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ABSTRACT A philosophic oricntarron referred ((1 ah posltlve, some have produced controversy. particularly 
thy whole language movement is rap~dly c h ~ n g ~ n g  the rn re la t t on jh~p  t o  b e g ~ n n i n g  reading instruction 
n a l u r t  of reading and writ ing instruction in our schools. 
:\lthuugh most uf tht: changes arc positive. some have 
produced intense debate, part icularly i n  re la t~vnsh ip  lo  VS,  CODE-EMPHASIS 
hcgrnning reading instruction. Many pract l  t loners d r C  

q u c \ t ~ o n i n g  how this shift riway from t r a d i t ~ o n a l  ski l l -  
APPROACHES 

I ~ . r c c l  classsuonl inhtruction will affect t he  r rad ing  dz -  
belupment of s tudrn ts  with l e a r n ~ n g  d i s a b ~ l ~ i l z s  T h l \  
.~rric.lr r e v l r w f  the h~story of  rhr reading in>truc!lt)n 
col l troversy and the appiiuation of remcdiai mct hodol- 
O ~ I C S  i ~ r  students with learning disah1litrt.s. The  premise 
1s devcluped that a l though most student* learn t o  read 
na tu ra l ly .  sumc students requlrc more  jvstemat IC,  e x -  
plici t Instrusiron to  hecomr prot iclent , tluent readers. 
1-he authur  c t>nc ludc~ chat ~tudenrs W I  th severe learning 
disahil i t iz+ may Ic.arn ro read In  ;1 ahole languase. main-  
stream classruurn. ds long as approprlalc, i upp len ienta l  
lnstructlon is prnvrdzd. variety r l t  rn5truct~on;ll tech- 
niquct, arc rrnpluycd. and  thc ~rltcnsirh and  duration of 
the .;crv\ces art. I-rasc J upoir the i n t l ~ ~ i c i u a l ' s  needs. 

(,'pun entering the first-grade classroom. J visgtor no-  
t lces :l sign ~ n f o r m l n g  the children of thc ciucs t o  use 
foc Jculphrring unknown wurds when reading. Thc 1131 

includel;: ( a )  make up a wurd that makes sense. ( b j  read 
:ihead. ( c )  guess, or ( t i )  skip i t .  A parent. observing the 
pr\>tcr, wonders: Why ar rn ' r  thc students being ddv~sed 
to trv and "sound out" thc word? Shouldn' t  students 
a t ~ o  be encouraged to take advantage of the ar31lable 
gr~phcbphonic informa t i r~n'? When the  parent asks I hc 
t c ~ c h c r   bout this orn~ssion, the teacher responds  hat 
h ~ j i c  reading skills are not a focal point of i ns t ruc t~un  
in her ~ l ~ s ~ r o o r n .  T h u  parent, who  may remcmbcr b c ~ n g  
~ ~ u q h t  II> read w i t h  a phonics approach. is puzzled. 
Atlzr all. knowledge of phunics hclps chi ldref l  identify 
worclh, 

Teacher\. 5purrcd hy a p h ~ l r w  r p h ~ c  ( ~ r ~ c n l a t i a n  that . ct. movenlent  . is ntrcn referred to as rhc %hole I~npu, i , -  
;ire changir is  the n;l!urc nt readlnq J I I ~  wrlllnp instruc- 
t lon in our schocll.; ,411ht.lugh rnci;~ aC the changes arc 

In  ana l y t~ng  beginning reading programs, two seem- 
~ngly dlvrrsr methodological orlentations emerge: bavc 
\kill o r  cudc-emphasis (Chall, 1967) versus whole lan- 
guage or meaning-based approaches. Whole language 
is not one readins method. hut rather a coherent phl- 
Iosophy ot Language. currrculurn. learning, and teachlng 
(Goodman. 1989 ) .  I r  !a a set ol be l~c fs  a h n u t  the wcwld 
and people ( K ~ n g  8: Goodman.  1990). 1V1th1n a whole 
language classroum, man)/ r e a d ~ n g  mcf hods are pussi ble 
to prvrnote natural l e d r n ~ n g  - 1  he key  ciist~nction that 
emerges betwcen whole I;lnguhgz theor~sts and tradi- 
tlonal educators i n v ~ ~ l v r s  the rr_rle t ) t  c x p l ~ c ~ t .  ski l l-hv- 
s k ~ l l  Jecodinp inaruuricJn In  rhr teaching af reading 
(McKcnna.  Rob~r l sun .  S M ~ l l t r .  1940~.  1'190b). Whotr  
Ianguagc theorists Ierl t h a t  delronrcxr ualized i ns t ruc t~un  
disrupts thc reading pruccas. whereas code-cmphasls 
rnethodolog~sts bclleve that zpccific instrucr~on in ward 
structure in decoritextu;lIizcd frameworks is uftcn n rc ,  
cssarv and fac~l l tates rcading acquisitinn. M a n y  whole 
I i ~ n g u d ~ c  r f icar~hts oppose direct ins t ruc t~on in dect~ciing 
and object ra teaching practices that fragment the lan- 
yuaee d r t s  In tc) hierarchies o f  discrete skills (Goodman. 
19X61. Focus on the subsystems of language results in  
usel?.;<. t~rnc-wast ing,  and confus~ng lnstrucrion (King 
& (3cwdrnan. 19%)). Purists insist that you cannot have 
bt,th 3 u h o l e  language and a basic skills approach be- 
cauhu thcy con trltdict each other (Hevmsfeld. 1989). 
C,~rrfully contro l led vocabulary and deconiextualizerl 
phonics instruct Ion  are incompatthle w i th  meaningft~l. 
aulhentic tex ts  (Goodman, 1989). W ~ t h i n  a whole Ian- 
guage orientr l t iun, rncanlng-makrnq i~ the Focur of read- 
ing and writ ing; whulc. m e a n ~ n p l u l  texrs are used. not 
isolated words. st~unds, or vocahularv-cunfrul leJ stories 
(Edulsky, Draper ,  C(; Slnrth. \9X3)  The undrrly~ng he- 
l ief i s  that children wi l l  learn language rules without 
explicit inst rr~ction (King  Si Gooiirnar~, IYOO)  



rrcr~mmtnded the Remediut Rradrttg Urill.\ (Hegge . k r k  . 
& K i r k .  I cljh) .  3 <t ruc turcd  phonics appruach. H y  tcach- 
Ins a s tudrn t  structured ph&jcs. ~ l e s c h  asserted {hat a 
c h ~ l d ' s  crnot iona l  problems wi l l  "disdppear I i kc  \now i n  
thz run." 

Kirk and Klrk ( 1956) drsappruvcd ai Flesch's rec- 
r~rnmcndntion to teach phonics ro al l  ch~ td r c r~  and count-  
ered that  he advocated an cxtrcmc u3c: oi phonics and 
txaggcrated rhc opposing puin t of view Thcy explained 
that the reading dr!Ils were Jes~gned ior thc limited 
croup of chi ldren who need h r l p  In  1c ; l rn ln~ !a rcciignize 
&tails i n  words. not t h u  majority of chi ldren uhu ac- 
quire this abi l i tv  naturally and ~ n d r p e n d r i \ r l y  of direct 
lnstructlon. 

A l t e r  a careful. extznsive review of research con- 
ducted on beginning reading ~nst ruct ion .  Chal l  (19671 
rccr~mrncndcd a change in begrrlning reading methods 
frr~rn rnc;in~ng-emphasis programs to code-emphasis 
I)rugrArnb U h a l l  3 \ 5 0  advoca ted  e c l e c t i c ~ s m  in ap- 
p r o a c h ~ \  Shc drscrlbed the pendu lum effect that oc- 
curs w h t n  i ~ r m  ~ l l c g ~ a n c e  is given t o  one or nnothcr 
3pprodch for tesch~ng, beginning rcadrng. New crit icism 
15 i i ~ rec red  31 thc 3ppralil~h that "wins our" for the mu- 
mt.nI. W h c i l  \ t ud rn t \  rcccivc to(] rntlch o r  unnecessary 
I r;ilnlng tn sy5Iernaiic phonics. another rcactlon occurs 
,A ncw hcst seller w i l l  angrily denounce thc p r t ' v a ~ l i r ~ g  
trend to emphasize a l inguibt~c or a phonics approach. 
The wggested "cure" w i l l  bt: rhc natural ,ipproach, one 
that emphasizes who le-word  inst ructlon. rneanin2, and 
~ p p r c c i a t ~ o n  ot I ~ t c r a r u r c  for t each~ l i g  i e g ~ n r i i r l ~  readins 
tC'hall. 1967) 

In reviewing Chall's wurk. Smirh. Gotldman. 3nct 
hI r red i t  h ( 1070) ind ics tcd  rhat b i l th  approaches de- 
scribed were designed to teach ch~ldrrn clccod~ng b6111.;. 
What Cha l l  described as a code- rmphas~s spproacn r z -  
lntes to phonlcs programs and wh;li \he desc-r1ht.d as ~i 

mean~ng-emphnas approach relates to s i ~ h t  word pro- 
srams. 'They ~ n d i c a t e d  rhat n e ~ t h e r  r ) f  thcstl proyrarns 
:s sufficient for beg i r l n~ng  reading i ns t ruc t~on  because 
redding I\ a p > y c h o l ~ n g ~ ~  ~ s r  lc process whereby the reader 
usc.5 1115 c x p c n c n r w l  arid cancuptual knowledge t o  re- 
con5iruct rhc w r~ r r r ' c ;  mzssasc. Keadir lg 1s a psycho- 
l i n g ~ ~ ~ c t ~ c '  ~ u c \ s ~ l n g  p r n e  that involves partial use o f  
d v ; ~ ~ l ~ h l t :  mln1rn31 language cues that are selected from 
;)crcept unl inpur hasrd ipvn the re3der.h cxpcct at ion 
(Goodm~n.  1967). Goodman cxp la~ned .  "E f f i c i en t  
r e a d ~ n g  clots  not r u w i t  from precise perceptlcln and 
 dent ~i lcrrr )on of al l  clcmznts. but f r o m  ski l l  in selecting 
the Izwtsr, nlost product~vt: cue.; nrcehsary to produce 
gucsszs which are r igh t  the firs1 tlmc" { p 127). Guud- 
man advised that ~nsistenue on p r e c w  word  ~ d c n t i l ~ -  
c ~ l t i t ~ n  may cause the reader to use c?nlr graphic ~ n t ' o r -  
m;itlon. In fact. teaching with lists .lnJ phon~c charts 
r n A v  actuaIly impcde development Cvn5cquently. rrad- 
Ing teachers shnutd abandon their preuccupatlun w i t h  
letrers 2nd words and focus on reading a5 uommunl- 
clttlon (Smith.  Goodman,  cYc !vlereJ~th. 1970) 

M o r e  reucntly, after a fu r thc i  tevlrw of pzrtlnrnt 
stud~ts.  ChaII (1983) concluded thi~r research support 
ttlr t h e  effectiveness of tnit lal phcln~cs instruction i ~ p -  
pt3rs  to he even jtronger than-it was in 1967 ~ c v e r - a l  
rccenf puhl!c,~tion> h;~vt: prg-~h ~ d c d  futthcr huppurt that 

art. l ~ u g h t  uslng well-designed phonics instruction ( A n -  
derson. Hiebcrt. Scutt. & W i l k ~ n s u n .  1985. Finn.  iOX6. 
Samuels. 1986). 

Whcn wholc language, language t x p e r i e n u r  ap- 
proaches arc curnparcd ro liusal r c i ~ J ~ n g  approaches. 
onc rnethudology does nllt appe,jr supenor to another. 
Stahl and M i l l e r  (I989) zonducrcd ;in cr tcnsrve r cv icw 
of rcsearch that  compared h s a l  rcading dpproaches to 
wholc languase or langui~ge e ~ p z r ~ e n c e s  ,~pproaches fur 
beginning reeding instructlon They concluded that the 
approaches are a p p r o x i ~ l ~ a t c l y  equal to t h c ~ r  cfftcrs wi th  
a fcw cxcuptlnns. Whole languageilanpuage experience 
approaches ~ p p r a r e d  to be most c f fec t iv r  i n  k r n ~ l c r .  
garten to help studcnts develop concepts regarding lan-  
g u a e  a11d pr in t .  whereas hdsal reittlirrg approaches ,tp- 
p c ~ r c d  Int lrc cffcc~lve in first grade f o r  he lp ing  srudcn15 
x q u ~ r c  word recosnrtion skills. 

L E i I R N l N C ;  TO READ I S  NATURAL'? 

For iunaiely.  rnr l5 t  students learn to r e ad  regardless o i  
rhc 5clccttd apprf>iish or dc5pite lnuf fcct ive tnstruction. 
L ~ b t r m a n .  Shankweiler. and L,iberrnan (1989) descr~br 
the lucky 75% of the student\ whn mastcr tht: alphahet~r: 
code wtt hout explicit instrucrlon. These ~ t u d e n t s ,  w h o  
pclwers strengths in the phonu loyca l  ~ l c ~ r r ~ a i n .  l n tu l -  
t ~ v e l y  discover the retatron\h~ps bcrwccn spoketi a n d  
wri t ten words and lcarn to read w ~ r h  uny method. Fur 
these students. reading i ns t ruc~ ion  5houlJ be mr:imng- 
hascd wi th the goal of rxpand~ns  11)c ~1uLft:nt's I~nguiht ic  
and conceptual knowledge. 

Some students, however.  Jo nt)r ~ n t u ! ! ~ v c I ~ ;  Llr~elop 
knowkdgc uf the alphabet~c. p r ~ n c ~ p l c  and may rcquirc  
mure expilcit insr ruut ion In :he lettcr-sound rzlatron- 
sh~ps of the E ~ l g l i s h  language. F a r  these srudents. Lib- 
z r m a n  ut ; ] I .  cuplain t h ~ t  rneanirlg-based reading mc t  h- 
nds. ruch ;IS mholr: I,~n<uage and Innguagc experience 
approxht.5. arc I ~ k e I y  1 , )  bc disastruus. Ln l zss  p r o v ~ d e t i  
wi th a ~ d d ~ t ~ c ~ n ; ~ l  iiss1stJnze In phonological structure. the 
s ~ u i l c n ~ s  r rmd ln  lucked in to  a r ~ g h t - w o r d  stage o f  read- 
Ins Liberrnati i t  . ~ l  predicted that these chi ldrcn ' -a rc  
Iihelv ro jrlln ~ h r  ranks of  the milliorls of f unc t~ona l  
11lirzr.1rcs In  our cijunlry whu stumble along, guellsing 
31 t hc  prin1t.d message from their ~nadcqua te  store of 
mumorizcd words. unable to deciphrr  a ncw w o r d  they 
hme never seer1 hetore'' ( p .  24). Similarly. i n  the .Yew> - 
week Interview (Kxnt rowi tz .  IWO). C:h;ill Fusgests rhat 
;i whole-language mcthod work3 aralnst pour chl ldrcn.  
tinmigrants. and students wi th learning d~srlblltrlec 

Samurls (1986) prrlvided dn  11lu~tr;ltion that  \up- 
ports Chnll's conclusion. H e  rc\rcwcli rhr work ot FCI- 
telsun (1973). who demonsrratrd uhy  i h ~ l d r r r l  trurn 
I s rao l~  m~ddle-class homes d id  h c t ~ c r  111 ~chibol than c h ~ l -  
drcn from lower-class homes. B r c ~ u s e  the Hebrcw l an-  
guage has a high degree of sound-5vrnbut currcspond- 
cnce. i t  lends itself to the te;ich~ng of phr ln1~5  l n  hep~nnlng 
reading instruction. D u r ~ n g  the IUJOs, a whole word 
ch~lrf 's crntcr of intcrcst m c t f ~ o t i  was the only pt'rmih- 
5 i l d t .  rncthod to uh.: ~ r i  3chools In  thc 1950s. w i th  rnass 
arnmigratir~n f ro ln  Arab countries. there was an alarm- 
tng Incrt,lst. in rebiding fi1111rre. :\ .;turty wah conductei i  
to ~ d r n t i f ?  r t-rr: rc;l\cln\ t i 1 1  1-eading successes and f r r ~ l u r t . ~  



tvlathcr- Whuhr L.lr~yr~agr and I-csrn~rig U r s : ~ t ~ r l ~ u ~ s  

crease ;iwart.ncsh ot phunrmaz structure and rucognitiun 
o f  ~ o r d  parts. This mult~sensory.  rnoc i i~ l~d  language 
exFncnce approach urnphasues mr;inin<: Students Ieam 
words 3s t h e y  cornpdse their own rtories. Research h ~ s  
Jocumentr d ! hr: effectiveness of t h ~ s  tcchnlquc. For ex-  
ample, Fernald ( 1943) found rhat In treating 93 htudents 
with 1noder;irc to severe reading J i s a b i l ~ l ~ e s ,  the kin- 
e\rhe:ic method resulted In normal o r  superlor reading 
for all but one studrnr . More rcccntly, tn a series of 14 
rxperlrnents. I-lulmc ( I981) dcmonst r a ~ e d  that subjects 
w ~ t h  r e a J i n ~ d ~ s a b ~ l i t i e s  remembrreci words better when 
they were allowed to rrnie them. He concluded that 
tracinp J I ~ S  visual-verbal pd1rt.d assoulative learning by 
hrlplrlg students with rzading disabilit i ~ s  learn to as- 
S U C ~ ~ ~ F  and relajn written and spoken forms.  He a l w  
ohserved thai mdny students w ~ t h  reading Jisabilitlcs 
were unahic ro j egmei~ t  word.; unto their itrnstituent 
phonrmrl and to recoynlzr s i m ~ l a r ~ t ~ e s  in sound among 
words 

PHONOLOGLCAL AWAREYESS AND 
READING ACflrEVEMEh r 
Rtsrarch resuiis su<ge\t that children wi th   SICXI XI;^ do 
nut have  .~~r-l i lable phul~cme sCgtnzntstlon skills or 
ph~)noiog1~;11 memory codrs a1 a time whcn these skills 
dre required tor learning IU rcad (Snowl~ne ,  LY87). As 
a rcsuli, they are unable to decode unfamihar words in 
thc:r  rcading. Some students come to 3chool without 
rhz t rpzctcd and required oral language proficiency 
{ Wrstby. t 9W) and. consequently, have difficulty ac- 
qulrlng rrddrng skills. As Liherman. Shankwehcr, and 
L ~ b e r m a r ~  ( I Y Y 9 )  noted. the \tudents who learn to read 
Ir) Any methc~d are the one5 who when tested in kin- 
Jerqarten have 5trengths in the phor~olirgtcal domain. 

Predictor 0) reurl;rl,q u.chr~r,t.menr. T h e  phorlen~ic 
awareness of childrcn enterrng, 5chuul may  hu t hr single 
r n m t  powzrful dcterminiint ot reading successor failure 
(Adarns, 1990: Stahl. Ohborn.  & Luhr .  I Y Y O ) .  Resutts 
from LI longttudinal ~ r u d y  elf 5 43 children ~ndics ted  thar 
phunologrcal i~rocrss ins  tasks were orlz o f  rhe best pr r -  
d~c to r s  ot' r r a d ~ n y  ach~evemcnr at thc end of kindzr- 
garten ancl !ifst grade (Sharc. I o r m .  Maclran. & Mat- 
thew\.  1984). Addirionally . a hrrong. highlv specific 
rel;lt~onsh~p exists hrtwccn knowledge uf nursery rhymes 
and drvrlopment ot phonulog~cal sklllr (Mrlclzan. Rryanr. 
li;r Bradley, 19X7). These findings suligcst thirf ~ndividual 
differences i n  phonological iiwareness prior t o  i c h ~ o l  
en t ry  are htghiv related to and predictive of ihc ability 
to luiirn 10 read In first gradr. In fact, thc low decoding 
skrll observed in pour readers may bu prlrnartly attrib- 
utccl t o  ;1 lack of phonok)gtcrt\ awdrcncss that ~mpa i r s  
ability to segment. analyze. and synthcsue speech sounds 
(Stanuvrch 114X2a, 1982b). Findings also indicatc th;ir 
s~rnp le  phonulogical rktlls are signllicuntly related to 
rzad~ng  a r ~ d  +pelling performance through high schooi; 
pollr readers dt  all grades havine failed to master thesc 
\kt115 (Crllfce. Llndarnood. & L-~udarnoud, 1971). I n  ;l 
long~rudinal s ~ u d y .  Sue1 ( 1  9S8)  IuunJ thitt t>ut of  10 
htudenti whu entered first grzdc with \OW phonemic 

aw,ircne$s were in thc bcrrtom quar tde  on decoding and 
comprehension measures 4 years laler. 

Trarnlng in phonolvgrcai unJarencss. Fortunately, 
considerable evidence demonstrares that phonological 
awarerlrss can bc: dcvc1c~pt.d dnJ that training produces 
irnprovcd pertormance in reading and spelling. In  a 
Iong~rud~na l  s tudy.  Vzllutino and Scanlon (1987) found 
rhat direct ~nsrruction In phonemic segrncntatron of src- 
and- and sixth-gr~ders improved word ~dentification skrll 
They cnncludcd that ability :o analyze world structure 
phonemically is essential Ior budding a s~zab lc  reading 
vocabulary and that reading success tiepends on a n  in- 
ci~vldual 's ahility lo 5tort: and re t r i rve  phvnolvgical as- 
S O C I ~ I I I ) D S .  

In anulhzr langrtud~nal study, Bradley and Bryitnt 
( 1983) trl;tetl JOO children o n  phonemic awareness priur 
tn l r n r n i ~ ~ g  to read. Sixty-bve students who were 10% 
In phontmic a w a r e ~ ~ r s s  were  div~cied into twtl groups. 
a control group 2nd a group that rcceived phonemic  
awareness tratnrnc. The students w h o  rece~ved  the 

.a 

tr'iininr scored jig- iflcantly higher when in first, hec- 
ond, and hfrh grades than rhe controls in reading and 
spelling. Phurlulogical a u  areness trainrng In prexi-toul 
has a facil!tatlng cffecr i ln reading and .;pelling acqul-  
zltlon (Lundbzrg. Frost. 8r Pelcrsen, 1'388). 

When pruvtding ins t ruc~ton,  a m e t a c u g n ~ t ~ v e  ap- 
proach r t j  phonernlc awareness !raining may be most 
effect~vc.  First-grade ch~ldren who rcccived [raining in 
blending ~ n d  segmentatlun and reflected upon and d ~ h -  

cussed tht: v;~lue,  rrpplicrtt~on. and purpose of these skills 
ilutperformeci htudents who v ~ ~ l y  ccceived skiil and d r ~ t l  
lnstructlon (Cunningham, 1'180 ) .  This iind111g suggests 
thar i t  is important to help children understand how 
phoncmic krlowledgc 13 related to learning to read.  

Ta .;urnrnarizc. thc evidzncr: suqgcsts that 3 deii- 
uiency In phonological rkill can dirzcit): affect the d c -  
velopment ot decud~ng skills. Some students ~ 1 1 1  ac- 
qulrc thew 5kllls rhrough reading because a reciprocal 
rulatiunsh~p exists h e t w e f t ~  phonemic k n l l w l e c i ~ e  and  
Iz.lrn~np to read A c q u r \ ~ t ~ o n  of o r thogr~ph lz  prrnclples 
~hrough reading enables the discovrrv ut parallel pho- 
nemic prlnclplc5 (Pcrfeni. Beck. Bell. k Hughes. 19R71. 
Other children will need to deczlop :i cunscluu3 aware-  
rless o i  the Isngutst~c component5 of speech arid h o w  
these cvmponetlts relate to word 1dent1Iirntlun. Apprr- 
Llation of the a l p h ; l k t ~ c  prrnc~plc dcpzncls upon phtj- 
nemlc a w a r e n r h i  (4dams. 1990. Srahl. Osborn. & Lchr, 
199) ) .  When p h u n c m ~ c  sk~ l l s  do not dcvelop natural lv  
clr ch~lijren coke  to \uhool with I~rnitzd lan&age back- 
grounds.  hysternatic ~ r ~ s t r u c t i o n  IS often r c q u ~ r e c i .  
Understzlnding that words have an t~iternal structure 15. 

In fact. a necessary achievement [or u~ and undcr. 
\randing of an .+lphabetic scrlpt (Liherman 'Q tiberman. 
1YW). 

BALANCE T H E  L.4Yc;UAGE SYSTEMS 

[n p r u v t d i n ~  reading ~nstruction,  a reacher tries to ia -  
cilitate b ~ t a n c e  c ~ f  the 1snql;age systems to help the  
sti~denr 1152 g r a p h n p h o n ~ z .  syntactic, anrl hemantic 
knnwledgc to aid in word recognition ~ n d .  conse- 



qucntiy,  rt.cor1structlon o t  rncnrtins Whrrt ;I student 
cannot gr ; lhp  thc nlcanrng wrth higher-level s t r a t eem.  
hr  o r  \ he  <;In ungagc a luwer-level stratogl;. huch as 
knotkledge ill lertcr - jound assoclatlons (Clav, 1YX5) .  
(;t)oJ readers use both top-dowt~ (conceptuaI1y d c r ~ v e d )  
ant1 bottom-up (phonemically der~ved)  nlcntal pro- 
cc\sing when r e a d ~ n ?  ( Idol .  1988). whcrcas poor rcad- 
ers clpcratr: on a narrow r;jngc uf strategies (CIA):. 1985) 

l ~ ~ r r r a o i ~ r - c o , n ~ ~ ~ ~ s u ~ r ~ ~ ~  lnotfrl. -1n contrast lo a 
conceptuatly-drivcn vlew of the reading process. Stan- 
otich t 1080) 5uggcstcd thdt top-down intormation com- 
brnes with hottnm-up ~nformntir~n In an inrcracrrve- 
compensator). model A tieficit in ;in? p a r ~ i c u l a r  procuss 
results In 2rcatt.r rcliance on thc nthcr prouecses. I n  
other words, readers use contextual conqtraints in a 
COmQCn5;ttOr~ manner: When d r c o d ~ n g  skill i s  not a u -  
tomatic and the  rcadcr struggles to idcntliv words. con- 
rext facilitates proccssrng; when decud~ng  skrll i s  au -  
tom;itlc and words are rapidly rdentified. context has 
no cffect on word idrnt~ficatrnn >kill. Unskilled rraders 
make greater use of  context than skilled readers to com- 
pensate for their difficultlcs rn decoding (Pring Sr 
Snowling. 19815) 

Eve movemenu. Studius of rhc r y e  moverncnts of 
eood and poor readers also p rnv~de  support lor Stan- 
hvich's model of the reading process. Good readers do 
nut skip over  words.  whereas poor readers sample t h e  
prlnt. gursslng at wc~rds they drc unable to identify 
(Rayne r  k Pr~llaisek, 1987). Kavner arid PoIlatsek ob-  
served that words that arc pred~ctiihlc from context 
recrlve shorter fixations and are more likciy to bc skipped. 
than Icss frcquunt or  less predrctable words. when a 
word  i s  nut readily identified. attention to graphophonrc 
~nforrnatlon la often necessary (McConkle cilr Zola. 1987). 
Considering these findings. onc must questlon thc wis- 
dom of encouraging students w h o  are havins marked 
difficulty with word rccognitlon ro skip clr guess at un- 
known words. I t  1s vnly after a child luarn\ to read that 
miscues. which do not distort meanlng, are of minor  
importance (Hellman. 1985). Students must be pru- 
vidcd with ail of the elements and languaye codes for 
construcrlng meaning (Andcrsrln, H i c h e r ~ .  Scott, & 
Wilklnson, l'lH5). Given that a text is at an appropriate 
instruct~onal level. a srudc i t  should not he cncou-raged 
to skip words. but rather to study a word and then 
reread the sentence in w h ~ c h  i t  appears (Adrrrns, 19'30: 
Stahl, Osbom. & Lchr, 19(H1). 

il uromnrtciry . Psychol~nguistic theury is derived from 
observations of efficient readers. A potentially danger- 
ous generalization is that whercas skilled readers do not 
appear to use letter-sound cues, children learning how 
to  read do not need to be taught letter-sound telation- 
ships (Heilrnan. 1985). Students need to develop some 
understanding of letter-suund rclattonships in the be- 
g i n n ~ n g  reading stage. Fast. accurate word iden~ificatlon 
results when readers arc w familiar with letter-sound 
re la t ionsh~ps  that words arc  identific J automatically 
(Anderson. Hicbert, Scott ,  & Wilkinson. 198.5). In bct .  
contcxt-free word recognitron i s  the most apparent 
characteristic of reading ability (Pe r fe t t~ .  1985). To ob- 
tain autornaticlty rn w i ~ r d  recognition, some children 
require extremely high levels of overlcxning and prac- 
t ~ c c  {Felron & Wood. 1989) 

THE N E E D  FOR EXPI-ICIT I[\iSJ'Rt!CT1(3N 

T h ~ s  art rclr has Focu.icd on the ncud for r x p l ~ c i ~  instruc- 
Iton in word recagnirton inr the  students with learntng 
d~cahilitirs who clr, not dcvclop thcse skills easily ;ind 
naturally. As t h i s  1s the focal point of disagrcerncnt 
hetwecrl whole Iiinguagc and  codz-emphasis advoci~tcs,  
students who arc  mernhcrs of a whole language d i~ss -  
room may bc deprived of the necessary tnstructinn in 
basic reading skrlls and as a result, enter  the third-grade 
cl;~scrr,orn w ~ t h  poor dccociing abtliticf. The lntent is 
ncy tn hupgcst that studcnts with learning d~sab i l i t i rs  he 
suhleotrd to meanjnyless drills or  a n  endless series of 
workbook  pagcs. The optlmum Itmount of instruct~on 
in le~tcr-sound relationsh~ps for ; lnv  child Is the nrinr- 
intrrn amount  that ch~lci needs to  become a n  ~ndepend-  
ent reader (i lci lman. l q X 5 ) .  C'hlldren witti learning dis- 
abrlit~cs should be immersed in literature. he active 
classroom part~cipanth, be in a language-rich environ- 
ment. and most imporrantlv. be taught to  read. 

MATCIIING MATERIALS TO I N S T R U ~ I O N A L  
LEL'ELS 

L 

One final caveat regarding t h e  use of literature-based 
readers rn ;1 classroom nf heterogeneous students: A 
reacher must providr: texts at appropriate instrucriunal 
levcls for the-students.  For  studenis with lrrnlted (or 
accelerated) oral language proficiency. the teacher musl 
rnakr: a march between rh r  students' present pragmatic. 
srrnnntlc, syntacrlc. and graphophon~c rkills ;nd the 
language level of the materials that they are us in,^ 
(Westbv. 1990). Effective languzge l e a r n ~ n g  requtres 
that the input is  comprehensible tn thc student and only 
one step above the ch~ ld ' s  present language abilities 
(Krnshcn. 1982). 

Ladas ( 1980) presents two crucial facts for cduca- 
tlon and psychology related to instructional planning: 
( a )  qtudents have differences i n  learning rate. and ( b )  
a widc span of studcnt abrlity exists in a n i  grade. Under 
optimal instruct~onal ct lndit~ons,  students need a dif- 
ferent amount of time 1c1 learn: consequentlv, prnce- 
ciures dcs~gncd  to tredt students as equal-are ineffcurive 
for students in either the  lower o r  upper ranges or  both 
(Carroll. 193). As Belts ( 1946) observed: "No one can 
justify ordcrtng t h ~ r t y  s rm~la r  third-grade workbooks for 
the thirty dissimilar r hird-grade pupils found in any 
classroom in the  country" (p.  5 2 5 ) .  After  appraising t h e  
status of high school rcading in 1965. Muskopf and 
R o b ~ n s o n  ( 1 9 ~ )  asserted that each day in the United 
States 3 million children arc given literature textbooks 
that they cannot read. ~ o ~ e f u l l ~ ,  the count would be 
lower today, one hopes. 

As nnted in the Newrwrek article, good teachers are 
committed to balanced, eclectic approaches; they pro- 
vide whatever a child needs to achieve optimal growrh 
in lnnguago and reading dcveloprnrnt. As new practices 
emerge, veteran teacl~ers adapt these methods to fit 



I hclr notion r?f what works with the studen15 t h c ~  leach 
(Pe:~rson. lqX4). C)nr worries, htlu-ever. atxjut new 
teacncrs. par[ icular ly  those who have been ~ndoctr i -  
n3teJ by cotlege training programs i n t o  one camp. With 
whcdt. Ittn_euags ind~)ctr~rlrttcun, h ~ l r k  many years Jueb ~t 
rake teacher5 ro realwe that  some sludents w ~ l l  require 
cxplic)r jnstruction in the alphabetic code? Will a whote 
I;ineu;ige o r i z n ~ ; ~ f i o n  rusult In teachers ignvrlng [he al- 
p h a h z ~ ~ c  pr~nc ip l e  un w h ~ c h  o u r  langliagr i s  based 
(Mac('iinite. 199 1 )? With pllclr~ius u r  clirzct skill ins~ruc- 
tjon indncrrinatlon. buw mnnv yc;iri tklcs 11 take teach- 
ers to cl~s~ovcr  that must children d o  not  requirt: ex- 
iensivc Instructtun in thz alphahet~c code to learn to 
I-cad 2nd. cnnsrquenrly. the srudrntr' ealuaale rlnlt.. 
rime that could be spent rending Ilteraturc. i s  being 
wasted'? In the interim. while the teachers are  l earn ing  
1hrou.11 the drscovcry mrrhod,  r$h,~c happens to the 
reading devetcrpmrnt ot the  childrcn'? A nceative ou t -  
i o m t :  of the revolutir>nary spir i t  of the whi>lr. 1angu;ige 
Inovt.mrnt mav bu 1ha1 many chrMren Arc trlrppcd In 
poor program3 produced i n  the hz.1; of inrcnse ideo- 
log!cal debatel; (Pearson. 198'3). A< MacGrnite ( 1091) 
natcd. the C~LI result i s  rha1 chtldrcn recctvc thc hest 
and worse c l t  each new tciucaounal trend. 

Understanding of the reading procrbs mould bc has- 
renerl hi the redding pdrad~grn w ~ r \  were cnded and 
irl\ssriglrrt,r> agrrccl tu c t ~ c x ~ h ~  pr,b~rfull> \Stanuvtch. 
1990). 7 h e  pendulum effect holds reading ~nst ruc t ron 
h t a t d ~ r  and suppre*\ci 'rrgnliicant rnoclif~cations in 
.;lratcg)' ! H-le~lrni~n. 1 Y X j ) .  Trachrrs bccornr hesitant to 
 mod^ i): or alter the ":~cctipti-{J" ~ n s t r t i ~ l ~ o n ; t i  method. 
The Jlchotomy betwc.cn phonlcl and mean ing -h~scd  
~nstructlon that has dorninarrd thc h r ld  ot reading is  
talse ( : \nJerwn.  Hlchcrr. Scott. k Wilkin~nn.  1985). 
A i x r  311. mi;\\ theorr\~s ; inJ p ~ - a i l l t ~ u n c r s  Jy r r e  that .  
( ,i J thc purpose 4 ) t  r c a i r ~ n g  IS r c c o n s t r ~ l c t ~ n s  rneanlrtg; 
(b l  teachers and students \hould be active pdrf lcipants 
In  t i t r r , i ry  acqu~ci t ion;  I C )  sruderlts \h(~cilci bc provided 
w ~ t  h ~ntegratlvc: learrllng cxperlenct.\ and engage in 
rn%aninglul r e a l l ~ n g  and writins ~ctlvlt lc5:  ( t i )  students 
should he ~ntrinsicallv rnu l~vs~r rd .  ~ c ' q t i r f r :  -, i l l(  in sc( t -  
monrturlng. . ind clevzlup respansthilitv for their own  
I c a r ~ l ~ n g .  and. ( e )  chrlrlren's literature is uailrable :\nd 
hclonyc rn r c a d ~ n g  prrbsram*. 

I\ more cie\cr ipt~vc mutaphor t h a n  II pendulum to 
de.;cnbe the 'nisturic zigzag movement o f  acceptance of 
re;lci\ng dpproachcs 15  ~ h c  tacks made by 3 c~i l ing ship 
n+ ~t trlivcrscs it.; course. Although at ctrrnin pomts the 
s h ~ p  turns wtth the wind  and sails in i he  opposite di- 
rectlon. t h c  rnovr inent  i s  alwavs forward.  Fr!r remedia(  
r e d i n g  instruction, new dppnla~hes  cmerge that are 
chld-sentercd i ~ n d  prov~de explicit skill Instruction In 
c o i ~ t e x t u ~ l i z e d  furrnat~. One rsamplc i s  Xciiditrg R e  
crir,er\: (Clay. IYSS). an early rntervcntl4)n program that 
has hcen highjy ~uccessful  in  teaching chhdren with 
rrddlng d i f t i cu l t~es  h o ~  iu usc -. artc ty  of strategic.; to 
irbnlprehend rcxl. Wirh ttus met hud. t lrst-  or secclncl- 
g r d c  studcnts rcccive one-to-c,nc \n\ t ruct iun from 3 
t r i~ined tcncher Inr th i r ty  rnlJ)uw, diill? fur rwclvc tu 
Iiftcen heck%.  E v c n  with thls ~n tcn \ i t r . .  ru t~ l r ra l  pto- 
sram, howcvcr.  t , 2 %  o t  thc p ,~ r t l c~pan tS  tontinue t u  
rcquirz ipcclal ln\c.rvt.n\lrtn.; Icr le,irn r ~ l  rcnJ (Watson. 
l ( , L l l  ) 

I h r  major oblective of a!l reading insrructiun 13 to 
enhance ability to derive meaning f rom text. For mnlr 
children. however, poor decoding i s  a major impedi- 
Inen1 ro cornprehenswn, As Glass { 1973) nored: "'Thus 
we z;ln state what at first only seems a cuntradrction: 
decoding is at uncc a leasr imporrant aspecr of reading.  
and  a t  l i e  same time the mos: c ruc~a l  dspect ulrcnd~ng .  
If one docs nor learn to decode etf ic ient ly  and zffcc- 
t ivcly. one wtil never be allowed the apportuniiv t o  
rcad. i . c . .  dcul with and react rneanrngvi~  rhe pr:ntcd 
word" (pp.  4-5).  A reading approach that emphasizes 
decoding is not at odds with uric that cmphasizes com- 
prthcnsian (Shankwerkr.  1'189). In J i s zus~ ing  thi na- 
r tire o t  rr : . \d i l r~~ diificulries. Shankweiler indtcated that 
+-a gznulne concern ~ r t h  what limils rcad~ng comprc- 
herlsion leads us hack l o  decuding J~ f f i cu l t~c . ;  ~ n d  t h e ~ r  
causcs" (p. bJ).  .As hlonroe ( 10321 11otcd. even though 
their remedial met hcxlology stressed the mechanics of 
word rtcugnitivn. this was nut itn end In rrselt, hut 
rathcr  3 me3115 for d ~ c ~ r n p t l ~ h i n y  rhe final goal. the 
construction o f  meaning. Skillful word reading depends 
uncurnprom~sin_ely upon a dzep anti 1 horclu~h acqulsl- 
tivn at 5~und-~).mbll reliltionslips (AJirrls. IW), Srdhl. 
Clshorn. I1G Lrhr .  1'3YO). Students w h i ~  clevclup good 
word r,:cuynilir~n ablllties are belrer prepared to read 
quality l i t c r a ~ u r e  w i th  enjoyment and undsrstanding 
(Srahl & Miller. 1989). 

Ftvr studcnts who learn rt) road t a l r l i y .  I( SS2nB ,en- 
<ihle and adv~sahk  tu use a n i~ [ t l r n l  .ipproach t o  k p ~ n -  
ninq rc:lding instruction: an approach tha t  15 meaning- 
hascd. promotes intcrcst. 3rd c m p h 3 s i r t ~  Irrncu,\ee 
cwnprchznsron and 1~ter:lture. $lust :hlllircn do nor 
rcr lulr~ spccisl . intensive methodolog~e-; to karn to reaci. 
For c h ~ l d r r n  who do not ! t a r n  In rczld c;tsilv crnd h;ive 
ci~lfluu:tv in t i 1 1  m ~ n g  aswciatic~ns bzrwecn jounds ~ r r i c i  
prrntcd syrntklls, spcc\a\ methods arc  rcquired (tiold- 
berg.  Shiffman. B Bender.  19s.;) Thcsc methods may 
~ n > o l v c .  tcachtns lattcr-sound rlrsociaLluns In conccx- 
tualrrzd foclrmatc. or il necesai-y. decr)ntcxtualized fl-rr- 
111~11;.  

On< best rncrhod does nor exist tor teachins read~rtg 
to chi ldrsn. R study ot  ~ h c  h~storv otrcacfln!: i~ls t ruct~on 
\ l iows t h ~ l  almo.;\ everv i ~ \ n c u ~ b  able trc hnique has ber n 
uhed 10 :,each I. hildrrrl to read (Fern:lltl, 1041) F\iu pro- 
g,r;lm i an  d~ 311 things for a:l ch~lcire!~. nor be a l l  things 
for aII tcachers (Chall. It)h?). T w u  1 x 1 s .  h o ~ c v c r .  TC- 

main: [ a )  J I I  children du not  learn to read by  [he sanic 
mcthud, and (b )  diifsrenr children yequire different 
rendins rncthods 3t di t fereni  trrnes In therr develclp- 
ment .  

&hen ilskzd what is the right rnerhad for te'iching 
children to rtlacl. one shuulJ answer: The r ight method 
is rhe method or wmbinar lun  o t  methods that helps the 
child !c:~rn to read (Guldkrg.  Schiffman. k Bender. 
I9S.3). l k r i t t e n  language ~c l ~ k c  a s;lft.-rjepusir box mrlrc 
t h ; ~ n  rirlc kc! is nelsded tu unlock ~t (Hzyrnsfeld. 1989) 
Ah t r ~ c h c r >  o f  ctudcnts w ~ t t l  Icarninz disab~li t lzs. wc 
miiv incorporatr r hc splrlr and I ~ U ~ I T L ' I ~ C ~ I  0~1cnl;itton 
ot rhc u holc languagc ~ntlverncn!. whi le w c  coorlnue tu 
p r o v ~ d z  appropriate ~nst ruc t lan  h! selecting the mosl 
~ f f i ~ a c i o u s  route., for hclyin! \rutkrlts hrcotne prutr- 
crznt. I~ i e long  r~adcrs .  Students s i t 5  fevcre readin2 
d ~ s a h i l ~ t t e ~  may Icarn to rcad in  a *hole Iangungr, main- 






