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Abstract

Educators have long debated the best ways to implement early literacy instruction. Research has led to the formation of two distinct approaches, which combine theory and practice.  Whole language and traditional phonics have become the base for which early literacy instruction is formulated. Conflicting beliefs regarding each approach has created a divide among literacy pioneers as to which approach is the most comprehensive and effective for students. The following paper explores the whole language and traditional phonics approach as it relates to the delivery of early literacy instruction. The paper first defines and identifies the theories and beliefs underpinning each approach through principles of learners and learning. Based on the theories and beliefs from each side, the paper then discusses what a whole language and traditional phonics curriculum looks like in an early reading classroom. Specifically, the paper focuses on curriculum and teaching strategies that capitalize on the theories of each approach, the physical environment and materials utilized, and the types of assessment that best evaluate student growth and performance in each reading program. Through careful analysis of learning gains and losses that may result by strictly following only one approach, the paper reveals the need for a balanced approach to early literacy instruction. The paper cumulates with implications regarding implementation and the conclusion that a balanced program may be the most effective method of instruction. The conclusion also addresses issues in determining what exactly constitutes a ‘balanced’ early literacy program.

Introduction


What is the most effective approach to fostering literacy development? This is a question that educators and professionals struggle to answer every day. In the field of reading education, there is a great debate over the traditional phonics approach and the whole language approach in an early reading classroom. Both traditional ‘phonics first’ programs and whole language programs have been praised as well as critiqued. Proponents on either side of the debate have developed these approaches based on their own theories and research of teaching and learning development. Based on these beliefs, whole language and traditional phonics proponents have defined what an early reading curriculum should look like, what the learning environment should consist of, and what types of assessment should be incorporated into their programs. Teachers may find it difficult to side with only one approach, as there are aspects of both approaches that have important teaching and learning implications supported by research and well-founded rationales. 


To best foster early literacy development, educators in early reading classrooms must become familiar with the different approaches to early reading instruction. Educators should be familiar with the literature and research that identifies what effective early literacy instruction looks like in a classroom application. Once educators are more knowledgeable about which approaches and strategies can best foster learning gains, they can plan and revise their curriculum as needed and provide appropriate support to meet all of their students’ needs. Learning about the whole language and traditional phonics perspectives by reviewing the theories, the curriculums, the learning environments, and the assessments utilized in each type of classroom will raise teaching and learning implications for educators seeking to answer the question of how to best foster early literacy development.

Learners and Learning Principles

The Whole Language Perspective


Ken Goodman (1986), one of the key proponents of the whole language approach, writes that learning language is a process of personal and social invention. He argues that individuals invent their own language from surrounding public language and constantly test, modify, abandon, or perfect these inventions. Parents and siblings do not really teach language, but rather they help shape its development by the way they respond (Goodman, 1986, p. 18). The early language learning that occurs in young children’s home involves risk-taking, as “families tend to cherish first attempts at language and therefore diminish the risk to learners. They are free to fail and try again” (Goodman, 1986, p. 18). Schools, in turn, should be equally encouraging of risk-taking in language and literacy development. 


Goodman (1986) also points out that form follows function in language development. He writes, “children know what they want to do with language, and that stimulates their drive to control the form of language so that it meets their needs. It’s worth repeating: language is easy to learn if it meets a functional need the child feels” (Goodman, 1986, p. 18). Children are able to speak comprehensibly before they control many of sounds of adult dialect and can produce sentences long before they have control over the rules of sentence structure and creation. If children had to wait to control their speaking and writing, they would never talk or write, and ultimately might never discover why these forms of communication are important. Language use starts with a function and then involves experimentation with the language forms necessary to fulfill that function (Goodman, 1986). Of course, children may make errors in the forms as they develop, but early childhood educators should embrace these errors. Such is the case in whole language programs, which accept the reality of learning through error and risk-taking. As Goodman (1986) puts it, “scribbling, reversed letters, invented spellings, creative punctuation, and reading and writing miscues are charming indications of growth toward control of the language processes” (p. 19). If children are able to sort out language in authentic ways, then they will not have difficulty in learning to control the language forms they need.


Language is learned from whole to part, as Goodman writes: “we first use whole utterances in familiar situations. Then later we see and develop parts, and begin to experiment with their relationship to each other and to the meaning of the whole. The whole is always more than the sum of the parts and the value of any part can only be learned within the whole utterance in a real speech event” (Goodman, 1986, p. 19). From a whole language standpoint, there is no sequence of skills in language development and teaching children about language will not facilitate their use of language (Goodman, 1986, p. 26). Thus, to make learning easier for students, educators must teach students from whole to part.


Another belief underpinning the whole language approach is that language development is empowering. The learner owns the process and makes his or her own decisions about when and why to use it. Learning literacy can also be empowering if the learner is in control of what is done with it (Goodman, 1986, p. 26). Whole language theorists contend that learning occurs through the active involvement of students in generating and testing hypotheses, seeing relationships and patterns, and making connections (Church, 1996). This student-centered approach empowers learners to experiment and inquire into questions that interest them, which makes learning more personal and meaningful (Church, 1996). 

Stanovich (1994) writes that the whole language approach assumes “that self-discovery is the most efficacious mode of learning, that most learning can be characterized as ‘natural’ and that cognitive components should never be isolated/fractioned during the learning process” (p. 264). Many whole language theorists conclude that teaching literacy should be modeled on first-language acquisition, in which the focus is on meaning construction, not the abstract structural units that serve as the basis for mapping print onto spoken language (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008). According to this view, children will readily acquire reading skills if they are immersed in a print-rich environment in which the focus is on the meaning of print (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008). Furthermore, children can be taught what they need to know to learn how to read as the need arises through exposure to reading materials: in other words, children will learn to read by reading, with minimal attention being given to the development of phonemically based, word-level skills and strategies (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008). Although there are whole language theorists that hold somewhat different beliefs about what ‘whole language’ entails, these are among the key premises of the language learning philosophy.

The ‘Phonics First’ Perspective


The ‘phonics first’ perspective is founded on the belief that children need to first develop phonemic awareness, alphabetic knowledge, and decoding skills before learning to read connected text. Those who favor a strong early emphasis on phonics instruction view decoding as the primary means to be used in helping children and struggling readers become literate individuals (Savage, 2001). Proponents of ‘phonics-first’ learning base their views on two factors: 1) the alphabetic nature of our writing system, in which spoken sounds are represented by written symbols, suggests the need for teaching this sound-symbol relationship explicitly and directly to young children, and 2) a substantial body of research evidence supports the effectiveness of phonics instruction in helping young readers achieve success in learning how to read (Savage, 2001, p. 8). 


Phonics advocates base their position on the alphabetic principle, as they believe that “an understanding that written symbols represent spoken sounds is absolutely necessary for the development of reading” (Savage, 2001, p. 8). Since sound-symbol relationships constitute the code of written English (Savage, 2001), it seems that knowledge about the alphabetic principle is crucial in learning to read and write. In order to decode print, readers attach the appropriate sound or sound sequence to the corresponding letter or letter sequence. Likewise, in order to encode written messages, readers select the appropriate letter sequence for the sounds of the words they want to represent. Savage (2001) writes that, “at the heart of this decoding/encoding process is phonics, a knowledge of the sounds and symbols that constitute the code of written English and the ability to use this knowledge for rapid and accurate reading and writing” (Savage, 2001, p. 9). 


There is also a substantial amount of research that supports a skills-based phonics approach in early literacy instruction. In Chall’s (1967) Learning to Read: The Great Debate, she concludes that an approach to beginning reading that emphasizes learning the relationships between letters and sounds produces better results than that which uses a look-say approach to instruction. She asserts that it is the early acquisition of the alphabetic principle that leads to a quicker acquisition of reading skills than an emphasis on responding to the meaning of texts. Learning to Read: The Great Debate was updated twice, first in 1983 with a synthesis of reading research from 1967 to 1983, and again in 1996 with a synthesis of research from 1983 to 1993 (Savage, 2001). The findings in both cases confirmed the original conclusion that “approaches to early reading instruction that emphasized decoding were more effective in helping children achieve in reading than those that did not provide this strong phonics emphasis” (Savage, 2001, p. 9). 

Marilyn Adams (1990), one of the lead proponents of phonics, proposes that reading is a bottom-up process. Adams’ reading model asserts that there are four processors in the reading system: the context processor; the meaning processor; the orthographic processor; and the phonological processor. Adams asserts that these parts of the reading system are not discrete and that one cannot proceed by completing each one in isolation and then fastening it to another. Instead, due attention must be made to the lower order processes before properly developing the higher-order processes. She also asserts that one cannot focus on the lower order processes without constantly clarifying and exercising their connections to the higher order processes. Following this assertion, instruction is heavily focused on the orthographic and phonological processors in the early stages of reading development.

Although Adams indicates that the mind works interactively and in parallel ways with as many cues and clues as it can recognize as relevant, she asserts that skillful reading depends critically upon the speed and completeness with which words can be indentified from their visual forms (Adams, 2004). Adams states that the orthographic processor alone receives information directly from the printed page. She writes that “the letters and words of text constitute the basic perceptual data of reading, and this is as it should be” (Adams, 2004, p. 1226). According to Adams’ model, the phonological processor and orthographic processor share connections that are equally important in supporting visual learning. That is, the phonological processor sends feedback to the orthographic processor to attend to letters that might otherwise be overlooked while still gluing the whole, ordered string of letters together (Adams, 2004, p. 1236). Following this learning assertion, Adams’ reading model calls for a heavy emphasis on phonics instruction. 

 Adams asserts that the phonological processor provides invaluable support to beginning readers. Adams also asserts that the phonological processor provides a back-up system for the orthographic processor and provides critical support for comprehension as it effectively increases the reader’s running memory for text (Adams, 2004, p. 1235). According to Adams model, when a word is both visually and orally familiar the meaning processor receives activation from both the phonological processor and the orthographic processor. As the response of the meaning processor is focused and strengthened, there becomes greater activation passed between the other processors and as this feedback becomes stronger, there is an increase in learning. Following this assertion, Adams would argue that children need to develop strong phonetic and orthographic skills before meaning and comprehension can be developed.

In Adams’ (1990) Beginning to Read, she synthesizes research and heavily emphasizes the importance of phonics. Adams makes the following conclusions about learning, which in turn have important teaching implications in a phonics-first program: 1) explicit, systematic phonics instruction is a singularly successful mode of teaching young or struggling readers to read; 2) knowledge of letters and phonemic awareness have been found to bear a direct and strong relationship to success and ease of reading acquisition; 3) activities requiring children to attend to the individual letters of words, their sequencing, and their phonological translations should be included in any early reading program; 4) sounding out words is a way of teaching students what they need to know to understand texts; and 5) phonics is of “inescapable importance to both skillful reading and its acquisition” (Adams, 1990, p. 117). 

Curriculum and Teaching Strategies
Whole Language Curriculum 
Whole language proponents assert that learning should be authentic, self-directed, personal, collaborative, and pluralistic. These characteristics are believed to focus learner attention and to motivate mastery.  Following a constructivist theory, students in whole language classrooms create meaning, learn by doing, and work collaboratively in mixed groups and on common projects (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). Richards and Rodgers (2001) write that “rather than transmitting knowledge to students, teachers collaborate with them to create knowledge and understanding in their mutual social context. Rather than seeking to ‘cover the curriculum’, learning focuses on the learners’ experience, needs, interests, and aspirations” (p. 110). 


Richards and Rodgers (2001) outline the following major principles underlying the design on whole language instruction:

· The use of authentic literature rather than artificial, specially prepared exercises and texts designed to practice individual reading skills

· A focus on real and natural events rather than on specially written stories that do not relate to the students’ experience

· The reading of real, interesting texts, particularly literature

· Reading for the sake of comprehension and for a real purpose

· Writing for a real audience and not simply to practice writing skills

· Writing as a process through which learners explore and discover meaning

· The use of student-produced texts rather than teacher-generated or other-generated texts

· Integration of writing, reading, and other skills

· Student-centered learning: students have choice over what they read and write, giving them power and understanding of their world

· Reading and writing in partnership with other learners

· Encouragement of risk taking and exploration and the acceptance of errors as signs of learning rather than of failure (p. 110)

In Cochran’s (1993) Everything you Need to Know to be a Successful Whole Language Teacher, she outlines the basic components every whole language program should consist of. The components include: read aloud time (time should be set aside during the day for the teacher to read works of literature aloud to students); silent reading (a sustained period of time should be set aside every day for children to choose books and read them quietly); daily writing experiences (children should have ample opportunities to write about themselves, their thoughts, and their reading assignments); speaking opportunities (provide speaking opportunities and oral presentations in whole group, small group, and one-on-one situations); and a thematic approach to teaching (classroom instruction and student activities should be based on units of study and individual subject areas) (Cochran, 1993, p. 8). These components reflect a balance of instruction in listening, writing, speaking, and reading. This is particularly important for emergent readers since they are not yet able to read and write very well and must rely on their listening and speaking skills in order to acquire knowledge (Cochran, 1993).

The teacher in a whole language classroom is seen as a facilitator and an active participant in the learning community rather than an expert passing on knowledge (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). The whole language teacher believes in children, respects them as learners, cherishes their diversity, and treats them with love and dignity (Goodman, 1986). Most importantly, the whole language teacher believes that all children have language and the ability to learn language. They believe their role is not to limit children to arbitrary “proper” language, but rather to help children expand the language they already use (Goodman, 1986). In a whole language classroom, learning occurs when students engage in purposeful activities that connect to their life experiences (Strickland, 1995). Thus, whole language teachers demonstrate writing and reading to their students by being “readers and writers themselves, people who use reading and writing for real purposes” (Strickland, 1995, p. 15). Whole language teachers also understand that learning takes place one child at a time. They seek to create appropriate social interactions and settings, and to influence the direction and rate of personal learning (Goodman, 1986). They believe their role is not to control learning, but rather to guide, monitor, support, encourage, and facilitate it (Goodman, 1986). Goodman writes that, “Whole language teachers are never completely satisfied. They keep trying to make the curriculum more relevant, to make language experiences in school as authentic and relevant as those outside school, to reach all children and help them expand their language competence as they continue to learn through language” (Goodman, 1986, p. 30). 

It seems somewhat difficult to define what exactly a whole language ‘curriculum’ looks like. Richards and Rodgers (2001) assert that it is difficult to identify the instructional strategies in a whole language program because the “whole language movement is not a teaching method but an approach to learning that sees language as a whole entity” (p. 112). 
‘Phonics First’ Skills Based Curriculum


In early reading classrooms, students can develop phonemic awareness through direct and explicit activities, through informal or incidental occasions that arise as part of the normal routine of classroom events, and through literature-based activities (Savage, 2001). Direct and explicit activities involve specific instruction that focus on components of phonemic awareness that have been shown to be important in learning to read. These components include: rhyming, the ability to both recognize and to produce words that rhyme; segmentation, the ability to break words into their component phonological parts; isolation, the ability to identify individual sounds within words; deletion, the ability to delete phonetic elements from spoken words; substitution, the ability to create a new word by replacing one phoneme for another; and blending, the ability to identify a word on the basis of hearing the discrete phonemes that constitute the word (Savage, 2001, p. 27). 


Teachers can incorporate a number of rhyming activities into the classroom to see if students are able to recognize rhyming word sets. One example of a rhyming recognition game is ‘minimal pairs’, in which the teacher says pairs of words and asks students to indicate if they rhyme. The students can respond by holding up yes/no cards or by giving the thumbs up/thumbs down signal. Teachers could also have students play ‘SIT DOWN!’. In ‘SIT DOWN’, teachers assign three words, two of which rhyme, to students. Students say their words in order and when the non-rhyming word is spoken, the entire class yells “SIT DOWN!” (Savage, 2001, p. 27) Teachers can also incorporate rhyming production games into the classroom curriculum. One example of a rhyming production game is ‘toss the ball’ (Savage, 2001). In toss the ball, students sit in a circle with a large rubber ball, beanbag, or other ‘toss-able’ object. One student begins by saying a word, such as ‘rug’. He or she then tosses the object to a peer who must then say a word that rhymes, such as ‘hug’, ‘bug’, etc. The game continues until the students have come up with as many rhymes as they can think of, or until the teacher decides it is time to switch to a different rhyme.


Segmentation activities can also be incorporated into a phonics curriculum. To segment compound words, teachers can have students play ‘clap your hands’. In this game, teachers say the first part of a compound word, followed by the second part about a second later (such as ‘cup-cake’, ‘tooth-brush’). The teacher asks the students to clap one time for each little word they hear in the compound word. The following words could be useful for practice: classroom, snowball, outside, airplane, flashlight, popcorn, hallway, goldfish, newspaper, mailbox, playground, fireworks, fireplace, and backpack (Savage, 2001, p. 30). In addition to segmenting compound words, students could also participate in syllable and phoneme segmentation games. To segment syllables, teachers could have students play ‘touch your chin’. In ‘touch your chin’, students place their fingertips on their chin and count the movements as they pronounce words. Since all syllables have a vowel sound and since the mouth has to open to let vowel sounds escape, each syllable will produce a chin movement (Savage, 2001, p. 30). To segment phonemes, students can play games such as ‘counting sounds’ and ‘high five’. In ‘counting sounds’, the teacher pronounces short familiar words such as ‘hit’ and ‘gum’. Students count the number of phonemes in each word and indicate the number by touching their toes, jumping up and down, or hitting a drum or other musical instrument for each sound (Savage, 2001). In ‘high five’, students stand back-to-back as the teacher pronounces words. Students then hold up their fingers to indicate the number of phonemes they hear in each word. At a given signal, students turn and compare responses. If they both indicate the correct number of phonemes, the students give each other a ‘high-five’. If not, the teacher reviews the number of phonemes in each word with the class (Savage, 2001, p. 31). 


Activities involving the isolation of individual speech sounds can also be integrated into a phonics curriculum. The curriculum should place an emphasis on identifying beginning sounds first, since they are usually the easiest to identify (Savage, 2001). It is a good idea to start with words that have consonant-vowel-consonant patterns, since the initial sound can be easily separated from the rest of the word (Savage, 2001). It may also help to start with continuant sounds like /s/, /m/, or /f/ since these sounds can be sustained without distorting them (Savage, 2001). One game students can play to help them identify initial sounds is ‘secret sounds’. In this game, the teacher pronounces a series of four or five words with the same initial sound, such as ‘rug’, ‘rabbit’, ‘ring’, and ‘right’. Students are asked to listen for the initial sound and whisper it to a partner (Savage, 2001). 

To identify both beginning and ending sounds, students could play ‘sounds in a cup’. In this game, the teacher gives each student two paper cups labeled B and E for ‘beginning’ and ‘ending’. The teacher says a word, identifies a phoneme, and asks students if the sound occurs at the beginning or end of the word. For example, a teacher might say, “the word is ‘big’. Do you hear the /b/ at the beginning or end of the word?” (Savage, 2001, p. 33) Students then place a plastic chip or other object into the B or E cup to indicate where they heard the phoneme. 

Deletion and substitution games should also be included in a phonics curriculum. Syllable deletion gives students practice with manipulating units larger than single phonemes and reinforces auditory awareness of larger word parts (Savage, 2001, p. 34). Phoneme substitution also reinforces auditory awareness of sounds and requires a lot of teacher modeling and practice. Teachers can have students delete sounds in compound words to provide them with practice in sound deletion. For example, teachers may prompt students to say ‘classroom’ without the ‘room’, or ‘wallpaper’ without the ‘wall’ (Savage, 2001). Teachers might also invite students to become ‘word magicians’ to practice phoneme substitution. As ‘word magicians’, students are encouraged to change sounds in words. The teacher can explain to students that a word magician can change a ‘cat’ into a ‘rat’ by changing to /k/ to an /r/, for example. The teacher can have students become word magicians by changing beginning, middle, and end sounds so that students have an opportunity to manipulate sounds in all parts of words (Savage, 2001). 

Blending games can also be used as an effective phonics practice. Many students have difficulty blending separate phonemes into words so students may need a lot of practice with this particular skill (Savage, 2001). Teachers can include games such as ‘I know a word’ and ‘robot talk’ in their curriculum to provide students with opportunities to practice blending. In ‘I know a word’, the teacher selects a category (farm animals or clothing, for example) and says a word from that category in a segmented fashion, such as /p/ /i/ /g/ or /d/ /r/ /e/ /s/ and students are asked to identify the words (Savage, 2001). When students have had enough practice with this activity, the teacher may invite them to lead the activity. ‘Robot talk’ is an activity that can be practiced at random times throughout the school day. In this activity, the teacher can talk like a robot by breaking words into discrete syllables. For example, the teacher may say, “I want /k/ /i/ /m/ to be at the front of the line” or “I notice that it is almost /t/ /e/ /n/ o’clock” (Savage, 2001, p. 36). 

The aforementioned phonemic awareness activities are oral exercises. Some of them can be practiced rather incidentally, at random times of the school day, while others may be planned and involve the whole class practicing a specific skill as a group. As with all phonemic awareness components, the amount of practice and teaching necessary for learning acquisition will depend on the individual. Teachers will need to be mindful that some students will need many repetitions and a lot of practice, while other students will need a lot less (Savage, 2001). 

In addition to both explicit and incidental phonemic awareness activities, children’s literature can be effectively integrated and balanced with phonemic awareness activities. One simple way to draw students’ attention to the sound structure of language is through the use of read-aloud books. Many children’s books emphasize speech sounds through alliteration, rhyme, phoneme substitution, assonance, or segmentation and offer play with language as a dominant feature (Yopp, 1995). For example, Seuss’ Dr. Seuss’s ABC (1963) uses alliteration as each letter of the alphabet is introduced, and his There’s a Wocket in My Pocket (1974) incorporates initial phoneme substitution to create a household of ‘Seussical’ nonsense creatures (Yopp, 1995, p.27). When using these books in the curriculum, teachers can encourage students to make predictions that focus on language and invite students to create additional or alternative verses using the language patterns provided (Yopp, 1995). Teachers can also come up with their own activities that draw students’ attention to language patterns that appear in their classroom texts as such ‘language play’ books can be used in a variety of ways. 

Another way to promote phonemic awareness in a phonics curriculum is to use concrete objects to help children attend to the sounds in speech. One way to do this is to use Elkonin boxes with students. Elkonin boxes, which are used in Marie Clay’s Reading Recovery program, are a series of connected boxes drawn across a page to help low achieving readers focus on the sounds in words (Clay, 1985). The number of boxes corresponds to the number of sounds in a target word so that students can practice breaking a word apart into individual sounds. As the teacher slowly pronounces a word, he or she models moving an object such as a penny into each box from left to right (Clay, 1985). Eventually, the student takes over the process of articulating the word and moving the objects into the boxes. Ultimately, students transition from moving objects to writing letters in the boxes so that the activity becomes purposeful in the larger context of literacy acquisition as it supports their spelling and writing (Clay, 1985). 

There will be many times in an early reading curriculum when the teacher will need to provide instruction on discrete phonics elements that children encounter in reading and writing (Savage, 2001). Savage (2001) indicates that the following teaching strategies have been proven especially effective in teaching discrete phonics elements: 1) word building, in which students use their knowledge of sound-symbol relationships as they combine letters with tiles, cards, and writing to create words; 2) word families, in which students work with onsets and rimes to create lists of words that are phonetically related; 3) word sorts, which involve separating or categorizing words according to orthographic similarities and differences; 4) word walls, which have been proven to be effective devices to support spelling, writing, and phonics activities; and 5) word games, which include card game, board games, BINGO, and other motivational devices designed to help students learn, practice, and apply their knowledge of discrete phonics elements (p. 58). 

Fostering alphabet knowledge should also be heavily emphasized in a phonics based early reading curriculum. Since a child’s knowledge of letter names is one of the best predictors of beginning reading achievement (Savage, 2001), this should yield curricular implications. Alphabet knowledge involves “the ability to recite the alphabet in order, the ability to recognize the names of individual letters in and out of sequence, to match the upper case form with the lower case form and, in conjunction with beginning phonics instruction, to recognize the sounds that letters represent” (Savage, 2001, p. 39). Students can learn letter names through alphabet cards, alphabet books, and alphabet centers to name a few. These types of materials will be further discussed in a later section on the traditional phonics learning environment. 

Learning Environment
Physical Environment/ Materials in a Whole Language Classroom


Goodman (1986) writes that a literate environment includes books, newspapers, directories, signs, packages, labels, posters, and every other kind of appropriate print all around. In whole language classrooms, students are also invited to bring in all kinds of written language materials appropriate to their interests and class curriculum. Early childhood classrooms should also have mailboxes, a library corner, writing centers complete with a range of paper and writing tools, a newsstand, and appropriate labels for everything (Goodman, 1986, p. 32). 


Whole language classrooms have learning centers that are organized around topics and thematic units, “structured to facilitate the integration of all the language processes with conceptual learning” (Goodman, 1986, p. 32). These centers are therefore equipped to facilitate ongoing units as well as general topics. Furthermore, students are usually in charge of their own distribution system within these learning centers. The students may set rules for getting and using materials and equipment and moving around the room. Goodman (1986) writes that, “as always, the teacher is omnipresent, watching, mixing in, making sure that the whole language curriculum is not inhibited or blocked, and helping to settle disputes and uncertainties. But a pupil does not need special permission to check for spelling in a dictionary or another book” (p. 33). This reaffirms that the students are given ownership of their learning and that the whole language classroom really belongs to them.


Whole language classrooms may still utilize basals, workbooks, and seatwork as long as they do not drive the curriculum (Cochran, 1993). Cochran (1993) suggests that basals and workbooks do have a place in the classroom when used sparingly and with purpose. Especially since the major commercial reading programs now include a vast array of literature, basals are not as limited as they once were (Cochran, 1993). Furthermore, “the teacher’s manuals accompanying these programs also recommend a number of excellent whole language activities which employ a great deal of listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills” (Cochran, 1993, p. 19). As long as workbooks, basals, and seatwork are learning experiences that support students’ continuing growth, then whole language teachers can infuse them into the curriculum. 


Not all whole language classrooms will have the exact same materials and learning environment, but the aforementioned examples provide educators and professionals with an idea of what kinds of learning supports might be found in a whole language classroom. 
Physical Environment/ Materials in a Phonics Oriented Classroom


A phonics-oriented classroom should be a print rich environment so that students can familiarize themselves with the letters and spelling patterns in words. To foster alphabet knowledge, teachers should stock their classroom with large, laminated alphabet cards; have alphabet strips taped to each student’s desk so that students have access to letter forms right underneath their noses; have alphabet books as part of the classroom library; and have alphabet centers (Savage, 2001). Alphabet centers are learning centers that should be stocked with “alphabets of many kinds- letters cut from sandpaper, window screen, felt, wood, foam, rubber, Styrofoam, sponge, plastic, and other material to give children a tactile sense as they manipulate letters” (Savage, 2001, p. 42). Students can form letters with clay or dough, trace letters in sand, or engage in other activities in the alphabet center to build their alphabet knowledge. 


Teachers can draw students’ attention to spelling and letter-sound correspondences by adding words to a class word wall. The teacher may choose to group words within the word wall based on similar letters or letter strings to draw students attention to letter-sound generalities (Moustafa, 1997). As traditional phonics moves from parts to whole, from letters to words, word walls should be generated after the students have had plenty of alphabet instruction and are familiar with the letters of the alphabet and letter-sound correspondences. 


Teachers can also include hands-on materials in their phonics-oriented classroom to teach discrete phonics elements. To provide students with opportunities to work with beginning consonants, teachers could make ‘name cards’ of the students in the class and have students sort the cards according to the first letter/sound (Savage, 2001). To provide students with opportunities to work with final consonants, teachers could make ‘consonant dominoes’, in which pairs of words are written on cards and students match the ending sound of the second word with the beginning sound of the first word on another card. For example, a set of consonant dominoes may be linked as follows: ten/rug  gum/rain  nap/ book  kite/rim  (Savage, 2001, p. 63). Students could practice building words using alphabet cards, which would allow them to focus on beginning, middle, and ending sounds and spellings. They could also write down the words they build to give them spelling and writing practice.

To help students with their rhyming knowledge, teachers could create rhyming word walls, include nursery rhyme books in the classroom library, and have students make their own rhyme sorts. For example, teachers might invite students to make rhyming picture bookmarks, in which students are given blank construction paper bookmarks, cut out pictures that do and do not rhyme, scissors, and glue. Students can then cut out all of the rhyming pictures and glue them to their bookmark. This can be a fun activity for students and it also gives students extra practice rhyming words (Fox, 2000). The bookmarks could then be used both at home and in the classroom to motivate students to read. Students could also make ‘rhyme mobiles’ which would give students the opportunity to decorate their classroom with rhyme (Fox, 2000). These rhyme mobiles could include text and pictures so that students could practice reading text, naming pictures, and speaking and hearing the rhymes on each mobile. 


The library in a traditional phonics classroom would likely contain many “phonics readers”. Phonics readers are books that contain stories with decodable text and tightly controlled patterned language for the practice and application of decoding skills (Savage, 2001). Phonics readers provide a good opportunity for students to strengthen their phonics knowledge and decoding ability.


Supplementary phonics workbooks may also be included in traditional phonics classrooms. These workbooks focus exclusively on practice in the application of decoding skills and strategies (Savage, 2001). Teachers may have students complete all of the workbook activities or tailor the instruction to meet individual students’ needs. For example, students that struggle with initial consonant blends may need more practice completing worksheets that address these blends while students who may have mastered these blends can move onto exercises that reinforce another element of phonics. 


In addition to paper and pencil worksheets, computer based phonics programs might also be used in traditional phonics classrooms. Games and instructional programs for teaching all aspects of phonics are widely available on both the Internet and CD-ROMs. Savage (2001) provides a few examples of computer based phonics programs:

· Lexia (Lexia Learning Systems, Lincoln, MA www.lexialearning.com) This interactive skill development program provides both assessment and instructional tools on phonemic awareness, sound-symbol correspondences, decoding skills, and early comprehension.

· Astroword (Silver Burdett Ginn, Parsippany, NJ) This series of seventeen CD-ROMs present a comprehensive program designed to help students learn a full range of discrete phonics elements with activities and games that have a space-age theme. 

· Word Muncher (Softkey International, Cambridge, MA) This CD-ROM uses a game format, as students send a “Word Muncher” to gobble up words that have particular vowel sounds.

Similarly to whole language classrooms, traditional phonics classrooms may vary in the types of learning supports and materials found in the classroom. The examples presented in this section are by no means exhaustive.
Assessment
Whole Language Assessment


Evaluation and assessment in a whole language classroom is an ongoing process (Cochran, 1995). Instead of relying on traditional standardized assessment, whole language assessment is embedded in all of the regular classwork students engage in. Cochran (1995) writes, “we now know that standardized tests provide only partial information about a student’s learning process. Insight into the learning process can be achieved only by monitoring student’s actual whole language classwork” (p. 9).

Judith Cochran’s (1995) Everything you Need to Know to Evaluate a Whole Language Program is a comprehensive tool for educators to use when planning how to gather assessment. The book also serves as an overview of all the classroom-based assessment tools used in a whole language classroom so that teachers, parents, and district personnel can understand them. The book is written in a simplistic fashion so that the outlined assessment tools can be implemented easily. Cochran (1995) suggests that teachers who are using classroom-based assessment for the first time should begin slowly, choosing “only one form of assessment that best fits into their teaching style and using it until it becomes a comfortable and natural part of their assessment program” (p. 11). Other assessment methods can then be gradually added. 

Cochran (1995) suggests that informal assessment is a good way for whole language teachers to collect data. Informal assessment can be used in three ways: weekly- to serve as an overview of the skills which students have internalized or with which they still need help; filler- to be used as a ten or fifteen-minute activity in between scheduled activities; or as a follow-up- to be completed after a unit of study to ascertain what was learned, retained, or appreciated the most (Cochran, 1995, p. 37). Teachers can complete informal assessment in a quick and easy manner by distributing sheets of blank paper and asking students to fold the paper into fourths or eighths; number the boxes accordingly; and having them draw or write what the teacher prompts them to do in each box. In a first grade early-reading classroom, Cochran (1995) provides a sample of minimum language arts standards to evaluate student performance: 

Listening/ Speaking

· Communicates well in small group and sharing activities

· Listens to stories and comments, asks questions about, or retells them

· Relates story to personal experience

Reading

· Reads predictable books with a repeated rhyme or pattern and can point to the words

· Knows letter names and sounds, and makes an attempt to decode phonetic words

· Relates story details

· Participates in silent reading daily

· Sequences beginning/ ending of a story

· Predicts what will happen next in the story

Writing

· Reads own writing

· Copies from board

· Completes a simple sentence frame

· Invented spelling includes beginning and ending sounds               

Of course, standards vary throughout states and districts but these are just examples of the types of skills students in an early reading classroom should be evaluated on. Once teachers have gathered informal assessment on these skills, they can collect the students’ work, date them, and store it in an anecdotal teacher file to track student growth to pinpoint strengths and needs and plan for future instruction. 


Perhaps the most important assessment tool in a whole language classroom is a student portfolio. Portfolios are collections of students’ work and should contain only enough material to assess the growth and progress a student has achieved throughout the school year (Cochran, 1995). For the literacy and language arts subject areas, teachers should file students’ work in two portfolios: a writing portfolio, which is the more extensive folder containing examples of student writing completed throughout the year, and a showcase portfolio, which contains examples of a student’s best work across the curriculum completed throughout the year (Cochran, 1995, p. 45). The writing portfolio contains daily journal writing, informal writing, and formal writing. In both journal writing and informal writing, students should be encouraged to use their own inventive spelling to get their ideas down. Correct spelling and writing mechanics should only be stressed during formal writing exercises when students are taught a specific skill and then apply that skill to the formal writing assignment. The teachers can evaluate the work collected in students’ portfolios by taking anecdotal notes and by completing individual writing profiles, which serve as a checklist to see if students are meeting the standards. An example of an individual writing profile for a first grade portfolio from Cochran’s (1995) Everything you Need to Know to Evaluate a Whole Language Program can be found in figure 1. 


Teachers in whole language classrooms should conduct running records and hold individual conferences with their students, but these should not be the foundation of the reading program (Cochran, 1995). Teachers should also assess sight vocabulary/word attack skills, fluency, comprehension, and personal reading (Cochran, 1995, p. 83). To assess each of these, Cochran (1995) provides examples of high frequency word lists, Fluency Indicator forms, and Reading Comprehension and Personal Reading Record forms specific to grade levels (see figures 2, 3, 4, and 5).   


In addition to all of the aforementioned types of assessment collected in whole language classrooms, performance assessment should be gathered as well. Performance assessment evaluates students through their performance on “classwork-like” assignments: the class routine is maintained and students use a format that is familiar to them (Cochran, 1995). This allows for assessment in a more comfortable and natural manner. Performance assessment in a first grade classroom could involve asking students to develop and record story predictions after previewing a book cover and title; revisiting and revising predictions following a story reading; completing a writing assignment which sequences story events in order; and sharing their writing through an oral presentation. The teacher should collect student work and score work following an appropriate scoring rubric. Cochran (1995) provides the following example of an emergent learners’ scoring rubric in her manual (p. 117), but teachers may also use personally developed scoring rubrics:

	1

Needs Developmental Work
	2 

Working at Level
	3

Becoming a Developing Learner

	· Scribbles, writes, or uses strings of letters

· Writes some beginning letters

· Has difficulty copying from the board

· Unable to sequence events
	· Spaces words properly in sentence

· Invented spelling includes correct beginning and ending letters

· Writes own simple sentences

· Sequences two events
	· Invented spelling includes correct beginning, middle, and ending letters

· Spells some commonly used words correctly

· Writes two or more original sentences (more complex)

· Sequences three or more events





Not every whole language program is the same and the aforementioned examples of assessment are not exhaustive. Rather, they represent a variety of ways to track student’ growth and performance in a very holistic fashion. 

Phonics Assessment


In a phonics program, phonemic awareness can be assessed both informally and formally. Typically, the assessment of phonemic awareness involves tasks that require students to segment or isolate one or more of the phonemes of a spoken word, to blend or combine a sequence of separate phonemes into a word, or to manipulate the phonemes within a word through adding, subtracting, or rearranging phonemes of one word to make a different word (Savage, 2001, p. 37). Teachers can informally assess phonemic awareness through word play games in which students rhyme, segment, delete, isolate, substitute, and blend sounds. Many examples of these types of activities can be found in the previous ‘curriculum and teaching strategies’ section. Formal tests can also be used to assess students’ phonemic awareness. Some of these tests include The Phonological Awareness Profile (East Moline, IL: LinguiSystems, Inc.), the Phonological Awareness Training for Reading (Austin, TX: PRO-ED), and the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (CTOPP) (Austin, TX: PRO-ED). These tests serve as a more formal measure of a child’s ability to recognize and manipulate sounds in words (Savage, 2001). 


The Yopp-Singer Test of Phonemic Segmentation (Yopp, 1995) is another valid and reliable form of assessment that measures a child’s ability to identify the individual sounds in spoken words in order. This test can be easily administered in five to ten minutes and can “identify children quite early who are likely to experience difficulty in reading and spelling and give them appropriate instructional support” (Yopp, 1995, p. 26). Given the importance of phonemic awareness as a foundation for early reading success, assessing students both formally and informally should be an essential component of early reading activities (Savage, 2001). 


Spelling assessments also have an important place in a phonics-based reading curriculum. Spelling tests can be uses to assess students’ knowledge of orthographic elements, such as variant spellings of a particular vowel sound, a generalization regarding adding suffixes, certain word derivatives, etc. (Savage, 2001). These measures are important both as a means of determining students’ understanding of orthographic concepts and as a diagnostic measure that may have instructional implications for the future. 


In addition to spelling tests, formal, standardized measures are also available including the California Achievement Test (CTB Macmillan/ McGraw-Hill, 1992), the Stanford Achievement Test (Psychological Corporation, 1993), and the Test of Written Spelling by Stephen C. Larson and Donald D. Hammill (PRO-ED, 1994). Savage (2001) asserts that the ultimate test of children’s ability to spell rests in their spelling application in authentic writing experiences. He writes that, “phonics, visual processing, and word meaning come together in the stories, poems, letters, reports, and other forms of written discourse that children produce. That’s the fundamental assessment measure of children’s ability to spell” (Savage, 2001, p. 148). 
Traditional Phonics and Whole Language: Is There a ‘More Effective’ Approach?

It is difficult to determine if one instructional approach is more effective than the other in an early reading classroom. For one, there are difficulties in defining what exactly a ‘traditional phonics’ program is and what a ‘whole language’ program is. For example, Bergeron (1990) found that two-thirds of the whole language manuscripts she reviewed contained different definitions of whole language. She found that while the majority of articles provided information about the roles of constructing meaning and functional language in whole language, there was less agreement that whole language was pupil centered (44% of articles), involved empowerment (42%), was communication oriented (38%), integrated language arts (36%), encouraged risk taking (30%), included both reading and writing (17%), and involved both oral and written language (16%). There are a variety of definitions for each approach so while this paper has explored both the theories and practices of each approach, these are not the only theories and practices. There are even proponents of both the traditional phonics and whole language approach that acknowledge the importance of both approaches. For example, Marilyn Adams (1990) acknowledges advantages of other approaches to reading and even praises whole language for making quality children’s literature a more integral part of literacy instruction in the early years. 

Furthermore, research has shown that different approaches work for different students. Greaney, Tunmer, and Chapman (1997) contend that struggling and at-risk readers will almost always benefit from explicit and systematic teaching in alphabetic coding skills both in isolation from reading connected text and in combination with several opportunities to practice and receive feedback on their reading. Struggling readers that enter school with limited literacy-related skills and knowledge will benefit more from code-emphasis approaches to beginning reading instruction than from whole language approaches whereas studies have found that the opposite is true for students that do enter school with literacy-related skills and knowledge (Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004). Juel and Minden-Cupp (2000) found that students who entered first grade with limited literacy skills benefitted from a heavy dose of phonics, whereas students who entered first grade with stronger literacy skills “did exceptionally well in a classroom that included a less structured phonics curriculum and more reading of trade books and writing of text” (p. 484). Tunmer and Chapman (2003) also found that incorporating supplementary materials and procedures designed to help at-risk students develop phonemic awareness and letter-sound patterns in reading unfamiliar words into beginning literacy programs helped students make significant gains in reading achievement. 

In thinking about the different types of materials that might be found in a whole language or traditional phonics classroom, it is also difficult to reach a consensus about what materials are the most appropriate for fostering literacy development. “Phonics readers”, for example, are decodable texts that have been both praised and condemned. Savage (2001) writes, “on the one hand, these supplementary series hardly constitute ‘real reading’ in that the language is so controlled and contrived…on the other hand, these materials do give children a chance to hold books, to enjoy success, and to get a sense of personal achievement in reading while they rely heavily on sound-symbol correspondences in decoding what they read” (p. 107). 

There are arguments both for and against the whole language approach and the traditional phonics approach. It seems that rather than follow one approach to guide the planning and implementation of an early reading program, educators should follow an approach that balances whole language with traditional phonics.  

Creating a Balance in the Reading Curriculum
A question that remains for many educators is the extent to which students need explicit instruction in phonemically based decoding strategies and phonemic awareness (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008). It is also not possible to teach students all of the letter-sound relationships of English orthography, as Gough and Hillinger (1980) point out that there are simply too many letter-sound relationships for children to acquire by direct instruction. Rather, as beginning readers develop a firmer understanding of the alphabetic principle and find more success in their reading attempts, they will begin making greater independent use of letter-sound information (possibly supplemented by sentence context clues) to identify unfamiliar words in a text (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008).  Regarding phonics, Snow and Juel (2005) write that, “phonics may be useful to children not because of the specific letter-sound relations taught, but because a phonics approach gives children the chance to discover the alphabetic principle, and provides practice looking closely at word spelling” (p. 516). 

Research indicates that children enter school with large individual differences in the experiences and competencies in learning to read (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008) thus the amount of explicit phonics instruction required to “kick-start” the process of “self-teaching” may be different for every child (Share, 1995). For students that have difficulty in developing the ability to intuitively perceive redundant patterns and connections between speech and print, it may be critical for teachers to provide them with explicit instruction in phonemic awareness and alphabetic coding skills (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008). Shankweiler and Fowler (2004) indicate that of the various reading-related skills that develop in pre-reading children, phonemic awareness is one of the most important and students that experience ongoing difficulties in detecting phonemic sequences in words will not be able to full grasp the alphabetic principle and discover spelling-to-sound relationships (Ryder, Tunmer, & Greaney, 2008). If these students do not receive specific intervention, their development of word recognition skills will be impeded, resulting in negative Matthew effects (i.e. the poor get poorer) in reading achievement (Stanovich, 1986). 
Donat (2006) writes that to enhance the impact of reading instruction, we need a balanced, comprehensive approach that can address the individualized needs of children while accelerating achievement. The National Research Council concluded that reading programs in the early elementary school years should be balanced: including reading for meaning and experiences with high-quality literature; intense, intentional, and systematic instruction in phonics; and plenty of reading and writing opportunities (Burns, Griffin, & Snow, 1999). Programs such as Reading Their Way (RTW), which focuses on skills such as phonemic awareness, phonics, contextual reading and writing, combines a phonics and whole language approach to offer a balance that is expected to accelerate the overall achievement of students in language arts (Donat, 2006). Authentic literacy activities should also be included in the balance: activities that “replicate or reflect reading and writing activities that occur in the lives of people outside of a learning to-read-and-write context and purpose: (Duke, Purcell-Gates, Hall, & Tower, 2006, p. 346).  These types of activities would support students’ learning as language is best acquired within functional contexts (Gee, 1992) and students learn language in application; in a context that language is really for (Duke, Purcell-Gates, Hall, & Tower, 2006). 
In Kathy Short’s (1999) piece “The Search for ‘Balance’ in a Literature-Rich Curriculum”, she draws from Michael Halliday’s curricular model for integrated language learning to describe what a balanced reading curriculum should look like. In Halliday’s model, children learn language; learn about language; and learn through language. According to the framework, learning language highlights that students learn to read by reading and they need both engagement and demonstration (Short, 1999). These experiences with different types of reading materials give them the time to integrate their strategies, become familiar with how stories work, gain fluency, and build a broader background of literature (Short, 1999). Learning through language highlights that reading is a way of learning about oneself and the world and that children become literate through dialogue and response to literature (Short, 1999). Lastly, learning about language involves looking at language itself by having students examine the function and nature of language and literature (Short, 1999). 


Although there is a complex interplay between the three aspects of the framework, there are different suggested types of reading instruction and engagement that align with the three different types of language learning. Examples of activities to help students learn language include: read aloud; readers theater; choral reading; partner reading; oral storytelling; buddy reading; and independent reading to name a few. Activities that would help students learn through language include: response to literature (art, drama, writing); inquiry studies; theme units; and literature discussions. Activities that would foster learning about language include: strategy lessons, mini-lessons/focused lessons; teacher/student conferences; writing engagements; guided reading; and strategy-sharing discussions (Short, 1999). A balanced literature curriculum should incorporate all of these different learning activities into the school day: however, the teacher must acknowledge that the balance between the three aspects varies according to student needs (Short, 1999). In other words, there may not be one “balanced” approach that will work for every student in the classroom as each student brings to school individual strengths and needs in literacy development. 

Conclusion

There is no “one-size-fits-all” instructional reading approach to foster literacy development in an early reading classroom. As I have discovered through my inquiry on the traditional phonics and whole language approaches, there are many positive aspects of both language learning approaches but I am not convinced that only one of these philosophies could suffice for planning an early reading curriculum. As I have weighed the pros and cons of both skills-based phonics approaches and whole language approaches, it appears as though both of these approaches could influence the development of a ‘balanced’ early reading curriculum. Furthermore, I have learned that the whole language approach and the skills-based phonics approach are not two completely separate instructional approaches. Although the whole language approach emphasizes that learning should occur naturally and that skills should not be fractioned and taught in isolation, phonics instruction may still have a place in whole language classrooms. The aforementioned research has also suggested that explicit phonics instruction is an effective intervention for struggling readers: thus, teachers must not write off phonics instruction in the curriculum before getting to know their students.


It is difficult to determine exactly what a ‘balanced’ literacy approach should look like in an early reading classroom. Ideally, a ‘balanced’ approach would include a mix of whole language and skills based instruction to best foster the literacy growth of all students in a given classroom. Realistically, teachers face the challenge of having a room of diverse learners with different strengths and needs that may not be supported by one instructional approach. With literacy instruction being ‘learner-dependent’, the question remains: how does a teacher effectively meet the instructional needs of all the students in his or her classroom? Furthermore, how can an early reading teacher best foster literacy growth in each and every student? These are questions that educators and professionals struggle to answer every day. At best, a reading teacher can familiarize his or herself with the variety of instructional approaches out there; get to know the strengths and needs of each student in the classroom; and try to ‘balance’ an early reading curriculum on an individual level to the maximum extent possible. Of course, this solution may be idealistic, but teachers must remain optimistic in their outlook on effectively reaching out and helping all students in an early reading classroom.
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Figure Captions

Figure 1. Individual Writing Profile
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Student Name Grade School Year

WRITING EXPERIENCES Date* Teacher Comments
Journal Writingeeesecescessccesccsccsces
Recalls Details
Sequences Events
Relates Story To Personal Experiences..
Draws Conclusions....
Predicts Outcomes.......
Compares/Contrasts....
Real/Make-Believe.......
Informal Writing eeeee
Original Stories............
Personal Experiences..
Formal Writing eeeccsse
Applies Learned Concept ............ovveeeeveeseessrsennens
Additional Comments





Figure 2. High Frequency Words
[image: image2.jpg][HIGH FREQUENCY WORDS—EMERGENT LEARNERS (Grades K—l)]——

Beginning Reader Early Reader
Grade 1—List 1 Grade 1—List 2
Grade Date % Grade Date %.
(5 mistakes = 90%) (5 mistakes = 90%)
1.1 26. big 1. you 26. they
2. can 27. did 2. with 27. to
3. and 28. find 3. just 28. good
4. see 29. for 4. made 29. have
5. go 30. all 5. down 30. much
6. do 31. sit 6. back 31. new
7. get 32. that 7. who 32. your
8. has 33. hand 8. call 33. or
9. on 34. has 9. long 34. away
10. now 35. he 10. may 35. best
11. no 36. her 11. was 36. does
12. me 37. him 12. way 37. give
13. make 38. my 13. what 38. here
14. it 39. not 14. when 39. last
15. is 40. of 15. from 40. old
16.in 41. sun 16. out 41. need
17. so 42, but 17. over 42. take
18. she 43. tell 18. said 43. us
19. the 44. got 19. some 44. went
20. we 45. let 20. then 45. put
21. will 46. cut 21. as 46. name
22. this 47. red 22. be 47. thing
23. look 48. at 23. by 48. men
24, man 49. his 24. same 49. like
25. up 50. just 25. its 50. saw
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Figure 3. Fluency Indicator
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Name Grade Date
Results Recommendations Notations (count each as an error)
95% or above = Effortless............... Go to next level SC = self an'e::zrd
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90% = Comfortable............. Keep at presentlevel | | oo 0%
89% or below = Difficult.................. Go back a level D =write the actual word child says

(insert 80-120 word passage)

Score Fluency
Check One
A. Total # words Single Words
B. # errors Erratic
C. Subtract B from A Phrases
D.Divide Cby A % Natural
' Too Fast
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Figure 4. Reading Comprehension and Personal Reading Record

[image: image4.jpg]— Reading Comprehension and Personal Reading Record o Emergent Learner—Grades K-1 —

Student Name Grade School Year

READING COMPREHENSION Date* Teacher Comments
Literal

¢ Pronoun Reference.
© SEQUENCE...u.cvvvrrensrieirnereeeseeseseenes
Inferential
® Relate To Personal Experiences ..
& Main ddas .ot
° Cause/Effect.......
® Draw Conclusions ..
® Predict Outcomes...
¢ Compare/Contrast..........eceven...
Critical Thinking
® Analyze Character.....
© Real/Make-Believe.....
Additional Comments:

PERSONAL READING Date* Teacher Comments
Observation
® Chooses To Read.........eueuvnnncennene
® Selects Appropriate Books ...........
Additional Comments:





Figure 5. Reading Comprehension and Personal Reading Class Profile
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