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utlllzed.“ The study began m early October\1978k, followlng

pretestlng, and cont:mued. for a per).od of s:x.x and one—half

......

S Result; were analyze& stat:.st:n.cally by means of an f A
S I SR .

SN analys:.s of covarlance. - In reading readiness, only total

P !_ 3
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Sub]ected to statlst:rcal analys:.s as the oI:>3e<:t1.vel of the

: 1nvestlgatlon wah to exam:,ne overall performance rather than.'i

|’

focus on any J.ndivn.dual components.. In oral language

‘A\' . . A

R development, as well the raw scores on the Peabody Picture .... i
. u,r-_ s R "‘

Vocabularx Test (Forms A and B) were utlllzed for analysis.

L rqualed that there were no s:lgnlflcant dJ.fferences betWeen T

R A : "

the exper1menta1 group and the control group J.n elther

o A_,v,:.’:..

.ﬂ.LJ.teracx program was the specifac language experlence approach

Metr°P°1lta“ Readx,ness TeSt (Fom P: Lévels 1 and II) weref‘,-' S

At the .05 level of cchfldence, statistlcal analys:.sf,,"',_; s

readlng readlness ‘or- oral langhage development.,. The Statis-_,;;a B -

T tlcal results, ,however, prowde somewhat 11m1ted 1nformat10n"1 RN

l

due tq the small samplé s:.ze ut:.],ized and to the method

employed :m pretesting and 1.n the fox:matmn of the experlmental

and control group. The invest:.gator s subjectlve mter—" L

' r

pretatlon, hav:.ng particlpated J.n the study ior a per:.od of

1
le and one-half months, was that« util:l.zation of the

4 . “ S

Breakthroughc to theracy program for 1anguage experience

- . . A,

was more sultefi to a grade- one or an advanced klndergarten

~-,c1ass. :,-;.“,“"' ‘
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difflcult to del:mu.t. Generally s_ ‘

o

It‘*lmplles that the’ kmdergarten year should be one wherem
Lo . : - 1 . ’ K _A, . K
a chi.ld haé tme ,to mature or unféld at hlS own rate and

t

J.n hlS own 1nd1v1dua1 way (Goodacre, 1970 Hlllerlch, . 1966,

: Miller 1972) Expenence, on the other hand, recognlzes x
4., o [V ;

g read:.ng 1ns1:ructlon. Whether a school
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e The language experlence approac.h, th.le adaptable .l R

0 ‘..‘. R ST S . LN S

e '.,'. Co Ato many grade levels, has rece:.ved most attent.mn at the SRR

\ . . Y v ) ., R « - Lot v. “ )

o beglnnmg readrng stage.. It :Ls a reéd:mg method wh:.ch J.S AR

. ,...::. PR . \._( . ‘_.. N “ L

L ' baaed on sound lll’lglllSth a.nd psycholog.wal understandm.gs Vet
oo 4 o e
. | o (Ha\ll, 1976) N o 4‘ :A_ T T . .}‘qé'
- S _: - . The l:mgulstlc foundationyfor J.anguage exper:.ence ‘
St read:n.ng ‘isg. related to the v:Lew that read:.ng is a language-—

L based précess.' Students enter:n.ng school for t.,he fJ.rst t:Lme < ‘ .

T ‘-'I ' :-' '” i T f : ‘ E ’ .r' - o :f-‘,

SRR ", s / are language users who possess cons:.derable._L_gguJ.stJ.c ‘-.‘_'f .

‘ __\' e ;f'~' competence.- Th;Ls language can prov:.de a foundatlon on whlch - ,
S .'.‘."."' ‘:1" : o ] . Ve, ST
7//- R L to bu:.ld 1n1t1a1 read:l.ng 1nstruct10n The wr:Ltten language )
S a ch:x.ld encounters r:.ght from the beg:.nnlng is whole natural ‘ i
) '.w N "; "‘ - Yy . =~ ! / . " ) '\‘ !

W ST vy ande: i'elevant, and serves as an excellent vehJ.cle for demon-

..f o : stratlhg that 'language conVeys meanmg and that the wrltterL

o~ code represents the oral code (Hall 1976) S\auffer (1969) A

; L ST re:Lterates a s:l:mllar relatlonshlp between language ‘and "“',‘

' “ oL readlng "l} " s T SRLNN e SRR N N

Lo Readmg is one facet of language and one meahs e

R of cemmunlcatlon and. should from the very bng.nnJ.ng el
Ch R T of reading instruction be®taught as suchi through o
IR YRR RS a language-experlen\ce approach (p. 59). S b A

S ST CR The psycholog:.cal baSJ.s of language experlence ‘.

: L ” learnlng rests on the v1ew that _' ctlv/e student\-partn.cipatlon
: Hall,‘ 1972, Smatra & K:n.nsler, 1976, ,‘I . SRR
3 - erbes, 195l).-- Language experience 1earn1ng ¢
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e 1nstruet10n. $imilarly, Loban (1963) stated that ‘when the )

5

C ¢
£ [
"recognifes the ‘uniqueness of the individual. It starts
Where the learnetr is and provides relevant experiences in
. an optlmal learnlng envaronment. The student, through the
. creatiqn of his own readlng materials, is utlllzlng material
of high personal 1nterest and is, at the 'same time, actlvely

1nv01ved 1n the readlng process (Hall 1972; Hall, 1976).

av . .SyAvia Ashtoﬂ—Warner 11963) has expresSed the power -

,') /_

_ of chlldren 'S languageyaf/ap ﬁpproach to beglnnlng readlng

. \

\ vl
klndergarten teacher emphasizes oral expressidn based upon

.the’ chlldren ‘s experlences, she 1s‘creating hlghly motxva—

tlonal content for readxng one S5 owWn materlai Thls, 1n..‘

«* tu{h, rov1des the basis Ior Subsequent -and easy transfer -
to,readlng what others have wrltten. f'; ot
'\j 7_Thei1anguage experience approach a;s ”helpa provide
transfer‘from'pre:reacing‘t?/%;giqning,reading

. / : : o ‘ el :
,ﬁthrough he use of group.and personal experience stories

(Kdilu'lB?G)’- It dev@lops the‘ﬁkllls necessary for beglnnlng

readlng lnstructlon w1th functlonal,istudent—created mate-
qmrlals, rather than through methpds remote from the chrldren s

exPerlences. In thls way, the language experlence approach

satisfies both the tlme and ‘the experlence factors of readlng

readlness and ensures optimal learning for each klnﬂergarten

b SRR Y

student. SRR e : T

B
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.Introduction to the Problem

-

!
While there are many effective approaches to the

teaching of readinglreadiness, a language experience approach
through utilization of ehildrenfe oral Ianguage in the’

. creation.oﬁ student materlals appears to be a.very natural
waf'??: lead students t'S zeading {Hall, 1972).: Meanlr:gful |
lnstructlon in skllls of v15ual dxscrlmlnatlon, audltory

; dlscrlmlnatlon, letter names, left-rlght progressxon,»

_language concepts and language development canrbe prOVIded

'-‘w1th pupll composed materlals in; a- language experlence

;framework (Hall 1976) The language experlence approach
also provades a na;nralﬁtran51tlon £rom pre-read;ng to
beglﬁhingfreading, aslchildrep are,exposed toAtheir oral
language encooed‘in written form’thfough the use oﬁ individual
and group experience stories: (Hall, 1976l

The language exper;ence approach for teachlng
readlng is Qounded on the oral 1anguage\fac111ty of chlldrenr
Numerous researchers have demonstrated that by the tlme .
chlldren>are ‘of school age,ithe overwhelmlng majorxty of
them have developed'eufficient 0ral:language'capabilities
to prov1de the foundatlon for readlng lnstructlon (Durkln,'
l966,_Loban,,l963) They, as Well, usually have had enough
experiences to prov1de the meanlng or concept base necessary

for inltlal readlng instructlon.' Thus; the interrelated-

.ness of language and\exPErlence form the core of language

-

Y

N

e w4 et
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experience learning. The child's speech determines the

- language patterns of the reading materials and his‘eXperi—
. \

ences determine the content-(Hall, 1976). 1Initial reading O

°
) ) %

instruction, therefore, should be relevant to the student
when the materials being read are expressed in his own
flangUage and rooted in his experiences fHall 1976)‘

. An area of equal concern is. makigg readlng readlness

. ) . and beglnning readlng instructlon.meanlngful to the Chlld

Language experlence hy 1ts Yery natuge 15 a meanlng centered . é;
oo ,,‘-~'. j approach, ag the content 15 based on the actual llfe experl—“' i

. C,,.f.;tl‘.a-l ences of the chlld (Sinatra & Klnsler, 1976)

Sl . i o SO
e "., : erghtstone (1951) summarlzed 1nvest1gat10ns ln S T

h whlch act1v1ty~related methoas (i.e.,. language experlence ‘
ot 4 Y

N ' ) approach) were comuared Wlth standard basal readlng programs.,
; .aHe concluded .that by the end ‘of the thlrd grade, pupils who
o | o
were. systematlcally taught by act1v1ty—related methods were

readlng as well or better than puplls lnstructed through

tradltlonal basal approaches.

Tl “ ! "
In the’ language experlence approach, as in no other R

K]
v readlng readlness program, students are taught to read by : f} - Q .

| u ‘~0a method 51m11ar to the way they;learned to . speak Li. e.,.

they are taught to read- ln a- readlng 51tuatlon) (Hall, 1976)
Further, through adaptataon of content to 1nd1v1dua1 student

. - ='1nt§rests and needs, motlvatlon to learn to read is 1ncreased

’ As Van Allen (1965) stated: -, [ D \' R

TRH N




. : - Children learn best what they wadt to learn.
: If they want to read they can and w¢11 provided - , . -
they do not meet so much fruStration and dlscourage- : e
ment that they give up béfore they gain enough :
confidence and skills to make the readlng habit , -
a pleasure. (p. 5) ' . Co ‘

-

~Rationale~for the Study
- ]
R Readlng readlness is broader in scope and more
fundamenta1 1n nature than basal-centered programs qjuld R I

suggest (zlrbes, 1951) Whlle readzng readlness does anolve f 'f_:-w<fr

R

. the acqu131tion of suchapre-readlng skllls (e g., vlsual
¢ ;“f RN T T
' ﬂiscramlnatgon, audltory dxscrimlnatlon, oral 1anguage LERT e e

Y e et L

concepts, letter recognxtlon, eye—hand coordination and :;.f'ﬂi;_f.ffﬁ‘j

3l S *:‘  1eft—rlght progre351on) erbes contends that readlng readl-

' ness also calls for an‘apprdach Wthh enrlches and utlllZES\

-

chlldren s - own. experlences and oral language as a matrlx

. for the development'of reading. ,Many regearch'stud;es-lend N

support to. this sta%saent. o -vi' S ﬂf{*ﬂ\ S U B

~,~*.‘ Blakely and Shadle. (1962) compared a basal—cenahred
" readlng readlness program w1th materlals whlch grew out of

chlldrenNs own experlences and found that Whlle glrls d1d

ot

equally well 1n eltherJapproach boys achleved signlflcantly ‘j}'HFJC e

13

e
vy -

‘{;; greater scores on the 1nformal approach.' They concluded that& i <
‘ ‘ experlence is: more meanlngful 1n developlng readlng readlness.f
L REN - O Donnell (1968) compared a- basal—centered readlng

' ‘ \1 ' r-readlness program 1n the k1ndergarten w1th a conceptual

language experlence approach.f In‘the latter method he

: .

. L n . ‘l, o~

e . v . o Lo b

. v . i
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'1dent1f1ed major concepts in the varlous sub1EGt matter . ;

@

»,fklndergarten w1th a rlch language program, 1t would appear"'

;:tlonal goals more sulted to grade one"nd not compromlsel
"f'on the baslc prxnclples of chlld development‘

e

. S A ) ' N
‘;methods of developlng readlng readlness Wlth Spanlsh—speaklng RN

“dlrectly, he stated that new readlness proqrams whlch stress
~language development, exten51on of experlence, and favour-.

1ab1e self-concepts should be developed "tﬁ;;q* jt:*ﬂ?; L

*‘effectlveness of varlous readlng approaches.x It was

.1nd1v1dua1 studles and a total of approx1mately 20 000 first
R grade students (Bond & Dysktra, 1967 Gallagher, lB?S,;“}-f{iiL-{ﬂ'; f”.r
L A P R T

":jStaquer, 1967) Slx of the studles dealt w1th the language '

L }experlence approach. Bond and Dysktra (1967), 1n summar1z1ng

ithe language exPerleHCE aPproach and basal readrng approach.u,l{*ii:"ﬂz“

language experlences.' The conceptual language experlence

»that the language experlence approach can achieve lnstruc-.ﬁ7, '

'readlng 1nstructlon Wthh was 1mplemented during the 1964 65

v

flelds and used them as a ba51s for prov1d1ng 1nformal
fu]

;method proved to be'Buperlor. :-,4' R - ' B

v
L

o' Donﬂell (1968) reported, whilé no careful studies :

have been done to compare formallzed readlneSs in the

-

)

s ...a,

Horn (1966) studled the effectlveness of three

chlldren.:.Although he d1d not study language experlence

‘,,_,, B ) _“

"

: The Cooperatmve Research Program ln flrst grade *ﬁ;:ii';f

I

:'school year represented a major attempt to explore the '};?:ﬁffi’

sponsored by the U S..Offlce of Educatlon and 1ncluded[27( '

%




s

:‘3 . ‘ . S .r ;. ) Vo ‘o R a . - a
1" . . » .
reported that whlle relatlvely few. 51gnlf1cant dlfferences' '

' ““'were found between the approaches, thosa whlch d1d exxstl ‘ . "'f‘

v

’ .favoured the language experlence approach. The dlfferences, A 3

however, were not of much pract1ca1 value 1n terms of actual

' 4

vreadlng achlevement., They concluded that the success cf ',~" o wj‘fh

t ‘ . s

~ "‘ 1anguage experlence 1Pd1cates that the addlttOn of the O
- oy . ,,., . ;\

approach to a. reading program*can be expected to make a L

p051t1ve contribution to that program

(1967), Kendrlck and Bennett (1967), and VllSCeh, Cleland and

' Bllka (1967) all favoured the 1anguage experlence approach. flrﬁfi?ﬁt??*jﬁ
LR | . It would*appear froq the studles 1llustrated that “_ﬁ,':él\:::;h
-'theglanguage experlence approach 1s a good beglnnlng readlng B 1

'Aprogram 1n 1ts own rlght. When used ln comblnatlon wath a . {;_.fhr9. Y

. '. l:.J:.,‘.J

-

-{'vlL ff,‘ basal apprcach, 1t should therefore, prove more beneflclal if' P i:}iw"

";vfﬁ“;‘than-elther approach alone. As Wrightétone (1951) notedﬁf

. L. n'l

” ‘Z:Y&EP Fererence to the language experlence approach and hasal,
P programs, the real issue 1s not whlch method 1s better, but
.;3,fig; rather what contrlbutlon each method could make to'the w
‘ ”"dé§e16§me;t cf an effect:ve readlhg program.~ At the readlng; ,155f§'2f§¢
_ lireadlness leVel, therefcre, 1t would be pertlnent to lnves—". u};

tlgate 1f chlldren s own experaences 1n comblnatron w1th a
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r, . ) ' . ' ' o 10' \
) . \ A R N o o Sl
ST specxflc readlness sk;lls such as oral: language;4 R
CE v o Lo Laﬂhfac11;ty, left-to-right- progre551on, visual. e
B Tehd T ga.»,“dlscrlmlnatlon,'audatory dlscrlmlnatlon, and< 0 Y.
cAsoiy . o theldesire to :xead- through meanlngful and natural RS
N B \'*"¢Tj readlng—type 51tuatlons. (p 27) ‘ L ,.A\Q‘;‘ ,
P She further contends that there is a need for research Uy
",-:“:-. "’.' '.' . a l‘v1 ' . ,- ] <
o (f.r? the 1anguage experlence approach 1n éomblnatlon w1th other
\_ (. .. .\ ‘. .' \ -~ - X , . L ‘_‘ - K ‘,' . "“
) P readlng approaches._ﬂ.f‘:;.j;‘i, -i‘ . Pl PR
. ,”'( . e ! - oLt " .

chlldren”whlch emPhasxzed experlence charts., They reported

FENE e
that not only were experlence materlals meaningful readlng
. L

used 1n conjunctlon w;th*“”

'/‘

i}content for such Chlldren\when

A . ' S

e obtained hlgher scores on the Metropolltan Readlness Test

s .
LN

than'dld the control group

Bond and Dykstra (1967) state that there Ls some;f3f::3foé

.

E lndlcatlon that low readlness puplls perform better 1n a B
1 N T_M.
basal program, whereas hlgh readlness students are more‘

successfql w1th'a langnage experxence approach They pointed :
. ; : . v .\ . -
‘frpeout, however that sampllng problems may haVe contrlbuted :

N yapproach was superlor to the basal approach 1n 1mprg¥;ng -;t‘
‘the readlng readlness of culturally dlsadvantaged first T
i = graders WhEH the results of Metropolrtan Readlness Test fﬁf{};ag=1”

”“scores were analyzed after one Semester qf lnstruct;on...f-f”

g
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_i‘i}; T the conclquon of the lnvestlgatlon after 'f Lo
¢ o 1 v AN ,_. o . | s : . ! .
RE TN L ihorea are djpsted for pretest dlfferences Sl T i
TR L S J,\g,.;n:f~;rw. ‘
S by an analy51s of covarlance. E ‘]S.[vf”. o
o :;,Definitionﬁof'Termsf“f'f/ Y P .
1{/ ) . ¢ ST g T - n " - . . ’I A - e L . ; R
i o o Co o -: Lo PR o
& .
A Language Experlence hpproach. The language experlehce '
* -~ B " { Q-
' ' approaeh 1s a beglnnlng readlng approach which utlllzes
b ( ¢ - - .
, the language and thlnklng of the learner a% a foundatlon N
f; for lnstructlon., The approach lntegrates the language arts i
NS skllls of llstenlng,Jspeaklng,\readlng, and wrltlng. Thefl { l
;;ﬁ' e o ratlonale for the approach is often expressed thus. - ' .
LY . |“ ‘ :.-w‘_ =
N L wﬂ}‘;_JWhat I can thlnk about, “I'can talk about.. o
: vt 0o What X can. say, I can Write, 0 yii;n‘f' ,
e N {fj.-"“_What I ‘can write; I can xead. .. ‘”- o ST -
. o . 1'can:réad what I writé and what other people o P
P : .can wrlte for me to read S C :
U ' ’;-,.‘, BRI : (v:m Allen,,l963) BN
- % - . o - "‘ B ¥ ,w-“ ‘\
P fThe Breakthrough to Literacy program 1s.the BPECIflc r v
: ' L . . .'-', . e .
RS language experience approach used 1n~thls study.‘ It is an~,“»«;¢" !

- . o \ ;
' ) 12
the Met Apolltan Readlness Test (Form P,. S

v ' Level ) between the control and experlmental
\-group at\the conclusion of the 1nvest1gatlon
'fafter sco&es are adjusted for pretest dlfferences
by an analysis of covariance. !
4. ;There w11l be no s;gnlflcant dlfferences in
oral language development between the’ control B
:';fq and e*perlmental group asAmeasured by the i~;<.ff

Peabody Plcture Vocabulary Test (Form B) at

-~
N
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!
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7
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:1n1t1al llteracy approach desxgned to. teach readlng and
‘ L wrltlng to-prlmary grade students. Approx1mately pne—fourth
. ‘ . 'of the readlng readlness block each day 1s utlllzed for f Lo
féf 1anguage experlence acthlt;es . Inltlally the students‘
f ft ' recelved tralnlng in creatlng storles on the flannelboard ?
j | through the use of-Story Flgures. As they became prof1c1ent .{
/ 1n telling storles, they dlctated thezr own to the lnvestl- : )
jj:_} -._. ."'l-gator, and they Were 1ntroduced to the Classroom Sentence 1 o
ﬁ;?nh” ai.;ﬁ'i'S:'Maker, a‘stage Wthh helps students convert thelr thlnklng iitzfifﬁgs?xﬁ
L!%{\ Fﬂ ﬁ ”‘fljand speaklng into wrltlng and bulld up expectatlons of what | g ;
jVi: 'f;lv-fﬁ§g:;words and sentences look\llke.‘ The last - phase of the tlyiﬂjlfi f?
2? R forogram, at the klndergarten 1evel,‘1nvolved the chlldren il ﬁ; x;
:f i ’j~:~;mak1ng thelr own sentences 1n,the Student Sentence Maker, o . %';‘
i' :; , 'whlch 1s a. smaller ver51on of the Classroom Sentence Maker.‘:. I‘; a;
' They contlnued, however{\to recelve group lnstructlon in t,<J~};; ; ,{f
the Classroom Sentence~Maker. Story dlctatlon was also (' BRI ?
: malntalned throughoutlall phases of the Program;;“f.f:'* :
.;ff:fA;;.Ag;C‘i ?eadlng Readlness skills-a Readlng readlness skllls'afe .xyhf;:5{'éllflﬁh
co l.'h o f those partlculFr behaV1ors\whrch readlng research has S ,é
;}iif ij; f;“l?i demonstrated are-characteri 3t c of development at the tlme.; ;¢f e
‘_‘ CLnn a Chlld 1s ready to readﬂand are not exc1u31ve1y dependent ’ i°f;“ ;
. A on maturat10n4(Weber, 1975) ' ' . Y A; e ? = ;
F}:ﬁ”ff:;e:l' . Regular Readlng Readrness Program.. The regular readlng t'(:f‘ula;;;af

”“:‘readiness program is comprised of the follow1ng' (a) The aﬁgg'ﬁ;%ﬁtf,Ff;

.ﬁ}‘ﬁ;lh ‘ R 5; Thomas Nelson and Company workbook, Down 1n chkory Hollow,f,*
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whlch 15 accompanled by language development plctures- Ab) ..

.'.‘ ,"‘

The Nelson pre-prlmer, Funny Surprlses ia workbook and an

_ acthltY book both of &hlch are de51gned to relnforce SklllS

AR - e taught in’ the pre-prlmer, (e) Klt A'and Klt B, an oral ‘;
N ' R language and a phonlcs program developed by Glnn and Company

*

,,fpr readlng readlness 1nstructlon, and (d) Fleld Trlps,’f'

L meg e o o z._é

(gpprox1mately twenty in number) ln\conjunctlon w1th the 'fwf

o

' L*ZQT-. "f,ﬁg;{f;ﬁ The regular readlng readiness program 1s desxgned

\. N . . L pon . R RO S ' »
R DU T to develop spec1f1c pre-reading skills. It prov1des practrce
R R 4

R ,w;_j}j;'lfiln develbpment of oralflanguage faCLllty, visual dlscrlmrna—du'

'Fr,zbﬁﬁﬂ;tlon, audltory dlscrlmlnatlon, hand—eye coordlnatlon, gross%,g

R “and flne motor skllls, leEEFr recognltlon, dlrectlcnallty,
w N DN\
o \ ;rhymlng, lnltlal consonant sounds and whole—part relatlon-"'

K

'“th L gishlps.k It also permlts ch 1dren to begrn beglnnlng readlng'
‘”ggwhen they are dlagnosed to be ready for such 1nstruct10n.:p-f

e _i;‘ﬂlf‘HTJ'f77 The major dlfference between the experimental and '

. ERE 'fy'jcontrol readlng readiness program,vthen,.ls one.of)emphaSLS.

B
'
1 E
B
N
v
1k
o
\

. 4 SN AL . h fe
S «3£;tf'The experlmental program prov1des more 1nten51ve lnstructron ”3;?~“:
B ilﬂsfﬂ;‘ﬁh}nn oral and.- wrltten language and uses it as a major veh;cle S

N H,:J]j"';- et ST R '
e readlng readlness program, on the.other hand, whlle cognlzant

Z*\ of the lmportﬁnce of language: v1eWs it merely as one °f

Ry

A.\

5_}5; *'tt ausgﬁcry dlscrlmlnatlon, letter recognltlon, and hand-eye
- ,WJAf{f,';f“g coordinat;on) :‘fyfi-fﬁ-ijh”{:‘i*.'“" " ' ‘

many essential pre-readlng skllls (e g., v15ual dlscrlmlnatlon, {ff

whereln pre-readlng skllls can be developed' “The reqular ;:f;fifﬁy”’ﬁ
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United States was in the early twentieth century when

N

experience charts were used to ‘teach beginners/to read
.
(Miller, 1572). Cooke, a teacher at the Chicago Institute,
was the first to use such techniques (Gallagher, 1975).
She believed that children should learn to_read as naturally

as they learned to talk, through the use of their own

-
-

laqguage patterns and experiences, and that simultaneous

©

- use c% both reading and writing in the form of experience.

\

T_charts\&ould‘prov1de relnforcement of these skills (Gallagher,

1975) .

. Experience-related reading -instruction, however,
was not used extensively until the 1920's when the "activity

movement" became'common (ﬁildr%th, 1?65). The activity

curriculum focused on the behavior and needs of the student

and used both to plan the daliy program as well as 1nd1v1duali

. units of study. The movement spread rapidly from 1925 for

a period of 20 years, then enthu51asm for the approach

slowed and modlflcatlons changed its original character

§

50mewhat (Hlldreth 1965) The experlence-centered method

enhce approach.

<

of teaching readlng lnstructlon was flrst termed the "exper1-

ence metiod" by Smith' in 1934 and by this time most of the
bas;q practices of the method had been formulated (Spache,

1973) . More recently it has been termed the languaée experi-
H 3 . . .

_

Y
Hlidreth (1965) outlrned the character13t1¢s of the

experlence-related approach 1n the 1920'5 and 1930's. BHer
’

S T R e sl on

“g
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criteria were based on descriptions of reports and research

studies in the primary grades:

!

* 1) ' Reading materials were based on children's own

experiences arfd current interests and used children's own
languaée patterns;
ii) 1Initial reading experiences were integrated with

other language skills such. as listening, speaking, writing

and spelling;, and thus proved to be'mutually'reiﬁforcing

.

for individual ‘language |skills;

iii) Commercial readdrs werimgélaYed'until childrén had

worked with activity felated materials and their introductién

depended on student achievement. The use of experience

:

materials continued after commencing the reéders;

iv) The vocabulary of experience matérials was not
controlled to conform to any basic work list or basal text.
It was based on the normal vécabulary of'thé children and
useq their natural oral language patterns;

. N t .
v} Experience related reading was considered to be

part of learding to.read rather than reading readiness

instruction.( No attempt was made to impose artificial

reading activiljes from workbooks; t = .

vi} Experienke related material .included writing on

-~

\ oo . ’ . &

blackboards, preparation of bulletins, labels, captions and
) \ ; s : .

experience charts. Most of the material was derived as

needed rather than prepared in advance; . .

vii) ' Manuscript style printing was used from the 1920's

onward; . .

» - )

S T TR LN R,

C e e, S e -
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'Van Allen in the'late'195dl§¢(Gallagher, 1975). 1t was

called the San Diego County Research Study Pro;ect (1958~ 61)

-reported and the subsequent publlcatlon of Clayrlce and Van

appears_to'haye revived intereat in the approach (Gallagner{'

1

viii) Extensive use was made of attractive books for .
telling stories and reading aloud; . \\~ N
ix) From the beginning pupils practiced all~tne skills
and. habits used by mature'lndependent.readers. The use of
experience material: for develoolng baaic skills was supple-
mented by hand-made drill exercises, practice chart's and
work ;heets usingAthe.chart vocabulary; <
Xx) 'The relatlonshlp between readlng and wrltlng was

fully recognlzed. "
. Ql . O
g The language experlence approach to teachlng readlng

[T AR FAPN e S Lot b

~

e

‘as the term is currently used has come - to be’ closely 1 ;‘~ ©oea

. 5

associated w1th the development of the approach used in

the San Diego County schools under the direction of Roacn e

N

and it was developed out of 2 desire on the part of many

teachers and admlnlstrators 1n the San»Dlego area to

investigate a variety of well balanced approaches to

_ teachlngureadlng (Van Allen, 1961). The study was extens1vely e ~i

Allen language experlence program for the primary grades. -

1975)‘. N o — . . . » ) o - \
While there are many varlatlons 1n the languageA

experience approaoh as it is used today, the - general methods

- L . - P v, ) i A N ]
PN e . . . v e o . . Lo R
e J . . LN - -, A ~ ERTS . e o f ’

e T T T e e s et -
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material other than the extent of the child's speaklng

S RSP NPOP S KL - e Tl
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o

and philosophy remain basically the same from author to
author (Stauffer, 1969). The consistent aspects of the

28
approach hawve been documented by Gallagher (1975) They
include ‘ ( !

iy The language arts skills of speaking, listening,

reading and writing are integrated. It recognizes that E .
communication is part of all learning and that when language

activities are both 1ntegral and functioning in the total o

-

teaching plan, they may be more ea51ly mastered than when ;
N

K

\ e
pthey are kept separate and artificial —‘w

ii}- Pupil—composed material constitutes a major source N

of reading material.._Initially, the teacher writes dOWn ';

the students' stories.? These stories can~be recorded rn

group or 1nd1v1dual form on the blackboard, neWSprlnt, or

as an integral part of students' drawings. They are used. -
to'deve;dp'basic skills. As children matpre in reading
ability, other books are'made“available'as resource materials |
ror:reading;‘ l .

iii) No vocabulary control is. imposed on the reading

-

1 AN

vocabulary,

.iv) There 1s no need for ablllty groups or: for regular Y

reading periods.n‘The teacher may w1sh to:use small groups

L3

for COnferences or for 1nd1v1dual Sklll development but
grouping 1s temporary and flexible, ]

K} : ' IR
v) - Motivation 1s inherent in the approach Children ' -

1

. ‘ '
I l

B .




o the Alanguage experience approach and basal readers. ' h‘e" . Do " i
’ '«‘these two methods of J.nstructzon but that related research

'curr:.cula w:.th those of conventional or tradltlonal curr:.cula

,One, wat not’ whlch method .was better but rather what con-
~tr1but:.on ‘each method could make to_the deVelopment of an :

‘effect.we reading program. :

the preSent lnvestlgator, qply two studa.es reported negatlve' B
‘ I'_:flndrngs for the experlence or actrvrty method of teach:Lng
'Ireadlng Both of these studles, one by Lee (1933) and one
by Gates, Batchelder and Bertzner (1926) found students R

f':.nfer::.or in readlng ach:.evement at the end of Era,de 'o_ne. ) ,“ \ |

21

find materials 'perslonally interesting a'nd relevant when

they help create the stories thexhselvés. Success is built
into t\:he pr;gram frorﬁ,l the beginning through the involvement
of each chi_ld, irmnediate reinforcement and constant achieve-

ment.

‘1
i

Early Reeearch Stud:.es lln the Language Experlence \Approach :

In 1951 erghtstone suxmnar:n.zed exlstlng research on et

\ o

¢ S tagt i pdstttese

stated that no deflnltive studres were axfailablek compar:.ng

, '-which consn.sted prlmarlly of compar:.ng expe‘rience ox act:Lv:Lty

pem:.tted n.nferences about the relat:we mer:.ts of each
approach* He concluded that wh:.le the trend favoured the

exper:.ence programs, the real :.ssue, as noted 1n Chapter

I

In the research studles rev1ewed by erghtstone o

(1951) ’ Hlldreth (1965) ’ Gallagher (1975) and examlned by




R t~:Lon. The systematlc method, on the other hand, had a.

f;a curriculum was an" act.Wity currlculum. ,

' predetermined range of skJ.lls and materials arranged in\» -; L

No studies were found in .this.early_ period on the language' o

!

experience approach at the reading readiness level or ony

language experi-ence in combinatipn with basa'l reading '

a

These early studies, nevertheless, and other more recent -
researdh in the primary grades. help to establish the .

relat:.ve effectiveness of the lam}uage experlence approach

m relation to the basal approach at pr:.mary level.

" Lee (1933) surveyed {:he freading achievement J.n a. oo o

,,‘

voluntary state-wide test:.ng program m Cali?.ornia a.nd e B

4'-:5"'conc1uded that the schools whlch i‘eported using a great deal

,,.

','T.Q_._:‘of activ:Lty were lo\ver in 311ent reading than those schools

.wh;l.ch used some, ver,yIl little, or no activ:l.ty work _'.T_he-

.“'

s STEY

'-Valldlty of this study, however,/can be seriously questioned

\ . P

‘-in that teacher *ratings only determined the degree to which

v
:

~Gates, Batchelder and Bertzner (l926) compared a"

modern systemagtic approach to an opportunistic method of o

,

teaching.. The study which‘ was conducted in: the Horace Mann g
‘.School during the 1923-24 school y ar only included grade

one students and Was limited to two classee of 25 students

i -?'each Also, the \opportunistic method rested almost totally
on students own des:.res to learn toy read, write or spell,._'_. R

: .,'-'w:.th little attempt being made to prov1de organiZed 1nstruc-

¢

: :developmental order which the pup:.ls were expected to master._._

i e e
. ,:. . . . A - C
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The sj('stematic method resulted in _cdns-rderablly grédter

ach:.evement in read:.ng, &% ‘thxne't'ic and. spell'ing at the‘ 'end

[

of grade one, th.le the opportunlstlc group excelled only

in writing‘ and drawing. . The groups were equwalent 1n

attltudes, soc:.al and personal habJ.ts and ‘in generalm\

. J.nformatlon accrued. .-',

Fhe research stud:.es wh:Lch show. pOS.‘Lthe results

I ,; w:.th the utlla.zatz.on of an exper:.enced-based currlculum over .

) s
the traditional program, however, far outwelgh the negatlve

: "';; resul’ts of the two stud:Les c:.ted above.

t

Rl

York CJ.ty schools., Appralsals were made of the effects of

' each program on school practaces ‘. chlldren, sc\hool personnel

. .and parents. The results of the evaluatron of the adv:.sory

comm:.ttee and the State Department of Educatlon showed that

l

the act:.vity program was as effectlve as: the conVentlonal ‘-'e_ ;

prOgram 1n deVelop:Lng chlldren s mastery of fundamental

L

knowledge and Skllls and that :.t was more eﬁfect:we :|.n

RS

" <1 T

Wrightstone (1944) conducted a srx-—year J.nvestJ.gatJ.on L

3

of act:.v:.ty programs and regular programs :.n lselected New\ :

ot developlng ch:x.ldren s attltudes, 1nterests, soclal behav.ror, ‘ ,"; :

ab:.l:.ty to thlnk and ab:.l:.ty to work on the:rr own 1n1t1at:|.ve. __“i

L T:Lppett et al (1927) used the exper:.ence method at

the L‘J.ncoln School Teachers College, New York. The program

B <
.. -«1,-*-.

emphas:.zed the development of readmg through matenals

M :

derived from a rJ.ch currlculum of experiences sulted to

beg:.nnlng readers .

Results of tests of re.ad:.ng ab:.l.tty were




N

.
e

fi-FOn' children s readn.ng was favourable.._

a’,

.":.'“'Wlth repetltron present :Ln basal r adrng.- He concluded ' '\' ’

= that the f:.rst grade chlld taught‘
fbut that he was 11kely to recelve
"".:-“'the ch:.ld :.n the basal method. Ménam carrred out various

f:,expér:.ments wrt.h aotlvity :r: lated

~"'_'{based on standardlzed tests, these

two and: three students scdred at the natlonal norms and
a. ’

'consrstently surpassed them J.n grades four to 51x.

Hunnlcutt (1943) exanuned the dlfferences in read:.ng {

patterns of chi 1dren n.n four New York C:.ty schools in an

PR -

<,
actlvn.ty versus a regular program over ‘a- s:.x-year perlod. AN

The chlldren m act:.vn.ty schools read more books, had a —_—
. v . N VRN

L w1der ra.nge of tastes J.n llterature and read a sllghtly T

N, .. - \, L

better content than d:.d ch:.ldren exposed to al regular program.

f

AR g

Slmllarly, Smrth (1937) and Mer:.am (1933) reported

studles showmg puplls J.n activ1t~ykt currJ.cula read as well*

. .
.,‘ \

. or better than those in traditional curr:.cula. Sm:l.th kept

e

. stenographlc records of the repetltlon of bas:.c words under

‘ ~the experlence method of 1n1t1al r ‘ad:l.ng mstruct:.on compared

[

I w

ffnot only recelved suffiélent reanforcement of bas:.c words A

‘-‘

) ore re J.nforcement than

.-

readlng mstruct:l.on w:.th

Ce oh ’

!
|,
1

hlghly sat:.sfactory \:Ln th:l.s approach

y the exper:.ence method 'v' B

14;'.

_"-‘Mex:,can American chllﬁren in' Callfornla and found that, {:'.:. 1.':' e

chrldren s qrogress was i

- b
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A WhJ.le these early research skiifies tend ‘on the
‘ whole, to favour the experience approach to readlng over
the tradl‘tlonal_ approach, it must be noted that they
c'on‘tained, many l'j-.m.iltations ..-.g'oft'en th.ey 'la.c.ked'. adequate ‘

- :' . etatistica’l treatment "bf'aata, had inadeqnate eOntrol of s P

extraneous vafx.ables or uséd a small papulatlon sample\
(Garil.egher, 1975) -As. 15 the case w1th modern studles in - R :
. [ , the language experience approach there are many dlfferences

in method. materlals,‘ Populatmns, and teachex;s Whlch comb:me :‘.' L
to make compar:.sons dlfficult (Hallf 1955: Lohmann, 1968)

. S R
B a . .. - R - Y e it < 0
RS ( FAERTL S . oL .-.4 - R *, - "A.. v

Vo e T e ‘-‘,A:‘-.,-"Reading Reddiness. Resedrch. " . .~ o . S i .
SRR TP IR General Readmg ‘:Readlness Research Studles
Y . : .'.,.

B R The reédlng readmess controversy, as 111ustrated :

- | ecme v
IS T g s 1n Chapter One, 1s concerned w1th the 1ssue o,f early sk:.lls

Ve ,\‘ mstruction versus a; child-onented approach. ' Hillench

v (1966 1967) has exam:.ned exlstlng research studles on -7 . L

readlng readmess supporting or dlsclalmlng the early ' _ A S

TR T ‘ 1ntroductlon‘9f ’re—adlness sk:.lls‘land cbncluded that Whl}e '
. many chlldren are ready for specxf:.c ekllls 1nétruct.10n N . |
B before grade one, there .1s Stlll no deflnlte research i

| ‘ : \: ev1dence as to whether such teachi':‘:'g can’\best be taught to h \

}\. select groups or, to ,all on ‘an exposure 1eve1. o ST e :

"~'-".“\f". There are very few research stud:l.es to suggest that

« -

.....

formal teaching 1n kmdergarten lS not effeot:.ve. . 4H:i.l:l.erJ.ch a :
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(1977) pointed out that this si,_tua.tion is probably attribu-
* table, in part, to the lack of studies involving pra-reading
_ skills by proponents of informal.k'indergarten programs as

..compared to ‘Jstudies' by investigators favouring the teaching ‘

'Y

N

of specif'i‘c skills.
Bradley (19586) 1nvest1gated the effects of delaying
formal systematlc 1nstruction in readlng readlness until.

a . Chlld was ready The study wh1ch extended over -a two-f'

e | . ol year perlod :mcluded two groups of chlldren, both of whom
i o were exposed to dlfferent programs. - 'I.‘he experlmental group s "

program reflected the concept that readlness traJ.m.ng 1s ':_-j

. R N
e . ¥

\ f des:.gned to st;muxlate growth in all areas of development,;

. w:.th formal 1nstruct10n being delayed untll each chlld ‘was’ e
& o ready- .The control group, on the other hand, had formal o f. , .
: | iﬁstructlon ammedlately upon entry tO grade one. At the o .' "
end" of three years the results sﬂnlflcantly favoured the | -

h . Y
) Chlld development approach The experlmental group vere,
. T b .
e superlor 1n al espects of readlng development She con—-

; . cluded that the amount of time devoted to readlness J.n some

Ploghoft (1959) studled use of readlness workbooks

J.n kmdergarten versus a general program. He found that

3

: _ rstudents exposed to a program whlch pronded opportunltles

{\’ S for soc:.al growth, mu51c, rhythm and other expera.ences, made
L ‘ s:.nular gams 1n readlness as- d:Ld the workbook group. HlS ;

populat:.on sample, however, was smal.l. It only 1nc1uded

. . schools may be 1nsuff1C1ent : :. o L ' i o T



=read1ng readlness progra.ms. Brze:.nsk:. (l%64') has perhaps
:_’-'-carrled out the mos{: widely known of these stud:.es. . It was
conducted J.n Denver and :anolved \approxrmately 4 000 students

'J.n 122 classrooms. Ther‘e were two experlmental and two '\'

" in klndergart‘en and in grade one and later grades, A1)

' grades, :Lv) exper:.mental grbup two was a full-—term exper1.-
i,mental group. The- control group in klndergarten received

.on regular" classroom lnstructlon, w.1th no attempt being made E
e 20 mmutes per day in bas:Lc read:mg sk.ills. ' Pup:Lls were

tested perlodrcally usrng standardlzed readlng tests and

E other measures such as guant:.ty and quallty of reading and SR I

one teacher and two sections of kindergarten‘,'. one,; of which

used readiness work'books‘ and one which did not. He also I
did not indicate tl\'ie type .of workbook used whether it t
provided specific skills instruction’ or was merely concerned

with generalized language actlvz.tles.. He concluded that
readlng read:.ness was too involved to be contalned w1th1n
the pages of a workbook. o |
By contrast, many studles have demonstrated the\ s
effect:.veness of teachmg formal sk:.lls 11’1 klndergarterx\ L

e e i e
’ N -

«'., N

4

=N

cont‘rol- groups- .i) control group one had a regular program S

LN

control group two ‘had a reg\ular _progran-ln_ k~1n<.i‘erga1:terir ‘

b . . . ‘ . ° : * . ' vl . '. - .
but an experlmental ‘program in -'grade one an‘d’ later grades; IR

.ill) exper1menta1 group one had an- experlmental program 1n o

,klndergarten and a regular program in grade one and later

L

to teach specrfrc skrlls. The experlmental group recelved

a




pre—readmg mventory of skllls than d:.d the control group.\

> ' T NI VO VR AV

\ . . -«
’ spec:.fically de51gned tests. _The - results slgnlflcantly o o
‘. favoured klndergarten students who had recelved formal
instruction. | - [ .
. . . : 5 &
Schoephoerster, Bdrnhart .and’ Loomer (1966) repllcated

the Denver study in Grand Forks North Dakota schools. Four
hundred and nlnety-s:Lx students vere 1nvolved,‘ w1th 23
classes each 1n the exloerlmental and control groups. ;'A-‘
ii.: consensus was reached -among the klndergarten teachers that -
o a pre:-readlng program should cons:.st of skills spec:.flcally s
related to 1earn1ng to read Two hypotheses were tested'

1) klndergarten students of three deflned levels of ahllz.ty

who follow*a structured readmess program th.ch mcludéd ,a

workbook w111 ach:.eve a s:.gn:rflcantly hlgher a:ead:mg

readl\ness score than comperable groups who use the :mformal
approach, 11) a!greater percentage of chlldren in the 'g‘.

experlmental grOup w111 excel: the students for passn.ng Qn

-

\ a readmess test\ at the end of the k\mdergarten year. Both '

o .
hypotheses were accepted The experlmental group as a whole

and at all abil:.ty levéls were super:.or to the cmtrol group,
. @w:Lth the below average qroup s mean score being 51gn\.f1cant
-' ‘ at the .01 level of confldence, and a"greater percentaqe of
- chlldren in the exper:.meﬂtal group as ‘a whole and at each

level af ablllty exceeded the standard 1for passmg 1n the EKS ~”,

.

H:Lllen.ch (1963) also mvest:.gated the ef‘fects of

o A
teac}u.ng pre—readmg sk:Llls 1n kindergarten. 'I'he study

—

- N - ' -
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' eadlng skrlls‘result :|.n hlgher read:.ng ach:.evement at the

- A :
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‘ 1nVOlVed 22 sectlons of kmdergaften and sought an. answver

to four g,uestz.ons : i) How successfully would students
: master pre-—readn.ng sk:.lls requlrlng use of oral context
and c0nsonant letter—sound assomatlons to read pr:Lnted
. words'? ii) \Would such :Lnstructron\ be more eﬁfect.we w1th
'or wlthout ‘a WOrkbpok" J.:u.) Could the sk:.lls be reta:l.ned

\ .

\

{ garten students mastered the SklllS at the end of the

4

""klnderga\rten year and that 88 percent of children Qus:n_ng

’?‘_."-_workbooks masterled those skllls m qomparlsqn to 50 perc‘nt

"-.fof those wn.thout workbooks.g There was a stata.st:n.cally

"s:_umlf:.cant dlfference An forgettlng durlng the summer months

1y

but the amount was detenmlned to be of ll,t\tle practrcal

A AN

ST ,51gnrf:l.cance, and at the end of grade one, there were . .,-';-i-'}

' "-,‘vs:l_gnlf:x.cant dlfferences 1n favour of chlldren who had been

. *' .‘.

'-t,-_."taught pre—readmg skills :m k:mdergarten, desp:n.te thelr

&slrghtly lower academ.tc aptltute when compared to the control

Y ) . _t\. w': A .‘.. o -: ) '.\ ,\ . ;.
group. PR \, R IR

.‘,A . K R N R [N

N\ L - - .. AR

\ - H111er1ch ‘§;965) repl:rcated hJ.s study the followmg '~'§‘->‘:j
S year w:.th all/ stud ts us:.ng workbooks.‘ ;_ie found that 83 L

T percent of the kmdergarteners« mastered the Sk.‘LllS w:.th

retentlon over ﬂthe sunhner 1nd1.catmg only a. 1oss of l 1 pm.nts
ER W INTT
Kelly and Ch_en (1967) moved beyond pre-readlng

- - over the summer months?\ :w) Would teachlng of specnf:.c

o end of grade one" Results showed that 70 percent of k1nder-.:




‘ readmg sl;:.lls and hb:.llty and desrre to wr:.teh

, . "..‘ e X B . N

z.nstructn.on on k:.ndergarten students wath respect to .
~read1ng achlevement ; attltude toward readlng\ and attltude .'- ’

SR toward school. . The study was carned out 1n 1963 and R

J

; «'1nvolved 221 students in two schools :m ’lee,rmore School

*fn.stnct of Californ:.a. Subjects were d:.v:.ded J.nto four R I ]

-w'l

. categOrJ.es on the basm of the:Lr h:l.gh or J.ow standing on 4' Cae

." the Cal:Lforn:.a Test of Mental Maturlty, Form 19575, and the-w-;-‘ . Sl

LY 1 ) .

S Lee-Clark Read:mess Test, and were then ass:.gned randomly :

Ty, '.,‘ K S 't"x

but that attltude towa.rd readn.ng

,\

: 1n, readlness 1nstruct10n,

former group. \ ‘ ’

c_ ',,,. B v ooty P

o
‘ Sutton (1964) -examlned the eft‘ects =of offer:.ng

N N o J v T s

readmg J.nstruction in the kindergarten to students who -25‘.; -

exh:.blted dn .mterest 1n read:.ng. FLfteen to 20 minutes

o~

......

a 2t

,‘ 1t 1n grade one. A h:.gh correlat;Lon was also noted between.;

e -

._. .. -4

'I‘hese studues clearLy suggest the effectiveness of
. “‘ .'4 \: M

teaching pre-r'e'admg‘ SklllS m kindergarten and per

-

even readmg H0wever, ‘as Ha.llerich (197

oted, ot all

ch:rldren master these sk:.lls,. :I.t J.s of 'utmost\,
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i 5
. - importance that a teacher choose methods that are suitable

to chitdren's needg and interests. Durkin (1963, 1964, 1970,
19777 also concurred with this v1ewp01nt when she pointed
out that reading 1nstructlon for kindergarten students must
be of a 5ind that will add both enjoyment and self-esteem

to the lives of five—year—olds.

Reading Readiness Research Studies in the
Language Experlence Approach

There'are few studies available on the language,

experience approach at the pre—readlng stage, and, unfor—.

i

tunately,‘as 1nd1cated grlrerr none whlch examlne the present

ftoplc under 1nvestlgatlon. Those studles which do exlst, ;
, howeverﬁitend‘tovfayour thf language experlence fpproach
over-rggular programsl and‘thus suggest the pos51ble
feasibiiity of_ihcorporation of 1anguage>experience with
' ‘“jtraditidpal'prOgran, whether these programs=are formal or
g " I inrornal: ' - us o oL i o . .

0'Donne1f'(1968) 1nvéstrgated the effects of an

< .
; % informal concept centered 1anguage experidnce klndergarten
. : \ =
o . program w;th a basal tentered program ih promotlng general
' i ¥ -1 . &
'.“’readlness ‘for readlng. AThe conceptual‘languagé experlence

o ' . . e Y

program 1nvolved the 1dent1f1catlon of major concepts ln
o ‘. B
“ ubject matter fields: and used them as a basis for prov;dlng

anformalplanguage~exper1ences;' The populatlon consisted of

78 sﬁudents\in‘two‘treatment groups, randomly'ass1gned to
- . . ' n . .‘.-z_. i » Lo -

.t . L : s .

é
* ) °
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one of four kindergarten sections. - The major medsure of -

reading readiness was the MetropolitaqﬂggadiﬁESs Test, Form

B, but other tests such as the Allyn and Bacon Pre-Reading

Tegt, - the Wepman Apditorf Discrimination Test, Form II, and

the Murphy-Durrell’ Reading Readiness Analysis tere also used.

- An analysis of variance on two subtests of-the

Metropolitan Readiness Test and an analysrs of covarlance

on four subtests revealed no srgnlflcapt difference between .
the treatment groups. on various subtests; but.an analysls

. .'. . . . ¢ e - Lo
of covariance on the total mean scores for Woth groups showed

‘a signifiq?nt difference infaehievement at'the".OS.leVel of

confldence in favour of the conceptual language experlence

.-

method. An analysis of varlance on the Allyn and Bacon Pre- ;'

2

Reading Test v1sual subtest, revealed a 31gnif1cant.d1fferencé‘

\
at the. 01 level of confidence for puplls in the conceptual‘

language experrence group. The Wepman Audltory Dzscrlmlnatlon ’

Test adjusted for Form I, however, revealed.no slgnrflcapt .

Y . + *

differences between groups.

i

2

Utllrzatron qf systematlc rnstructron in workbooks

as a measure of promptlng dmscrlmlnatlon skills dld not ’

'produce any srgnrflcant dlfferences. Dlrect 1nstructlon in

.o v

dlscrlmanatlon of letter forms and letter names dld not.,
RN

produce-an advantage for the basal group on the 1etter names

-~

subtest of : the Murphyyburrell Readlng Readlness Analxsls.

The 1nc1de#tal exposure to 1etters through labelllng,

experlence charts and classroom sxgns resulted 1n s%lghtly .

oM e

e et
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higher mean scores in favour of the conceptual language<
classes. He concluded, therefore, that the é;nceptual
languade experience approach was superior’to the bas;l—
centered appgoach}in promoting general readiness for reading.
Blakely‘ahd Shadle (1961) investigated whether or
not kindergarten children éhowgd more readiness and potential

for reading after exposure to the readiness books of a basal

reading program br.after'exposure to an activity prograonf

\

experiences. \The basal program centered on the Scott, '

expérimenﬁal?group's,program grew out:of the children's

intergstsﬁénd provided freedom to participate invarious

activities. ~$he“popu1at§bn consisted of two groups of 28

T - .
kindergarten students éach. Their selection Was made on

the basis of age, with children in the'experiméntaijand
control groups being paired so that the mean ages of both

groups of girls ﬁas 5.5 and both groups of boys 5.9. The

Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form R,,én Informal Readingv,

Readiness Check List and a Maturity Check List were qééd as

testing instryments. There were no significant. differences

.at the béginn;ngfof the stud§, as determined by these thkée '

a

instruments. Posttest results revealed the total exper imental

~ group made ‘a greater'meaﬁ‘gaip during the peritod of the”

. i . B ~N X
study than did the control Yroup.on all three measures.and.

N ) ‘ . * 1 . 7 N ' .
that the differences were significant on the latter two\

tests. The total experimental group also‘madé.a higher mean
s ! e, el . - ) i *

Wyt

S T L S M Bt




N

well with both approaches, the former‘istreéommended at

*

score on the Scott, Foéesman end-of-the-book test than

did the total control group but~the differences were not
statistically significant. ’

When the differences were examined in terms ~sex,
hQWever differences prevailed. The experimental boys showed
greater gain on all measures than dld the control boys and )
the differences were statlstlcally 51gn1f;cant.}n.the case

of the Metropolitan Readiness Test (readiness‘section, the

Réadlng,Readiness Appralsal Check LlSt and the Scott, Foresman,

Test, The glrls in .the experlmental and control group, on

"the‘otherihand showed no 31gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n galn
L e

in allnmeasures., Blakely and Shadle coﬁcluded that as

klndergarten boys developed slgnlflcantly greater reaglness-

w1th the experience-activity approach ‘and girls do equally

>

the klndergarten level in preference to the 1atter.. | {

- Two~ serious llmltatlons to this study shoulﬁ be

‘ \
noted- i) the size of the sample was’ veryusmall and this

ﬁactor serlously limits the rellablllty of\the results, ii)‘ !
the workbook prov1ded generallzed language act1v1t1es rather :

than spec1f1c skill 1nstructlon and thus ‘the dlfferencES in

Al

programs was one of degree rather than type.

-,

) Brazz1el and Terrell (1962) sought to determlne 1f
a change in reglstratlon, comblned W1th parental 1nv01Ve-
ment in readlng readlness whlch empha51zed experlence—charts,
would ﬁelp allev1ate the effects of a low soc1o-econom1c Lo,

: - - ‘. . . . - - - L P

“y Nt

&

e
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i
w Y

‘background. Twenty—slx Negro first graders who had no
kindergarten erperience made up-the control group and three
first grade sections with 23, 21, and 20 children respec-
tively, comprised thezcontrol group. The readluess-program

i

lasted for six weeks. At the‘end of the period, the

Metropolitan Readiness Test was administered: The experi-~

mental group scored at the fiftieth percentile, the natiomal

\
-average, whlle the three control groups scored only - at the‘

- .

‘Stheenth fourteenth and twentleth percentlles. The

- dffferenCe‘was 51gn1f1canﬁ at the -Ol level of confldence:'
xWhlle the authors\found the experlence materlal meanlngful
rifor chlldren when used\ln conjunétlon w1th other readlnefs
ﬁactrv;tles and materlals,.the actual effect of the languege

i
. a
. - A

experlences cannot be assessed

“

Hall (1965) developed and evaluated a language

experience pngram for teaching readiness- to first grade, L

culturally dlsadvantaged children Flve flrst grade-
classrooms in one publlc schoo; in the Drstrlot of Columbla
formed the experlmental group, whlle f1ve flrst\grade .
classrooms exposed to ‘a regular readrnesﬁ program based

‘.on readlng readzness workbooks and pre-primers of a basal

‘w

erles formed the control group _ The study was carrled out,]

1

-from September to December, 1964 The 1nvest1gator worked‘“

v ...-|

,w1th the teachers 1n the experlence group and.also preparedf

1va gulde for teachlng the program. The results of the Gates .

.Prlmary Readlng Test showed 51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n favour
‘ ' B “\ I', 3 o ; :" ':'-. f“.:, ~'I~A~ B ‘

© e et

.
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of the experience group in.developing word recognition and
in sentence reading than with the regular approach.

0'Donnell‘Tl968) had summarized the literature
> . ‘ ‘ . .
dealing with reading readiness programs in the kindergarten.

He noted that while there is a considerable lack of agreement
’ . \ . : ) o .
regarding the effectiveness of tertain education practices,

'several generelizations are discernible.

i) Readlng readlness 1nstruct10n may be better

>

descrlbed as early readlng lnstructlon-'

.1.1_ ‘) Chlldren may be taught to read prlor to grade one, S

but the desirablllty of the practice Stlll 1S\unreSQIVed,

T 111) Younger chrldren ‘make less progregs than older

' chlldren of comparable 1ntelﬂlgence when exposed to the o

I
LR

- . - N
" N . P

same prdgrams,5

iv) Suecess in beginning reading ie»dependent'upon'meny.
. . . e S ) v [ v N
. interacting factors: quality of instruction, degree of

_indrvidualization, pacing, ﬁatﬁrity'and.expectetions of

the teacheri’ 3-' i’iﬂ, - ‘:, i

L V) A chlld’s euccess 1n readlness 1nstructlon 15

dependent upon his/her level of perceptual functlonlng

.'\'

'- rather than upon phy51ca1 develqpment,

\ &if: There are no- observable detrlmental social and
o e \

emotlonal effects due to formal readlng 1nstruct10n prlor

<

| to grade oné% lnA {g- o 1Mf."‘ ‘f,"'

o ’
vrl) The child's 1evel of concept formatlon ‘is closely
' related td hls language development,} flka'h'"‘f e ,k \
. - .,".. N "w . 7' [N

R Ao _..-._..... [ -, PSR g e i st e - - - - e e
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viii) vVaried educational'oppoﬂtunities'for kindergarten
children to interact with the physical environment canngreatly

enhance cognitive and language development and thus subse-

quent readiness for reading.:
[

s

P

ix) Young children can profitably he exposed to
significant cantent that is appropriate to.their level of .
development. This content can be.used as the basis: for -

thiﬁking’”taikiﬂg;}writihéland5readingfabont_the;rjekperiences;h“_p

. -u—.;'l-'.:...a.- et e e

: i ot
{ N . : R . L .

s [ A .. ..
B 3_4“‘.. Lo

':'Language Expernence Research Studles in” Developmental Readi é‘,”ﬁﬂ

*"7 : The flrst major research study comparlng the language

i'experlehce approach w1th the hasal method appears to be the 115 Tﬁﬁfi:h
j_lSan Dlego Readlng Study (Vah‘Allen, 1961) The frve—year 'Af;,jffvi'i
investigatlon under the dlrectlon of Roach Van Allen, dt. ‘ |
that tlme a currlculum coordinator for the‘San Dlego County
" schools, was concerned w1th 1mprov1ng beglnning reading

' 1nstruct10n}

After exam1n1ng many approaches to teachlng
readlng, the research team selecfed three for detalled study;
_the baSal readlng approach, the 1qd1V1duallzed readlng fr A J-f\}l
approach and the language experlence approach The ba51c S ::. ;:T g
' hypotheéls of the study Was that there was NG 51ng1e be;t - ﬁ¥£;;54 ¥
.:or only way to teach readlng The results supported the = ° 2;17:”
‘ hypothe51s 1n that the three approaches were all determlned |

E to be. more than satlsfactory methods of teachlng beglnnlng

readlng L e e 4 f;{;l : ﬁf,“_x
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Ij'.ences, however, were not of‘much practical value 1n terms

S“Aldenvs hearnlng to Read Through Experlence renewed 1nterest N T;.wtk
teachn_ng readlng.» . ' A‘ \' . ~ 1
"~the Unlted States Offlce of Educatlon, representedma major
5attempt to 1nvest1gate the effects of varlous beglnnlng
- As’ noted prevrously, Bdnd and Dykstra (1967) summarlzed B

sthe results of- these studles at the flrst grade level and

) appeared between the two methods, those that dld exlst

. of actual achlevementx; They concluded that the addltlon : . e

o
.-

iof the\language experlence approach could be expected to ! \ij';

lt - ) -
- ( .
. 38 \
% ' ? 4 . . \
Prior to this study, the 1angd&§e§experience
approach was used primarily as a suppleméhtary method of‘
teachlng reading. The partld&patlng language experlence I -t

|
“teachers found, howeveﬂ” t at thelr students made as much

b

TN v e e § ol e |

.Oor more progress on the es\ential readlng skllls, measured

'by standardlzed readlng tests, as did the students who had

dlrect 1nstructlon of skllls. The reportlng aof  these.

results, plus the subsequent publlcatlon of Roach Van

" . N

ﬁln the language experrence approach as a. sound method of
|

L

: ) S _' oy T‘ * ct "‘.'»,‘ ae i o
The Cooperatlve Research Studles, sponsored by HT'"‘ IR B

\ \

i '
readlng approaches. Six- of the, 27 studles compared the , o A

3

Janguage experlence approach w1th the baSal readlng method
k\

reported that whlle relatively few 91gn1f1cant dlfferences,

.‘»“- . ‘ ‘A.“.-Y
favoured the language experlence approach. These dlffer-'Ag" ﬂ\n}

i

C STy LaaL ey e R
- make 2. contrlbutlon to any klnd of readlng program. B P S
T X , ) . e P Y S
e "W L o SN
Co ' © PR "V"'.‘”_ T N
N A L o
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The second grade phase of the studies was ‘summarized

{ - L . C
were no significant differences betwéeen the language

' ~ by Dykstra (1968), and_reyealed, in general, that ‘there
\/,:>

experience approach and the basal approach. Achievement

'\‘ .'_>

-ig the .two methods(after two years of .instruction was quite
.": ' C & . o ! :
similar, ‘with fewer significant differences in treatments

at the end of the second grade than at_the end of the first
grade. © - - ./
((. . ’ [ : BT i ’ -

The 11mitations of these studles ‘as examlned by

Vllscek (1968) and Dykstra (1968), and. whlch are relevant
";I'iﬁﬂ‘ to the preSent 1nvest1gatlon are-:1 _,f jhv,,‘; . f':f ;lia_ . s

1

'~7l)j There were w1de varlataons ln 1ndLV1dual studies

“in the selectlon and.a551gnment of schools, teachers and

guplls in- experimental and control groups, o

‘ii) The\basal approach varled from pro;ect to progect

1
¢

ih the'type of,gerles and materlals used: . BN
- iii) The 1anguage e*perlence approach was not 1dent1cal
l"

in each study (i e., tne developmental factors utlllzed),

xiy) Evaluatious were carried out as far as’ second ‘of.
third grade, thus maklng conclusrons or 1nterpretatxonsf.' N
concernlng later readlng ablllty 1mp0551ble, : | FQV
Cov) Although attempts were made to mlnlmlze the placebo .hJ:
5 <t

and Hawthorne effects, 1nnovat1ve approaches‘ plus an aware-‘”,'

ness on ‘the part of teachers and students that they were

)f

partlcipatlng 1n a? research study, may have affected results.

3

"<
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_somewhat'better.than did the‘tradlt;opal method andlthat.‘

s

40

The six First Grade Studies which used the language

.experience-approach were Kendrick (1966); Hahn (196633

McCanne (1966)}'Vilscek, Morgan and Cleland (1966); Stauffer.

it\lsss); and Harris and Sewer (1966).

VKendrick (1966) ‘compared the language experience

approach to the teachlng 6f language arts with the - tradltlonal

,basai approach, whlch used the Ginn Readlng Serles. The

study was desrgned“to measure skills 1n readlng, wrltlng,

4listen1ng and: speaklng, as well as measure pupil 1nterest
'and attltude toward readlng.\ A total of. 1 609 flrst qrade-

.i'students taught in 54 classrooms ln the San Dlego Coutty -

' D R R

laf»area part1c1pated in. the study L . : e y;,i“'

a \ : . M . ‘.
At the end of the flrst qrade\no significant dif-
e :

ferences were found between the'experimehtal and control =

v

§roups for most of "the analyses performed. Significant N

) dlfferences were: observed for only approxrmately one—fourth

of the comparlsons. 'Of these, AO favoured the tradltlonal
meth”d whlle only five favoured the experimental method
A

- When the - study was exéended into ,the second grade

(Kendrick & Bennett, 1967) more measures were signlflcant

at the .gl.level of confiderce. Twelve of these favoured

/‘\

‘the‘experimental éroup aﬁd 11 the tradit{oﬁai group, whiehl
frepreSented a substantlal gain over th\‘preV1ous year,,
' They concluded that the experlmental approach appeared to

Nenhance achlevement 1n the areas measured 1ﬁ the study

L
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_and ‘basal readlng

' apd. Fry Word LlStS.‘

~accepted

“strongest for the ‘langbiage ‘experience group in Paragraph

41

girls seemed to profit more so than boys. They also noted

that the languagezeiperienCe apﬁroach.may improve'achievement

f

in other subject areas,-as reflected in the Superior per=
formance of the 1ower soc1o—econom1c\group on the sc1ence—

social studles and arlthmetlc concepts subtests of the

\

Stanford Achievement Test. ’

«

7 v

Hahn (1966) compared three approaches to the ‘teaching
of beginning.reading- ITA, the language‘experience approach‘ ‘

Teachers of the basal program followed >

,

;-closely the practlces suggested 1n the teachef manpals of
'“the serles, whlle the ITA and language experlence groups 'Q'

'Fused dlctated and wrltten mater1a1 as the ba31c source of

et

1nstructlon Thlrty—51x teachers from 12 school dlStrlctS<

“in Oakland County, Mlchlgan, part1c1pated in the study.

Students in all three groups responded equally well on the

Sangplego Reading Attltude Test. "’ No one-method, however,

" was found to be consistently superior in terms of achieve-

ment to the other two approaches due p0551bly to variations. -

- in pupil skllls and experlences as well as varlatlons in

~teaoher competenc1es. . ‘;";

’

The ITA and. language experlence approach had 51g-

' nlflcantly hlgher scores than the basal program on the Gates .

No 91gn1f1cant dlfferences were found ?
N &

in Spelllng among the three groups when' ITA spelﬂing was .

The Capac1ty-Ach1evement relatlonshlps were

.\‘L-.

- L e




K more books and wrote longer stor1es» The basal group were

.

neaning and for .ITA and language experience groups in

‘Word Study. Studerts in’/both language experience and ITA

approaches wrdte more freely and extensively throughout
‘the year than did the basalfgroup.anddteachers cohnented on
« the eagerness and independence children-developed'in this
activity. | | ) j
The -second grade phase of the study. (Hahn, 1967)
contlnued to show the pattern of dlfferences 1n performance

noted at the end of- grade one.. There were no slgnlflcant :

’

drfferences on standardlzed tests between the ITA and

1anguage experience groups. Language experlence puplls,ril"

howeVer, read more books and wrote longen'studles than dld

NS ) ] . 4,..“

the ITA group When comparlsons were made between the "?7

language experlenCe and basal approaches, the former group
obtalned hlgher scores on Word Meanlng, Paragraph Meaning,

Sc1ence—Soc1al\Studies concepts, Spelllng, Word Study and
N
Language areas of the Stanford Achlevement Test. They also‘

recognized more wbrds on the Fry and Gates Word Llsts, read

4

stronger on mbchanlcal skllls 1n writlng They concluded
that the 1anguage euperlence group demonstrated greater

control of basic readlng and wrltlng skllls than dld the

"',\'.\ KRR

chlldren 1n the basal group

This study was also extended into the thlrd grade

(Hahn,>1968) At thls level, achlevement 1n both experlmentaIV;

groups equalled that of the basal group.; Language experlence -

PO 4 T T - . . . P T

-
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rstudents_were'superior on Word Recognition, Spelling and
Paragraph,Meaning.' Both the language experience and ITA-
e A students read more books,fbutzthe‘basal group was superior

-+ -in the mechadics of'Enélish.

3

S ‘ v 'McCanne (I965)-compaftd three ~different approachés’

to teachlng beglnnlng readlng to Spanish-speaklng chlldren.
the basal approach, a modlfled Engllsh language approach

A
and the language experlgnce approach. The basal method ‘

{p,,; A proved to be\superlor to the other approaches. Language '1§&d
. . N ~, ..'“ \

experlence students only achleved 51gnif1cantly hlgherf‘

‘e

ﬂf.: o scores than the basal group on a measure of wrltlhg fluency

', well as lack of famlllarlty w1th the\experlmental methods

may have contrrbuted to the success of the basal approach

’Sm?'-‘~'* th_‘ ﬁllscek Morgan and Cleland (1966) 1nvest1gated two-,”

- ..“'~ n'-. basal language arts approach and an 1ntegrated experrence:‘ A

approach Seven hundred and flfty students~1n 24 o&assrooms
. <

; were Selected from approxlmately 300 flrst grades rn Plttsburgh

o ~

- Publlc schools to take part in. the study.‘ They-were randomly
\7'ffkt;{f:"' \aBSLgned to the two 1nstructlonal methods. Results at the ”

:5"h; f)‘};vll end of the flrst grade showed that puplls 1n the rntegratéd

PN

‘;'experlence approach had slgnlflcantly hlgher mean scores at

.{17‘3'y“f Zf; . bl level of confrdence than dld puplls 1n the coordlnated
S R 23 e
’j~‘fn~* ju\'j, basal approach on Word Meanlng,,Paragraph Meanlng, Vocabulary

s

and Word Study sectlons‘of the Stanford Achlevement Test and

\ PR . ’ x.' o

approaches to teachlng beginnlng readrng, a coordlnated ”wff“

T

'5, She concluded that certaln cultural tralts and values as " U ,ﬁ.ﬁ';”i
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on the San Dlego Readlng Attltude Inventory. They also L

i ' ‘ had s;gnlflcantly hlgher mean scores. at the- .05 level of

- e

confldence on the Gates Word LlSt and the Karlsen Word Llst,

Creatlve ertlng Mechanlcs Ratlo and the Mlnnesota Test of 4 R

vt Creative 'I‘hlnklng. e . '

At thelend of. the second grade 18 of the orlglnal
24 classes comprlsed the pupll populatlon. Findlngs |

revealed that puplli taught throughﬂthe 1ntegratgd experl- 5N

—,"r )

ence appranh no longer had sxgnlf;cantly hlgher achlevement

; - than puplls 1n«the coordlnated basal approach ln readlng,,: f{f
A0 T
NEMEFE ST S s i -
;é and spelllng...{Eﬂr§akpf""' ‘ iy ‘?Ni {
il At the close of the thrrd year, there were no : ﬂ*}fn¢l§,?;‘:
f o 15p?»' SLgnlﬁlcant dlfferences 1n achlevement between the groups fﬁ-f TR (N
; S except on measures of Creatlve Thlnklng,\Oral Readlng and 4 _ 3]'ﬁ;
R ; Creatlve‘ertlng., *3: 4: ;,” : f’f?ri]f:~: fij,'_ Lo l;f;.?'Lfﬂi':*i;
- ' . . e e 3 e ',-.,. G . e :r_‘. S , ',
, o Stauffer s (lSGGJ study was de51gned to - compare ar ;Ef”ff“,t.”f
e A v Ch T e
‘ . language arts approach to beglnnlng readlng Wlth a basal
- fi;_ reader approach. Flve hundred and twenty—elght stpdents from
_ -‘ ‘._":.%. ; “y
- three towns 1n Southern belaware part1C1pated 1n the flrst |
;ﬁ’ *},f grade phase qf the study. Results showed that the experl-:wﬁ'fﬁéi .
Lp el i :
N . =~
L RS ;
e et \' ) ..
% - paragraph Meanlng and Spell;ng.. They both dig’equelly well “
'f;f»i-;,fi;fpl on the tests of Wbrd Study, and Vocabulary. The control -
U S RS E R R .E, i Sy
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grogp, however, scored significantly better on the
-, e ' Arithmetic \test. .There were no differences in attgtude
E' I~ toward reading for the sample as a whole or on a sex basis.

On an individually administered Gilmore Oral Reading Test,

, ythe experimental group scored significantly higher than the
. L )
control group on accuracy but not on rate of reading. On

.

. each of the 'three measures of Word Recognition and the

- ‘ measures of Written Langﬁage, the experimental,groqp-random\k
o | sample scored .significantly -higher thac the control droup.

S When reading readiness and intelligence were ﬁeld coastaﬁt, \

.the experlmental group scored 31gn1f1cantl¥rhlgher on all

/
| : -
measures except Word Study skllls on the Stanford Achlevement

Test and on Rate of Oral Readlng. Stauffer COncluded that

J '” ) the language arts approach to beginnlng readlng 1nstruct10n

° ¢
a

was an effective method.

At the end of the second grade phase of the study

, |
(Stauffer & Hammond, 1967) found that the overall results

were similar to those at the end of grade one. The - experi-

- mental group scored significantly higher on WordlMeaning,

o

e . ‘Science and Social Studies concepts, Spelling; Word Study

SklllS and Language sectlons of the Stanford Achlevement Test,
~

Rate d%d Accuracy of Oral Reading *and two tests of Word

Recognibion. In' the random Creative Writing‘sample,'they'
6

also rated hlgh .on. orlglnallty, 1nterest and story con51§—'

¢

tency.' There were no s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in Reading -

B et
o
&7

-

Attltude between both groups.l They concluded that while

N .
- . . .
Pl . . . s
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%
both approaches were effective ways of teaching reading at

the second gradée level, the language arts approach was the

more effective of the two. Of all the differences in per-

éergance between treatments all, aside ,from the Arithmetjc

subtest for the boys on the Stanford Achievement Test,

.\ '
the language experience group. \

Results at the end ‘of the thlrd grade (Stauffer &

N

Hammond, 1968) showed that the 1anguage arts group scored

significantly hlgher-scores onvthe Sc1ence and |Social Studies

.

concepts and ‘Spelling sections of the Stanford Achievement’

. . \ . ) .
Test on Speed and Accuracy in Oral Reading, on two measures
of Word Recognitfoh,,and on Length.of Story and Variety of

Word bsage and Writing Mechanics in Creative Writing. -The .
. . i . y———

¢

author concluded that the language arts approach will result

" v

in good results in reading instruction throughout the primary
grades.
The Craft Project (Harris & Sewer, 1966) was de51gned

to compare the Sklll centered approach with the language

experience approach for,teachinq beginnihg reading to

culturally  disadvantaged Puerto Rican and black children
in New fork‘City;“Eagh method had two variations: i) basal
reader approach;‘ii) basal reader approach using phonovisual

method lnstead Qf the word attack lessons 1n the basal

. readers; iii) the. language eXperlence approach~ lV) the

\
1anguage experlence approach supplemented by aud10v1sual

r

At the end of grade one, the results showed slight

a

favoured

S A Tt ) St B gt T

Y -
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. for future etudles.,
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but consistent differences favohring the'skills-cehtered_
approach over the lanéuage experience approach. The language
experienoe approach with audiovisual_sdpplements resuited
in greater achievement for these students on several tests
than’ the regular language \experience approach.
Tﬁe second grade phase or the project (Harris, Sewer
& Gold, 1967) still indioated no signifiecant d£¥¥erences
between pairs of methods or between the skills-centered
approach and the language experience aporoach¢y |
) ‘At the third grade phase (Harrls & Morrison, 1968)
there vere still no sxgnlflcant dxfferences between the two
major\approiches or among the four Lnstructlonal methods
Again, there were large differences w1th1n méthods rather
than between methods. ' N .““5,
The followrng generalxzatlons "with regard to the
Cooperative Research Project have been outlined by Galdagher
(1975) : ‘ ‘ . o : ‘

5 i) Significant differences in reacﬁing achievement in

. favour of eit?ér approach at the first grade, K level tend to’

aisappear\by the third~gréde;

ii)-'Differenees éppeér'té?be greater'from,classroom to
N , o

classroom“apd'schoof\tc school than between treatments;

iii) Trendgs noted for lenguage experience‘stﬁdles in some
® B ~

‘ pro:ects such as h;gher scores in spelllng, sc1ence-5oc1a1

studies concepts gﬁd 1n/ariEEHEE1e concepts, have ;mpl;catlone_:'“

e

\‘
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She congluded that, in general, the results
supporped a cohclusion that the language experience approach

is an effective method of teaching ﬁrimary'readiné.
A 1

q
Additional Research Studies on the lLangtage Experience

Approach and the Basal Approach

In addition to the Cooperative Research Project

_-other research studies have cgmpared the language,K experience

apbroach with the basal method. .
\
- Lane (1963) conducted a one—year -study from grades

?

'one to gix which compared the basal readlng approach, the

: language experlence approach and 1nd1v1dualized readlng.'

3

He used 59 teacherS‘in-lZ dlfferent school dlatrlcts in

California. :Pupils were meaaured in termS'of.reaaing,'

achievement, personal and social adjustment and attifude

toward reading. While exceptional gains were reported in

all three’metﬁods, thereﬁﬁas no clear cut éuperiority of

any approach. = ' - . ‘ <
. \ N >

Lamb  (1972) compared a modified basal method Wwith

~ the language experienceimethod in grade one,. in 10 inner—"'

N

c1ty schools ;n Indianapol:ks.° Monthly tralnlng sessI

held and the Medley and Smlth Observatlon Scale and ratlng-

read1ng were used by each teacher.' The puplls were admlnlst‘

- the follow1ng tests' Otls-Lennon Mental Abilities Test 1n

January, an adaptatlon of the*ﬂnskovr‘ Prlmary Pup11 Attltude

Y

Inventorx\ln March ‘and the Callfornia Readlng Test lnAMay.
. . ”‘. , Y " o R Ty




zfor one year, in two s_gend and two thlrd grade classrooms.

A

He . oncluded\that: i)" for both achievement and attitude,
no/iignificant differences occurred hetween the two groups

when clasSes were treated as units; ii) achievement dif- \
ferences Favoured the language enperience group when pupils

were treated as units. né concluded that' the results .
corroborated those of many of: the flrst grade studies in
which the language experience approach was not found.to he
significantly superior in termstof reading achievement.l

Marquadt (1974) compared a coordlnated readlng and

language - arts program whlch utlllzed most of the ba51c

.-ftechnlques of the 1anguage experlence approach w1th a con—

ventlongg basai program The stuay-was only carried out

Ny

She reported no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences as ‘measured - by the

SRA Achievement Tests, but ' the lack of controU of experlmental

\
variables 1imited-the interpretation of the results.‘

\ Plenaar (1977) has investlgated the Breakthrough to —

theracx, a language experlence program The study,whlch

had no control groups,ewas conducted 1n two experlmental I N

\
classes ih Saskatoon schools, a grade one class (Engllsh

language) and a- grade two class in a separate school (French)
Y

After 51x months of. exposure, the students 1n both classes

were- posttested on the: Gates—MacGlnltle Readlnq Tests.

N

The grade one students were found ta be readlng on a grade
~

level of 2.6 and the grade two studénts at 3 7 ‘ They also:

made great galns 1n free—wrltlng, in oral expressxon, in .

~ .- N




‘fgrade two and thus, the results for these students 1s

i R
cqn51derably altered R » - o ‘ L
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self-confidence and in perseverance. Since no control

groups were used, however, it was not possible to say if

o«

the results obtained wer;\st331Stically significaht. The
investigator concluded, based on his research experience

in South Africa where similar gains were achieved over a
'similar period, and where these gains were found to be
significant at better than the .0l level of confidence when
compared to'gains made by EOntrol groups, that it was '

b

reasonable to assume that the 'scores . obtalned‘would have :

: oomfortably exceeded those made ‘on, another readmng scheme.

A

fThe results of thrs study, however, should*be V1ewed very
"cautrously for many reasons' 1) only two classes were used,'

l'a grade one class and a grade two olass, with 22 and lh

\

students, - respectlvely, 11) no control group was used,
iii) there appeared to be noiattempt to,pontrol for initial
dlfferences in pupils, or other extraneous variables such.

.as teacher quallty and the Hawthorn effect, 1v) onl the
% Y

Gates-MacGlnltle Readlng Tests were used, plus the Canadlan;

.ACogn1t1Ve Abllrtles Test, Prlmary 1 Form.A, at the grade

",one-level;,v).there-seem to‘be-dlscrepanc;es in the resultsg

given in that‘the;score"bf'z.ﬁ'for grade one ;ssdated-.
December 1975, when, .in fact, Piénaar stated thatr post--

testing was cohducted‘inuhpril 1975. 'lf this-dateﬂis

Jcorrect, the grade one students would be fbur months into -

N e

'




. N -
[PEDIRIIEURP

e

[P, .

51

. S
Oral Language Development in the Language
Experiehce Approach

b \ : \

Two studies have reported significant gains in oral

language development based on the language experience approach.

Again, neither of these is at the reading readiness stage.
{

Giles™1966) compared the relative galns made in the
development of oral language skllls of tvo groups of first
grade ‘pupils when using the language experlence approach

\ B _ %,
and the 'basalvap‘proach‘ Aspects of oral language measured

h
‘were extent of verballzation, vocabulary, expressum of

'tentatheness, use of basm sentence structures, use of\

mazes, use of colorful and wi v1d \expresslon. f-f. 'I‘wo- l_a_ng‘ua_ge';“
' 1 X

| samples weWcted from 1nd1.v:.dua1 students, one in'

-October a_nd one in May. The experxmental group were ‘found |

to i:e s'uperior'in' vbcabulary, use of expressm"n of tenta-
I\
t:.veness, use of colorful and vivid express:.on and use of

-

mazes.. He also noted that the language experience approach

- A Y & R

!

was more effectlve for boys than g:Lrls. ; . -' —

Stauffer and P:Lkulski (1974) :.nvestlgated the extent

. of oral language growth in 50 flrst grade ch:.ldren taught :“

by the 1anguage expenence approach The' chlldren were

randomly selected from those who had partlclpated in

Pl

'Stauffer s 1966 study wh:.ch exammed the effect;veness gf i

N the language arts approach and the, basal reader app}roach m o

‘flrst grade readmg. Analyszs was made on the bas:Ls of

A . . \

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

.....
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'with kindergarten reading readiness and the role of the

' development. "' K ‘ . A
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\ r . X . ﬁ (
material for one year, and measured sentence length, number

of words used, number of sentence’s used, and number of
prepositions\rand pronouns. The students showed substantial
gains inball dimensions, with growth in average mimber of
words and sentences being especially impressive._ 'I;hey. .
concluded that these results, in addition to indicating
significant growth in oral language facility, suggested' that
the language experience approach fostered an eagerness to

share ideas. ; RS .

.‘*_

,..'

This rev.iew of the 1iterat.tire has been concerned

language~experience _approach in promoting its development.-

-

e nature of general reading readiness research was dis-
€ aq ! .

cussed; followe'djby the limited nuinb_ér‘ of stu\diés available

.on th’e language 'e'xperience approachtat the 're'adi'n‘ess ‘le"vei. .

’While much attention has been devoted to this approach in |

reading at the primary grades, little effort has qeen

expended in determining its utility in kindergar\ten.

'rhe language experience approach to teaching reading'

' bu11d°s upon the existing experiential background and language

usage of childrenr 'I'he approach was examined in terms of

_ ~,its history, early research studies, its current status in

.

prrmary reading, and finally, its relationship to language L

.. a

e
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CHAPTER III

SOURCES OF DATA: METHOD AND PROCEDURE

¢

Introduction

)

This chapter will present an averv ew of the

| D
procedures to be- used in’ the study'. . It describes: i) the

settlng of ‘the’ study, 11) the. selectlon of the experlmental

and control group, 111) the testlng 1nstruments utlllzed.

iv) the language exper:.ence approach for . the exper:.mental

group,.v) method and procedure m (a) pretestlng, (b) post— .; ‘*..

testing; and (c)- treatment @f data. o SR C = ’ .

~ - o : \
SettJ.ng for the Studl S ‘

Th:.s study took place in St. John g, & city located

-~

on the eas,tern coast of Newfoundland, w:.th a populatlon of

approxmately 130,000 1nhab1tants. It wa\s conduoted withln
b the Roman Cathol::c School Board of St John S, a board whlch : _ ‘_,.
l_ presently employs 853 teachers and has a student enrollment - .

of over 20, 000. ‘ The school dlStIlC‘l: is div1ded 1nto three ‘

' areas.: They are- i) St Joh,n's Centre, encompassmg sixteeﬁ’

( cﬁools in all categorles, from\primary, elementary, junlor

whlch ranges from K‘llbrlde, _Goulds and Newtown to Manuels J.n

-

hlgh and hlgh schools’to all-grade schools, J.l) The West,




i L L

"comblned under one prlnc:l.pal

= ;kindergart'é'n‘ are randomly

'determn.ne whether the

<

>4

Conception Bay, and has eleven schools, in all categories;
and iii) The Northeast, covering an area from Virginia Park
to Torbay, Pouch Cove and Bell Island, with twe:'l'.ve s-chbols,
again encompassing all categories outlined above. |

St. Patrick's sehool is the only school wlich was
used in the.investigation. It is an all-boys school, located
in the centre of tl_';e City and has a population of 643 students,
r‘a}.ngithg‘ from kindergarten.to,grad-'e' eight, which enip-loys 38

teecﬁe’rs.~ .Prior to the l~9'.78-_-"79 'acaiiemic year, the School

' wasfa'\'ctua.liy ti'vo‘s-chool's . St. Patrlck's Primary Hall and St.

1,' \

"Patr:l.ck's Elementary, but both buildings \have now. been . ‘

[ \

[
, . , . N e .
Selection of the f-:xperihn-tal and Control Group

N ) . . o *
\The Romah” Catholic School Board in!st. John's was
contacted in June 1978 to determine whether or not the. '

-investigator might’ conduct a study on the language experience

s

approach at the ki’ndergartén level. Once approval was

\obta:l.ned, perm:.ss:Lon was sought from the pr:.nc:l.pal of St.

1
Pat}::.ck's School. His response was, also favorable.

The organ:.zat:.on of the k;.ndergarten at St. ‘Patrlck'

School is not-typical of most Zﬁpfpundland schools. _In
.September of each_ year. allf d

ents who have registered for .

laced in individuai Clésses, !

.. 1.
. ‘where: they are assessed over' a four to flve-week per:.od to

‘are. ready to handle a regular
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-

L3

kindergarten pr.ogram- Those found not ready, K‘ashed on "
teacher observation a{nd' testing, are placed in’ a junior
kindergarteri. ‘ w

The population of the study was comprised of all
the reguﬁl'_ar kindergarten students attendiqg St. Patrick's
School far the 1978-79 academic year. The students rahqed

in age from 4.9 to 7.5, with the mean age being 5.6. These «*

wexre divided into three classeg of eighteen, seventeen and

fourteen 'students respectively, with each class being tau?ht '

by a different teach’e:rf.
Voo

The k:.ndergarten class taught by the J.nvestlgator

-
)

comprlsed the expernnental group It -had.a populatlon of

seventeen students, only flfteen of whom were elxg:.ble to
! {

partlcn.pate in the StUdYa The exc1u51on of the two students :
was necessary as they were not mémbers of the class at the

time of pretestlng The control group was formed from the

two remalng.ng regular classes and had a populatlon of thlrty-

-

two students, twenty—seven of whom were 1ncluded in the .\
study.- .. :

The investigator utilized two covariates as measures

of initial eql.iality; i) the pretest scores of the Metropol:.tan

Readmess 'I'est (Form B, Level I) and the Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test (Form -A).. ‘ o _‘ T

N
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The Tes tintj Instruments

Two standardized tests' were used in the study, the

. \
Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Levels I and II, and the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Forms A and B.

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests, 1976 Edit'ion,

Levels I and II are required to provide adequate measure-
ments of the wide range of skills in kindergarten and
beg‘inning grade'one Level I is designed for use in the ®

begmnlng through to the mlddle -of kmdergarten, Whlle

: Level II 1s des:.gned for use at the end of kmdergarten

' and beginnlng of grade one. . ‘ L e e

\- Y .. : 1

Level I concentrates upon the more ba31c pre-
readlng skx]‘ls. The subtests were selected by Nurss and

McGauvran, authors of the 1976 edlt:\.on of Metropolltan

A

Readiness Tests, after extens*.we research to determlne the A " ﬁ
types of measures that would be nost relevant to k;Lnder-«

garten pre-readlng skill development (Teacher s Manual.

-

'Interpretatlon and Use of Test’ Results, 1976). . 3 N

» - v

: Audltory Memory. This test measures the pupil s lmmedmte

b

.recall of a serJ.es of words spoken by the teacher. It J.S . _A R

an m\portaht read:mg readmessr sk:.lfl. as, early \1earn1ng, -
espec:.ally readlng, lS a sequentla\l process J.nvolv1ng the\ s

1}
ab111ty to remember and assoc;ate sounds WJ.th v1sual symbols.
. ( o ) A. te . -..‘ o » .‘\\'"

i y_x_g:.ngn Rhyming, the ab:.l:.ty to hear and dlscnm:mate R P

:jamong medlal and fmal sounds in a rhymlng context,\ 13 ‘

N



considered to be another important auditory skill.
. .

Letter Recognltlon. Thls test measures the student s .

ab:LlJ.ty to recogn:.ze both upper- and lower-case letters
\ \
\when they are named by the adml_mstr.ator.

e

N
Much of early school learning involves

Visual Matching:

the ability to discriminate amontg visual symbols; ’This

test measures vieua‘l-perceptual sk111 in matchlng letter

ser:.es, words, numerals,

and 1etter—11ke forms.

. ) ( . . -
School Language and Ls.stem.ng-

_,' \ . e

as well ae s:n.mple and c0mplex grammatlcal structures are

- .‘\

' measured by this test "i"he"f.j:.tems are des:.gned to measure

Bas:Lc cognltlve copcepts

4 27

1:|_sten1ng comprehens.ton' and requlre that students integrate

and reorganlze informatlon, draw mferences, and analyze -’ L

and evaluate materlal\presented orally
"y

These abJ.lJ.tJ.es

SEyL

. are. J.mpo,rt,ar_lt for fqture develqpment of read:.ng comp_r_ehens:.on.

Sk‘llll?.' v - S : i L s

- .

Quantltatlve Languaje._

baslc quantltative conceptvs of. sue, shape, and number-"
quantlty relat:q.onshlps, sklllsl.whlch are J.mportant for

mathemat1cal and other types of conceptual learnlng

. . - ,, -7 \,._ - . -
K f »

Only the v1sual and language components, shbtests“' -

t:h:l:eeD to Slx, form sk111 areas.i

'l'he two audltory tests do
v
not éonstltute a sufflcrently meanlngful, well—defined
\

auditory cluster. Rhymlng 1s a very spe01f1c audJ.tory

ThlS test measures understandlng of \

. .Jx* R
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Skl.ll, ‘while Audltory ‘Memory :Ls"a much more generallzed

¢ it t.
. - . ) . Q
3 sklll , :’ . ' . .
r ks .

e _ . ' Level II focuses’ upon the more advanced, hlgh—level

_'skills. importaﬁt in begmnlng readmg and mathemat:.cs. ' ' ~

- /

- . B'e\ginn:i.ng éd‘ns'oneﬁte: Thls test measures t‘he ablllty to \
n c'\uscrlmlnate among the 1nit1a1 sounds of ﬁords, an 1mportant A
o - " auditory’ deg.odmg,,‘sk:_rll...' _ .. o ) R E -
. , . : A S R .
P e T Sound-ﬁLetter Qorreggondence. .This "’ test measures gtudent' R
: a?ll‘.lty to rdentlfy 1et‘ters'correq€)pndmg to spec:.flc sounds .. ‘
. '
e
_ , Flndlng Patterns'A An, .1mportant perceptual Sklll 1s the T '- .
S | ablllty tb locate formatibns of letter-groups, words, '-: - .u . :
S e g R T DU

: :L.\. i o numerals, or art:n.f:l.c::ra]l 1etters when theSe are embedded J.n

v e

L e larger grouplngs of s:unila:; content Findlng Patterns h
N e U
P measures student's ab:.l:.ty to separate a. pattern v1sua11y \
7 sn.m:l.lar from the context in wh:Lch 1t 1s placed
j I ‘ L ‘\s. '\ .‘x» \"" "‘.i, '. A">‘l,'-“,, S e .
SR School 'Languaqg Th:x:s tgst measures ba51d cognit:l.ve concepts
AR as, well as s:l.mple and more COInplex grammatlcal structures. .
o =, AREDIRE L e .._‘.' ------ NN " e
o . 'L;Lstemng Th1s teat measures the ability to :.ntégrate ‘
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g Y - - .--',. o -". o s - . -
.until the student misses six’ out of ‘eight consecutive responses. .

analyze and evaluate material presented orally, skills

which are vital to the development of }eading comprehension.

. ¢
Quantitative Concepts: This is an optional test. It

measures important basic mathematical conéppts such as
i
number-numeral correspondence, .conservation, part-whole

relationships, and quantitative reasoning.

N

Quantitative Operations: This is also an optionai test.

It measures counting and simple mathematical operations such

as addition and subtraction. ,
s ' \l\ ' ‘ \‘
Level II has four skill areas, the Agditory, Visual

Language ana;Quanﬁitative (dptional) components.

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests provide a survey

of some importént~skills needed in early learning. Tests

in auditory and visual skill areas concentrate on rather . X

narrow, but important, abilities which are needed in decbding
sounds and symbols. Tests in the language skill area, on

the othef hand, emphasize ngad language bomprehgnsion,

- < J . . !
reasoning and conceptual abilities that are important both

’
a

in reading and mathematics: €

>

The- Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test is a measure
A B .

of listening Vdcabylary. It is an°individoal test ‘and can

¥

" be ‘used -£or age groups 2 to 18.- Thé_test consists of asking

a student to point to _one of four pictures on a page iQ

response to a word stifulus. The administrator continues
. . TR :
\

o N
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The Language Eggerlence Prggram Used by the
Experimental Group

N -

The Breakthrough to Literacy program waé the

language experience approach chosen for this study. The |

Breakthrough program was develgped by the Schools Couhcil )

- Program in Linguistics and English Teaching at the University

College, Londen. It has been tested and uged extensively
and successfully in British, Australian and American
primary schools.

4

The Breakthrough to Literacy program is aﬁ initial

llteracy approach de51gned to - teach readlng and writing to’
prlmary grade cplldren and remed1al read1ng to mlddle.and
upper grade students. Tt coordlnates:chlldren s work,and
Planyitﬁ language and leads from listening and speaking
to'regding‘and writing. It is based on knowledge of'thé
structureAOf our language and an pnderstanding of the
learnin® process. It providgs the orgénizatiqn and materials
necésSafy (o} teaéﬂ reading and writing in both a iinguistic
and\cﬁlturé setting rélevant to tﬁe child. An important
agﬁectipf ﬁge program ig iﬁs recanit%Sn of ﬁhevfacp'that A
‘ \a child is an individual Qith'persqnai needs: 'Its goal .is
v to suggest féaching §trategies and'érébide materials to meet
-each child‘slneeds as a person. )
‘Three basic assumptions‘hnderlying the orogrém.are:
‘iY Readlng from the vetry beglnnlng should be 11nked to

&

the child's spoken language. His lariguage is a major resource

2 . °
)

R T PO T
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S

for learning to read and write and to present him with

written language unrelated to his own is to cut him off .
1 .

from what he knows;

ii)..The material children read should be closely

’

related to their own interests and experiences and should.

-
»

include forms of imaginative writing; ]
iii) The teacher should be an active participant in the,/”J“\
learning érocess, EOnétantly offering guides and'help -

(Teacher s Resource. Book, The Breakthrbugﬁ to theraqx ST
) , o

e

Program, 1973) . \, ‘

\' . The program is: comprlsed of the followrng com-

P

‘ponents- - L LT e o } .

. [
g . 4

\ .
Story Figures: ‘These are brightly colored flg?res de51gned

for use on a flannelboar&’ The pictures primarily reVolva
around famlly life, but a few deal with fanrasy They.

prcviée the flrst critical steps to a child's "breakthrough

to 11teracy. Therr use precedea the 1ntroduction to .- | :

v

written language.

. N . :
Y o . . N

-Nursery Rhymes: Rhymes provide anwide:range of baaic

grammaticaljpatternﬁxand have a.. troné appeal tofyonng

. \ ‘ Lo
children. Their purpose in the rogram is. to begln the

N\

1ntegratlon of spoken and wrltten language. They are also

des;gned to enlarge chlldren s experlences and tap a’ r1ch .
\ ' . , .
source of fact, fantasy and gentle "horseplay w1th~- A .

<

L - v '.T ‘.. N - P B e . \ -
1anguage., o . - o o . N 4 - . )




‘The Breakthrough Books: The books are based on actual

stories told by children; the language patterns are natural

and child—centeredi ‘Each book is 16 pages 1long, illustrated

in full color. and written in large readdﬁﬂe type. The

stories involve everyday incidents in a child's life as

\ well as 1maglnat1ve stories abou&aw1tches and’ glants The
books are divided-into three levels of complexrty. There

.are also four books of traditio}hl rhymes and poems in

;“\§~ - addition to_the books.‘ TheseAare'thematically grouped; W

The Teacher s Sentence Maker and Stand. The teac er s -

N

.sentence maker . contains 130 words and addltlonal lank cards

'for other words Tﬁe stand s used to hold the W rd cards

e

whlle chlldren are com9081ng thelr phrases and sentences
The sentence maker helps students convert their thinking
and speaking. into writing. Its use helps children build

*

up{expectations of what words and sentences look like.

The Student'SySentence'Maker and Stang: Students are given

_thelr own sentence maker and stand after they recognize'

approxlmately 1Z‘to 15 words and are famlllar with: 1ts use.

* :

It is a smaller versron of the teacher 8 sentence maker.‘n

\

. This component forms the heart of the Breakthrough program.'

e w s

It allcws for qkten51ve practlce of*ianguage skllls and.

-helps‘students produce a, great varlety of sentences that

e e e eyt o

5 ‘they can %ead-' Inltlally the teacher wrltes the sentences a
2 : ' ‘ N~
‘ ’ ' .1n a spec1ally de51gned bodk but as soén as they ‘are ready,

PO

-
.

.
VL emiarw DT o
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students write their own sentences.

-

Project Folder: The project folder is a blank version of

the student's sentence maker. It is used to store woréds

on particular topics which reduces the need to store such
. -
words in the student's sentence maker. It is also good

for children who are usingla large variety of personal words,

" but are not,quite prepared to“graduate from the sentence ' 1

.maker. ) L :
. 4 \ _-(‘ . . ’ N ’ \

-

4 . | , o , ‘ ‘
* . The Student's;Word Maker:\ The.student's word maker is a

‘small’ folder w1th pockets contalnzng 1nd1v1dual letters

\\'.'

‘ and consonant dlgraphs. Through its use chlldren can’ learn . ‘, zf‘,
\' 'to constrﬁct V1sually famlllar wo;ds and then unfamiliar _ !
§ words.‘ It helps students to be qore—aware of the visual J
oharacterastLCS\of words,_phrases, and sentenCes, while at T v

the same time developing an awareness of the correspondence

‘between letters and sounds -and, the way written words are ' \C

composed. S o

)
The Breakthrough to theraqy program ‘was lnltlated

<f‘ - durlng the flrst week of. October 1978, w1th all chlldren '

F

worklng w1th Story Flgures. The students, worklng in
b \ NS ?groups of flve and 51x, told storles, both factual and

fantasy, based on the Story Flgures., Inqthe beglnnlngs-

r ' *...
% o .storles were merely one to two sentences in length and

N A

'céntered totally around the pictures they put on the S ? T

r
Q@

i
J

. L .
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flannelboard. After the first weeks, however,‘students
. : \ .
began to select limited numbers of figures and from these

composed original stories. ' Ly

% ‘ ‘4Nursery rhymes were also introduced in October.
They were used primarily in conjunction with Unit Two of

Ginn and Company's Kit A which forms part of the regular
kindergarten reading readiness program. As noted pretidusly,
one of the primary purpoees of this component is to provide N

the link between oral ané-written,ianguageé .The investigator,

while utilizing this teehnique in the manner recommended : E
' ]

by the Breakthrough program, felt that exten51ve use of

experlence c

s and storles dlctated and 1llustrated by o
{ s : the students, hase on(;leld trlps taken duflng the fall

. 4 semester and dthel;pemsonal experlencesr was e m?re . ' \
meaningful and /fMrealistic" way tg integrate or bridge
written and spoken language. - . \ g

< The teacher s sentence maker was begun with approx-

3

imateiy one-half of the experlmental class at the beginning.

' $
. of the wintef'semester._ Contlnued use was stx}l'made of

, Story Flgures, experlence .charts and student stories. The R
W _remainder pf the class reqnlred.further'work with Story’
-Figures“hefore procéeding‘to.the neit etége.of the prbg:am,

The Student Sentence Makers, wh%ch formed the heart of the !

S kR ——— s
- .
[y

program, were only able to be: utlllzed for approx1ﬁately

K

ﬂg ' t," two months, and then only by one-half of the ciass.

. . . - - K \ .
. bt - N . - ' ) BT \
L . : . N - E B . °
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The experimental group was exposed to instruction

in the Breakthrough to Literacy program for seven months.

t
»

Method and Procedure

L]

Eretesting Period

Pretesting was carried out from September 25 to

OctOber 2. Its chief purposes were: i) to determine the’
N .
equivalency of the experimental and control groups at the

i

outset of the study, ii) to! measure actual gains made from
¢

..

pretesting to posttesting b

.

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) Form A,
was administered to establish initial equivalency of the
experimental and'control groups at the outsét of‘the\.

investigation. fThe .pretesting of' the PPVT was primarily
the responsibility of the investigator, but assistance was
received from one of the two kindergarten teachers inTthe.

¥

Lcontrol group who also operates as a half-time primary

remedial reading teacher. at the school. The administration

!
and scoring of the test was done 1n tﬂ; exact manner as ,

specified in the test manual

»’ L]

. .
The Metropolitan Readiness Test, Level I, Form P,.

i

was' also used as a measure of initiﬁl equivalency of the

experimental and control groups at the. outset of the -

)

’ investigation.‘ It ‘was administered by each of the three

kindergarten teachers to her own class, again, in the exact

~

PR
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manner as specified in the Teacher's Manual. Scoring.
regulations were also strictly 3dhered to. ‘A sample booklet

was ‘used prior to pretesting to familiarize students with

,) the procedures followed in the Metropolitan Readiness Test,

\

and to'determine those who were not mature enough to handle

the test. Subtests one to four were then administered

‘o PR

separately on four consecutibe days and subtests fiverand . .

. 5ix were completed on day flve All testlng was done Jetween

N
1

‘9:00 a.m. and 10: 00 a.m. each morn1ng., A

R P

. . N ’\\ -
3 As. noted preV1ously, the results obtained from;the N

: Metrqpolltan Readlness Test, the Peabody Plcture Vocabularx

:Test and teacher observatlon  were also{utilmzed to determlne
those students who were too 1mmature soc1ally, emotlonally,‘
phy51cally or academlcally to handle the regular klndergarten
program. These stpdents-were a551gned to a junior kindergarten
program and one of the two teachers 1n the'control groupy whp

!
was the only full- tLME k;ndergarten teacher, taught the

program. At the formatlon of the junior klndergarten it

was decided tﬁat the teacher~who taught thls-program could:

sap the best stqde?ts 1n her former two klndergarten classes -7
'Xnd then dlstribute the remalnder of .her students to control
gteacher one and to the experxmental group\on the ba51s of

the number of students taken frbm eacH class for the junlog

kindergartenb f ' '-, ;1 LT . I U

. AR ) : ‘ . .
- R TN . . &
I . S N ﬂ-. ‘ L a '




Posttesting Period

Postteeting was.carried out between April 30 and

i

"May 4, 1973. All subjects were tested utilizing the

' turns adminieterlng

)

<

}

~ r*\

Metropolitan Readiness .Tést (Form P, Level II). Each of

. ‘
the six subtests were administered according to the f
dlrectlons spec1f1ed ik the test manual, with two subtests
3 ;v
being admlnlster.d dally. Posttestlng was conducted in a
. N \“’ Ld . ‘ .

large room with al students present. .Each teacher taok
e indiv1dualpjpgtgets while the
ey _‘ ‘ x'.':.

remalnlng two superv1sed._.

The Peabody Prcture Vocabulary Te/f (Form B) was’ o ‘ '

admlnistered to all students by Dr. Marc Glassman, the
\

1nvest1gator s superv1sor for this study. .

PV .. N g o B ) ' . \ % ,
e ) - . - N ) "
Procedure in Treatment of Data ' ;'

The objective of this investigation was to determine

whether‘or not\a supplementary'language experience program

’

7in‘conjuncti6n with the"regular kindergarten prOgram would.

result 1n ggeater rea$1ness for readlng at the end of the

klndergarten year. ,r : ;,: d - 'ﬂﬁ' - ﬁ. | .‘ _—

The'pretest and posttest\data collejted were o ey

analyzed by the covarlance technique which dgusts scoree\_

tq. acgount for- 1n1t1al differences between groups ‘on,
.’ a ' Y

variables related to performance. The procedure was carrled

v

P

out py computer. ;)5%":':1» S
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° . . Summary
v
In order to accomplish the purpose of this study,
to evaluate the effects of a supplementary language experience
AN 4
approach on kindergarten reading readiness, the procedures
described in the chapter were employed. First, sources of
~ data were examined: the setting of the study, the selection
. . v i-
) of the experimental and control.group, the testing instruments
. .o \ . o '
.{ and the language experlence program used. The method . and
;} procedure 1nvolved in pretestlng, posttestlng dnd in the .
43,.'.‘..
'@ - treatment of data concluded the chapter. . N
. y o . B \ .
-
N '
;
T :
‘? - »
S \ Cos v
' v . AN
. \ |
@ . \ H ~ ' 4 \
Q ~ N \
' t .
.‘l‘ N \
5 | ‘ \ ‘\\ L \ ®
-;' ;‘\“,‘l °
;‘ \‘ o o . .
: ~
;'. ~ . (.
(‘ N . N ‘ )
a" Y i \ \' . B N ; :
i N ] AN ' =, N )
o P
R . o
Ty N e - A ¢
A ; R
li - g o "~1.\“'-: )
i - R S




69

CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
This chapter is divided into two sections. In the’
first section the specific findings of the study are con-

sidered in relation to the hypotheses formulated in Chapter

’ \ - - [3 ) \ : »
_One. The second section ‘discusses these findings. )

AN

Prelimiﬂégy Hypothesis 1: . There,wiil be no significant
' ‘differences in the ‘level of o
-reading readiness as measured . ; S

S . by the Metropolitan Readiness
| gest (Form P, Level T} between
& the control and the experimental-
groups at the outset of the
i v investigation. . -
. _
g . .‘ L/
Table IV.1l presents an analysis of variance of the A
Metropolitan Reédiness Test (Form P, Level I) pretest scores i
( S
~ . -
for the experimental and control groups. The F ratio of . '
006 ‘was not sxgnlflcant'at the .05 level of confidence.
Therefore, prellmlnary hypothe51s 1 was accepted. " " ’
~ ' S | . : I
_ ' s, - o A5
Preliminary Hypothesis 2: There will be no significant '
' o~ o differences in oral ‘language .
~ dévelopment between the control o .
L ' /;ﬁk . and experimental groups as -

. measured by the Peabody. Picture
.Vocabulary Test (Form A) at the

‘outset of the 1nvestigat10n.
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)
Table 1V.2 provides an analysis of variance of the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Form A) pretest scores for

>

‘the experimedtal and control groups. The F ratio of .06 was
. M A !

not sighificant at the 05 level of confidence. Therefore,
- ~ '
preliminary hypothesis A was accepted.

¥

Main Hypothesis 1: There will be. no significant differences

T in the level of reading readiness as
medsured by the.Metropolitan Readiness
Test (Form P, Level II). between: the
tontrol and.experlmﬁntal .groups at
the\bonc1u51on of the 1nvest1gatlon
;after scores are adjusted for'pretest :
dlfferenceé u51ng analy31s of covarlance. L

A - '«‘ ',. ‘ ." : ' ".' -'M‘ .o N ,A»,, T S _'\; : B N ’ '\ " "” e v"
Thls hypothesms‘Was accepted The*ahaly\;b of

“,coVarlancetgfratlosof l Q7 was not sxgnlflcant at the 05

s

level of confldence (see Table 1v. 3) . .

Main Hypothesis 2: There glll be no sxgnlflcant differences
S : in oral. language development bétween :
+the control and the experimental groups,d

L‘,‘,A-,

o %v_;ﬁw i‘

- a’* Pt

N - as measured by the Peabody Picture e
.. . . Vocabulary Test (Form B) at the ' ' A
*.  conclusion’ of the investigation after. .,
' . ' . scores. are . adjusted for . pretest .. . B
I .+ . differences ‘using’ analy51s of o I
' . covarlanceJ&"' B R
. : This hypothe51s was aCCepted The ana1y91s of IR I
covarlance F ratlo of 93 was not slgnlflcant at the 05 gf,j,};lf;f :
N " PRI 'v '.. e oot e ’- "r“ - . \-. ' ' .‘b
| 1eVel.of confldence (see Table IV 4) ; - t,g,‘&3kgﬂ_:., \)Vj: -













Pamtrn e

‘.readlness and oral language development between the experl-‘
. mental and control groups at the conclu91on of the investlgatlonr

‘y’ g \ .-
A strong cautlonary note must be 1ncluded here in relatrdn' _ o

' by 3 69 .over, the same perlod.l ThlS resulted 1n a dlfferencell;g}
3 adjdsted mean. - f;‘ o i.‘“f. ?*f;”rgfh;f

: ‘«means were much closer at the end of the rnvestlgatlon (see

‘to the use of analys;s qf covariance., The small sample size

. of the study, while that of the experlmental group decllned‘ fl D

' of 4,48 polnts 1n favor of e oontrol group on’ the posttest,;.;”

=75\b\

’

Discussion of Results
The results obtained in the previous section indicated

that the use of a supplementary'language experience Epproach

in kindergarten as taught through the Bre%kthrough to theracy

oo Ao
program, resulted 1n no slgnrflcant dlfferences ln readlng

te v

utlllzed in the 1nvest1gat1$ﬁ made 1t very easy to demonstrate

that there were no 51gn1flcant dlfferences between the L oo

experlmental and ‘control- groups in readlng readlness or. oral

NN

language development. Consequently, ‘the" results obtalned

prov;de little lnformaxlon.

Table IV 5 1nd1cates that in readlng readlness the
f

mearn of the control group rose by 1. 9 throughout the\course_

\

\ ; r;‘ .x‘_ s R . - -I - ‘\‘ \

VS

In oral language develggment, however, the adjusted

,\‘ ..~

Table IV 6) B The control group was superlor to the experl-'~?i1d¥;u;y 5f“

.,

ey

mental group by'l 77 pornts. At the outset of the 1nveStigat10n
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| -
group by }40 and .60, respectively (see Tables IV.6 and

| \ . ¢
.

N L)

IV.7) ..
i ‘, .That the ‘experimental group showed up slightly ' —

Qi superior in terms of results on the Metrqpolitan'Readiness

A\

. B Test (Form P, Level I) and the . Peabcdy Plcture Vocabulan

..Test (Form A) at the outset - of the 1nvest1gatlon hut 1nfer10r

- in terms of results by the end of the study can p0551b1y be

et B

. attrlbuted to many - factors. The two most obv1ous explanatlons

o that cannot be~overlooked are. 1) that tlme spent on more \f‘ {
: 3 IR , i '
- intensive language experience activities through ‘the

. . ! .. vy
- . s \ .

Breakthrough to Literacy program could perhaps have been

better utilized'hy a more ihformal-approach to ianguage
-experlence or by more empha51s on the regular readrng procram,
;, IR . *and 11) that .the’ control group exgerlenced superlor teachlng
‘ln comparlson to that recelved b& the.experlmental group. o, ff
“'?vijj : f . Table IV 8 preSents data on the teachlng experlence of the e

! R
three klndergarten teachers who partlclpated in’ the 1nvest1-'

gation.f It shows the total number of yeaxrs teachlng as well

b

Tl '\ias klndergarten experlence. As can be seen, the experlmentaI\ 5 o e

" ~_hy:roup s teacher ‘had more experlence w;th klndergarten :3; e .
LSRR students, but control teacher number one was by far the

."' R \ -...- ~ ‘

el most expereenced of the three teachers. LT )
) T -, . . N Soa o »-I . L
oo ‘.' v S

s e e e e
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LM’\As noted in Chapter Three, these students were assessed

7

81

lgroup were, on the whole, not as academically capable .a\s

\

the _stud}ants in the control group. In actual fact, 33.3

per'cent of the experimental group-had been in a junior

kmdergarten for the 1977-78 academlc year in comparison to
-\

v 18 5 percent of the contro\l group, and all junior kinder-
garten students at that tJ.me had been taught by\ﬁcontrol

teacher number one. In: rev1ewmg the Qumulatlve Records

i ng* 197“9 1t was the' \teacher s op:.n:.on that all of these
; e
students who subsequently formed part of the. exper.unental

e

group were not l:l.kely to adequately complete kmdergarten

] [S—

after the:.r second year in fschool

'

[y

o At the beimnlng of the 1978 79 school year all’ 63'

[}

kmdergarten students were assrgned to .one of” four classes.

both formally and J.nforxqally durlng the month of September

1978, and\'those found unready to handle a regular'kmdergarten

-

program were placed :Ln a jun:.or klndergatten. s The number
Qf students to attend junior kindergarten was llmlted o’

fJ.fteen m order tox allow for the maxlmum develoPment of "P ‘

~ e

) DR

Three other students from the experimental group and B

1y

each . ;

-, ¢

two from 'the ccmtrol group were' also el:.gible for Junlor f

kmdergarten but unfortunately haé to be placed m the o

N ,"
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for the Metropolltan Readmess Test was conduct\ed in a large'i

the junior kindergarten for the 1978-~79 school year and
consequently in redistributing the\students in two of- the
regular classes to the experimental teachexr and to control
teacher -#' 2, she wished to retain ‘the best of.h‘er two
orlgmal classes, comblnlng them into one morm.ng class.

j‘ Table IV g presents the percentages of students in

*

, .
. the exper:.mental and control group that were. classmfled as

'belng h:Lgh, average an\d low sthdents.‘ A student was

determ1ned to be a low student on the ba51s of academic |

' potentlal dlSplayed and/or hls level of matur\ity, which also

affected his ability to perform well in klndergarten. 'I'hese _

N

ratings were carrz.ed out .m May 1979, and were' based on the

subjectlve findings of the three klndergarten teachers who

4

~part1c1pated in the :mvestlgatlon. ’ TR

'I'hese subjectﬂve ratings may appear contradlctory

-

for the experimental group‘:m that they showed up sllghtly

'superlor on both the Metropol:n.tan Readlness Test (Form P, ‘

Level I) and tl% Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Form A) .

at the outset of the 1nvest1gatlon. 'I‘he perc;?lved super:.orltyq

N 1S

N

rd

e

"Vf-~;~o£ the exper:.mehtal group at that tlme could be attr:.buted,ag-,"‘,
iy 1n part, to the method of admlnlstratlon of the Metl:opolltan‘i.j S

; ""'-'Readlness Test.‘_. At the eﬁd of the 1nvest1gat10n posttestlng'_







84
S

Pretestrng, however, was carried out 1nd1v1dually by each

]

teacher in her own classroom, from 9:00 to 10: 00 ‘a.m. each

morning,' for four consecutive days, beginning September .28,

” 1978 Control teacher $#1, who had “on the whole, “the best i\

. , | clasa, consrstently flnlshed each sess:.on approxunately

flfteen to twenty mlnutes earller than dld the exper:.mental SRR A
AN : kO

) teacher or control teacher # 2, whlch, consequently, may\ have n =
A . N ,-:" . :‘4 N

art1f1c1ally lowered pretest scores 1n readlng readlness for

R

L ‘ ; . the control group It is equally true to po:Lnt out however, L
) B . i J . \ ~ \" ‘ . l L
that the two remalnlng teachers may have allowed too much

tlme for students to complete J.tems, thereln art1f1c:1all§ . o

MRS
‘

; oL inflatmg pretest readlng read:mess scores.

N ' ‘ The\second fector wh:.ch may \have affected the outcome
of, pos\ttes’t results on re\adlng readmess was the dlfferences " i
in Levels *I and II of the’ Metropolltan Readlness Test. Level '. . 1 ~
LT '\I of the, test, gesplte haV1ng 1tems w:.th an' average drﬁfl?:ulty '\. ;‘I."',"l': §

- of 65-—70 percent, was relatlvely easy for klndergarten students

. - ..\ L

‘ -who had been in - a )un:Lor k:.ndergarten, the prev:.ous year in e

that flve of 1ts s1x subtests cons:.sted of rhym:.ng,/( alphabet

recogmtlon, v1sual‘ drscnm:.natlon, school language and
. N e .
o quantltatlve language,. areas whlch are :Lntens:wely taught

. in the JU.nlOi‘ klndergarten.f LeVel II ‘ on the other hand,

as also desrgned so that all the 1tems had the same range
. B -'5 \

' of El:x.fflculty as Level 'I,.‘-:_ The authors structured :Lt thus
’ R \\ -

; -t " because they felt that th:.s would redsult :m achz.ev:.ng bette :
\C

'

Lo dlscrlma.natlon amohg pup:.ls
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i ‘._.1anguage and 113ten.1ng (the language component) These

85

v
3

: : Tt o
ability. More accurate ass‘essment of above. average pupils
N ) '

was not as J.mportant because such puplls are less l1ke1y .
to need ‘special attention to correct pre-read;mg Sklll |
deflclencles (Nurss & McGauvran, 1976). The 33 3 percent':
of the experlmental group who ‘were in’ Junlor kmdergarten

J.n 197\7 78 and who were not expected to be ready towleave\ 3
S
k:.ndergarten at the end of the second year a],l d:u.d poorl.y

A M

on four of the BlX subtests of the readiness test . Two of

o

.\\~ W

N . 5
the subtests measuned beglnnmg conso‘nants and sound/letter

% corr95pondenCe (the audltory component), areas in- wh:.ch these

b}

: stuclents were, not ready for mstruct:.on, as they‘ correlate

“ b

«hlghly WJ.th ablllty to successﬁully handle 1n1t!1a1 readlng

3 B . -

. j e
experlences (see Table IV\, ]‘O)u The last two sub%ests in whlcha.
‘I'the sécon‘d year klndergart‘en students dld poorly Iwere school

N f'.'i ..
S

v ¥

LN

..'students found 1t extremely diff:.cult to llsten and analyze SRS

N

.;»_». e

‘-:s; RN
the ﬂ:ems correctly. .As can be seen from Table IV 8 both

t‘:he experlmental and control groups found the aud:.tory and

, S~ -

. N
f.“a.ll the mformatxon that was necessary for them t:o complete v .‘ :
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hyperactlve students may have had a sign1f1cant effect on ﬂ-l

posttest results. o T . ~
l ."‘l' - )
‘ . o N ‘:. . oy “ ‘ \ . )
Summary v ]
] ' - . L3 A\,
) . ’ L L ; S I ) oo

ThlB chapter presented the flndlngs af the study
derlved from the analysrs of data. It also attempted to o

explaln and 1nterpret these findlngs in order to shed further

11qht on thé study. Chapter V{w:ll present a'more detalled

w0 T

summary of/the ccnc1u51ons and recommendatlons based on




s ’J' B -

\

A'Ethe procedure and the findings of the analysis of the data. e .‘Uﬁfi{}.
ST . ~ . 7 ' .

. . rm._.".'
. 3 . .
- . -
v " ~
* - CHAPTER V '
N ’ . -
* . SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘

This concluding‘chapter is comprised~of'three'

,sections.\ The first section is a summary of the study wrth

°

' a restatement of its purpose as well as a brief reView of S .

" . .

f;The second and third sectaops dispuss the conclusions and . :
: [T . . “' L -‘_‘4"” ‘p g
ﬂrecommendations of the study.h. f,}f*jj' AR YT
v :.‘ \' -\ : ) ‘1 . . 0 ‘
i » - o ; 5
- ) “ \. bt

The purpose of this study was to investigate Hhether «-;J"_.nf.

-_.or not klndergartenhstudents who are subjected to a. regular

G ! EP R R o R S
glreading readiness program only. ;}A;.,»j ;;~' : gLﬁ__ SR

,fﬁness aSAmeasured by the hetrqpolitan Readiness Test (Form 7}*‘;f

'5?.for pretest differences by an analySis of covariance, il);?li.f‘ﬁ.“

o-reading readinqss program plus a supplementary language
B experience program would Be more ready to read by the end SR

,»of kindergarten than students who are exposed to a regular ;-%;i"
‘“ibe no»significant differences in the level'bf reading readi- -?f}f'

'=the conclusion cf the investigation after scores*are adjusted

5.

*

e e ST N
' Two main hypotheses of the study were. i) There Wlll

e ¢ :A: i o

‘\\.\'

L

LeVel II) between the contrdl and experimental groups at




.....

.ﬁ; };ff“7ﬂf:?’)frema1nder of the,studentsF ot 1nc1uded elther transferred

. . . . - . »
1, i . X , ‘ '

L. S N, .' - ©oa :

.There W111‘§F no 51gn1f1cant dxfferences in oral 1anguage
idevelopment between the control and experlmental groups as
. ' ymeasured by the Peahody Plcture Vocabul ry Test (FormB) .
L ~Lt the conclus1on of the 1nvestigatlon after scores are

¢

Forty-one kindergarten students frqm St, Patrick' s

‘adjusted for pretest dlfferences by an analysrs of covarlance.'

School in St. John s participated 1n the investlgatlon.fif- i

' -* ‘

g';-_.These were selected from the total klndergarten sample of

f?.63 students.w Fifteen students were deemed unable to take

v

"readrness and were placed;rn a Junlor klndergartenmf The\

. _,
i

.ylen’or out.of klndergarten after the study commehced and

3.ff}ﬁ'consequently were unable to part1C1pate.,¢f
L

’students were randomly assrgned to one of four klndergarten;{
» ) ~.-, N 4 " X . o

*;-classes}, HoweVer, the formation of the Junlor klndergarten'”

s s Reresates ..... i1 e,

';one monfh 1nto the school year resulted somewhat 1n a 1oss
: N

o, o

& .“patlpg to three.. A ‘?&-; h . ,
';ﬁalif{:.p:‘ff;5‘§ Three k1ndergarten teacﬁers were 1nvolved 1n the

K [ A Y

o ‘cgs‘i:ﬁ'experlmental group., The Breakthrough to Literaqy,program

‘ - L

;;was the specific language experience approach employed 1n

e L ifthe studY-c'

;}of randomlzatlon and drépped the number of classes partlcl-c‘

Affpart 1n the study\based on 1n1t1al screenlng for kindergarten

T At the beglnnlng‘éf the 1978—79 school year all 63 \l

,study, two of whom fbrmed the control group and one the g~wﬁ}j: ‘




v R

‘7§§}f'of the study posttests, whlch«cons;sted of the Metropolltan

"'V”f:jV0cabu1ary Test (Form B), were admlnlstered .bf*‘i '?fﬁf-,;i e fv;”

i}i; applylng an- ana1y51s of varlance to the two prelimlnary

'*‘j{f analy51s of covarlance to the two maln hypotheses to measure S ol

B .. -
. . . : o e :
N ."4' ,'.‘~ . o A, : Y oA
B . R x Ry o P oo ! R
P = - . |
N \ YA A P Py
e . to .- <« -1 .
1 ! ' . H
- : Ls
. e * 4
. s N 5 J
. , - H -
. A\ ¢ ' ?0\ N
- N\ =
\ . . R . ) - - . . )
- \._ L. RN N - ‘ . - ‘ S . . B . PR S L

' .Pretestlng was conducted from September 25 to §
OCtober 2, 1978 It c0ns;sted of the admlnlstratlon of theeil"va4
Metrogplxtan Readlness Test (Form P Level I) and the eabodx
. Plcture Vocabulary/Test (Form a).. After pretest results~

jwere tabulated the junlor klnderéarten was" forned'as well ?fﬁ»'

. »

as the f1na1 comp051tlon of the experlmental and control ;uti'} 4

it e
- .

,groups.. The study began on October 8 and concluded on Aprll 'a\’fék

N 30, a duratlon of suf and onev-half months.: At the concluslon . fv":,xf 4

"-\

h#ffReadlness Test (Form P, Level II) and the Peabody Plcture

P . . v A ' “’ SRR A

'Lthii:';f For the purpose of thls study, 1n the area of readlng

readiness, only totah raw scores obtalned frdm the sum of

._‘all subtests of each Metrogolltan Readfhess Tedt (Form P,

,:Levels I\and II) were subjected to statastlcal analysrs, .;fqu*:

?xln that. the objectlve\of the 1nvestrgatlon was “to. examlne R
'7ff\:§overa11 péﬁformance rather than focus:on an; 1ndrv1dua1 R !
":ifcomponents (e g., ulsual dlscrlmlnatlon or- audltory dls-‘lfzj:*:;ﬂﬁfﬂSi'
'f;_crimlnatlon) In oral 1anguage deuelopment, as well,lthe d,‘ | je
:;§raw scores on the Feabody Picture Yocabular¥ Test (Forms Aglet;%:fftlr,f;
- and B) were utrlized for anaiisls.. Data were‘analyzed for'fffigiu‘ii;:ﬁf
statlstlcal srgnlflcance at the 05 1eve1 of confldence\hyygsﬁiit; %:31

hypotheses to determlne equzvalence of the experlmental and R

control groups at the outset of the investlgatloh and an

i . f A ‘iy It

\ treatment effects.., ; \‘. I:.." ~ '. -4,:.‘-,'- X ‘ 'n \':'.'u'- : : :,'.--‘::',' '.' ' . ] :A'. e
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A ST R ,‘“‘vf:f STl et Sl

\ tudy were as | follows.,.:_,.:'_""j“,' ':.;"'. - . |

\“ : l The use of a supplementa.ry language experlence' i R

‘ : ‘ ..‘-':':.:—:approach in the kmdergarten resulted An no sign:LfJ.cant ; TR
. ,) .;’.‘dlfference between the e:CperJ.mental and control groups J.n'.r |
‘\ o the level of readlng reada.;;ess dlsplayed at the conclus:.on
1o of the J.nvestz.gatlon, as measured by the Metropoli'f tan "

\ ,Read:.ness Test (Form P LeVels ;_k and II) S -
s Ry ‘ l'I‘he use of a supplementa.ry lang\uar_;e expe Inee | '.'.

approach in the kindergarten resulted J.n no sign --:cant ’

d:ufferences between the experrmental and control groups 1n

., the leVel of oral language development at the concluslob
: :'-.@’f the mvestiga'dlon. .as. measured by the Peabody Plcture DR
"Vocabulary TeSt (Forms A and B) U L L g

S .’ LJ\mltatlons of %he \study were 1dent1.f1ed :Ln Chapter

RN One.v‘ These 11m1tat:Lons should be cons:n.dered 1n the inter-‘

pretatlon of the results of th:Ls study

‘1

|".' \

5 "'i.‘ j, 'I‘he c‘s\x‘zclusn.ons of the study haVe dJ.rect appl:.ca-x

‘ -‘:'{-,, blla.ty only to the sample of k:mdergarten students at St
5'4‘:; '.‘,l;‘."‘:',.:'.\‘ Patr:.ck s School on whom the study was based. These students,
e ; : & whole 'were d:.sadva.ntaged é‘tuclenta.. Based on dataA;:'Z‘. B

Others had occupatlons

«\l

who were unemployed, or on welfare-

"";’{'._:‘- such as labourer, carpenter, or stevedore. : Slnce September

1

1977 thg\Roman Cathollc School Board for St John's, J.n




T . v IG“ ' L. '. p 1‘..5_ : ‘. . ‘. "
:‘,.r_‘i ) g ‘ - -\ , . ‘ s o - .4»_, . -
" - ff‘ Z -, : .-~f :
' ?kfigh_'i‘f?" enter kindergarten at St 'Patrick's School functioning at e
Lol LT '-’ . T :\" ) .‘_\‘W
1east one to two years below the level of(typical five-year-» L
N old children, have approved the formation of a junior e .
b . ¥ e N [ v -, '. h

\ kindergarten for that school ‘ Given the lamitations of P

ok .‘ . .' . N \ . . Qb".‘; e

q~g5;“.; ﬁh the study, therefore, the results obtained could be general*-”"z,.7‘ o
nf‘-'f‘i'-”“‘:-ized ;L other schools.nhich haee kindergarten students p"'f.Tiﬁ.;.‘:i.

:*7s1milar to those found at St: Patrick'; Schodl 1'%}iﬂ'ﬁzsi;hi7§'bw;idl

3 The Breakthrough to Literacy prdgram was.selected ‘f”gl:;.:‘i§;

159 the'SPECLflc Ianguage experience approach to be ﬁtlllzed.fhihi;”Lb '

AN \1
;Another type of program, such as a more informal language

1. e

"T“.experience approach as proposed by Van Allen (1962) may have

Pt e different resultsu. The‘Breakthrohgh prOgram 1s a formal fff"f}}ﬂ‘@;.'
R .h; . ‘“language experience program, it supplies spe01fic materials f}};f”V' f*

:; . ‘~,‘;~p". \for use and suggests when and how they should be 1mplemented.;. PN

The main component of the program, the student sentence f7fr;.{5;?‘ﬁfﬂ

P

maker, focuses on’ the generation of sentences u31ng the "uﬂf?f7~;7f‘ 5

' Sl vocabulary students can recognize in print In the sense '~ﬂi;pﬁipﬁ -

AR »" Sl Lo Ty

rfﬁ“ o that 1t relies heavily on a ccmponent that requires a certain PR
R el L

T command of vocabulary, is it more suited to an average/above.n“.ﬁlgﬂf,s“f

ST average kindergarten or a grade one class?‘ Kindergarten '_[“? SR b

) T SRR Do

i ‘Tf,”.irstudents pf the type found at St.,Patrick's School could iﬂpfﬁﬁj;mﬁ.,w.p
-.“\h . r'_. ooy Seen . .

perhaps have profitedwmore.from an informal approach based

i
'

primauily on student experiences and experience stories.rgigf“hf Q“f"h

) - et
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i-;éf."' 'and the Peabody Plcture Vocabulary Test (Forms A and B) ,' Lf{?\? )
ChOlCES of dlfferent tests mlght have affected the outcome e

o P ""-_ "
3 D RPN . :

-

Lﬁjré‘:f;‘e; of the study 1n a dlfferent manner.~ In the area of readlng 4”?¢5QZL6"“}'f'“

éfffi Teadlness, for example, there are many tests from whxch to i “':Tji':i;t}
,ﬁjf "£;'~ select and each has a dlfferent content to some;degree.{:f}“?, ok | 3 '
e = The Metropolltan Readlness Test at Level II dldn t haVe any o  Eiq;\L1H;j; -
tﬁff"?' -t75;subtest on letter recognltlon,na skill which accordlng to ;"ffffwf;ﬂ'“tfif”i; ;
o KPR : " .
.espondence, areLs Whlch are more applicable to early grade k
onev In addktlon, the authors: Nurss and McGoVern,' .j
.ﬁi the Metropolltan Readlness Testsﬁso that a11 1tems would have\ifc::” 8
L a}65 to 70 percent dlfflculty range. Thelr purpose 1n this i
1was to plnpoint those students who were really experlenclngfﬁ
PR N B
"H’may oerhaps'have more accurately reS}ectedethe levei.of‘oral ’
‘,language deVelopment rather than the use of the Pea x'ﬁxrunr~u
_*Plctore VOcabuiarykTest : PR ': X B ”_..
L :.”In addition to thé factors examined above, two further ,
‘ N "v- 3 g
<
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N e e the Junlor kindergarten resulted in much 1oss Of the 1n1t1al S en
o ' IS randomlzatz.on of the exper:.mental an?l control group, wh:.ch R P
had occurred on entry to’ klndergarten. o When the students .": IRV |
- were reass gn.ed 1t was ’dec:.ded tha,t one control teac!h‘ér could S .
‘_ form a olass whlch was c:ompr.xsed~ of the best students from EER
- her former classes. The remamder of hef st‘udents elther
""{.‘became paJt of the Jumor kmdergarten or were dxstrn.butedﬂ
i . ',r -~ xS 'l: ’~, v .

";randomly between the second control teacher and the experl- ".‘

Af[mental group.’fi;While this factor was a serlous“ drawback,

""-."1t was bellond the control of -, tr;e ':L‘nvestl.gatorl.“.j.)Also, at the '
‘ beglnningfof the Is.tudy 1b was felt t‘hr-;t ana}ysxs ‘Of COVBIJ.- .
' ance,h a tec':‘hniquel w'hJ.ch adj'ustslpretest scores to‘.obta:i.n ‘
e b llm.tlal bl.tween gl;oup —equlvalence, oouid perheps take care , : \

x;‘

\ of the dlfferences between th‘e exper:.mental and control groups. e

< «

Dur;u{g the course of the mvestlgatlon, however,‘lt became

P N

apparent _'.that thh 46 '7 percent of the experlmental group

I e’ method of pretesting coald also have affected

the outcon'le of the results. Thls/varlable should haVe been *“'I

et

- ,-.more rlgorrusly controlleq in, that all students Qcould have

1

-~ beeri’ tested together as was the case dur‘mg posttest;mg‘

[ e PP R




somewhat advanced

arjad 1t must be contlnued unti], they have learned to recognlze "

- KPEREMLY. B / L : B NN
RO [ 4 e
i . ol
L o ot
:LnformatJ.on. , However, havmq par 101pated in thlS study o B
" .\.‘ . . A e I3 % . ) . . . ‘.:‘, :" 1. P
for a per:.og of s:.x and one-half months, the investlgator " AT s
concLudes that many invaluable subjectJ.Ve interpretatlons S )
. \can be made. . These 1nterpretat10ns are as follows- : '::"..,'-f; 1" X i i B
& A A RN ~ T T DR :
. . \' ! / : TR ! ) ’ AR SR ’
1. The\ Breakthrough to theracy program J.s not sulted_'-- AR
i to the aVerage or below aver,a [klndergarten \chlld In the
. . o L :,
Story Flgures component, forﬂ-lnstance, lth.ch forms the .;"_ BRI
be.glnm,ng of the program, students must te],l st'orn.es .1n \
response to pictures. Thls ab}hty preshpposes that students
Y L AN
possess considerable‘ oral language fluency Many students
' do no\t possess thlS fl.uency, esgeclally those who are of
"- » i ‘ ™ : \% i s ‘:‘ "w' . B ' ‘_ 'n‘ s
belom average ab:.llty or who are very :meature. .,:Th;i'sv'. .‘,\,.‘ N
. ,component 1s followed by and can be used {.n conjunct:l.on m.th
: Nursery Rhymes. The next two aspects of the program deaL . 71 f b
N w:.th the ClaserOm Sentence Maker and the Student Sentence S N
Maker.:. The CIassroom Sentence Maker 18\not suppoSed to be SRR LR
mtroduced until students dlsplay good oral language fluency Lt .'-;;.‘

tWelve to flfteen- words.u At thls tg.me the Student Sentence}

Maker 1s beguns ThlS component 1s a smaller verslon of the

Classroom Sentence Maker and 1t permits students to make

* ' "F

'_‘Tm.s type of,wrk 15

sentences w:.th the;r known wor,ds '

el \

s

In add:.tlon, even .
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before they can succzessfull}[r WOrk .with thle prdgram.- o .

: ) ; v T
- there are perhaps other less formaI approaches'l to help B i ? .
: ‘{ encourage early readlng -development, th_ch would be more o “
g ',-‘,.'Eulted to flve-year—old chl-ldren. : Therefore,‘ ti;ne spent on. " . \ ,,p
‘ -the Breakthrough £6 LJ.teracy program,-{éapeclally for the o : *
) S 46,70 percent ol’ the!experimen‘tal class )who were below y ¥
- “__average students, could poss:Lbly ha;re been’ far more d ) | '
h A'?profltably util:.z"e‘d uby more :Lnformal ‘lax;guage experrence B
“:"_'activn.tles, or J.'h more tlme spey}t on the\' regular reading ) ' \ W A
- f“"readiness prograln..‘., . .' , '}'51,":;",;"' R
S 5 ‘2..-. ‘Breakthrough to I.J.teracx program gcould bé'used L ‘
. "v:'.' \ successful’ly w1th advanced k:mdergarten students who are .
ready to read on. ent:ry to s\chool or those who Wlll be ready 3
" . . R .
' ‘ _:to read w.tthm the flrst three months. These students, 1n : SN e
most cases, dlsplay sound oral language«fluency'and are ; : g f
o reacIy and eager to learn words.‘ To ensure oth.mal ‘success,‘ | ’ .:' : -
- ".fhowever, J.t would be adv1sable to axln‘plement 1t on a suppler e '. "
\ mentary ba51s, Or, in‘ the "‘err\ent J.t 15 ut.:.lléed as the pr:.marg'r
: o ‘~.'rea=d.:lr1g readrness prograrn, to prov:.de a great vanety of ;3; ‘
add:.tlor;al wor\k usmg f:.eld tr1ps, exper:n.ence charts a‘nd- E ) ‘ \
. 1nd1V1dual 'studentvdrcéateii‘hstorles, to teaoh essentlal ‘ . ;4:_. .
: readiness sk:.lls. ‘ o ‘,i.; ." Y ‘ | | ,"- - ‘
L 3 The 1dea1 placement. of‘ the breakthrough to therac;. : .
i program, '1n the oplnion of the investlgator, 1s at the g -,}::5' L
. I . LR TR
R grade one level,.,ln that stu&ents must demdnstrate a certaln , : .
. '.degree of competence J.hemany@essenﬁial. ea.rly reading skills -J-' ]
O K



V The Breakthrough program also would appear to be :' "

exCel;I.ent at that ievel m terms ‘of promotlng an exc;rtement
P

'. . 7 ahouta 1earn1ng to read\. The students J,n the experlmental

A v

i/ ? .
generatmg the:.r own sentenCes and hava.ng a record kept of

SR PN them 1n thelr own spec:.al bdok They were mot:.vated by

Wa,y they could manlpulate 1anguage.. There was a general
‘ A"eagerness about readlng among these students, they‘uere
o always- "readlng"'boo)gs cand lc\JVed to wr‘rte stor:.es.

BT The Breakthrough program co.ul?i be. used ' at th1s

partz.cular level _as the prlmary readlng approach, although

;,"' ' 1t 1s_,espec1ally useful as a supplementary method because
S 7
1t rs so easxly 1ncorporated J.nto any basal program. Also,

as there are no lesson plans prov:.ded, utlllzing it as: a
A . P

C s class who began readlng t.he flrst pre-prlmer of the Nelson ) '

basal ser.les, Funny Surpnses 1n late January 1979, enjoyed

' prlmary approach woqld requlre a very competent teacher to
, manage it alone successfully. ST e |
. f".:-‘: < .A, . -. ’ g .': " ) . ‘:’_' : LN,
e T o ‘ . 'Recommendations '« R 2
' .~' \\ The follow1ng recommendatlons are proposed as a o
' result of the present study o N

| '."l".
l-.. A researc:h study on. language exper:.ence should be

/N

(S

o .,

.

S e i st

e j(;“ condpcted at grade one level util:.z:x.ng the Breakthrough to
I-J.tsracy program. : It should be explored both on a. supple-
' b
i mentary bas:.s and as a- mam approach m comparlson to 2
N\ - N LM - | . H , ,‘, ’t‘; , "
. : a ',‘.: ‘] -\-~ v -

Ae



R

. _,‘.as the Lahguag_ Experlences in

at grade one » the language experlence approach taught through

; 1eve1, but only where suff1c1ent numbers of students are R
"avallable, so‘ that :|.~ts reall effectsﬁ may hey more _accurately_'
* agcertained s‘tatis\tically_.‘

pre:testihg and the fornation of ‘the .experi‘mental and control ’
"study.‘
on entry to klndergarten.
. on a sup‘plémentary bas:.s or as .a main approach J.n comparl\son .
', to the regular read:mg readmess program. o
.us,mg a more J.nformal approach
- "'by Roach Van Allen and Claryce

;_uses chlldren s experlences as

it -deyelop r

s .
SN O U N

; basal prqgram. oo "f,'. PP : . o . ‘

‘I‘he subjectlve results o;E thls study suggest that g

the Breakthrough program is. an area in, need of study.;

This S

-

program was de51gned prlmarlly for beglnnlng readlng, althoughé‘

s 0

:Lt 1s flex1ble enough to be used with any primary grade and

in remedlal readlng at hlgher levels. Therefore, it xzould

‘seem profltable to .conduct a research study at the beglnnmg
) - Jd .

'f"-readmg level. . Do K

- A

2; Thls s-tudy should be repllcated at the klndergarten

\

quso, all variables su‘ch','a's -

+

;. .A"‘

. ngroups should be .more strlctly controlled than in the present

N -
It would also. be useful to conduct a study erffploylng

f . .
only students who\are ‘classified as hlgh readlness students :

ThlS study could Ee carrled out ‘

¢

2

3, A study should also be conducted 1n the klndergarten

/

to- language experlence, SUOh R

AT ,
Readlng program developed .

o

Allen (1969) .‘v ThlS program

the prlmary basis from which

1]

1t ‘,could_ R

readines 5. and - readlng_. ‘ .Aga;.n ’

1, T, o BN e .
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