehr levels rellecfed in the national assess-

" i.nenis or the iniewiariiinal comparison*; Wt will not he satislied until w.e can

. tj.aihi success for all Children. W'ejiave a long.vvav to.go and-there'is much to
learn. Ilovvl'yej. v.Naeiierated clainis ol the* lailijrg of students in luanvinu to read
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Classroom teachers in the primary grades
do value and do teach phonics as part of
their reading program s.

A recent national study (Baumann, Hoffman, Moon, Ik Dulfy, 19%) of reading
instruction in American public schools found that 9H% of primary-grade teachers
regard phonics instruction as a very important pan of their reading program.
Further, the study found that primary-grade teachers engage their students in
phonics lessons on a regular basis as part of instruction in reading and writing.

Although there are many different types of or approaches to phonics instruction
(e.g., intensive, explicit, synthetic, analytic, embedded), all phonics instruction fo-
cuses the learner's attention on the relationships between sounds and symbols as
an important strategy for word recognition. Teaching phonics, like all teaching, in-
volves making decisions about what is best for children, gather than engage in de-
bates about whether phonics should or should not be taught, effective teachers of
reading and writing ask when, how, how much, and under what circumstances
phonics should be taught. Programs that constrain teachers Irom using their pro-
fessional judgment in making instructional decisions about what is best in phonics
instruction for students simply get in the way of good leaching practices.

Phonics instruction, to be effective in pro-
noting independence in reading,
deembedded in the contextofa tatal reading/

anguage arts program

must

Reading is the complex process of understanding written texts. Children learn to
read by using many sources of information such as their experiences, illustrations
and print on the page, and knowledge of language— including their knowledge of
sound-symbol correspondences. When teachers share interesting and informative
books, nursery rhymes, songs, and poems with predictable language patterns,
children develop and refine their use of these various information sources.
Children become aware of and understand how print on a page relates to mean-
ing. When children engage with texts themselves, as readers or writers, they begin
to orchestrate this knowledge of how written language works to achieve success.
It is within these kinds of contexts of language use that direct instruction in phon-
ics takes on meaning Ibr the learner When phonics instruction is linked to chil-
dren's genuine efforts to read and write, they are motivated to learn. When phon-
ics instruction is linked to children's reading and writing, they are more likely to
become strategic and independent in their use of phonics than when phonics in-
struction is drilled anil practiced in isolation. Phonics knowledge is critical but not
sufficient to support growing independence in rending.

. Reading Conference. Charle.s|(>n..S(l:w 0'\s
> " n

hearn. virtnyevtiTi yxaggeutieu taainis' oi ilte la.nuie or smueius maeamnig iw.y-.iir
:serve .only-to di\gr|.onr aiienlidjV,. energies, :amj resources fioni 'tfte. inijvtitant-'is-
sues..\ve,.n5S»'sV lace. Explanations that fociis .oii‘ simjile'.st Aiiiioii»cJidv 1k FHH
k s jii.Sj;fiicifloh.uic>iiiis>giricrc-cl'l lie- prhbkan.vwe lace are complex'and.re(.|uii:e
inquiringhtinds.vV. = ": ' o - v . e \ -
Tow aid this end. die Internatlonal 'Reading /ys.scrciatifiivxvill coniinue.ai.pronioie
research ttncl picN"ssTrimil clciwqlespi.noddil i]Vifi\dtfijrs' VBttgied I'ai literdi'yv' Thrpiighajur
research.,w;e will.conliihiVTb study, iiigre elfefctiyiS; ways.‘'of teac)tjn'gus,iKj.inft,- iiv-
eluding phonics'instruction. -fp itc-hieu; otrf chmmohgo'nrOf lijer;;cy".lbr all:

ithim Ifni/it "> '

oo . 4
ion. ,E. & Puffy, A (f9%’\December) V/Je/nx//A’I
ai the Anoiiali\levtiii® <»f-iliy. NTiiitzi;it
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'|' he best approaches for how to teach children
to read and write have been debated through-
outmuch of the 20th century. Today, the role

of phonics in reading and writing has become as

m uch a political issue as it has an educational one.

Teachers and schools have become the focus of

unprecedented public scrutiny as the controversy

over phonics is played out in the media, state
legislatures, school districts, and the home. In
response to the m any requests that have been
received, the International Reading A ssociation offers
the follow ing position statem ent regarding the role

of phonics in a total reading program

W e begin w ith three assertions regarding phonics
and the teaching of reading. W e conclude w ith an
expression of concerns for the current state of

affairs and a call for professionalism



TABLE 41

The Best Opportunities to Teach Phonics

Teachers he/p children to notice general phonics principles during the following authentic
literacy evepts: v "

= As children read and write memorized forms of words
their own names
their friends’ names
important words such as “Mom," “Dad," "love,” etc.
= As children match oral language to print
during dictation
in memorized reading of books, charts and functional print
as they read along with a tape-recorded story
= As children write with invented spelling
trying out their theories about phonics
constantly revising theories as a result of reading experiences

Teachers and other adults tell children useful phonics principles during the folloning

authentic literacy events (limiting information to what a youngster appears ready to
understand):

= As children dictate ideas and the teacher transcribes them
= As children work at writing independently

= During Shared Reading activities

= As children work at reading independently

= As children observe the teacher writing for adult purposes

Fields, M.V. & Spangler, K.L. (1995) Let’s Begin Reading Right. Columbus, Ohio: Merrill Publishers.



FIGURE 4-4
Integrating Literacy Clues

SEMANTIC CLUES SYNTAX CLUES :
« Does it make sense? * Does it sound rllqht?
« Context of sentence * Normal En?llsh anguage
* Pictures sentence structure
* General meaning
of story
COMPREHENSION

GRAPHOPHONEMIC CLUES

*'Does it look"right?

* L etter shape

* Phonics-tetter sound

« Sight words

PERSONAL SCHEMA

Fields, M.V. & Spangler, K.L. (1995) Let's Begin Reading Right. Columbus, Ohio:
Merrill Publishers.



4. When there are two vowels, 108 (done)
one of which is final €,
the first vowel is long
and the € is silent.

5. The r gives the preceding 484 (horn) 134 (wire)
vowel a sound that is
neither long nor short.

6. The first vowel is usually
long and the second silent
in the diagraphs ai, ea,

oa, and ui.
ai 43 (nail) 24 (said) 571
ea 101 (bead) 51 (head) 66
0a 34 (boat) 1 (cupboard) o
ui 1 (suit) 16 (build) 6

‘Cereralizations marked with an asterisk were found “useful”" according to the aiteria

t\ords in parertieses are exanples— etter of words that conform or of exoeptians, depending on ttreclum
Source: Clymer, T. "The Utility of Phonic Gereralizations in the Primary Grades."” The Reading Teacher
16 (January 1963): 252-58.

ngre 54 The utility of forty-five phonics generalizations



Generalizations

7.

* 8

*10.

14.

*16.

17.

In the phonogram ie,
the / is silent and the
e has a long sound.

Words having double e
usually have the long e
sound.

When words end with silent
e, the preceding a or
I is long.

In ay the y is silent
and gives a its long sound.

When the letter i is
followed by the letters
gh, the / usually

stands for its long sound
and the gh is silent.

When a follows w in a
word, it usually has the
sound a as in urn.

When e is followed by w,
the vowel sound is the same
as represented by 00.

The two letters ow make
the long o sound.

W is sometimes a vowel
and follows the vowel
digraph rule.

When vy is the final letter
in a word, it usually has
a vowel sound.

When y is used as a vowel
in words, it sometimes has
the sound of long /.

The letter a has the same
sound (o) when followed
by I, nj and it

Hg.lre 54 Continued

Phonics and Phonics Rules

Number of Words Number of

Conforming

8 (field)

85 (seem)

164 (cake)

36 (play)

22 (high)

15 (watch)

9 (blew)

50 (own)

50 (crow)

169 (dry)

29 (fly)

6L (all)

Exceptions

39 (friend)

2 (been)

108 (have)

10 (always)

9 (neighbor)

32 (swam)

17 (sew)

35 (down)

75 (threw)

32 (tray)

170 (funny)

65 (canal)

193

Percent
Utility

17

60

78

32

59

40



Some Thoughts About Senate Bill 203
Susan Hanson, Coordinator
Alaska State Literacy Association
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The Three Cueing Systems

Meaning Cues Structure
Did.iLmake sense? Rid it sound right?
semantic CUES Syntactic LUES. _
- Context - An acceptable English
- Pictures language construction
- Previous text
- General meaning of
story
Visual

Pid-iLiflQk right?



Factors W hich Account
for
Reading Success and Failure

* Use a range of strategies
* Attention Is focused on meaning
¥ Sug\%)rt meaning focus with letter—to-sound

Poor Readers

* Have few resources to fall back on
* Rely on memory
* Pay no attention to print cetails

* Wh
r eade%aé%gw\%% gﬁcwanues between what was

* Pay little attention to lack of meaning

Marie Clay, p.7 and 12, 1985.
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NRG Panel
(o)

Scholars Suggest

Multiple Approaches
KatheeiKemedy Ve
By KathleenKennedy
L etthe wars be over.Thatis one ofth«
central appeals the authors make in a
long-awaited repeat on reading released in
Washington last vreek.

Arguing that the complex process of
learning to read cannot be tackled with
single-minded methods ofinstruction, the
report attempts to neutralize the phonics
vs. whole Language debate with a hill range
ofrecommendations for teaching rending to
children from birth through (he 3rd grade.

Instead, says the reportsponsored by the
National Research Council, thc task munt
encompass ah integration ofthc three tech-
niques that develop phonemic awareness,
reading fluency, and comprehension
throughoutearly childhood. *

“Because reading is such a complex and
multifaceted activity, no single method is
tho answer,* Catherine Snow, the chair-

woman oflhe 17-member ponel of ucholars
lhat wroto Iho report, eoid Inal week. “It in

\0
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Panel Urges End to Readmg \Wars,

Continuedfrom Page 1"

time for educators, parents, and
everyone else concerned vrith chil-
dren’s education to make sure
that children have all the experi-
ences that research has shown to
supportloading development*

The,problems many children
encounterin learning boread—40
percent of tha nation'a 4th
graders failed to reach the “basic*
level on thc 1994 National As-
sessment of Educational Progress
in reading—could be prevented
vrith excellent instruction and oh
early exposure to language skills
and rich literature, says the re-
port, “Preventing Reading D iffi-
culties in Young Children.

Thc NEC, the research arm of
the Washington-based National
Academy of Sciences, took on the

task at the behest ofthe U.S.de-.

parlments of Education and
Health and Human Services.

The panel, which studied s wide
range of reading research over
the pasttwo years, called for an
end to the reading wars that have
divided educators, researchers,
and lawmakers with opposiug
views orhow children should be
taughtto read. - .

Despite the highly charged de-
bate that has swirled around the
issue for decades, the release of
the 390-page report drew gener-
ally positive reactions from a va-
riety ofexperts in the field.

“| was prepared to bo once again

BLOCK
SCHEDULING

TEACHING IN THE BLOCK:

terrified by an inadequate, incom-
plete piece of misinformation,"”
said Jim Hoffman, a professor of
language and literacy studies at
the University ofTexas at Austin,
referring to reports in recent
years that prescribe one method
orinstruction over another. But
Mr. Hodman, who is a board
member of the International
Heading Association, a profes-
sional group ofreading teachers
based in Newark, Del., said ho
was pleasantly surprised by the
in-depth review of the research
that the panel conducted. "1 think
the recommendations are sound
for research, teacher education,
and the classroom." ’

Integrated Instruction

The report recommends that
children learn to read through ex-
plicit phonics instruction and by
sounding out unfamiliar words,
butit also urges daily exposure to
literature and attention to com-
prehension.

“Although context and pictures
con be used as a tool to monitor
word recognition, children should
notbe taught to use them to sub-
stitute for information provided
by the letters in the word,"the re-
port says.

So-called invented spelling,
which bos often been the subject of
ridicule by advocates o f skill-nnd-
drill techniques, also received the
panel’sendorsement By this prac-
tice, children base the spellingofa
word on the way it sounds.

. Just as many slates and dis-
tricts turn toward ski]ls-based in -
structional approaches in an effort
to improve lagging reading scores,
the report suggests such single-
focus measures mny be ineffective.
Califomin lawmakers, for exnnv

-\/

Acrosbhthe Nation

Use of Many Approaches

HlghO valtty Teaching: One Clssaroom
InMs. Levina's Isl grads leading class, each student has a basket'ol books
chosen omﬁtc t\gm her ability. The Hfletm board? offerch||1dren org alhlif
stralegle Tho children's journals are full ol wriling.The class ason hildren, nine
ol wham hovellmlted En lish ability and 12.o( whom are ljving In ove
For VA hours, the children move al nugbe tond energjzedpace Iro onemterestmgondVaIuabIe
activity to another, Eve lime the children start gelling restross, It seems to be limetom vetoanewactlwﬁlllre
childrén are readmgl e[%ondently, reading in pairs (shoulder to shoulder), reeding Ingroups ol four, spelling, and

%npea e(\%ﬂltd1 nw%rkmdlwduallgorlnng }55 bythemsglves Ms. levino teaches other children individuall Sny(r

révrﬂ‘%' Yithoi rgnIWR%”] “iden ool e gﬁd%rl eaaSJ‘o?dEhﬁQ'x%Ss'ﬁsesPSoos%N%%ooié’“@ 'Qrvsvﬁf b,

out the content al those books. They review vifoal helpe

one lictlon and one ponliction, and talks |ththema
them In understanding the book.
S
WordWall and MaWngWords
Inanother. 15t grado teacher’s class, the daily fvro hour language ails period I organized Into lour disginct will-
hour Instructlonaﬁb?ocksdevoted 0 process wry tmg fnslrtK'io Jbgsaf a%lng Instrucqlon Independent, freeclwice

readln ol kade pooks; and word-stud ?/ms ue
ra-study Uack Is the central ocuso thedlscussmn Itconsists ol two primary activities, wordwall?nd

makmgwords The word wall seryes as a oun Etmn o \Epttmg Instruction and pmctfrcye usmg vewordsse ecte

eﬁﬁgr\%eera!:rlglg]oarea%sﬁ I |F55?°t%e°£1' AR R R

wee nd asu hset | 8[act|ce a|Y
%m g woras 1S pad ol the mstruction in phonemic awareness, tetter-sound rotationshl dpe and spellmg Patterns
For this activity, each child Iras a set ot 26, (otter cards, with corresponding uppercase and | ercase letters printed

on either skto 1v0we|s [nred, consonants in Uack} The toscher displays one or hvo vowels and three ot mare

consonants lo the whate doss. Alter the childrenTocate the same totters from thelr own collections, the teacher calls

lloren to make. A hvo-Intterword s presented Tirol, wihsucceeding words using more tetters; 12
r

outa word fortho chil
ds%% [r)gyt?rq dis:we:]rtps;gtg}anwngrrda—ngﬁg ﬂid%)gtmteés gus%mallthes lected Iener rite

ﬁaﬁ |t|ona| \W’

|

teacher (?oeg not | entl is won ren raencourae 1Scover a on theirown. Su seguen the
teacher and th children krgeri,or éxplore the newwor 5, S0 mg y various spelling or phonetic féatures, stich as
Wor famnf(es rhymes, and common verve! and consoPantc? mbinations.

The mDkinp-vior actwﬂwsan engaging medium orex cit InstructlonanouI epoclttc Eellmg -sound
correspondences and lhe a rphabetlc rm iple Ingenf k? Ilaso rowﬂes opp?rtumtlestor elf assessment%nd
corrconsaseachnewwo hSdIS| ed and the chlkirfinc ? aretelrsell constructl wehthatol t
teacher. Il supports children who are struggling to recognize lotiers automatl ca th enum eroftetters
encountered at once. Meanwhile, the physical manipulation o the letter cards accommoda esc |Idren who might
otherwise have d|ff|cul%s tamm th ir ttentlon Inwlvatc- Aoug instruction. Fmal lhe adlvtt% IS Inh erent};
moflvaSonal, because ren ul It evesotachlevementc nexperience both su cess and instmcliona) challenge
as flie lessonc prooend Irom simple lo morocomplex.
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U.uglit to reed.

Despite (lie highly charged de-
bate (hat has swirled around tho
issue for decades, the release of
tho 390-page report drew gener-
ally positive reactions from a va-
riety of experts io the field. o

*1 was prcpnred to be once again
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by the letters in the word," (ho re-
port soys.

So-called invented spoiling,
which haa often been (he Bulycctof
ridicule by advocates ofakill-and-
drill techniques, also received the
panel's endorsement. Dy this prac-
lice, childron base thc spelling ofa
word on the way it sounds.

. Juut aS many BLates and dis-
tricts turn toward skills-baaed in-
structional approaches in an effort
to iraprovo lagging reading scores,
the report suggests such single-
focus measures may be Ineffective.

California lawmakers, for oxam-
ple, hove channeled millions of
dollars into professional-dovclop-
ment progroms and textbooks
that emphasize phonics in an at-
tempt to counteract the state's
decade-long emphasis on whole
language. Though there are other
olemonts to bath, phonics essen-
tially means thc sounding outof

%tters nnd words, and wholo lan-

uage focuses on comprehension

eofthe written word; «

"Tf phonics means forgetting

'about the factthatthe teaching is

about reading, of course that is
not prudent,"Ms. Snow said in an
interview. “Thoro are throe as-
pects ofexcellent reading instruc-
tion that need lo be-notjust pre-
sentbutintegrated"

Such instruction, however, can
only bo provided by teachers who
are adequately prepared and
wcll-verscd in how cluldrcn learn
(oread, the reportsaya. It calla for
arostructuring of teacher educa-
tion programs, monoy for smaller
class sizes, and bigh-quality in-
structional materials.

Marion Joseph, a member of the
California state school board who
has pushed for a greater empha-
sis on phonics Instruction, said
tho panel’s findings support the
state's recent efforts.

"This is exactly according to our
standards and Dio California ap-
proach,” Ms, Joseph said. "We are
very clear about the importance

on either side gvowels [nrod, consonants in Hath}
he whole class. After he children

consonants o

out Jd lor [he ch [drento 05 -

a |t|ona wor saros efic
he highlight ol thls aall Xroutlne
Ioacher oes not jentity thi

word families, rtiymee, an
Tho maklo

<

encounter%av once. Moamwhifo, ih

1 otherwise
as |

M\er(nﬂ (

¢ lessons proceed Irom simple

ofskills, very clear about the im-
portance of literature.”

Eurly-Childhood Focus

To make early literacy efforts
count, the panel suggests a greater
emphasis on Involving parents
and improving the skills ofchild-
care providers who work with chil-
dren during tire critical preschool
years. "Primary prevention of
reading difficulties during the
preschool years involves ensuring
that families and gruup-care set-
tings' for young children offer the
exporiances and support that
make these language and literacy
sccompliatimenta possible,” tho
report says.

U.S. Secretary of Education
Richard W. Riley praised the re-
port for its omphasio on children’s
early literary experiences. «

"ITiis report confirms (lint lo lay
the foundation for reading success-
fully, families, caregivers, and
early-chddhood educators can help
our youngest children develop
strong language skills by talking
to them, singing nursery rbymco,
and reading to them beginning at
birth," ho said in astatement

Rep. Bill Goodling, R-Pa., said
the report supports the basiB of
thc Reading Excellence Act, his

rdsactlw |sanen
corresponde ce and the phabetlc
correction, as each hew word Isdispl a}/
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e physical manipulation ol the latter cards a
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proposal to focus $210 million on
professional development for
teachers as a way to improve chil-
dren’s reading achievement. The
bill, which was passed by the
House and is under consideration
in the Sonate, is the Republican
response to President Clinton's
America Reads initiative, which
calls for aa army of volunteers to
help children leam lo read.

"The National Research Coun-
cil’'s new report on reading con-
firms (hat quality teaching from
trained professionals—not un-
trained volunteers or tutors—is
the single best defense against
reading failure," Mr. Goodling, the
chairman ofthe House Education
and the Workforce Committee,
ssdd in a statement.

Bilingual Support

In a victory for bilingual educa-
tion advocates, the panel recom-
mends that young children bo
taughtin their primary language
if appropriate texts are available.

Despite the agreement tho ro-
port has garnered among a num-
ber of exports in the field, It drew
criticism from some who felt it
emphasizes basic skills too much.

Although tho report “reprcsente
an effort to achieve some kind of

sword techll ren re encouraged to discqver It on [helr own. Subsequently,
teacher and thochlldren t(?%etheroxptorethe new words, sorting by various spelling or phonetic features, such as
ommon vowel end consonant combln tions. )
aﬁ]ln medium tor e ]faICIt Instryction about SPeCIfIC

IS0 proviges opportun
ed and tha children comparo Ihelrspellln constructionwith that ol tha \
T %;Ilng {0 recognlza Ietters automa calle/
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evelsol achnivement can experience both success and Ihstru

The loachor digplays gno ortwovowelfond throg or more
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(fs% éi rshvglh ucceeding words using more letters; 12
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consensus among divergent views
on tho committee ” said Gerald S.
Coles, an educational psychologist
irom Ithaca, N.Y., Ifread carefully
"it's clear that what'e actually rco-
omruonded closely follows the
slepwiso model of people arguing
for an emphasis first on skills.”

But as the report begins to cir-
culate among scholars and educa-
tors, Mr. Coles view does not ap-
pear to be the dominant one.

"The fact that this report lists
alongside of phonemic awareness
the need for a focus on meaning
and on fluency with a wide range
of texts is a great step forward,"
said Beis Allwergsr, an associate
professor of elementary education
alTowson State University out-
side Baltimore and e member of
the commission on reading for the
National Council of Teachers of
English, an Urbana, Ill.-baeed pro-
fessional association.

Others agree that tho NRO re-
port could have a positive effect
on tlia field. "It Is o well-con-
structed report that deserves
careful attention,” said Alan B.
FarsLrup, Die International Read-
ing Association’s executive direc-
tor. "Yet, it etill places before us
difficult questions that os a pro-
fession we have to address."
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