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ABSTRACT A philosophic crientation referred (o as
the whole language movement 1s rapwdly changing the
aature of reading and writing instruction in our schools.
Although most of the changes are positive. some have
produced intense debate. particularly in relationship 1o
beginning reading mstruction. Many practiiioners are
questioning how this shuft awav from traditional skill-
based classroom instruction will affect the reading de-
velopment of students with learming disabilivies. This
article reviews the history of the reading instruction
controversy and the application of remedial methodol-
peies for students with learming disalities, The premise
15 developed that although most students learn to read
naturally, some students require more systematic, ex-
plicit instruction to become proticient, tluent readers.
T'he author concludes that studenis with severe learning
disabilities may learn to read in 2 whole fanguage. mamn-
stream classroom. as long as appropriate, suppiemental
Instruction s provided . o variety af istructional tech-
nigues are employed. and the intensiey and daration of
the services are bascd upon the individual's needs.

Upon entenng the first-grade classroom. a visitor no-
uces a stea mtorming the children of the clues to use
foc deviphering unknown words when readimyg. The list
wcludes: {a) make up a word that makes sense, (b) read
ahead. () guess, or (d) skip it. A parent. observing the
poster, wonders: Why aren’t the students being advised
ta try and “sound ouwt™ the word? Shouldn’t students
also be encouraged to take advantage of the available
graphophonic information? When the parent asks the
teacher about this omussion, the teacher responds that
basic reading skills are not a focal point of instruction
in her classroom. The parent, who may remember being
taught 16 read with a phonics approach. is puzzled.
Alter all, knowledge of phonics helps children identify
wordls,

Teachers. spusred by a philasophic arientation that
15 otien referred o as the whole lunguage movement,
are changing the nature of reading and wriung instruc-
non i1 our schools. Although maost of the changes are

positive, some have produced controversy, particularly
i relattonship to beginning reading instruction.

WHOLE LANGUAGE VS, CODE-EMPHASIS
APPROACHES

In analvzing beginming reading programs, two seem-
ingly diverse methodoelogical onentations emerge: basic
skill or code-emphasis (Chall, 1967} versus whole lan-
guage or meaning-based approaches. Whole language
15 not one reading method. but rather a coherent pha-
losophy of language . curnculum. feurning, and teaching
{Goodman, 1989}, 1t is 4 set of belhiets about the world
and people (King & Goodmaun, 199). Within a whole
lanpuage classroom. many reading methods are possible
to promote natural learning. The Key disttnction that
emerges between whole Janguage theonsts and tradi-
tonal cducators involves the role of explicit, skill-by-
skill decoding instruction in the teachung of reading
{McKenna, Robmson. & Miller, 195, j990b). Whote
language theorists feel that decontextualized instruction
disrupts the reading process, whereas code-cmphasis
methodologists believe that specific instruction in waord
structure in decontextualized frameworks is often nec-
essary and fuciitates reading acquisition. Many whole
laneuage thearists oppose direct instruction tn decoding
and ubject ta teaching practices that fragment the lan-
guage arts into hierarchies of discrete skills (Goodman,
1986). Focus on the subsystems of language results in
pseless. time-wasting, and confusing instruction (King
& Goodman. 1990). Purists insist that you cannot have
both a whole language and a basic skills approach be-
cause they contradict each other (Heymsteld. 19893
Carehuily controlled vocabulary and decontextualized
phonics instruction are incompatible with meaningful.
authentic texts (Gooedman, 1989). Within a whole lan-
guage onentation, meaning-making is the focus of read-
ing and writing; whoic, meaningful texts are used, not
isolated words, sounds, or vocabulary-contralled stories
(Edeisky, Draper, & Snuth, 1983}, The underlying be-
licf is that children will Jearn language rules without
exphait instruction {King & Goodman, 1990y



recommended the Remedwal Readmmg Drills (Hegge, Kuirk,
& Kirk, 193/). a structured phomics approach. By teach-
ing a student structured phomcs, Flesch asserted that a
child's emotional problems will “disappear like snow in
the sun.”

Kirk and Kirk (19536} disapproved of Flesch’s rec-
ommendation to teach phonics o all chitdren and count-
ered that he advocated an extreme use of phonics and
exaggerated the opposing point of view. They explained
that the reading drills were designed for the limited
group of children who need help in learning to recognize
details in words. not the majonty of children who ac-
qutre this ability naturally and independently of direct
instruction,

After a carcful, extensive review of research con-
ducted on beginning reading instruction. Chall (1967
recammended a change in beginning reading methods
from meaning-emphasis programs o code-emphasts
programs. Chall aiso advocated eclecticism in ap-
proaches. She described the pendulem effect that oc-
curs when firm aslleglance is given to one or another
approuch for teaching begianing reading. New cniticism
15 directed at the approach that “wins out™ for the mo-
ment. When students receive teo much or unnecessary
Irnmg o svstemane phonics. another reacton occurs
A new best seller will angrily denounce the prevailing
trend to emphasize a linguistic or a phonws approach.
The suggested “cure™ will be the natural approach. one
that emphasizes whole-word instruction, meaming, and
appreciation of iterature for teaching beginmng reading
{Chall. 1967}

In reviewing Chall’s work. Smth, Goodman. and
Meredith {1970} indicated that bomh approaches de-
scribed were designed to teach chaldren decoding skalls.
What Chall described as a code-emphasis approach re-
lates 1o phomcs programs and what she described as o
meaning-emphasis approach relates to sight word pro-
grams. They indicated that nenther of these programs
s sufficient for beginming reading instruction because
reading s a psycholinguistic process whereby the reader
uscs iy expenential and conceptual knowledge to re-
construct the wrter’s message. Reading 15 a psycho-
lingmstic guessing game that involves partial use of
avalable mimimal language cues that are selected from
percepiual input hased upon the reader’s expectation
(Goodman. 1967). Goudman explained. “Efficient
reading does not resuit from precise perception and
identficanion of all clements, but from skill in sefecting
the Jewest, most productive cues necessary 1o produce
guesses which are nght the first time™ (p 127}, Good-
man advised that nsistence on precise word dentifi-
cation may cause the reader 1o use onlv graphic infor-
mation. In fact. teaching with lists and phonic charts
may actually impede development. Consequently. read-
ing teachers should abandon thear prevccupation with
letters and words and focus on reading as communi-
catton {Smuth, Goodman, & Meredith. 1970).

More recently, after a further review of pernnent
studies, Chall (1983) concluded that research support
tur the effectiveness of nitiat phonics instruction ap-
pears to be even stronger than it was in 1967 Several
recent pubhications have provided further support that
students have an advantage in learming to read it they

are taught using well-designed phonics instruction (An-
derson, Hiebert, Scutt, & Wilkinson, 1983 Finn, {916,
Samuels, 1986},

When whole languageilanguage experience ap-
proaches are compated 1o busal rcading approaches.
one methodology does niv appear supenor to another.
Stahi and Miller {198Y9) conducted an extensive revicw
of research that compared basal reading approaches to
whole language or language expenences approaches for
beginning reading instruction. They concluded that the
approaches are approximately equal to their effects with
a few exceptions. Whole language/language expenence
approaches appeared to be most effective in kimder-
garten to help students develop concepts regarding lan-
guage and punt. whereas basal reading approaches up-
peared mare effeenve in first grade for helping students
avquite word recosmition skills,

LEARNING TO READ IS NATURAL?

Fonunpately. mast students learn to read regardless of
the selected approsch or despite meffective tstruction.
Liberman. Shankweiler, and Liberman (1989) descnbe
the lucky 73% of the students who master the alphabenc
code without expilicit instructon. These students, who
possess strengths in the phonological domain. intui-
tively discover the retationships between spoken and
written words and learn to read with uny method. For
these students. reading instruction should be meaning-
based with the goat of expanding the student’s linguistic
and conceptual knowledge.,

Some students, however. do notintwitively develop
knowledge of the alphabetw prinaiple and may reguire
more exphait instruction o the letter-sound relation-
ships of the English language. For these students. Lib-
erman et al. expian that meamng-based reading meth-
ods. such us whole language and language experience
approaches. are bikely to be disastrous. Unless provided
with additiomal assistance in phonological structure ., the
stwdents rermain locked into & sight-word stage of read-
ing Liberman et al. predicted that these children are
hkely 10 joimn the ranks of the millions of functuonal
ithteraies in vur country who stumble along, guessing
al the pninted message from their inadequate store of
memoenzed words, unable to decipher a new word they
hive never seen before™ (p. 24). Similarty. in the News-
week interview {Kantrowitz, 1990), Chall suggests that
a whole-language method works against poor children.
tmmigrants. and students with leanung disabilites.

Samuels (1986) provided an illustration that sup-
ports Chall's conclusion. He reviewed the wark ot Fer-
telson (1973), who demonstrated why children fram
Israch middle-class homes did better m school thaa chet-
dren from lower-class homes, Because the Hebrew lan-
vuage has a high degree of sound-symbol correspond-
ence. it lends stself to the teaching of phomcs in beginning
veading mstruction. Durning the 1940s, a whole word
child’s center of interest method was the only permus-
sible method 1o use wn schools In the 19305, with mass
immigration from Acab countries. there was an alarm-
g increase in reading talure. A study was conducted
to wentify the reasans for ceading successes and faslures



Mather- Whole Language and Learming Disabrhinges

crease awarencess ot phonemic structure and recognition
of word parts. This mulusensory, modificd language
experience approach emphasizes meaning: Students leam
words as they compose their own stories. Research has
documented the effectiveness of this technique. For ex-
ample, Ferrmald (1943) found that in treating 93 students
with moderate (o severe reading disabihnes, the kin-
esthetic method resuited 1n normal or supenor reading
for all but one student. More recently, o a series of 14
expenments, Hulme (1981) demonstrated that subjects
with reading disabilities remembered words better when
they were atlowed 1o 1race them. He concluded that
tractng qids visual-verbal paired associative learning by
helping students with reading disabilities learn 1o as-
soctate and relain written and spoken furms. He also
ohserved that many students with reading disabilines
were unable 10 segment words nto their constituent
phonemes and to recognize sittiantes in sound among
wordy

PHONOLOGICAL AWARENESS AND
READING ACHIEVEMENT

Rescarch resulis sugpest that children with dyslexia du
not have available phoneme segmentanon skils or
phonotogical memory codes a1 a time when these skills
are required tar learning 1w read (Snowihing, (987). As
a result, they are unable to decode unfamifiar words in
therr reading. Some students come to school without
the cxpected and cequired oral lanpuage proficiency
{Westby. 1990} and. consequently, have difficulty ac-
quirtng reading skills. As Liberman. Shankwerder, and
Libermaan { 1989) noted. the students who learn to read
by any method are the ones wha when tested in kin-
dergarten have strengths in the phonological domatin.

Predictor of reading achievement. The phonemic
awareness of chuldren entering school may be the single
most powerful determinant of reading success or fadure
{Adams, 1990 Stabl. Osborn. & Lehr. 1990). Results
from it longitudinal study of 343 chuldren indicated that
phonological processing tusks were one of the best pre-
dictors of reading achievement at the end of kinder-
gatten and first grade (Share, Jorm, Maclean, & Mat-
thews, 1984). Addinonally. a strong. highly specific
relationstup exists between knowledge of nursery rhymes
and development of phonological skilis {Maclean. Bryant,
& Bradley, 1987). These findings suggest that individual
ditferences in phonological awareness prior to school
entry are highiy related to and predictive of the ability
to learn to read in first grade. [n fact, the low decoding
skill abserved in poor readers may be primarily attrib-
uted to a lack of phonologieal awareness that impairs
ability to segment. analyze, and synthesize speech sounds
{Stanovich 1982a, 1982b). Findings also indicate that
simple phonological skills ace sigmficanily related to
resding and spelling performance through high schoot:
poor readers at all grades having failed to master these
shills (Calfee, Lindamood, & Lindamood, 1973). In a
longitudinal study, JTuel (198%) found that 9 oot of 10
students who entered first grade with low phonemic
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awareness were in the buttom quartile on decoding and
comprehension measures 4 years laler.

Traung (n phonological uwareness. Fortunately,
considerable ¢vidence demonstrates that phonological
awareness can be developed and that training produces
improved performance n reading and spelling. In a
longitudinal study. Yellutine and Scanton (1987) found
that direct instruction in phonemic segmentanon of sec-
ond- and sixth-graders improved word identification skill.
They concluded that ability !0 analyze world structure
phonemucally is essential for building a sizable reading
vocabulary and that reading success depends on an in-
dividual's ability 16 store and retneve phonological as-
sociatons.

In another longitudinal study, Bradley and Bryunt
(1983} tested 300 children on phonemic awareness prior
to fearming to read. Sixty-tive studenis who were low
i phonemic awareness were divided into two groups.
a control group and a group that received phonemic
awareness traming. The siudents who recewved the
tratning scored sig- icantly higher when in first, sec-
ond, and fifth grades than the controls in reading and
spelling. Phonological awareness traiming in preschool
has a facilbtating effect on reading and spelling acgur-
sttion (Lundberg, Frost. & Petersen, 1988).

When proveding instruction, @ metacognitive ap-
proach o phonemic awareness training may be most
effective. First-grade children who received training in
blending and segmentation and reflected upon and dis-
cussed the value, application, and purpose of these skills
outpertormed students who only received skifl and drill
instruction {Cunningham, 1989). This finding suggests
that 1t 15 important to hefp children understand how
phonemic knowledge is related to learning to read.

T summarize. the evidence suggests that a defi-
ciency in phonologieal skill can directly atfect the de-
velopment of decoding skills. Some students wil ac-
guire these skills through reading because o reciprocul
relationship exists between phonemic knowledge and
learming to read. Acquisition of orthographic principles
thraugh reading enables the discovery of parallel pho-
nemic principles (Perfetti, Beck. Bell, & Hughes, 1957).
Other children will need to develop a conscious aware-
ness of the lingwistic components of speech and how
these componeats relate to word idenufication. Appre-
ciztion of the ajphabeuc principle depends upon pho-
nemic awareness { Adams, 199, S5tahl, Osborn. & Lehr,
L9910y, When phaaemic skills do not develop naturally
or cluldren come to school with himited language back-
grounds, systematic instruction s often required.
Understanding that words have an internal structure 1s.
i fact. a necessary achievement for use and under.
standing of an siphabetic scnipt {Liberman & Liberman,
L9903,

BALANCE THE LANGUAGE SYSTEMS

tn providing reading instruction, a twacher tries 1a fa-
cilitate balance of the language systems: 10 help the
student use graphophomce, syntactic, and semantic
knowledge to and in word recognition und. conse-



gueatiy, reconstruction of meamng  When a student
cannot griasp the meaning with higher-level stratepies,
he or she can engage a lower-level strategy. such as
knowledge of letter-sound associations (Clay, 1985}
Good readers use both top-down (conceptually denived)
and bottom-up (phonemically denved) mental pro-
cessing when reading (1dol, [988), whercas poor read-
ers operate on a narrow range of strategies (Clay, 1983)

Imeractive-compensatory modef. ln contrast 1o a
conceptually-driven view of the reading process, Stan-
ovich (1980) suggested that top-down intormation com-
bines with bottom-up 1nformation mn an infcractive-
compensatory model A dehicit tn any particular process
results m greater reliance on the other processes. In
other words, readers use contextual constraints in a
compensatory manner: When decoding skill is not au-
tomatic and the reader struggles to identify words. con-
text factlitates processing: when decoding skill is au-
tormitic and words are rapidly 1dentified. context has
no cffect on word identificauon skill. Unskilled readers
make greater use of context than skified readers to com-
pensate for thewr difficulties in decoding (Pring &
Snowhing. 1986)

Eve movements. Studies of the eve movements of
good and poor readers also provide support for Stan-
ovich’s model of the reading process. Good readers do
not skip over words. whereas poor readers sampie the
print. guessing at words they are unable to wdentify
{Rayner & Pollaisek, 1987). Ravner and Pollatsek ob-
served that words that are predictable from context
receive shorter fixations and are more hkely to be skipped.
than less frequent or less predictable words. When a
word is not readily wdentified, attention to graphopheme
miormatien 1s often necessary (McConkie & Zola, 1987).
Considening these findings, one must guestion the wis-
dom of encouraging students who are having marked
difficulty with word recognition to skip or guess at un-
known words. 1t 1s only after a child learns to read that
miscues, which do not distort meaming, are of minor
importance {Heilman, 1985). Students must be pro-
vided with all of the elements and language codes for
constructing meaning (Anderson, Hicbert, Scott, &
Wilkinson, 1985). Given that a text is at an appropriate
instructionai level. a stude it should not be encouraged
to skip words. but rather to study a word and then
reread the sentence in which it appears {Aduams, 1990;
Stahl, OQsbormn, & Lehr, 1990).

Awtomanictty. Psycholinguistic theory is denved 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 relation-
ships {Hellman, !985). Students need to develop some
understanding of letter-sound relattonships in the be-
ginnming reading stage. Fast. accurate word identification
results when readers are so familiar with letter-sound
relationships that words are identified automatically
(Anderson. Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985). In fact,
context-free word recognition is the most apparent
characteristic of reading abiliy (Perfetti, 1985). To ob-
tain automaticaity in word recognition, some children
require extremely high levels of overlearning and prac-
tce {Felton & Wood, 1989)
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THE NEED FOR EXPLICIT INSTRUCTION

Thes article has focused oo the need for exphiat instruc-
ton in word recognitton for the students with learmng
disabilities who do not develop these skills easily and
naturally. As this s the focal point of disagreement
between whole lunguage and code-emphasis advocates,
students who are members of a whole language class-
room may be deprived of the necessary nstruction in
basic reading skills and as a result, enter the third-grade
classroom with poor decoding abilities. The intent is
not to suggest that students with learning disabidities be
subyected 10 meamingiess driils or an endless senes of
workbook pages. The opumum amouant of instructon
in letter-sound relationships for any child s the sune-
mum amount that child needs to become an independ-
ent reader {Hetiman, 1985). Children with learning dis-
abilines should be immersed in literature, be active
classroom participants, be in a language-rich environ-
ment. and most importantly. be taught to read.

MATCHING MATERIALS TO INSTRUCTIONAL
LEVELS
e,

One final caveat regarding the use of luerature-based
readers m a classroom of heterogeneous students: A
teacher must provide texts at appropriate instructional
levels for the students. For students with hmited {or
accelerated} ural language proficiency. the teacher must
make a match between the students’ present pragmatic,
semantic, syntactic. and gruphophomic skills and the
language level of the matenals that they are using
(Westby, 1990). Effective language learming requires
that the input is comprehensible to the student and only
one step above the chuld’s present language abiities
{Krashen. 1952).

Ladas (1980) presents two crucial facts for educa-
tion and psychology related to instructional planning:
{a) students have differences 1n learming rate. and (b)
a wide span of student ability exists in any grade. Under
optimal instructional condittons. students need a dif-
ferent amount of time 1o learn: consequently. proce-
dures designed to treat students as equal are ineffective
for students in either the lower or upper ranges or both
(Carroill, 193). As Betts (1946) observed: “No one can
justify ordering tharty similar third-grade workbooks for
the thirty dissimilar third-grade pupils found in any
classroomn the country™ (p. 525}. After appraising the
status of high school reading in 1965, Muskopf and
Robinson (1966) asserted that each day in the United
States 3 million children are given litcrature textbooks
that they cannot read. Hopefully, the count would be
lower today, one hopes.

CONCLUSION

As noted 1o the Newsweek article, good teachers are
committed to balanced, eclectic approaches; they pro-
vide whatever a child needs to achieve optimal growth
in language and reading development. As new practices
emerge, veteran teachers adapt these methods to fit
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their notton of what works with the students thev 1each
(Pearson. 1989). One worres, however, about new
teachers, particularly those who have been ndoctri-
nated by college training programs inte one camp. With
whole language indoctnnation, how many years Joues it
take teachers 1o realize that some students will require
exphcit mstruction in the alphabetic code? Will a whote
lsnguage onemation reselt in teachers ignonng the al-
phabeuc principle on which our language s based
{MacGinite, 1991)? With phounics or direct skill instruc-
ton indocinnution. how many years Jues it take teach-
ers to discover that most children do not reguire ex-
tensive instruction 0 the alphabetic code 1o leam to
read and. consequently. the students’ valuuple ame.
tume that could be spent reading hterature. is being
wasted”? In the intenim, while the teachers are learming
through the discovery method, what happens to the
reading development ot the children? A negative out-
come of the revolutionacy spirit of the whole language
movement may be That many chitdren are trapped 1n
poct programs produced in the heat of nrense ideo-
logical debates (Pearson, 1989}, As MuacGanite (1991
nated. the sad resull s thar chiddren receive the best
and warse of ¢ach new educanonal trend.

Understanding of the reading process woutd be has-
tened f the reading puradigm wars were ended and
mvestigaton agreed W coeant peavefully (Stanovich,
1990). The pendulum effect holds reading mnstruction
hostage and suppresses sigmficant modifications in
strategy { Hellman, 1983}, Teachers become hesitant to
madify or alter the “accepted™ mstructiond method.
The thehotomy between phoriwes and meaning-based
instruchion that has dominated the tield of reading is
false (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott. & Wilkinson. 1985).
Atfter all. most theorwsts and practiutioners agree that
(1) the purpose ob reading is reconstructing meanng;
(b1 teachers and students should be active partucipants
n hterary acquisinon: ic) students showld be provided
with ntegrative learning expenences and engage in
meaninglul reading and wnting activities: {d) students
should be atcinsically montvared. acquire skl in seif-
momitoring, and develop responstbility for their own
fearmng; and. {e) children’s literature is valvable and
belongs in reading programs,

A more descriptive metaphor than o penduium to
desenibe the histone zigzag movement of acceptance of
reading approaches 1s \he tacks made by a sadding ship
2611 traverses its course. Although at certain points the
ship turns with the wind and sails in the opposite di-
rection, the movement s always forwurd, For remedial
rezding Instruction, new approaches ¢merge that are
child-centered and provide explicit skill mstruction in
contextuahized formats. One example is Reading Re-
covery {Clay. 1983} an early intervention program that
nas been highly successful in teaching children with
resding difficulies how 1o use a4 variety of strategies to
comprehend wext, With ttus method. tirst- of second-
grade students receive one-to-one astruction from 2
triined teacher for thuny minotes dily for twelve to
fificen weeks. Evcn wilh this ntensive. wional pro-
gram, however. | -2% of the participants continue to

ruguire Spectal intervennons to learn w read (Watson,
15491

The major objective of all reading instruction is to
enhance ability to derive meaning from text. For some
children, however. poor decoding is a2 major impedi-
ment 1o comprehension. As Glass {19733 nated: *Thus
we can state what at first anly seems a contradiction:
decoding 15 at uace a least important aspect of reading.
and 1 13e same time the most crucial aspect of reading.
If one does not learn to decode etficiently and «ffec-
tively, one will never be allowed the opportuniy to
read. i.c.. deul wath and react 10 meaning via the ponted
word” (pp. 4-3). A reading approach that emphasizes
decoding 1s nog at odds with one thay emphasizes com-
preheasion (Shankweiler, 1989). In discussing the na-
tare of reading difficuines, Shankweler indicated that
"4 genuine concern with what limils rzading compre-
hension leads us back 10 decoding difficulties ynd thewr
causes’ {p. 64). As Monroe (1932) noted. even though
their remedial methodology siressed the mechanics of
word recognition. this was pot an 2pd tn dseif, but
rather 3 means for accomphshing the final goal. the
construction of meaning. Skiltful word reading depends
vncompromisingly upon a deep and thorough acguisi-
tion of sound-symbul relatonships (Adams. 1990, Swahl,
Osborn. & Lehr, 199)). Students who develop good
word recognition abithties are better prepared to read
quality literature with enjoyvment and understanding
(Srabl & Miller. 1889,

For students who learn 1o read 2asdy, o seems sen-
sible aad advisable to use a natural approach o begin-
ning reading instruction: an approach that 1s meaning-
hased, promotes interest, and emphasizes lunguage
comprehension and literature, Most shddren do not
reguire special, intensive methodologies 1o fearn 1o read.
For children who do not ledrmn 1o read castly and have
ditficuity 1n formung associatiuns between sounds and
printed symbols, special methods are required {(Gold-
berg, Shiffman. & Bender. 1983}, These methods may
involve teaching letter-sound associalions in contex-
tualized formats, or sf necessary. decontexwalized for-
inuls.

One best method does not exist tor teaching reading
1o children, A study of the history of reading instruction
shows that almost every conceivabie techaigue has been
used 1o teach childeen to read (Feraald, 1943y Na pro-
gram can do all things for 2} chifdren. nor be all things
for all teachers (Chall, 1967}, Twa Jucts. however, re-
main: {a) all children du not learn 1o read by the same
method, and (b different children require different
reading methods at different umes i thewr develop-
ment.

When asked what is the tight method for teaching
children to read. one should answer: The right methad
15 the method or combnanon of methods that helps the
child learn o read {Goldbery. Schiffman. & Bender.
19R3). Written language 1s like a safe-deposit box: more
than one key is needed to unlock it (Heymsfeld, 1989)
Ay teachers of students with learning disabdities, we
mayv incorporate the spirnt and 1heoarencal oneatiation
ot the whole tanguage movement, while we coatinue to
provide appropriate instruction by selecting the mos
efficacious routes for helping students become prati-
clent. liteiong readers. Students with severe reading
disabiities may fgarn to readin a whole lunguage . main-
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stream classroom. as lung as appropriate, exphicit in-
struction s provided. 3 variety of instructional tech-
miques are employed, and the intensity and duration of
the provided services are based on the individual’s needs.

A tinal true scenario. . A speaial education teacher
recounted the story of her visit to a third-grade class-
room. Students were engaged in a round-robin reading
activity. Larry., who was wide-eved and listening in-
tently to s classmates read. suddenly turned to his
teacher and queried: “Hey. when 1s somebody going to
teach me to read”” We can only respond: "Onc hopes.
500N
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