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This study examined differences in literacy development 

between five students attending whole language pre-first-

grade classes and five students eligible for pre-first-grade 

classes but attending modified traditional first-grade 

classes. Differences between whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and modified traditional first-grade classes in use 

of literacy materials, teaching procedures, and amount of 

time spent on literacy were also examined. The procedures 

involved testing the subjects on reading and writing skills, 

observations of the pre-first-grade and first-grade classes, 

and analysis of subjects' writing samples. 

The findings indicate that both sets of subjects 

developed an increased awareness of details of print, 

functions of print, and use of print. First-grade subjects 

scored higher than pre-first-grade subjects on levels of 

invented spelling, language level, and directional 

principles. Pre-first-grade subjects scored higher than 

first-grade subjects on message quality. Whole language 



pre-first-grade teachers provided more literacy materials 

and developed the classroom environment to encourage the use 

of literacy. Both sets of teachers did not encourage 

child-initiated literacy behavior. Pre-first-grade teachers 

developed the classroom environment to support the use of 

whole language activities. First-grade teachers maintained 

a program based on traditional views of language arts 

instruction. Time spent on reading and writing activities 

in both sets of classes were comparable. 

The findings suggest that students recommended for 

placement in a pre-first-grade class but placed in a 

first-grade class achieved as well in the first-grade class 

as students placed in a pre-first-grade class. Pre-first-

grade subjects and first-grade subjects maintained a steady 

parallel development in reading and writing activities, and 

whole language pre-first-grade students had a greater 

understanding that print conveys a message. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Problem 

Current education reforms and the desire to raise 

academic standards have increased the expectations of 

performance at all grade levels, including first grade and 

kindergarten (Shepard & Smith, 1986). Schweinhart (1988) 

states: "Since government leaders, administrators, and 

parents have declared that it's 'time for results,' the 

pressure to expect academic achievement in kindergarten has 

increased" (p. 10). Karweit (1988) found that almost 

two-thirds of public school kindergartens emphasized 

academic work. This emphasis on the increased academic 

performance of young children and the need to document 

accountability has resulted in the widespread use of 

standardized testing as the means of measuring achievement 

(Greene, 1988). Consequently, the effects of academic 

expectations, testing, and accountability have led to the 

downward push of the first-grade curriculum into 

kindergarten. 

The overall effect of this change in curriculum and 

subsequent evaluation has been an increased number of young 

children identified as not ready for formal schooling 



(Meisels, 1987). In order to meet the learning needs of the 

not ready population, several alternatives are currently 

being recommended by schools across the country to alleviate 

inappropriate placement. These options include staying home 

another year before entering kindergarten; attending a 

pre-kindergarten program; spending two years in 

kindergarten; or attending a pre-first class, transitional 

or junior first, after one year of kindergarten (Bear & 

Modlin, 1987). While there are advocates of these options, 

there has also been a strong negative reaction by a number 

of professional groups. 

The National Association for the Education of Young 

Children (NAEYC) (Bredekamp, 1987) and the International 

Reading Association (IRA, 1986), in policy statements, 

maintain that formal academic instruction for young children 

is developmentally inappropriate. They stress that there is 

a need to match the curriculum to the child rather than 

forcing the child to adjust to the curriculum. Thus, the 

option of retention does not receive favorable support from 

these professional organizations. Further concerns about 

the accuracy of testing and placement of young children have 

been expressed by the NAEYC (1988) and the National 

Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) (Schultz & 

Lombardi, 1989). 

Conversely, the Gesell Institute of Child Development 

maintains that many children should enter school when they 



are older or more mature so that they have a better chance 

of meeting current academic expectations (Ilg & Ames, 1964). 

Uphoff and Gilmore (1986) support the Gesell Institute's 

philosophy by concluding that young children who are 

developmentally unprepared to cope with formal schooling may 

encounter disadvantages that will last a lifetime. Kilby 

(1984) stresses the need for an intervention program for 

young children that will enhance future academic success. 

Thus, numerous school districts are implementing 

pre-first-grade classes in an attempt to prevent academic 

failure and possible retention in first grade. 

Past research on the effects of school retention across 

grade levels strongly indicates that retention does not 

achieve favorable results (Byrnes & Yamamoto, 1986). 

However, advocates of pre-first-grade classes argue that the 

additional year is not considered retention, but rather 

provides an additional year for children to grow in a 

supportive environment that enhances later school success 

(C. Wood, 1988) . Nevertheless, the limited research 

available on the effects of a pre-first-grade placement does 

not support this approach (Gredler, 1984). 

Several studies (Beckman & Reinert, 1985; Bell, 1972; 

Matthews, 1977; May & Welch, 1984; Raygor, 1972, Shepard & 

Smith, 1987a) used standardized achievement scores to 

evaluate programs that provided an additional school year 

for at-risk kindergarten children. In only one of these 



studies (Raygor, 1972) was there a gain for children in a 

transition class. The remaining five studies concluded that 

there was no academic benefit for at-risk children who had 

been placed in a pre-first-grade class who were compared to 

equally at-risk children who had not been placed in a 

pre-first-grade class. 

.Only one pre-first-grade study (Leinhardt, 1980) 

focused on the actual class setting and programs being used 

in a pre-first-grade class. Three groups were compared. A 

first-grade class receiving basal reading instruction and a 

first-grade class receiving an individualized reading 

program were compared to a pre-first-grade class receiving 

an individualized reading program. The results indicated 

that the two groups of children placed in a regular first-

grade class achieved higher test scores at the end of the 

year than the group of children placed in a pre-first-grade 

class. Lienhardt also found that the pre-first-grade group 

received less reading instruction and less reading material 

than the regular first-grade classes. 

Leinhardt's investigation focused attention on aspects 

of a pre-first-grade program such as materials, procedures, 

and time allotments which had not been verified by 

additional research. In addition, Leinhardt analyzed the 

two types of literacy programs used in the pre-first- and 

first-grade classes. While there is agreement that the 

development of literacy is important in the early grades, 



debate continues regarding appropriate methods used to teach 

reading and writing (Carbo, 1988; Chall, 1989; K. Goodman, 

1989; Hymsfeld, 1989, Mosenthal, 1989; Trachtenburg, 1990). 

Literacy instruction in most traditional first-grade 

classes is based on the assumption that children learn to 

read and write in a formal, sequential pattern with 

individual skills presented to the whole class or to small 

groups in a fixed sequence through drill, repetition, and 

memorization. Certain times are scheduled each day for 

instruction in reading, writing, and language arts 

(Schwartz, 1988). 

Research on young children's reading and writing 

behavior over the past two decades has, however, redefined 

what it means for a child to become literate (Hall, 1987). 

Young children know far more about literacy than was 

generally assumed. Although specific kinds of knowledge 

vary with a child's background, almost all children bring 

some understanding of literacy to school (Teale, 1985). 

Routman (1988), citing current literacy research, encouraged 

professionals to change from skill-oriented basal readers 

and worksheets to literacy instruction based on a whole 

language program. 

The concept of whole language, pioneered by Kenneth 

Goodman (1976), develops literacy as a holistic activity 

involving speaking, listening, reading, and writing. 

Complete books and stories are used to provide meaningful, 
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relevant experiences. Literacy experiences are integrated 

throughout the day in all content areas with each child 

actively involved in the process of reading and writing 

(Altwerger, Edelsky, & Flores, 1987). Children compose 

stories and learn to read from their own writing and from 

shared and predictable books. Skills are taught as the 

teacher observes that children are developmentally ready and 

have a functional need for the skills in their reading and 

writing (Shanklin & Rhodes, 1989). Thus, there is a trend 

to rethink traditional reading instruction and replace it 

with a whole language approach. 

Since pre-first-grade classes have not been 

systematically studied or evaluated, sufficient research is 

not available on the effects of various approaches of 

instruction for children identified as at-risk. Given that 

whole language offers a new perspective to teaching reading 

and writing, there is a need for information regarding the 

effectiveness of this approach. An in-depth comparison of 

at-risk children's reading and writing development, as well 

as a comparison of the materials, procedures, and time 

allotments of a modified traditional first-grade class to a 

whole language pre-first-rgrade class, could provide 

information regarding appropriate curriculum and teaching 

strategies for at-risk kindergarten children. 



Statement of the Problem 

This investigation compared the reading and writing 

development of students attending a whole language 

pre-first-grade class with the reading and writing 

development of students eligible for a pre-first-grade class 

but attending a modified traditional first-grade class. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were: 

1. To determine the differences which existed between 

a whole language pre-first-grade class and a modified 

traditional first-grade class in children's literacy 

development for one academic year. 

2. To determine the differences which existed between 

a whole language pre-first-grade class and a modified 

traditional first-grade class in type, amount, and use of 

literacy materials. 

3. To determine the differences which existed between 

a whole language pre-first-grade class and a modified 

traditional first-grade class in teaching procedures. 

4. To determine the differences which existed between 

a whole language pre-first-grade class and a modified 

traditional first-grade class in time allotments. 

Research Questions 

In order to carry out the purposes of this study, the 

following research questions were analyzed: 
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1. What are the differences in reading and writing 

development between children who attended a pre-first-grade 

class and children who were eligible for pre-first-grade 

class but attended a modified traditional first-grade class? 

2. What are the differences in type, amount, and use 

of literacy materials between a whole language pre-first-

grade class and a modified traditional first-grade class? 

3. What are the differences in teaching procedures 

between a whole language pre-first-grade class and a 

modified traditional first-grade class? 

4. What are the differences in time allotments between 

a whole language pre-first-grade class and a modified 

traditional first-grade class? 

Significance of the Study 

School districts strive to ensure that children benefit 

from their educational experiences. However, decisions 

about what is best for at-risk kindergarten children are 

made with little support from research. Leinhardt (1980) 

states that, "Further research is needed to establish more 

firmly the precise components of instruction that impact 

students favorably" (p. 60). A study which compares reading 

and writing development; as well as materials, procedures, 

and time allotments of pre-first- and first-grade students 

with two different types of curriculum instruction could 



provide information regarding appropriate curriculum and 

teaching strategies for at-risk kindergarten children. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined for this study: 

At-risk children are children attending kindergarten 

who have been identified as not ready for entrance into 

first grade by the school district where this research was 

conducted. 

Forms of writing are types of writing which children 

engage in spontaneously or under guidance. Forms may 

include letters, signs, notes, stories, worksheets, labels, 

or lists. 

Invented spelling is the children's own spelling of 

words they wish to write (Paul, 1976). 

Literacy is the concurrent and interrelated development 

of listening, speaking, reading, and writing abilities 

(Teale & Sulzby, 1986). 

Literacy stimuli are particular materials and 

arrangements of materials within the classroom that allow 

children to be actively involved in literacy (Loughlin & 

Martin, 1987). 

Pre-first grade is the name given to the intervention 

program at the school district in which this study was 

conducted. This program was established to allow students 

an additional year to develop readiness skills for first 
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grade. The program is offered between kindergarten and 

first grade. 

Modified traditional first grade is an instructional 

approach based on the assumption that children learn to read 

and write in a formal, sequential pattern with skills 

presented individually in a fixed sequence through drill, 

repetition, and memorization. Skills are divided into 

discrete units to be learned individually (Schwartz, 1988). 

In addition, a limited amount of whole language activities 

are presented. These activities include daily journal 

writing, shared book experiences, and class-written stories. 

Whole language is an instructional approach based on 

the assumption that literacy is a holistic activity 

involving speaking, listening, reading, and writing. 

Literacy experiences are integrated throughout the day in 

all content areas with each child actively involved in the 

processes of reading and writing (Altwerger, Edelsky, & 

Flores, 1987). 

Writing sample is any written production produced by an 

individual. 

Limitations 

The design of this research focused on curriculum 

differences between a pre-first-grade and first-grade class 

as well as the reading and writing development of children 

within these two classes. The study contained ten subjects. 
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Five children were randomly selected from all children 

recommended for a pre-first-grade class but whose parents 

preferred to place them in a modified traditional 

first-grade class. Five additional children who attended a 

pre-first-grade class were selected on the basis of birth 

date, sex, socioeconomic status, and English as a first 

language to match the five randomly selected subjects. Due 

to sample size, generalizability is limited. 

This study involved a random selection of subjects. 

Pre-first- and first-grade classes were selected according 

to the participation of the subjects. Teacher variability 

was not considered in this study. The possibility of 

influence of the teacher on the subjects could have an 

effect on the results of the study. 

Assumptions 

This study was based on the following assumptions: 

1. Writing samples gathered from each subject were 

representative of the writing produced within the 

classrooms. 

2. A classroom identified as whole language would have 

an instructional approach based on a holistic view of 

learning. 

3. A classroom identified as modified traditional had 

an instructional approach based on a modified traditional 

view of learning. 
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Summary 

This study was designed to investigate differences in 

literacy development between a whole language pre-first-

grade class and a modified traditional first-grade class in 

use ,of literacy throughout the school day. The procedures 

involved the testing of subjects on reading and writing at 

the beginning and the end of the academic year, observations 

of the pre-first-grade and first-grade classes throughout 

the academic year, and collection of the subjects' writing 

samples during the academic year. 

A review of the pertinent research on literacy 

including related research on educational reform, 

assessment, and retention is presented in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 3 describes the methodology and procedures of the 

study. Chapter 4 presents a detailed analysis of the data. 

A summary, findings, conclusions, implications, and 

recommendations for further research are described in 

Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This study was designed to determine the differences 

between subjects in a whole language pre-first-grade class 

and a modified traditional first-grade class. Major studies 

on educational reform, assessment, retention, literacy, and 

reading instruction theories are reviewed in this chapter. 

A study of the effects of educational reform, 

assessment, and retention explains the influences which have 

affected the kindergarten and first-grade curriculum 

historically and philosophically. A review of research on 

literacy development and reading instruction offer insight 

into the influences of theory and practice which have an 

impact on current instructional methods. 

Effects of Educational Reform upon 
Kindergarten Curriculum 

Determining placement of kindergarten children in a 

pre-first- or first-grade class has become an issue due to 

the emphasis educational reform has placed on academic 

achievement (Schweinhart, 1988). Performance on paper-and-

pencil, norm-referenced tests was viewed as easier to 

measure in a skill-based kindergarten program which 

emphasized the learning of single skills presented in a 

13 
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sequential order than other types of tests. Expectations to 

produce acceptable test scores thus created the pressure to 

extend the first-grade curriculum into the kindergarten 

(Weir, 1989). Katz (1988) labeled the push-down effect of 

academics a national disease. She suggests that the 

taxpayer's demands from lawmakers for better educational 

results created the current trend of legislating 

developmentally inappropriate curriculum. 

Karweit (1988) reported that 22% of most kindergarten 

programs emphasized academic work with 63% of kindergarten 

children prepared for academic work. Hitz and Wright 

(1988), in a survey of 39 states, determined that there was 

a 68% increase in academic skill development in 

kindergarten. They further noted that there was a 43% 

increase in teacher-directed activities. 

As learning in kindergarten has become more formalized, 

a tendency has developed to identify young children as not 

ready for the first-grade curriculum. Schools frequently 

recommend alternative placement for these at-risk children. 

Schultz (1989) reported that, in 1989, 40 states claimed to 

have developmental kindergarten or pre-first-grade classes 

in at least some schools. 

Gharlesworth (1989) suggests that educators' emphasis 

should be on changing kindergarten to developmentally 

appropriate. Hatch and Freeman (1988) found that many 

teachers, principals, and supervisors expressed conflict 



15 

over what they were to do on their jobs and what they 

believed to be appropriate educational practice in dealing 

with young children. A study by Hitz and Wright (1988) 

described two practices: "First, kindergarten practitioners 

have adopted practices that most of them consider 

developmentally inappropriate. Second, though there is 

substantial agreement on what should not be done, commitment 

to the alternative developmental philosophy is incomplete" 

(p. 30). Bredecamp (1990), however, strongly argues that 

pre-first-grade classes allow developmentally inappropriate 

practices to continue. She states that educators must 

advocate appropriate developmental curriculum rather than 

settling for additional-year programs which are forms of 

retention. 

Bredekamp and Shepard (1989) assert that a legal age of 

entry into kindergarten at age five and first grade at age 

six should be maintained. Age of entry would then be the 

determining factor for acceptance into a kindergarten or 

first-grade class. Shepard and Smith (1987a) report that 

the children excluded from educational opportunities in 

kindergarten or first grade because of poor performance on 

readiness tests or other determining factors are the 

children who would profit most from school programs. 

Although numerous school districts are adopting 

pre-first-grade classes as a solution for not ready 

children, several organizations strongly urge educators to 
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resist implementing formal academic instruction in 

kindergarten and to reexamine the retention of kindergarten 

children. A position paper from the NAEYC raises concerns 

about formal, rigidly-structured classes and teacher-

directed activities for young children (Bredekamp, 1987). 

NAEYC states that although the school curriculum is 

changing, there is no evidence that the developmental needs 

of children have changed. 

In addition, the National Association of Elementary 

School Principals, the International Reading Association 

(IRA), Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development 

(ASCD), NAEYC, and the National Council of Teachers of 

English (NCTE) have issued a joint statement of concern 

about practices in reading instruction prior to first grade 

(International Reading Association [IRA], 1986). They state 

that "Many pre—first—grade children are subjected to rigid, 

formal pre-reading programs with inappropriate expectations 

and experiences for their level of development" (IRA, 1986, 

p. 820) . Thus, a number of major professional organizations 

have expressed concerns about inappropriate practices which 

occur in many kindergarten classrooms. Further concerns are 

also expressed by professional organizations regarding the 

assessment of young children. A discussion of the issues 

related to the assessment of young children follows. 
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Assessment 

Valencia and Pearson (1987) state that, "the influence 

of testing is greater now than at any time in our history" 

(p. 727). Neill and Medina (1989) report on a study 

conducted by the National Center for Fair and Open Testing 

(Fair Test) which estimated that during the 1986-1987 school 

year, 105 million standardized tests were administered to 

39.8 million students. This is an average of 2.5 

standardized tests per student per year. Fair Test 

additionally estimated that approximately two million tests 

were used to screen pre-kindergarten or kindergarten 

children. Haney and Madaus (1989) indicate that the amount 

of testing in schools has increased by 10% to 20% annually 

over the last 40 years. 

Concerns about standardized testing expressed by Neill 

and Medina (1989) included statistical competence, bias, 

teaching to the test, curriculum developed from the test, 

and a focus on basic skills rather than critical thinking, 

reasoning, or problem solving. Haney and Madaus (1989) 

report that an increasing number of lawsuits have been filed 

in state and federal courts concerning testing in education. 

In addition, hearings on standardized testing have been 

conducted by Congress and several state legislatures. 

The National Association of School Boards of Education 

(NASBE) issued a school reform report focusing on children 

four through eight years of age. NASBE recommended 
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improving state policies related to assessment and testing 

of young children (Schultz & Lombardi, 1989). The Southern 

Association on Children Under Six (SACUS) produced a 

position paper on developmentally appropriate assessment 

that recommended a ban on "mass use of standardized 

intelligence, achievement, readiness, and developmental 

screening tests for young children through the age of eight" 

(Brown et al., 1990, p. 1). SACUS maintains that 

accountability cannot be measured by tests and that tests do 

not measure what children learn. 

Further recommendations for reform were adopted by the 

NAEYC (1988) in a position statement on standardized testing 

of young children for three through eight years of age. 

NAEYC suggests the use of standardized testing only if it 

would provide information that would clearly contribute to 

the improvement of outcomes for young children. If a test 

is used for assessment of young children, NAEYC states that 

the test must meet scientific standards, embody the most 

current scientific knowledge, and be used appropriately. 

Meisels (1987) questions the feasibility of readiness 

testing that has not been verified by empirical research 

including reliability and validity of studies. Shepard and 

Smith (1987b) stress that readiness tests are not intended 

to predict child outcomes. They further report that 

placement by readiness testing has a prediction error rate 



19 

of 50%. There is a 50-50 chance that the test predicts a 

child's school placement inaccurately. 

Goodlad and Oakes (1988) suggest that the practice of 

retaining at-risk children, placing them in transitional 

classes, or keeping them out of school for a year has 

negative effects on the child's achievement and adjustment. 

They found that such children were disproportionately from 

minority and low-income groups. They further noted that 

these practices also discriminated against boys, younger 

children, and smaller children. Mantzicopoulos, Morrison, 

Hinshaw, and Corte (1989) also found that gender, 

socioeconomic status, behavior, and minority status were 

reasons that children were retained. In addition, the 

practice of placing children based on readiness tests fails 

to provide for individual differences such as physical 

development, rate of learning, and style of learning 

(Goodlad & Oakes, 1988). 

K. Wood (1988) suggests that school placement of young 

children should not rely on one test alone. A number of 

conditions in which children could demonstrate further 

potential should be provided. Freeman (1990) supports 

Wood's work by concluding that parental input and assessment 

through observation and collection of work over a period of 

time should be considered in a decision about a child's 

placement. Furthermore, Glickman and Pellegrini (1988) 

assert that first-grade success can be determined by close 
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observation of a child's social competence demonstrated in 

interactive peer-group settings. 

Proponents of pre-first grades, however, support the 

use of readiness tests to help determine if children are in 

need of an additional year of schooling. The idea that time 

is the key factor needed for a child's maturation or 

readiness for the first grade is based on views of child 

development established by Arnold Gesell in the 1930s. 

Griffin (1987), from the Gesell Institute of Human 

Development stated: "For many children who are 

developmentally unready for the demands of a particular 

school or grade, providing time for maturational growth can 

make the difference between school success and failure" (p. 

102). Uphoff (1990) makes a distinction between academic 

retention (failing) and additional-year programs such as 

pre-first-grade or transitional classes. He maintains that 

the additional-year classes between kindergarten and first 

grade occur before the child experiences personal failure in 

the school system and it is not a form of retention. 

Wolf and Kessler (1987) found that the most widely used 

test for developmental screening and readiness was the 

Gesell School Readiness Screening Test, also known as the 

Gesell Preschool Test. According to Gesell's theory of 

child development, a child's behavior or maturity level 

develops in a patterned predictable way, is biologically 

determined, and does not depend on chronological age, 
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environmental influences, or intelligence quotient. Through 

a series of motor activities and paper-and-pencil tests a 

child's developmental age or maturity level can be 

determined. Decisions about placement are then based on the 

child's developmental age (Ilg & Ames, 1965). 

Researchers (May & Welch, 1984; Miesels, 1987; Shepard 

& Smith, 1986), however, strongly criticize the use of the 

Gesell test as a screening device for entry into first 

grade. They state that the test has no proven validity or 

reliability and may be administered by an untrained 

examiner. Graue and Shepard (1989) conducted a study on the 

predictive validity of the Gesell test by correlating 

developmental age with first-grade performance. A small 

positive relationship between the Gesell developmental age 

and first-grade report card grades was found. Graue and 

Shepard concluded, however, that the low predictive validity 

did not support its use for readiness assessment for 

decisions on placement. 

Because of the belief that failure in the first grade 

can be reduced by proper placement in the appropriate class 

based on an assessment of a developmental age, 

pre-first-grade classes rather than retention in 

kindergarten have become a widespread practice. Research on 

retention for all grade levels, however, suggests that the 

effects of retaining children are not positive. A 

discussion of the research concerning retention follows. 
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Retention 

A comprehensive meta-analysis of retention research was 

undertaken by Holmes and Matthews (1984). They concluded 

that retention is ineffective or harmful. Furthermore, 

evidence from research suggests that there is a significant 

relationship between school dropouts and repeating a grade. 

Shepard and Smith (1990) found that students who drop out of 

high school are five times more likely to have been retained 

a year than students who graduated from high school. The 

probability of dropping out after a student repeats two 

grades is almost 100%. In addition, Shepard and Smith 

reported on a study conducted by Grissom and Shepard which 

revealed that students who were retained a year had a 20% to 

30% chance of dropping out of school. 

An additional concern of school districts that practice 

grade retention is that of cost. Shepard and Smith (1990) 

maintain that the annual cost of retaining a student for one 

year is $4,051. Assuming an annual 6% retention rate by 

school districts nationally, the overall rate for grade 

retention is nearly $10 billion. A large body of research 

shows that the retention of children does not work. "There 

is probably no widespread practice [retention] in education 

today that has been as thoroughly discredited by research" 

(Doyle, 1989, p. 215). 

Specific research on the effects of a pre-first-grade 

class, however, are largely lacking. Bell (1972) compared 
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the achievement test scores of two groups of at-risk 

children for one year. One group of at-risk children placed 

in a pre-first-grade class was compared to a second group of 

at-risk children placed in a first-grade class. Bell found 

that the at-risk first-grade children made greater gains 

than the at-risk pre-first-grade children. In addition, she 

found that pre-first-grade children had lower self-esteem 

and lower self-confidence than the at-risk first-grade 

children who were not retained. 

Matthews (1977) reported similar findings for at-risk 

children placed in a pre-first-grade class as compared to 

at-risk children placed in a first-grade class. Achievement 

scores compared at the end of second and third grades showed 

that children placed in a first-grade class were achieving 

at a relatively higher rate than the pre-first-grade 

children. 

Beckman and Reinert (1985) compared pre-first-grade 

students, students repeating kindergarten, and regular 

first—grade students on the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts and 

the Metropolitan Readiness Test for one year. No 

significant differences were found between the two groups. 

Only one researcher (Raygor, 1972) found an achievement gain 

for pre-first-grade students after one year. However, the 

initial benefits were not maintained in later grades. 

Sandoval and Fitzgerald (1985) conducted a study which 

examined the achievement and attitudes of high school 
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students who had attended a pre-first-grade class in a rural 

school district. The 34 subjects answered questions about 

academic, social, and emotional outcomes of the retention. 

Sandoval and Fitzgerald found that the subjects were 

generally positive about the pre-first-grade programs and 

the subjects reported that the experience helped them do 

somewhat better socially and academically. In academic 

achievement, the subjects outperformed the control group; 

however, the differences did not reach significance. 

Leinhardt (1980) compared three groups of at-risk 

children. The first group received individual reading 

instruction in a pre-first-grade class. The second group 

received basal instruction in a first-grade class while the 

third group received individual reading instruction in a 

first-grade class. Both groups who attended first grade 

outperformed the pre-first-grade class on SAT reading tests. 

The first-grade group which received individual reading 

instruction outperformed the first-grade group which 

received basal reading instruction. In addition, Leinhardt 

found that pre-first-grade children received 2$ hours a week 

less reading instruction than children who were placed in a 

regular first-grade class with fewer materials covered in 

the pre-first-grade class. 

Thus, the limited research on retention in pre-first 

grade indicates that test scores of children who attend 

pre-first-grade classes are lower than test scores of their 
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counterparts who attend regular first-grade classes. 

Although in most pre-first grades there is a smaller 

teacher-student ratio, some research indicates that less 

time is devoted to reading instruction. This research has 

focused upon traditional methods of teaching reading. 

However, there has been little investigation of 

pre-first-grade classes in which reading is taught from a 

more holistic perspective. A discussion of the research 

regarding the development of reading and writing in young 

children follows. 

Literacy 

For the past 20 years a growing interest in the 

literacy development of young children has been evident. 

Durkin (1966) found that some young children learned to read 

and write independently with no formal training in reading 

and writing during their pre-school years. Durkin 

maintained that these early readers engaged in scribbling, 

drawing, and writing as a process of learning to read. She 

further noted that as the early readers were read to they 

showed interest in reading and asked questions about words, 

thus promoting their knowledge of the reading process. 

Research by Clark (1976) and Torrey (1969) suggest that 

early readers were not taught to read, but that they learned 

in an environment which provided reading and writing 

materials as well as an interest in the young child's 
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developing skills. Schikedanz (1978) suggested that young 

children who received immediate and positive reenforcement 

for their writing efforts tended to have a higher interest 

in reading and writing. Four factors were identified by 

Teale (1978) as providing a positive environment for the 

enhancement of reading and writing skills. The factors 

include the varying types and availability of printed 

materials, amount and variety of reading that takes place in 

the environment, availability of writing tools and paper, 

and responses by individuals in the environment to the 

child's attempts at reading and writing. 

Piaget's theory of cognitive development supports the 

view that children are not passive recipients of 

information, but are active constructors of knowledge 

through their interaction with the environment (Teale, 

1982). Donaldson (1978) and Ferreiro and Teberosky (1982) 

described young children as hypothesis testers and rule 

users. Their investigations support the idea that young 

children develop an unconventional, systematic, rule-bound 

method of learning to read and write. Through the process 

of writing, children build their own system of rules for 

writing similar to the system of rules they develop in oral 

language as they learn to speak (Graves, 1982). 

Marie Clay's (1972) work emphasized the importance of 

the development of literacy prior to formal schooling. She 

examined children's work with books and reading and writing 
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before they could read or write in the conventional sense. 

Clay found that five-year-old children had a great deal of 

knowledge about book handling and reading skills. 

Five-year-old children could identify the front of a book, 

identify where to begin reading, indicate left to right 

movement across a page, and match a spoken word to a written 

word. Her discoveries prompted further study of young 

children's developing literacy. 

Goodman (1984) found that even young at-risk children 

knew how to handle books, understood directionality of 

print, and understood the function of print in a book. Two-

year-old children understood what a story was, and knew that 

adults obtained the story from the pages being read. As 

young children's reading and writing skills progressed they 

began to read by responding appropriately to words in a 

familiar context. 

Additional research by Harste, Woodward, and Burke 

(1984) found that young children could easily read 

environmental print. Most young children recognized stop on 

a traffic sign, responded McDonalds when shown the 

McDonalds' arches, and read Crest from the toothpaste 

carton. Harste, Woodward, and Burke suggest that a 

well-developed understanding of the reading process is 

apparent when young children are able to read environmental 

print. 
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Smith (1971) observed that young children expect print 

to make sense. Literacy is a meaning-based activity in 

which children assume print is useful. The reading and 

writing process was considered by Smith to be a social 

process that communicates a message. As children engage in 

meaningful reading and writing activities, reading a menu or 

writing down an order, they develop literacy in the context 

of a social process. 

Read (1971) investigated young children's sound-symbol 

correspondence and writing patterns in print. Young 

children's spelling was categorized by speech sounds, thus 

introducing a systematic way of gaging children's writing 

development. The spellings were unconventional, but Read 

found that they revealed an advanced knowledge of language. 

The unconventional spelling was labeled invented spelling. 

Read found that the development of unconventional spelling 

by young children proceeded in a systematic and predictable 

form. From Read's research, Chomsky (1971) suggested that 

young children develop literacy by writing first and then by 

reading. 

Case studies (Bissex, 1980; Baghban, 1984) of young 

children's developing literacy demonstrate the inter-

relationship between reading and writing. Rather than being 

two separate entities to be viewed individually, reading and 

writing are inextricably involved. Bissex's study of her 

young son's developing writing provided evidence that 
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reading comprehension was evident during his writing and 

through the reading of his own writing. Reading and writing 

each influenced the other in the course of development 

(Sulzby, 1985). 

The research on young children's developing literacy 

has provided insight into the way children learn to read and 

write. Harris (1986) states: 

existing conceptions of the development of reading and 
writing ability in children are under serious attack. 
Much of what was believed a decade or two ago about 
young children's knowledge of written language—as well 
as what was believed about factors facilitating growth 
in reading and writing—is being revised (p. 334). 

Thus learning to read and write develops in a much more 

interrelated, holistic manner than was previously thought. 

As a result, many early childhood classrooms teach reading 

from a perspective which is quite different from that of 

traditional reading instruction. A discussion of the whole 

language approach to literacy acquisition and its 

differences from traditional reading instruction follows. 

Whole Language versus Traditional 
Instruction in Reading 

Whole language programs are based on the belief that 

children learn to read and write in the same natural way 

they learn to speak. Goodman (1976) rejected the notion 

that reading instruction should be divided into discrete 

units and taught in a sequential pattern beginning with 

letters, words, and then sentences. Reading and writing are 
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viewed as a holistic activity beginning with a complete 

book. Many of the books are selected by the children. The 

emphasis on meaning and the materials used are to be 

relevant to the child. Reading and writing are integrated 

throughout the curriculum and are not taught as a separate 

subject (Altwerger, Edelsky, & Flores, 1987). 

As the young child's experience with whole text 

develops, and the child begins to focus on specific 

paragraphs, sentences, words, or letters, the teacher is 

able to teach specific skills in a meaningful way. The 

whole language program allows for individual and group 

study. Weir (1989) states: "A whole language program that 

enhances the initial concepts about print is regarded as an 

appropriate approach to literacy acquisition. Learning 

activities endorsed under such an approach extend the 

learning strategies children have adopted" (p. 459). 

Gunderson and Shapiro (1988) found dramatic gains in 

the writing competence of children who attended a whole 

language first grade as compared to children who did not 

have whole language instruction. The Florida Educational 

Research and Development Council reported that children 

taught by the whole language approach achieved at a higher 

level than children taught by other methods on both the 

Metropolitan Early School Inventory and the Metropolitan 

Readiness Tests (Lindberg, 1990). 
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Whole language is in opposition to current traditional 

curriculum practices such as the use of basal reading 

programs and the teaching of discrete skills in a patterned 

sequential form. Basal readers control the vocabulary that 

children use in order to teach specific skills, which, 

according to whole language advocates, interferes with 

meaning and develops rote recall of words (Hymsfeld, 1989). 

Cairney (1988) found, in a study of 178 primary school 

children, that meaning was not deemed as important when 

using basal readers, and that students did not find basal 

readers intrinsically interesting. 

Whole language advocates further suggest that basal 

readers do not provide a meaningful, purposeful experience 

for children. Without understanding the purpose of 

literacy, young children can make no sense of their learning 

(Fountas & Hannigan, 1989) . Materials used in a whole 

language class should be familiar and predictable. Shared 

book experiences, big books, and predictable books are 

included in the whole language curriculum. As children 

begin to recognize the familiar parts in- unfamiliar written 

materials they construct a basis for understanding literacy 

(Holdaway, 1979). Basal programs, according to whole 

language advocates, present unfamiliar material in 

unfamiliar settings, thus providing no support for the 

child's learning. 
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The National Council of Teachers of English (1989) 

passed a resolution encouraging policy makers to change 

directives that required or favored the use of basal reading 

programs. Four reading experts, however, were asked to 

respond to the question "Will whole language improve reading 

instruction?" ("Issue," 1990, p. 7). Strickland and Harste 

responded with a "yes." Chall stated that it was difficult 

to decide since whole language meant different things to 

different people. Pearson responded that he had mixed 

feelings about the whole language approach and its impact. 

Trachtenburg (1990) suggested combining the components of 

the traditional reading program with the whole language 

program. Trachtenburg maintained that combining direct 

phonics instruction with the use of children's literature 

rather than with basal readers would provide a valid 

approach to reading instruction. A number of reading 

experts still suggest that teaching reading in the 

traditional form using basal readers and structured lessons 

is the most appropriate method (Chall, 1989; Stahl & Miller, 

1989). 

Summary 

Although a great deal has been written about whole 

language programs and traditional basal reading programs, 

direct comparisons of the two approaches under structured 

conditions have not been investigated. A study which 
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compares a whole language program to a modified traditional 

basal reading program could offer insight into the dynamics 

of the various programs and suggest appropriate methods of 

instruction for at-risk young children. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was conducted in conjunction with the Center 

for Collaborative Research at the University of North Texas 

and a suburban public school district in the North Texas 

Area. Permission to test subjects was obtained by means of 

a letter to the subjects' parents (Appendix A). The study 

was conducted during the 1989-1990 academic year. 

Ten subjects were selected for this study. The 10 

subjects were located in six elementary schools in the 

school district. Five pre-first-grade and five first-grade 

classes were observed. Each class contained one subject. 

Observation of a pre-first-grade and first-grade class was 

conducted in each of three schools. Observations of two 

first-grade classes were conducted in one school. A single 

pre-first-grade class was observed in two separate schools. 

This study consisted of two parts. Data in Part 1 of 

the study were collected and analyzed for 10 selected 

subjects. Part 2 data included the pretesting and 

posttesting of each subject and the analysis of the 10 

subjects' writing samples. Data in Part 2 of the study were 

collected and analyzed in the classrooms where the 

participants were assigned. Part 2 data included 

34 
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proceedings and the evaluation of the physical environment 

of the classroom. Therefore, data were obtained for 

subjects and for their respective classrooms. Specific 

instrumentation and observation were employed for collection 

of data of subjects, while observational methods were 

employed for collection of data in the classrooms. 

Reliability of observations was determined by the 

addition of an independent observer, trained by the school 

district, who observed for six hours as well. The indepen-

dent observer was an early childhood education university 

professor who had observed and evaluated similar research 

for the state education agency. Two pre-first-grade class-

rooms were observed during two morning sessions and two 

first-grade classrooms were observed during two morning 

sessions. The reliability of the observations was demon-

strated by the match between the two observers' evaluations 

of classroom activity, as described by Durkin (1987) . 

Population and Sample 

The population was comprised of 402 children recom-

mended for a pre-first-grade class for the 1989-90 academic 

year in the school district. A random sample of 5 children 

was selected from 51 children recommended for a pre-first-

grade class but whose parents preferred to place them in a 

modified traditional first-grade class. An additional 5 

children, from a total of 351 children who attended 
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pre-first-grade class, were carefully matched to the 

randomly selected group of 5 children. The 10 subjects were 

matched for birth date, sex, socioeconomic status, and 

English as a first language. 

Interviews were conducted with teachers to insure that 

children who had other learning needs requiring additional 

programs such as resource or learner support were not 

included in the sample. Children who were removed from the 

classroom for special programs could not receive the full 

benefit of the two curricula included in this study. 

An alternate list of two first-grade children and two 

pre-first-grade children was developed to insure replacement 

of the original subjects if needed due to a subject's 

illness, moving, out-of-bounds behavior, or other unforeseen 

complications. The additional subjects were selected on the 

basis of the criteria delineated for the original subjects. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

The Concepts About Print (CAP) test (Clay, 1979), 

Child's Concepts of Reading (Goodman & Altwerger, 1981), 

Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial Represen-

tation (Goodman & Altwerger, 1981), and a Test of Writing 

Vocabulary (Clay, 1979) were administered in September and 

October to each of the 10 subjects. The four tests formed a 

base line of knowledge and level of achievement. 



37 

Writing samples were collected from each of the 10 

subjects. Samples were collected the fifth week of each 

six-weeks period of the academic year. For a two-day period 

during the fifth week, all of the writing by each subject 

was collected. This included all of the school work done by 

a subject for the two-day period. Each sample was coded and 

scored for form, invented spelling, language level, message 

quality, and directional features. 

Each pre-first-grade and first-grade class containing a 

subject for this study was observed. The first observation 

for each class occurred in October and November to evaluate 

time allotments, procedures, and curriculum. Each class 

included in the study was observed one morning and one 

afternoon during the two-month time period. The morning 

session included the beginning of the school day until lunch 

time. The afternoon session included the end of lunch time 

until the close of the school day. 

To assess the literacy environment of each classroom, 

further observations were made in January and February. 

Each class was observed for a half day using the Survey of 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli. 

Additional observations of each pre-first-grade and 

first—grade class were made in March and April. Each class 

was observed for one morning and one afternoon session. 

These observations were conducted to evaluate time 

allotments, classroom procedures, and curriculum. 
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Each subject was reassessed individually at the end of 

the school year. In May, the CAP, Child's Concepts of 

Reading, Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation, and a Test of Writing Vocabulary were 

administered. 

Data were collected from each subject on an individual 

basis. For pretesting and posttesting, the child was 

accompanied from his or her classroom to the testing 

location. Responses to each of the four tests were tape 

recorded. Each child was allowed to meet with the test 

administrator individually and work with the recorder before 

collection of data began. The subject was accompanied to 

the classroom when testing was completed. The CAP and 

Child's Concept of Reading were administered in one 

20-minute session. The Child's Concept of Written Language 

and Pictorial Representation and the Test of Writing 

Vocabulary were administered in a second 20-minute session. 

Instrumentation 

Concepts About Print 

The CAP test (Clay, 1979) was used to obtain knowledge 

about the subjects' understanding of developing reading 

behaviors (Appendix B). Stones, a book developed by Clay, 

was used. The examiner involved the child in reading the 

book. The CAP was administered while reading Stones. 

Questions indicating knowledge of the beginning and end of 



39 

the story, front of the book, and name of the book were 

asked. Knowledge of directionality, difference between 

print and pictures, and understanding of letters, words, and 

punctuation were also sought. 

Day and Day (1984) suggest that the CAP is reliable as 

a predictor of later school performance. Reliability has 

been established for the CAP. Clay obtained a Kuder-

Richardson reliability coefficient of .95. Day and Perkins 

(cited in Clay, 1979) obtained test-retest reliability 

coefficients ranging from .73 to .89 and corrected split-

half coefficients ranging from .84 to .88. 

Child's Concepts of Reading 

The Child's Concepts of Reading (Goodman & Altwerger, 

1981) was used to obtain additional information of each 

subject's knowledge of the reading process (Appendix C). 

Each subject was asked to answer questions such as "Do you 

know how to read?," "Who reads to you?," and "How will you 

learn to read?" The questions were asked in an individual 

interview without written material. This instrument is 

frequently used by literacy researchers to gain knowledge of 

young children's emerging literacy. 

Child's Concepts of Written Language 
and Pictorial Representation 

The focus of the Child's Concepts of Written Language 

and Pictorial Representation (Goodman & Altwerger, 1981) was 
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to gain information about the subjects' concepts of writing 

and the use of print in the environment (Appendix D). 

Questions such as "What do you write?," "Why do people 

write?," and "Do you write at school?" were asked. In 

addition to answering questions, children were asked to 

write and draw. A variety of paper and writing instruments 

was available to each subject during the interview. This 

interview task is frequently used by literacy researchers to 

gain information on young children's emerging literacy. 

Test of Writing Vocabulary 

For the Test of Writing Vocabulary (Clay, 1979), the 

subject is asked to write down all the words he or she 

knows. It begins with the subject's own name. The subject 

may write any word including basic vocabulary and words 

which are personally meaningful. A blank sheet of paper and 

a pencil were provided. Each subject was encouraged and 

prompted to write for 10 minutes. This test indicates the 

subjects' knowledge of letters, left-to-right sequencing or 

direction, and visual discrimination of print. The 

reliability of the test was demonstrated by retesting a 

large number of subjects in two-week intervals. Clay found 

the retest scores to be similar to the original test scores. 

Forms of Writing 

Writing samples collected from each subject were 

analyzed for specific differences in form as described by 
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Bissex (1980). This analysis described the types of writing 

which occurred in each of the two curricula. Forms 

described by Bissex include: signs, lists, informative 

notes, letters, labels and captions, stories, greeting 

cards, directions, rules, workbooks, worksheets, newspapers, 

and diaries. Additional forms of writing emerged during 

this study depending on the types of writing activities the 

subjects produced. 

Stages of Invented Spelling 

Each of the subjects' writing samples was assessed for 

level of invented spelling according to Paul's (1976) rating 

scale. Paul adapted an invented spelling rating scale based 

on research by Read (1971) and Chomsky (1971) which has a 

high correlation with the scale developed by Read. 

The lowest stage, scored 1, involves writing the first 

letter or phoneme of each word or syllable. For example, D 

would represent dog and CB would represent cookbook. In the 

second stage, scored 2, the child adds the final phoneme of 

the word or syllable, but omits short vowel sounds. For 

example, HL would represent hill and RT would represent 

rabbit. During the third stage, scored 3, children begin to 

separate short vowel sounds from surrounding consonants and 

attempt to represent them in spelling. For example, wotar 

would represent water and dorrdy would represent dirty. In 

the final stage, scored as a 4, standard forms of spelling 
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appear. Sight vocabulary words are spelled correctly, and 

digraphs such as ch and sh begin to appear. 

Rating Technique for Writing Samples 

Additional analysis of the subjects' writing samples 

was made using Clay's (1979) rating technique for writing 

samples (Appendix E). Each writing sample was rated for 

language level, message quality, and directional features. 

Subjects could score from 1 (lowest) to 6 (highest) points 

in each area. Scores of 1 through 4 were considered "not 

yet satisfactory." Scores of 5 and 6 were considered 

"probably satisfactory." 

Survey of Displayed Literacy Stimuli 

The literacy environment for each classroom included in 

this study was analyzed according to the Survey of Displayed 

Literacy Stimuli (Loughlin & Martin, 1987). Sixteen 

categories which support and stimulate literacy within the 

classroom were included in this survey (Appendix F). The 

survey was developed to compare the literacy stimuli of 

areas within the classroom and to compare differences in 

literacy stimuli between classrooms. Loughlin (198 2) 

originally developed a checklist of categories of literacy 

stimuli which would support the development of literacy in 

the classroom. Through extensive observations of children 

using displayed literacy in the classroom and observations 
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of classrooms where the use of literacy was promoted, 

categories were redefined to the current sixteen. 

Procedures for the Analysis of Data 

Concepts About Print 

The CAP test contains 24 items. Each child was given 

one point for each correct response. A total score for each 

subject was computed. A table was developed which included 

each of the 24 items. The items were rank ordered according 

to frequency of occurrence for each of the 10 subjects. The 

subjects were listed according to class placement. 

Comparisons between pretests and posttests were 

accomplished by computing a mean score for pre-first-grade 

subjects and a mean score for first-grade subjects on the 

first administration of the CAP. Mean scores were computed 

again for pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects 

for the second administration. 

Further statistical evaluation was applied using the 

Mann-Whitney U Test. A non-parametric statistic, the Mann 

Whitney U uses the sum of ranks. Subjects were ranked 

according to their total score on the CAP for the 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects. A comparison of 

the scores using a critical value was obtained. A 

statistical determination of differences between the 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects was generated. 
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Child's Concepts of Reading 

The Child's Concepts of Reading contains 35 questions. 

The interviewer encourages as much discussion as possible 

for each question. Thus, the most appropriate technique for 

analyzing the data for the Child's Concept of Reading was 

descriptive. A narrative analysis of each subject's 

response to each question for the pretest and posttest was 

presented. An overall description of pre-first-grade 

subjects' responses was compared to an overall description 

of first-grade subjects' responses for both pretests and 

posttests. Differences in answers for both sample groups 

between the first of the year and the end of the academic 

year were described. 

Child's Concepts of Written Language 
and Pictorial Representation 

The Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation contains 20 questions. The materials that 

each subject chose for each task were carefully noted. 

Because no incorrect answers or scores were given, 

descriptive analysis was appropriate. A narrative analysis 

of each subject's response to each question for the pretest 

and posttest was presented. An overall description of 

pre-first-grade subjects' responses was compared to an 

overall description of first-grade subjects' responses for 

both pretests and posttests. Differences in answers for the 
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two sample groups between the first of the year and the end 

of the academic year were described. 

Test of Writing Vocabulary 

In scoring the Test of Writing Vocabulary, one point 

is given for each correct word the subject writes. If a 

subject writes a correct word but reads it incorrectly, or 

does not know what it is, the word is scored as incorrect. 

A total score for each subject was computed for this study. 

Comparisons of pretests and posttests were accomplished 

by computing a mean score for pre-first-grade subjects and a 

mean score for first-grade subjects on the administration of 

the Test of Writing Vocabulary. Mean scores were computed 

for pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects for 

the second administration. Additional statistical 

evaluation was applied using the Mann-Whitney U Test. A 

statistical determination of differences between the 

pre-first-grade subjects and the first-grade subjects for 

the academic year was generated. 

Writing Samples 

The product of each child's writing produced throughout 

the year was analyzed for (a) forms, based on Bissex (1980); 

(b) invented spelling, based on Paul (1976); and (c) rating 

technique, based on Clay (1979). 

The writing samples were assessed for specific 

differences in form. The type of writing produced included 
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stories, lists, and worksheets for both pre-first-grade 

subjects and first-grade subjects. The number of times each 

form was produced was recorded. 

Further analysis was made by using Paul's (1976) four 

invented spelling stages. Each sample was assessed for the 

stage of invented spelling from 1 (lowest) to 4 (highest). 

Each subject's samples, collected over the two-day period 

for each six-weeks were scored and averaged. The average 

score represented each child's spelling score for a specific 

six-weeks period. The mean spelling score for the 

pre-first-grade class and the mean spelling score for the 

first-grade class were computed for the 6 six-weeks periods. 

These two scores represented the spelling score of each 

group for each six-weeks. 

Additional analysis of the writing samples was made 

using Clay's (1979) rating technique for writing samples. 

Three areas—language level, message quality, and 

directional principles—can be scored from 1 to 6, with 6 

being the highest level of attainment. Each subject's 

samples collected for the two-day period for the 6 six-weeks 

period were scored for each of the three areas and then 

averaged for each of the three areas. The average score 

represented each child's rating for a specific six-weeks 

period. The mean rating score for the pre-first-grade class 

and the mean rating score for the first-grade class were 
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computed for each six-weeks period. These two scores 

represented the rating of each group for each six-weeks 

period. 

Analysis of Data for Classrooms 

Observations to determine classroom procedures, 

curriculum content, and time allotments were conducted in 

October and November and again in March and April. Each 

pre-first-grade and first-grade class included in the study 

was observed. In order to describe time allotments, 

classroom procedures, and curriculum content accurately, the 

observations were categorized: 

Time Activity Audience Materials Used 

The times that each activity began and ended were noted in 

the first column. The activity was described in the second 

column. The number of children involved in the activity 

(whole class, small group, or single child) was recorded in 

the third column. The materials used during the activity 

(workbook, worksheet, or book) were recorded in the fourth 

column. Following an observation, a summary list of 

activities observed and the total time allotted to each one 

was developed (Durkin, 1987). These activities were coded 

for (a) literacy, which is any reading or writing behavior; 

(b) other academics, which is counting numbers or teacher 
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lecture; (c) logistics, which is classroom routines; and 

(d) miscellaneous, which is waiting or rest room. 

Curriculum content was determined by the participation 

in activities and the materials being used. A descriptive 

narrative was developed to analyze these data. Differences 

between whole language classes were noted. Differences 

between first-grade classes were also noted. Overall 

differences in curriculum content between pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes were described. 

Survey of Displayed Literacy Stimuli 

Sixteen categories which describe the literacy 

environment were included in this survey. The observer 

began by sketching a map of the classroom. The observer 

divided the classroom into areas. The observer entered each 

area, sat in a child's chair so that all materials could be 

seen from a child's point of view, and counted all visible 

literacy stimuli in a given category. The first 11 

categories were counted and tallied. The categories 12 

through 16 were recorded as 0 for not present or 1 for 

present. The total of each column on the survey compared 

one area of the environment with the other, and showed 

literacy stimuli that existed in the entire environment. 

The total of each row displayed the emphasis on different 

categories of literacy stimuli, and displayed the variety of 

stimuli and support for literacy within the environment. A 
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narrative analysis of each classroom and the differences is 

presented. 

Summary 

This study used two research components to compare the 

reading and writing performance of children in a whole 

language pre-first-grade class with a modified traditional 

first-grade class. The first component of the research 

focused on the 10 subjects selected for the study. These 

subjects were tested on literacy skills at the beginning and 

end of the year. In addition, representative samples of 

school work for the 10 subjects were collected for each 

six-weeks period of the 1989-1990 academic year. All 

writing samples were analyzed for form, invented spelling, 

language level, message quality, and directional features. 

Observational techniques were applied in order to 

compare the second component of this study, the influence of 

a whole language pre-first-grade class to a modified 

traditional first-grade class on emerging literacy skills. 

The classes were observed and field notes were taken during 

morning and afternoon.sessions in each pre-first-grade and 

first-grade.class selected for this study during the months 

of October and November and again in March and April. In 

order to compare the physical environment of the whole 

language pre-first-grade class and the modified traditional 
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first-grade class, additional observations were completed in 

January and February. 



CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

This study investigated the reading and writing 

development of 5 students attending whole language 

pre-first-grade classes and 5 students who were eligible for 

pre-first-grade classes but who attended modified 

traditional first-grade classes. This chapter is organized 

to present the analysis of data and findings according to 

the 4 research questions. A summary is provided at the end 

of the chapter. 

The first research question asked: What are the 

differences in reading and writing development between 

children who attended pre-first-grade classes and children 

who were eligible for pre-first-grade classes but who 

attended modified traditional first-grade classes? 

Methodology used to answer this question included (a) 

pretesting and posttesting of the 10 subjects using the 

Concepts About Print (CAP), Child's Concepts of Reading, 

Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation, and the Test of Writing Vocabulary, and (b) 

evaluation of collected writing samples over 4 six-weeks 
s 

periods for form, invented spelling, language level, message 

quality, and directional features. 

51 
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The second research question asked: What are the 

differences in type, amount, and use of literacy materials 

between whole language pre-first-grade classes and 

modified traditional first-grade classes? The Survey of 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli was employed to provide 

information regarding this question. 

The third research question asked: What are the 

differences in teaching procedures between whole language 

pre-first-grade classes and modified traditional first-grade 

classes? Observations and anecdotal records of each 

pre-first-grade and first-grade class included in this study 

were used to answer this question. 

The fourth research question asked: What are the 

differences in time allotments between whole language pre-

first-grade classes and modified traditional first-grade 

classes? Observations and anecdotal records of each 

pre-first-grade and first-grade class included in this study 

were also used to provide information about this question. 

Observations of the 10 classrooms, collections of the 

10 subjects* writing samples, and pretesting of the 10 

subjects were delayed until the third six-weeks period of 

the academic year. The parents of each child recommended 

for a pre-first-grade class but placed in a first-grade 

class had the opportunity to place their child in a 

pre-first-grade classroom until October 16th. Administra-

tors indicated that subjects selected before that date might 
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not remain in the same classroom. Accordingly, the 

principals of 2 schools which contained subjects randomly 

selected for inclusion in the study suggested delayed 

selection of subjects due to increased first-grade enroll-

ment. Additional first-grade classes were added due to 

increased late enrollment, thus many students did not remain 

in their original classes. 

In addition, the school district was focusing on emer-

gent literacy in the elementary classroom. Through 

inservice and policy changes, the district was urging first-

grade teachers toward a more holistic approach to the 

teaching of language arts. Daily journal writing, daily 

reading time, and a folder of students' writings were to be 

maintained by first-grade teachers. The intent for this 

study was to evaluate traditional first-grade classes, 

however, the emphasis of whole language activities redefined 

the first-grade classrooms from traditional to modified 

traditional. 

Each of the 10 subjects was pretested and posttested 

using the CAP, Child's Concepts of Reading, Child's Concepts 

of Written Language and Pictorial Representation, and the 

Test of Writing Vocabulary. These tests were used to answer 

the research question: What are the differences in reading 

and writing development between children who attend pre-

first-grade classes and children who are eligible for pre-

first-grade classes but attend modified traditional 
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first-grade classes? A discussion of the analysis of 

pretesting and posttesting follows. 

Differences in Reading and-Writing Development Between 
Children Who Attend Pre-First-Grade Classes and 
Children Who Are Eligible for Pre-First-Grade 

Classes but Attend Modified Traditional 
First-Grade Classes 

Pretesting and Posttesting 

The CAP, Child's Concepts of Reading, Child's Concepts 

of Written Language and Pictorial Representation, and the 

Test of Writing Vocabulary were administered in November to 

each of the 5 pre-first-grade subjects and 5 first-grade 

subjects. Data were collected from each subject on an 

individual basis. The 4 tests administered in November 

formed a base line of knowledge and level of achievement. 

Each of the 10 subjects was reassessed individually in May 

using the same 4 tests. The results of pretesting and 

posttesting are presented in the following discussion. 

Concepts About Print 

The CAP test was used to obtain knowledge about the 

subjects' understanding of developing reading behavior. The 

examiner involved the subject in reading the book Stones 

(Clay, 1979). While reading the book with each subject, the 

subject was asked 24 questions. A subject was given 1 point 

for each standard response, for a possible total score of 

24. 
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Table 1 reflects the differences in CAP scores for each 

of the 10 subjects from November to May. Four of the 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3, P4, P5) had increases in 

scores ranging from 2 to 7. One pre-first-grade subject's 

score {P2) decreased by 1 point. Five of the first-grade 

subjects had increases in scores ranging from 1 to 4. 

Table 1 

Concept About Print Scores 

Pretesting Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
and 

Posttesting 
PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

November 13* 18* 16* 16* 16* 15* 20* 21* 18* 19* 

May 16 17 20 18 23 19 23 22 22 22 

— 

Figure 1 indicates the increase in mean CAP scores 

between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects 

for pretesting and posttesting. The pre-first-grade 

subjects' mean score in November was 15.8. The first-grade 

subjects' mean.score in November was 18.6. The pre-first-

grade subjects' mean score in May was 18.8, as compared to 

the first-grade subjects' mean score of 21.6. The mean 

scores indicate that first-grade subjects scored higher than 

pre-first-grade subjects at pretesting and posttesting by an 

average of 2.8 points. Both pre-first-grade and first-grade 
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Figure 1. Mean Concept About Print scores. 
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subjects increased their scores from November to May by an 

average of 3 points. 

A statistical evaluation of the differences between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade scores on the CAP test for 

the pretest and posttest was completed using the 

Mann-Whitney U. Using the sum of ranks, subjects were rank 

ordered according to their total scores on the CAP for the 

pretest and the posttest. A difference at the .05 level of 

significance was found between the pre-first-grade subjects' 

and first-grade subjects' pretest scores. No statistically 

significant difference was found between posttest scores. 

Table 2 displays the responses of the 10 subjects to 

each of the 24 items on the CAP test during pretesting. 

These items were rank ordered according to frequency of 

occurrence. All 10 subjects responded conventionally to the 

first 7 items on Table 2, which suggests that the subjects 

were familiar with books and had a basic understanding of 

reading behavior. All but 1 subject responded correctly to 

items 8 through 13. The reading skills involved with these 

5 ranked items suggest that the subjects had begun to 

distinguish between print and picture and had begun to 

understand the concepts of letters and words. Eight 

subjects identified a question mark (14), identified letters 

(15), found the first and last letter in a word (16) , and 

recognized capital letters (17). When the subjects were 

asked to find the words was and no in a passage, 2 
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Table 2 

Pre tes t ing—Rank Order of Concepts About P r i n t 

P r e - F i r s t - G r a d e S u b j e c t s F i r s t - G r a d e Sub jec t s 
Ca tego r i e s 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

1. I n d i c a t e s 
f r o n t of 
book X X X X X X X X X X 

2. Begins a t 
f i r s t page X X X X X X X X X X 

3. Begins on 
f i r s t word X X X X X X X X X X 

4. L e f t t o 
r i g h t 
sequence X X X X X X X X X X 

5. Return 
sweep X X X X X X X X X X 

6. Shows 
beginning 
and end 
of s t o r y X X X X X X X X X X 

7. L e f t page 
read b e f o r e 
r i g h t X X X X X X X X X X 

8. Word-for-
word 
matching X X X X X X X X X 

9. Recognizes 
i n v e r t e d 
p i c t u r e X X X X X X X X X 

10. Recognizes 
i n v e r t e d 
p r i n t X X X X X X X X X 

11. Per iod X X X X X X X X X 
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Table 2—(Continued) 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Categories 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 

12. Locates 
capital & 
lower case 
letters X X X X X X X X X 

13. Identifies 
one or two 
words X X X X X X X X X 

14. Question 
mark X X X X X X X X 

15. Identifies 
one and two 
letters X X X X X X X 

16. Finds first 
& last letter X X X X X X X X 

17. Knows 
capitals X X X X X X X X 

18. Identifies 
was & no X X X X X X X 

19. Recognizes 
inverted 
line order X X X 

20. Recognizes 
inverted 
word order X X X 

21. Quotation 
mark X X 

22. Recognizes 
inverted 
letter 
order X 



60 

Table 2—(Continued) 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Categories 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

23. Recognizes 
inverted 
letter 
order X 

24. Comma X 

pre-first-grade and 5 first-grade subjects responded 

correctly. Three first-grade subjects recognized a sentence 

that had an inverted line order (19) and recognized a 

sentence with inverted word order (20). One pre-first-grade 

and 1 first-grade subject described a quotation mark. Only 

1 first-grade subject recognized inverted letter order in a 

word (22, 23) and described the function of a comma (24) in 

pretesting. 

Table 3 presents the responses of the 10 subjects to 

each of the 24 items on the CAP during posttesting. In,May, 

all 10 subjects correctly responded to the first 15 ranked 

items on the test. In November, 7 items were correctly 

identified by the 10 subjects. Five first-grade subjects 

and 4 pre-first-grade subjects described a period (16) and 

identified letters (17). An additional pre-first-grade 

subject identified the words was and no (18) at posttesting, 
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Table 3 

Posttesting—Rank Order of Concepts About Print 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Categories 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

1. Indicates 
front of 
book X X X X X 

2. Begins at 
first page X X X X X 

3. Begins on 
first word X X X X X 

4. Left to 
right 
sequence X X X X X 

5. Return 
sweep X X X X X 

6. Word for 
word 
matching X X X X X 

7. Shows 
beginning 
& end of 
story X X X X X 

8. Recognizes 
inverted 
picture 

9. Recognizes 
inverted 
print 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

10. Left page 
read before 
right X X X X X 

11. Question 
mark 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 
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Table 3 ~ (Continued) 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Categories 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 

12. Locates 
capital & 
lower case 
letters X X X X X X X X X X 

13. Identities 
one or two 
words X X X X X X X X X X 

14. Finds 
first & 
last 
letter X X X X X X X X X X 

15. Knows 
capitals X X X X X X X X X X 

16. Period X X X X X X X X X 

17. Identifies 
one & two 
letters X X X X X X X X X 

18. Identifies 
was & no X X X X X X X X 

19. Quotation 
mark X X X X X 

20. Recognizes 
inverted 
line order X X X X X X 

21. Recognizes 
inverted 
letter order X X X X X X 

22. Recognizes 
inverted 
letter order X X X X 
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Table 3—(Continued) 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Categories . 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

23. Recognizes 
inverted 
word order X X X X 

24. Comma X X X 

which brought the total of standard responses to 3 

pre-first-grade subjects and 5 first-grade subjects. One 

pre-first-grade subject and 4 first-grade subjects described 

a quotation mark (19). Inverted line order (20) and 

inverted letter order (21) were recognized by 2 pre-first-

grade subjects and 4 first-grade subjects. One pre-first-

grade subject and 3 first-grade subjects recognized inverted 

letter order (23) and inverted word order (24). A comma was 

described by 2 pre-first-grade subjects and 1 first-grade 

subject. 

The differences between pre-first-grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects at pretesting on the CAP were 

significant at the .05 level. Differences between pre-

first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects were not 

statistically significant at posttesting. 

The results of this analysis indicate that subjects 

recommended for pre-first-grade classes but placed in 
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modified traditional first-grade classes achieved more than 

subjects attending whole language pre-first-grade classes on 

the CAP at pretesting and posttesting. However, as 

indicated in Figure 1, a steady development of reading 

behaviors by both pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade 

subjects was observed. Additional evaluation of the 5 

pre-first-grade and 5 first-grade subjects included 

assessment of other emergent literacy skills. Following is 

a discussion of the analysis of the Child's Concepts of 

Reading. 

Child's Concepts of Reading 

The Child's Concepts of Reading was used to obtain 

information on each of the 10 subjects' knowledge of reading 

behavior. Reading behavior within the home environment was 

also explored. The 10 subjects were asked questions in an 

individual interview and were encouraged to discuss each 

question. Reading and writing materials were not available 

to the subjects during the interviews. Following is a 

discussion of the results of the pretest of the Child's 

Concepts of Reading. 

Each of the 10 subjects was asked the 14 basic 

questions during pretesting in November. The first 

question, "Do you know how to read?" was answered "yes" by 5 

first-grade subjects and 3 pre-first-grade subjects. PI 

answered "a little," and P3 responded "kind of." When the 
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subjects were asked how they learned to read, 3 subjects 

(F3, F4, F5) stated that they sounded the words out. PI and 

F1 responded that a teacher had taught them to read. P2 

answered that a big brother had taught her. F2 learned to 

read by "practicing" and P5 learned to read in kindergarten. 

Mom taught P3 to read. P4 stated, "I started on the Go Dog 

Go book in my class and I read the whole book!" 

All subjects responded with a "yes" to "Do you like to 

read?" A variety of answers were given to the question 

"What do you like to read?" Subjects responded with The 

Berenstain Bears (Pi), kind of hard books (P2), pop-up plane, 

book <P3), stories in my class (P4), Paul Bunyan (P5), all 

kinds of books (Fl), Cinderella (F2), Curious George (F3), 

Peter Pan (f4), and the following from F5: "Letters at a 

birthday party and letters from my mom and dad and books. 

Good books like Dr. Suess because there is learning words in 

them and I like when my mom writes a good note on my napkin 

[for lunch at school]." 

When asked/ on the pretest, if it were possible to 

learn to read by yourself, the 5 first-grade subjects and 3 

of the pre-first-grade subjects responded "yes." PI and P3 

responded "no." To the question "Is learning to read easy 

or hard?" Pi, P3, Fl, and F4 answered that it was hard 

because you "needed a lot of practice," "mom wasn't around," 

and "you have to sound it out." P2, F2, F3, and F5 

responded that learning to read was "easy." P5 stated that 
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"It's a cinch!" P4 had mixed feelings. "If you look at 

pictures and find out what about then can say it and it's 

easy, but it's hard because have to hold with your hands and 

mouth has to talk." 

All 10 subjects responded that the people they lived 

with knew how to read. Family members' reading material 

included books (big people or big), newspapers, letters, 

homework books for school and office, and instructions. 

Family members read on the stairs, in the living room, in 

bed, in the kitchen, on the couch, outside or in the 

backyard, and in a "round soft chair." All 10 subjects 

indicated that they were read to at home by their moms and 

dads. Two subjects (P2, Fl) each had a big brother that 

read to them. The 5 pre-first-grade subjects and the 5 

first-grade subjects liked being read to because "it's fun," 

"it makes me want to read," "it's quicker than me reading," 

"they read better books," and "it makes me feel good." Four 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3, P4, P5) and 2 first-grade 

subjects (F2, F4) named specific books that their moms and 

dads"read to them including Peter Pan, Alice in Wonderland, 

Paul Bunyan, Berenstain Bears, Cat in the Hat, and Duck 

Tales. P2 was read Bible stories, and Fl, F3, and F5 were 

read "a lot of books." 

To the question "What do you look at while you are 

being read to?" 4 subjects (PI, P5, F2, F4) looked at the 

pictures. Four subjects (F5, F3, Fl, P3) looked at both the 
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pictures and the words. P2 looked at "what they're reading" 

and P4 looked at the Berenstain Bears and Cat in the Hat. 

When asked to describe the difference between reading 

and telling a story on the pretest, 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects (PI, P2) and all 5 first-grade subjects had an 

understanding of the difference. F4 indicated that to read 

a story "Read it to me. Look at the words and read." 

However, to tell a story, F4 suggested "Just tell me a 

story. Don't have to look at words. You make up a story." 

Three pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P4, P5) displayed 

confusion over the difference between reading and telling a 

story. P4 suggested that to read a story "Start at first. 

Have to start at first word and you need a book and find a 

place to read it." However, to tell a story, P4 indicated 

"It's like a story and you only see pictures." 

Two pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3) and 3 first-grade 

subjects (F2, F3, F5) did not believe you could read with 

your eyes closed. PI and F1 demonstrated reading with their 

eyes closed by scrunching their faces and peeking out. P4, 

P5, and F4 indicated that they could read with their eyes 

closed by visualizing the words and pictures of a book in 

their minds. F4 demonstrated with his eyes closed. "I see 

Tinker Bell. I see the word by Wendy and Captain Hook." 

On the pretest, the 10 subjects responded that they had 

televisions in their homes. When asked "Is there anything 

to read on TV?" 1 pre-first-grade subject (P2) and 2 
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first-grade subjects (Fl, F4) answered "no." The "yes" 

responses of 4 pre-first-grade subjects and 3 first-grade 

subjects included words on a game show, labels on a grocery 

store, letters on commercials, "watch out for tornados," the 

words on books, "the people read on TV," and "if a store is 

closing." 

All 10 subjects had accompanied their parents to a 

store. One pre-first-grade subject (P2) and 1 first-grade 

subject (F4) responded that there was nothing to read in a 

store. Four pre-first-grade and 4 first-grade subjects 

included the following items that could be read in a store: 

bags; egg cartons; milk; cereal; prices; magazines; signs 

hanging down; cash registers; labels on tapes; expiration 

dates on items; signs saying "10 for less sell"; books; kind 

of bread—white, wheat, or dark; coke machines; and aspirin. 

To the question, "Why do people read?" 4 pre-first-

grade subjects and 3 first-grade subjects answered that it 

helps them to learn to read or learn letters and words. P4 

stated that "it was important to save a life and the words 

would tell you what to do." F2 responded "I don't knowi" 

F5 suggested, "If I didn't know how to read if in the zoo 

sign says elephants this way and seals this way and wanted 

to go to seals but accidentally took the wrong way then 

wouldn't be very good." 

Three pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3, P5) and 1 

first-grade subject (F2) responded "yes, English" to the 
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questions "Do you speak a language?" and "What do you 

speak?" Two subjects (P4, F3) indicated they spoke Chinese 

and English. F5 suggested she spoke French, Spanish, and 

English. F1 responded that he spoke Spanish, but when asked 

"What language are you speaking now?" he did not respond. 

PI did not answer the question, and F4 answered "no." 

The pretest of the Child's Concepts of Reading 

indicated that the 5 pre-first-grade subjects and 5 

first-grade subjects enjoyed reading and being read to, were 

involved in reading at home, viewed themselves as readers, 

and had an awareness of environmental print. An equal 

number of pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects viewed 

reading as either easy or hard and believed they could read 

with their eyes closed. 

A slight difference in responses to "What do you look 

at when you are being read to?" was found between pre-first-

grade and first-grade subjects. Two pre-first-grade and 2 

first-grade subjects looked at pictures while being read to. 

Three first-grade subjects and 1 pre-first-grade subject 

looked at words and pictures while being read to. 

A difference in responses on the pretest was found 

between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects on 

2 items. The first item, distinguish between reading and 

telling a story, indicated that 2 pre-first-grade subjects 

and the 5 first-grade subjects understood the differences 

between telling and reading a story. For the second item, 
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why people learn to read, 4 of the pre-first-grade subjects 

and 3 first-grade subjects suggested that people read to 

"learn to read." One pre-first-grade subject and 1 

first-grade subject indicated that people read to gain 

information. One first-grade subject did not know why 

people read. 

The Child's Concepts of Reading was administered in 

November and again in May. A discussion of the posttest of 

the Child's Concepts of Reading follows. 

Each of the 10 subjects was asked the 14 basic 

questions during posttesting in May. The first question, 

"Do you know how to read?" was answered "yes" by all 10 

subjects. When the subjects were asked how they learned to 

read, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3) and 2 first-grade 

subjects (F4, F3) stated that their moms or dads had taught 

them. Two first-grade subjects (F2, Fl) responded that the 

teacher had taught them to read. PI stated that "I read all 

them little books." The little books were small paperback 

books used in the pre-first-grade classes. P4 learned to 

read by sounding out words. P5 learned to read from books 

by himself. F5 learned to read as follows: 

Older I got the better I got at doing things. Every 
night my mom and dad would read to me and I always 
wanted my favorite book over and over again, and after 
that I started to get use to the book. I started to 
read 1 book and after I learned some words, it had lot 
of words like to and after, I learned those words. I 
started to learn how to read and when I went to another 
book that was easy, some of those same words were in 
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the book, and I just knew those words and I 
just read them. 

Eight subjects responded with a "yes" to "Do you like 

to read?" P2 answered "no." F3 responded, after a long 

pause, with "a little." A variety of answers were given to 

the question "What do you like to read?" Four pre-first-

grade subjects and 1 first-grade subject (Fl) named specific 

books they liked to read. P2 and Fl liked to read "books." 

F2 liked long books with chapters. F4 read books with 

sentences and F5 liked adventure stories. 

When asked if it were possible to learn to read by 

yourself, 3 pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3, P4) and 2 

first-grade subjects (F4, Fl) responded "yes." Two 

pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P5) and 2 first-grade subjects 

(F2, F5) responded "no." F3 answered "don't know." To the 

question "Is learning to read easy or hard?" 1 pre-first-

grade subject (P3) and 2 first-grade subjects (F5, Fl) 

answered that it was hard because you had to remember all of 

the words that mom and dad said. Four pre-first-grade 

subjects and 3 first-grade subjects (F2, F3, F4) responded 

that learning to read was "easy." P4 suggested that reading 

was easy "cause sounding out words all you have to know is 

what sound there is and what sound they are and gotta know 

what letters are—simple!" 

All 10 subjects responded that the people they lived 

with knew how to read. Family members' reading material 
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included baseball books, bicycle books, the Bible, 

catalogs, newspapers (the sports page), letters, magazines, 

instructions, a dictionary, "long chapter books," "fat books 

with lots of pages," "real big books with lots of words and 

no pictures," army books, and books about machines. Family 

members read on the stairs, in grandma's room, in the living 

room, in bed, in the kitchen, on the couch, in the den, by 

the fire in the winter, around the campfire, in the "big 

round chair in the living room," and "anywhere." 

All 10 subjects indicated that they were read to at 

home by a family member. Two subjects (P2, F2) had a big 

brother read to them. Four subjects (P3, P4, P5, F4) 

indicated that their moms and dads read to them. PI and F3 

answered that their moms read to them, while F5 and F1 

indicated that only their dads read to them. Four 

pre-first-grade subjects and 5 first-grade subjects liked 

being read to because "it's fun," "he talks like a horse," 

"cause scary stuff is in it," "it's fun to look at the 

pictures," "the books are good," and "they have good reading 

voices and sometimes they do the voices." P2 responded that 

she did not like being read to and thought it was "boring." 

One pre-first-grade subject (PI) and 2 first-grade subjects 

(F3, F5) named specific books that family members read to 

them including Goldilocks and the Three Bears, Little Women, 

Berenstain Bears, Wizard of Oz, and Duck Tales. P2 was read 
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catalogs. Ghost stories were read to Fl. P5 was read "my 

books," and P4 was read books from the school library. 

To the question "What do you look at while you are 

being read to?" 3 subjects (P5, F2, F4) looked at the 

pictures. Four subjects (P4, Fl, F3, F5) looked at both the 

pictures and the words. PI looked at only the words. P2 

looked at her brother's room while he read to her from the 

catalog. P3 stated that he "looked at the cover cause they 

keep the book to their faces so I just look at the cover." 

When asked to describe the differences between reading 

and telling a story, all 5 pre-first-grade subjects and all 

5 first-grade subjects had an understanding of the 

difference. In describing how reading a story and telling a 

story were the same, subjects suggested that "they both 

talk" (PI), "reading and telling can tell the same story" 

(P4), "you're telling both out of your mouth" (P5), and "if 

you told the same story in a book it would be the same 

story" (F3). 

Two pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3) and 3 first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F2, F3) did not believe you could read with 

your eyes closed. PI, P4, P5, F4, and F5 indicated that 

they could read with their eyes closed by visualizing the 

words and picture of a book in their minds. F5 suggested 

that "I look at some of the sentence then I close my eyes 

and read that part." 
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The 10 subjects responded that they had televisions in 

their homes. When asked "Is there anything to read on TV?" 

1 pre-first-grade subject (P5) answered "no." The "yes" 

responses of 4 pre-first-grade subjects and all 5 

first-grade subjects included "signs you can read," "words 

about things they're showing," "hungry county and stuff," 

"sometimes put letters across if talking in Spanish," 

"Western Ford," and "McDonalds." 

All 10 subjects had accompanied their parents to a 

store. One pre-first-grade subject (P2) and 1 first-grade 

subject (F4) responded that there was nothing to read in a 

store. Four pre-first-grade and 4 first-grade subjects 

included the following items that could be read in a store: 

bags, price tags, things on boxes, prices on food, 

magazines, signs, words on doors like exit and do not block, 

soup can labels, pancake mix, money machines, and receipts. 

To the question, "Why do people read?" 2 pre-first-

grade subjects (P2, P3) and 1 first-grade subject (F4) 

answered that it helps them to learn. P5 and F2 indicated 

that people read to learn how to write words. PI suggested 

people wanted to be smart. F5, F3, Fl, and P4 indicated 

that people read to gain information. For example, F4 

stated that "If you don't know how to read like driving a 

car and didn t know it said stop and I went past it the 

police would give me a ticket and I wouldn't know what it 
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said and they ask me to come to the court or something and I 

didn't come I'd get in trouble." 

Two pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P5) and 3 first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F2, F4) responded "Yes, English" to the 

questions "Do you speak a language?" and What do you 

speak? One subject (F3) indicated he spoke Chinese and 

English. F5 suggested she spoke French, Spanish, and 

English. P4 responded that she spoke Spanish, and this 

language, English. PI and P2 did not know what language 

they spoke. 

The posttest of the Child's Concepts of Reading 

indicated that the 5 pre-first-grade subjects and 5 

first-grade subjects were actively involved in reading and 

that family members played an integral role in the subjects' 

emerging literacy skills. In addition, both pre-first-grade 

and first-grade subjects understood the differences between 

reading and telling a story. The posttest suggested that 

the 10 subjects were developing an understanding of the 

functions of print. The 10 subjects also displayed an 

increased awareness of the details of print within their 

environment. 

A slight difference in responses was found between 

pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects on 3 items 

at posttesting. On the first item, "Is learning to read 

easy or hard?" 1 pre-first-grade subject and 2 first-grade 

subjects responded that it was hard. The second item 
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displaying a slight difference between subjects asked "What 

do you look at while being read to?" One pre-first-grade 

and 2 first-grade subjects looked at pictures while 1 

pre-first-grade and 3 first-grade subjects looked at both 

pictures and words. Only 1 pre-first-grade subject looked 

at the words while being read to. Slight differences in 

responses were found in the third item, "Can you read with 

your eyes closed?" Three pre-first-grade and 2 first-grade 

subjects indicated they could read with their eyes closed by 

visualizing the words and pictures of a book in their minds. 

At posttesting, a difference in responses to "Why do 

people read?" was found between pre-first-grade and first-

grade subjects. One pre-first-grade subject and 3 

first-grade subjects indicated that people read to gain 

information. Two pre-first-grade and 1 first-grade subject 

answered that it helped them to learn. However/ 1 

pre-first-grade and 1 first-grade subject responded that 

people read to learn how to write words. When the 10 

subjects were asked "Do you speak a language?" further 

differences were noted between pre-first-grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects. Two pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P2) 

responded that they did not speak a language. Three 

pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P4, P5) and 3 first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F2, F4) responded that they spoke either 

English or American. F3 indicated he spoke Chinese and 
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English. F5 stated that she spoke French, Spanish, and 

English. 

The Child's Concepts of Reading was administered in 

November and May to obtain information on each of the 10 

subject's knowledge of reading behavior. A discussion of 

the differences between pretesting and posttesting of the 5 

pre-first grade subjects and 5 first-grade subjects follows. 

The first question "Do you know how to read?" was 

answered "yes" by 3 pre-first-grade subjects and 5 first-

grade subjects in November. By May, 5 pre-first-grade sub-

jects and 5 first-grade subjects indicated that they knew 

how to read. When the subjects were asked how they learned 

to read, differences between November and May were apparent. 

In November, 3 first-grade subjects indicated they sounded 

out words. In May, only 1 pre-first-grade subject learned 

to read by sounding out the words. In November, PI and F1 

stated that the teacher taught them to read. In May, F1 and 

F2 responded that the teacher had taught them to read. In 

November, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P4) indicated that 

they learned to read from mom. In May, 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects (P2, P3) and 3 first-grade subjects (F3, F4, F5) 

responded that their moms or dads had taught them to read. 

All 10 subjects indicated in November that they liked 

to read. However, 1 pre-first-grade subject responded "no" 

and 1 first-grade subject hesitated and then answered "a 

little" in May. When asked, "What do you like to read," the 
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10 subjects named specific books for both pretesting and 

posttesting. In May, 3 first-grade subjects described the 

types of books they liked to read rather than the more 

general term "books" or "all kinds of books" used in 

November. These included long books with chapters, books 

with sentences, and adventure stories. 

When asked, in November, if it were possible to learn 

to read by yourself, 3 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P4, P5) 

and all 5 first-grade subjects responded "yes." By May, 3 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P 3, P 4) and only 2 first-grade 

subjects (F4, Fl) responded "yes." To the question "Is 

learning to read easy or hard?" 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, 

F4) indicated, in November, that reading was hard. By May 1 

pre-first-grade subject (P3) and 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, 

F5) indicated that learning to read was hard. 

All lor subjects indicated, in both November and May, 

that the people they lived with knew how to read. The sub-

jects noted more detail of family members' reading material 

in May than in November. For example, the newspaper was 

mentioned in November and May, but specific reference to the 

sports page was made in May. Books were defined in May as 

"long chapter books," "fat books with lots of pages," or 

"real big books with lot of words and no pictures." 

All 10 subjects indicated, in November and May, that 

family members read to them at home. In November, all 10 

subjects indicated that they liked being read to. In May, 
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however, 1 pre-first-grade subject responded that she did 

not like being read to. 

To the question "What do you look at when being read 

to?" 2 pre-first-grade subjects (Pi, P 5) and 2 first-grade 

subjects (F2, F4) indicated, in November, that they looked 

at the pictures. In May, P5, F2, and F4 still indicated 

that they looked at the pictures. In November, 1 first-

grade subject (P3) and 3 first-grade subjects (Fl, F3, F5) 

indicated that they looked at pictures and words when being 

read to. In May, 1 pre-first-grade subject (P4) and 3 

first-grade subjects (Fl, F3, F5) indicated that they looked 

at the pictures and words while being read to. In May, 1 

pre-first-grade subject (PI) indicated that he only looked 

at words while being read to. 

When asked, in November, to describe the differences 

between reading and telling a story, 2 pre-first-grade and 5 

first-grade subjects understood the differences. By May, 

all 10 subjects understood the differences between reading 

and telling a story. In November, 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects (P2, P3) and 3 first-grade subjects (F2, F3, F5) 

responded that you could not read with your eyes closed. In 

May, only 3 first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, F3) indicated that 

you could not read with your eyes closed. 

All 10 subjects reported at both pretesting and 

posttesting that they had televisions in their homes and had 

accompanied their parents to the store. The subjects gave 
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parallel answers in November and May to the questions "Is 

there anything to read on TV?" and "Is there anything to 

read in the store?" 

Differences between pretesting and posttesting were 

found for the question "Why do people read?" in November, 4 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P 2, P 3, p 5 ) a n d 3 £ i r s t _ g r a d e 

subjects (PI, F3, F4) responded that people read to learn to 

read or to learn letters and words. In May, 2 pre-first-

grade subjects (P2, P3> and 1 first-grade subject (F4) 

indicated that people read to learn to read. In November, 1 

pre-first-grade subject (P4) and 1 first-grade subject (F5) 

suggested that people read to gain information. In May, 1 

pre-first-grade subject P4) and 3 first-grade subjects (Fl, 

F3, F5) responded that people read to gain information. In 

May, 1 pre-first-grade subject <P5) and 1 first-grade 

subject (F2) suggested that people read in order to learn to 

write words. 

In November, 4 pre-first-grade subjects and 3 first-

grade subjects indicated that they spoke the English 

language. One pre-first-grade subj-ect (PI) and 2 first-

grade subjects (Fl, F4) responded that they did not speak a 

language. In May, 3 pre-first-grade subjects and all 5 

first-grade subjects indicated that they spoke English or 

American. Two pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P 2) responded 

that they did not know what language they spoke. 
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The Child's Concepts of Reading, administered in 

November and May, indicated an evolving understanding of the 

10 subjects' emerging literacy skills. Family members and 

the home environment were an integral part of the reading 

process experienced by the 5 pre-first-grade subjects and 5 

first-grade subjects, m November, only 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects credited their moms with teaching them to read, in 

May, 2 pre-first-grade and 3 first-grade subjects suggested 

that their moms or dads had taught them to read. All 10 

subjects reported in November and May that they were read to 

at home by family members. All 10 subjects also reported in 

November and May that reading occurred in a variety of 

places in and around the house. 

In November, pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects 

named a specific book or suggested a general term such as 

"books" when they were asked what they liked to read, in 

May, 3 first-grade subjects described the type of books they 

liked to read in more detail. The descriptions, "long books 

with chapters" and "chapters or books with sentences" were 

suggested. Additional detailed descriptions of books were 

provided in May by 4 pre-first-grade subjects and 4 

first-grade subjects while describing family members' 

reading material. Descriptions included "long chapter 

books," "fat books with lots of pages," and "real books with 

lots of words and no pictures." These differences in 
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pretesting and posttesting suggest an increased awareness of 

the details of print by the 10 subjects. 

in November, 1 pre-first-grade and 1 first-grade 

subject indicated that people read to gain information. In 

May, the same pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects plus 

an additional 2 first-grade subjects suggested that people 

read to gain information. In May, 1 pre-first-grade and 1 

first-grade subject suggested that people read in order to 

learn to write words. These differences in pretesting and 

posttesting suggest increased awareness of the functions of 

print by the 10 subjects. 

The Child's Concepts of Reading was used to obtain 

information on each of the 10 subject's knowledge of reading 

behavior, additional pretesting and posttesting was 

administered to obtain information on the 10 subjects' 

emerging literacy skills. A discussion of the child's 

Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial Representation 

follows. 

Child s Concepts of Writfpn , , 
Representation " 2. ag e and Pictorial 

The Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation was used to obtain information about the 10 

subjects' concepts of writing and the use of print in the 

environment. l„ addition to answering questions, subjects 

were asked to write and draw. A variety of paper and 

writing implements was available to each subject during the 
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interview. A discussion of the differences at pretesting 

of the 5 pre-first-grade and 5 first-grade subjects follows. 

Upon entering individual interviews, the subjects were 

shown lined notebook paper, unlined paper, colored 

construction paper, pens, pencils, markers, and crayons. It 

was suggested that subjects choose from any of the paper or 

writing implements. Subjects were asked to "write for me." 

Two pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3) began writing a 

sentence. Two pre-first-grade subjects (P4, P5) began 

drawing a picture. P2 and all 5 first-grade subjects asked 

questions before continuing with the activity. The request 

"write for me" was repeated after the question. P2 asked, 

"Write what—a word?" "Draw a picture?" P2 then wrote a 

sentence. Fl asked, "Write what?" and then wrote a 

sentence. F2 asked, "Draw a picture? and then drew a 

picture. F3 asked, "Words?" and then drew a picture. F4 

asked, "Write anything I want? Can I write the jet [in 

class] I was drawing?" F4 then drew a picture of a jet. F5 

asked, "Could I say like I love Mom and Dad like that?" F5 

then wrote a paragraph. Three pre-first-grade subjects,and 

2 first-grade subjects correctly responded to the item 

"write for me" by writing. 

When asked, "Why did you choose those?" (paper and 

writing tools), 3 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P4, P5) and 

4 first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, F3, F5) indicated that they 

liked the color, it was a favorite color, or it looked 
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pretty. Pi chose a pencil to write a sentence with because 

"you can mess up with markers." P3 chose lined notebook 

paper "so I would know how to write smaller." F4 chose 

manila paper to draw on "because it will fit in my take-home 

folder." 

The 10 subjects were asked to read what they had 

previously written. Two first-grade subjects (F2, F4), who 

had drawn pictures, displayed confusion over the question. 

F2 paused a few seconds, looked at her drawing, and 

responded, "I write my cousin Christy." F4 responded "Can I 

write a story?" F4 turned his paper over and wrote "I like 

HALAWAN." He then quickly read "I like Halloween." The 3 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P2, P3) and the 2 first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F5) wrote words and read them quickly and 

easily. Two pre-first-grade subjects (P4, P5) and 1 

first-grade subject (F3) described the pictures they had 

drawn when asked to read what they had written. 

The question "Tell me what you wrote. What's this and 

this?" (to get at terms like words and letters) was 

responded to with the names of specific words or letters. 

With probing, P2 and F5 labeled the items as letters and 

words. 

To the item, "Write me a letter," 1 pre-first-grade 

subject (P5) and 2 first-grade subjects (F4, F2) responded 

by writing an individual alphabetic letter. Three pre-

first-grade subjects (Pi, P3, P4) and 2 first-grade subjects 
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(Fl, F5) wrote a sentence. F3 wrote, "Dere Denlo" (Dear 

Daniel), and P2 wrote "yes no." 

When asked what they wrote at home, the 10 subjects 

responded with letters, stories, valentine and birthday 

cards, words, and pictures. P3 responded with "sometimes 

write words so I will know how to write and read. I write 

in my coloring book like blue and all that." 

Responses to the question "What do you. write at 

school?" by the 5 pre-first-grade subjects included journals 

(2 responses), different kinds of pictures and words, 

storybooks, and names. The first-grade subjects responded 

with "stuff off the board," art work, homework (2 

responses), journal, and pictures. 

In response to the question "Why do people write?" 3 

pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3, P4) indicated that they 

wrote to learn how to read and write. PI and F4 suggested 

that they wrote "to learn." Fl responded "They like it." 

F3 suggested that "In science they write and art and 

counting and letters." F5 indicated that if people did not 

write she would not receive cards or letters. P5 and F2 did 

not know why people wrote. 

All 10 subjects responded promptly when asked to draw a 

picture. The 10 subjects chose paper and writing implements 

for aesthetic reasons. The subjects liked the colors, the 

texture of the paper, or the brightness of the colors. 
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The individual subjects' drawing samples and writing 

samples, completed earlier in the session, were placed next 

to each other and subjects were requested to "Show me your 

writing" and "Show me your drawing." Three pre-first-grade 

subjects (PI, P2, P3) and 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) 

correctly identified their writing and drawing. P4 and F4, 

who had drawn pictures for writing, correctly described 

their first drawing as writing and their second drawing as 

drawing. One pre-first-grade subject (P5) and 2 first-grade 

subjects (F2, F3), who had drawn pictures for writing, 

responded with confusion. P5 pointed to the first drawing 

as writing after a long hesitant pause and identified the 

second drawing as drawing. F2 looked at her 2 drawings and 

asked, "Where I write words? What do you mean writing?" F2 

reluctantly identified the first drawing as writing and then 

identified both drawings as drawing. 

The 10 subjects were asked how writing and drawing were 

the same or different. PI indicated that "you draw letters 

and they look like pictures." Two pre-first-grade subjects 

(P2, P4) and 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) suggested that 

writing has words and "you don't write letters when you 

draw. Two subjects, P3 and F4, focused on the drawing, 

suggesting that drawing and writing were different because 

"one's colorful and one's not," and "this one is in 

different colors." 
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One pre-first-grade subject (P5) and 2 first-grade 

subjects (F2, F3) were unclear on the differences between 

drawing and writing. P5 responded "Don't put writing on 

this drawing then they're the same." F2 indicated that 

drawing and writing were the same but changed her mind and 

stated, "because when you draw a picture like this and you 

write words it makes a difference." F3 responded that 

"drawing is words and drawing a picture." 

Each of the 10 subjects were shown a variety of writing 

samples including manuscript, cursive, words in Spanish, a 

single letter, reoccurring letters, a series of geometric 

shapes, and a simple drawing of a house. The 2 pre-first-

grade subjects (P2, P4) and 4 first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, 

F4, F5) correctly identified all 7 items as writing or 

drawing. F3 indicated cursive writing was writing but 

identified the remaining items as drawing. Three 

first-grade subjects (PI, P3, P5) identified manuscript, 

cursive, and Spanish as writing, but indicated that the 

remaining items were drawing. 

Each individual subject's name was written in a column 

with 2 other names. All 10 subjects quickly recognized 

their own names. 

The pretest of the Child's Concepts of Written Language 

and Pictorial Representation indicated that the 5 pre-first-

grade subjects and the 5 first-grade subjects were familiar 

with writing paper and writing implements, were involved in 
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writing at home and at school, recognized their names in 

writing, and chose paper and writing tools for their 

aesthetic qualities when drawing. An equal number of pre-

first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects viewed writing 

as being made up of words, viewed drawing as more colorful 

than writing, or were equally confused as to the difference 

between drawing and writing. 

A small difference in responses on the pretest was 

found between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade 

subjects on 4 items. To the first item, requesting the 

subject to "write for me," 3 pre-first-grade subjects and 2 

first grade subjects responded by writing while 2 

pre-first-grade subjects and 3 first-grade subjects 

responded by drawing. The second item, choice of paper and 

writing tools for writing, indicated that 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects and 1 first-grade subject chose writing paper or 

writing implements for functional purposes rather than 

aesthetic reasons. 

The third item on the pretest displaying a small 

difference between the pre-first-grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects, asked subjects to read what they had 

written. Three pre-first-grade subjects and 2 first-grade 

subjects read the words they had written. Two pre-first-

grade subjects and 1 first-grade subject had drawn a picture 

when they were asked to write. The subjects read the 

picture they had drawn by describing it. Two additional 
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first-grade subjects had also drawn a picture when asked to 

write. The 2 first-grade subjects became confused when 

asked to read what they had written. 

The fourth item on the pretest indicating a small 

difference between pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects 

was the request that subjects identify their writing and 

drawing. Three pre-first-grade subjects and 2 first-grade 

subjects identified their writing as writing and their 

drawing as drawing. One pre-first-grade subject and 1 

first-grade subject identified their first drawing as 

writing and their second drawing as drawing. One pre-

first-grade subject and 2 first-grade subjects displayed 

confusion when asked to identify their writing and drawing. 

A difference in responses to "What do you write at 

school?" was found between pre-first-grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects on the pretest. Pre-first-grade sub-

jects indicated that they wrote journals, pictures, words, 

storybooks, and- their names. First—grade subjects wrote 

from the board, homework, art work, journals, and pictures. 

Additional differences on the pretest between pre-

first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects were found to 

the question "Why do people write?" Three pre-first-grade 

subjects suggested that people write in order to learn to 

read and write. One pre-first-grade subject and 1 first-

grade subject indicated that people write in order to learn. 

Three first-grade subjects gave personal reasons why people 
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write. One pre—first—grade subject and 1 first—grade 

subject did not know why people write. 

Further differences between pre-first-grade subjects 

^nd first—grade subjects were found in the subjects' 

identification of samples of writing and drawing. Two 

pre—first—grade subjects and 4 first—grade subjects 

identified the 7 samples of writing correctly. 

The Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation was administered in November and again in 

May. A discussion of the posttest results follows. 

Upon entering the individual interviews for 

posttesting, subjects were shown lined notebook paper, 

unlined paper, colored construction paper, pens, pencils, 

markers, and crayons. Subjects were encouraged to choose 

from any of the paper or writing implements. The subjects 

were requested to "write for me." One pre-first-grade 

subject (PI) and 1 first—grade subject (F5) began writing a 

sentence. Three pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P4, P5) and 4 

first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, F3, F4) asked questions before 

continuing with the activity. The request "write for me" 

was repeated after the question. P2 asked, "Write what? 

Write a picture?" P2 then drew a picture of a doghouse and 

wrote doghoshs on the picture. P4 asked, "Can I write a 

sentence if I want to?" and began writing. P5 asked, "Like 

what we did in kindergarten?" and began drawing a picture. 

Fl asked, "What—words?" and then began to draw a picture. 
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F2 asked, "What do I write?" and then drew a picture of a 

pencil. F3 asked, "You mean write letters?" and began 

drawing a picture. F4 asked, "What--draw pictures?" and 

then wrote "twenty-five." P3 drew a picture of a tree and 

then asked, "Is it OK if I write a sentence?" P3 wrote, "My 

tree is fun." Two pre-first-grade subjects and 2 first-

grade subjects correctly responded to the item "write for 

me" by writing. However, 2 pre-first-grade subjects drew 

pictures first and added words describing the pictures. 

When asked "Why did you choose those?" (paper and 

writing tools), 3 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3, P5) and 

4 first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, F3, F5) indicated that they 

liked the color, it was a favorite color, or it looked 

pretty. PI chose a pencil and lined paper because "it's 

good to write with and it has lines on it [paper]." P4 

chose a thin marker "because this has a point." F4 shrugged 

his shoulders and shook his head. 

The 10 subjects were asked to read what they had 

previously written. Three pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3, 

P4) *** 2 first-grade subjects (F4, F5) had written words, 

and read them quickly and easily. Two pre—first—grade 

subjects (PI, P5) and 2 first-grade subjects (F2, F3) who 

had drawn pictures, displayed confusion over the question. 

PI had written extensive invented spelling but could not 

read it. P5 asked "What do you mean?" and described his 

picture. F2 looked at the drawing of the pencil and at the 
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interviewer several times. After a long pause she slowly 

responded, "the pencil." F3 responded to his drawing by 

stating, It s not words." F3 then described the drawing. 

One first-grade subject (Fl) described the picture he had 

drawn when asked to read what he had written. 

On the posttest, the question "Tell me what you wrote. 

What's this and this?" (to get at terms like words and 

letters) was responded to with the names of specific words 

or letters. With probing, P3, P4, and F5 labeled the items 

as letters and words. 

To the item "Write me a letter," 2 first-grade subjects 

(F4, F2) responded by writing an individual alphabetic 

letter. One pre-first-grade subject (PI) and 1 first-grade 

subject (Fl) wrote a sentence. Two pre—first-grade subjects 

(P3, P5) and 2 first-grade,subjects (F3, F5) wrote letters 

which included a salutation and signature. P4 and F4 folded 

paper in the shape of a card and wrote a greeting. P2 wrote 

a letter which only contained sentences. 

When asked on the posttest what they wrote at home, 

subjects responded that they wrote letters, stories, books, 

cards, words, pictures, posters, and notes. F3 responded 

that he wrote homework at home. 

Responses to the question "What do you write at 

school?" by the pre-first-grade subjects included journals, 

books, pictures, and stories. Two pre—first—grade subjects 

responded with the exact items they wrote. The first-grade 
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subjects' responses included mathematics, writing from the 

board, words, shapes, books, writing at the chalk board, and 

pictures. 

response to the question "Why do people write?" on 

the posttest, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P5) and 1 

first-grade subject (F4) indicated that they write to learn. 

PI suggested that people write to be smart and P3 suggested 

that people write to "get good at it." One pre-first-grade 

subject (P4) and 3 first-grade subjects (F2, F3, F5) 

.indicated that writing is an important function for paying 

bills, writing letters to someone in the hospital, returning 

a party invitation, and being able to read. F1 did not know 

why people write. 

All 10 subjects responded promptly when asked to draw a 

picture. They chose paper and writing implements for 

aesthetic reasons. The subjects liked the color of the 

m&rkers, the color of the paper, or chose their favorite 

colors. 

Each individual subject's drawing sample and writing 

sample, completed earlier in the session, were placed next 

to each other and subjects were requested to "Show me your 

writing" and "Show me your drawing." Three pre-first-grade 

subjects (PI, P3, P4) and 2 first-grade subjects (F4, F5) 

accurately identified their writing and drawing. Fl, who 

had drawn a picture for writing, correctly described his 

first drawing as writing and his second drawing as drawing. 
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One pre-first-grade subject (PI) and 2 first-grade subjects 

(F2/ F3) who had drawn pictures for writing, responded with 

confusion. P2 indicated a picture of a tornado as writing 

and a picture of a dog as drawing. F2 had drawn a picture 

of a pencil when asked to write. When asked to write a 

letter, F2 wrote the letter F under the pencil. F2 

indicated the letter F was her writing and the pencil was 

her drawing. F3 had drawn an airplane for his writing. 

When asked to show his writing, F3 picked up a pencil to 

write. When asked to show his writing from the completed 

work, F3 became very puzzled. He finally indicated the 

writing on the plane, USAF, as his writing and the plane as 

his drawing. P5 had drawn a dinosaur for his writing and 

written his name under the drawing. P5 indicated the 

dinosaur as his drawing and his name as his writing. 

On the posttest, the 10 subjects were asked how writing 

and drawing were the same or different. Three pre-first-

grade subjects (P3, P4, P5) and 3 first-grade subjects (F2, 

F3, F5) suggested that writing had words and letters and 

that drawing did not. PI suggested that "writing don't draw 

pictures." P2 indicated that writing and drawing were 

different but writing was done in pencil and drawing was 

done in marker. F4 responded "If this was drawing [points 

to writing] it would be messed up." F1 responded with 

"Don't know." 
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Each of the 10 subjects was shown a variety of writing 

samples including manuscript, cursive, words in Spanish, a 

single letter, reoccurring letters, a series of geometric 

shapes, and a simple drawing of a house. All 10 subjects 

correctly identified the 7 items as either writing or 

drawing. 

Each individual subject's name was written in a column 

with 2 other names. All 10 subjects quickly recognized 

their own names. 

The posttest of the Child's Concepts of Written 

Language and Pictorial Representation indicated that the 5 

pre-first-grade subjects and the 5 first-grade subjects were 

familiar with writing materials, wrote in a variety of ways 

in the home, chose paper and writing tools for aesthetic 

reasons while drawing, could easily recognize their names, 

and could accurately identify various samples of writing and 

drawing. An equal number of pre-first-grade subjects and 

first—grade subjects suggested that writing contained words 

and letters and that drawing did not. 

A small difference in responses on the posttest was 

found between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade 

subjects on 5 items. The first item, requesting the 

subjects to "Write for me," indicated that 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects and 2 first—grade subjects responded by writing. 

Two pre-first-grade subjects responded by drawing first and 

then writing words on their drawings. One pre-first-grade 
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subject and 3 first gra.de subjects responded by drawing. 

The second item, choice of paper and writing tools for 

writing, indicated that 3 pre-first-grade subjects and 4 

first-grade subjects chose writing materials for aesthetic 

reasons. Two pre-first-grade subjects chose writing 

materials for functional purposes, and 1 first-grade subject 

did not know why he had chosen the writing tools. 

The third item on the posttest, that displayed a small 

difference between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade 

subjects, asked the subjects to read what they had 

previously written. Three pre-first-grade subjects and 2 

first-grade subjects read the words they had written. Two 

pre-first-grade subjects and 2 first-grade subjects, who had 

drawn pictures when asked to write, displayed confusion over 

the question.- One first-grade subject described the picture 

he had drawn when he was asked to read what he had written. 

Small differences between the 5 pre-first-grade 

subjects and 5 first-grade subjects at posttesting were 

found for the fourth item, "Write me a letter." Two first-

grade subjects wrote an individual alphabetic letter, pne 

pre-first-grade subject and 1 first-grade subject wrote a 

sentence and 1 pre-first-grade subject and 1 first-grade 

subject wrote greeting cards. Three pre-first-grade sub-
% 

jects and 2 first-grade subjects wrote letters to someone. 

The fifth item, which indicated a small difference 

between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects, 



97 

was the request that subjects identify their writing and 

their drawing. Three pre-first-grade subjects and 2 

first-grade subjects accurately identified their writing and 

drawing. One first-grade subject identified his first 

drawing as writing and his second drawing as drawing. Two 

pre-first-grade subjects and 2 first-grade subjects 

displayed confusion when asked to identify their writing and 

drawing. 

A difference in responses to "What do you write at 

school?" was found between pre-first-grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects at posttesting. The pre-first-grade 

subjects indicated that they wrote journals, books, 

pictures, and stories. First—grade subjects wrote 

mathematics, writing from the board, words, shapes, books, 

writing at the chalkboard, and pictures. 

Additional differences between pre-first-grade and 

first-grade subjects were found to the question "Why do 

people write?" Four pre-first-grade subjects and 1 

first-grade subject suggested that people write to learn, to 

be smart, or to "get good at it." One pre-first-grade 

subject and 3 first-grade subjects suggested that people 

write for a purpose. One first-grade subject did not know 

why people write. 

The Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation was administered in November and again in May 
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to obtain information about the 10 subjects' concepts of 

writing and the use of print in the environment. A 

discussion of the differences between pretesting and 

posttesting results for the 5 pre-first-grade and 5 first-

grade subjects follows. 

In November, 3 pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P2, P3) 

and 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) responded to the request 

"Write for me" by writing. In May, 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects (PI, P4) and 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) 

responded to the request by writing. In November, 2 

pre-first-grade subjects (P4, P5) and 3 first-grade subjects 

(F2, F3, F4) responded to "Write for me" by drawing. In 

May, 1 pre-first-grade subject (P5) and 3 first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F2, F3) responded by drawing. In May, 2 

pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3) responded to "Write for 

me" by drawing first and then writing on the drawing. 

These responses indicate the interrelatedness of a 

young child's conception of drawing and writing. "Write for 

me" in November and May suggested drawing for both pre-

first-grade and first-grade subjects. One first-grade 

subject (Fl) wrote in November but drew in May. Two pre-

first-grade subjects combined drawing and writing at the 

posttest. 

When the subjects were asked, in November, "Why did you 

choose those?" 3 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P4, P5) and 4 

first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, F3, F5) indicated that they 
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chose their paper and writing tools for aesthetic reasons. 

In May, 3 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3, P5) and 4 first-

grade subjects (Fl, F2, F3, F5) indicated that they chose 

their paper and writing tools for aesthetic reasons. In 

November two pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3) and 1 

first-grade subject (F4) indicated that they chose paper and 

writing tools for functional purposes. In May, 2 pre-first-

grade subjects (PI, P4) chose paper and writing tools for 

functional purposes. In May, F4 did not know why he chose 

his writing implements. These responses suggest that the 

subjects did not vary their reasons for their choices of 

paper and writing tools between pretesting and posttesting. 

The idea of the functional use of writing tools was not 

developed between pretesting and posttesting for the 10 

subjects. 

To the request, "Read me what you wrote," in November, 

3 pre-first-grade subjects (Pi, P2, P3) and 2 first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F5) read the words they had written. In May, 3 

pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P3, P4), and 2 first grade 

subjects (F4, F5) read the words they had written. In 

November, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P4, P5) and 1 first-

grade subject (F3) described the pictures they had drawn for 

their writing. In May, Fl described the picture he had 

drawn for his writing. In November, two first-grade 

subjects (F2, F4), who had drawn a picture for writing, were 

confused by the request "Read me what you wrote." In May, 1 
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pre-first-grade subject (P5) and 2 first-grade subjects (F2, 

F3), who had drawn a picture for writing, were confused by 

the request. In May, PI wrote extensively but could not 

read what he had written. 

The subjects' responses indicate the fluctuating 

development of the writing,process. F1 wrote and read words 

in November but drew and described his picture in May. PI 

also wrote and read words in November but could not read his 

extensive invented spelling in May. Subjects F2 and F4, who 

drew pictures for writing at pretesting, and subjects P5, 

F2, and F3, who drew pictures for writing at posttesting, 

expressed concern that their drawing could not be read. As 

F3 stated, "It's not words." These data suggest that the 

subjects had a developing awareness of the differences 

between writing and drawing. 

The question, "Tell me what you wrote. What's this and 

this?" (to get at terms like words and letters), was 

responded to with the names of specific words or letters at 

both pretesting and posttesting by all 10 subjects. With 

probing, in November, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P4) 

and 1 first-grade subject (F5) labeled the items as words or 

letters. In May, the items were labeled words or letters by 

1 pre-first-grade subject (P2) and 1 first grade subject 

(F5) . 

To the item, "Write me a letter," 1 pre-first-grade 

subject (P5) and 2 first-grade subjects (F2, F4) wrote an 
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individual alphabetic letter, in November. In May, 2 first-

grade subjects (F2, F4) responded with an individual letter. 

In November, 3 pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3, P4) and 2 

first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) wrote a sentence to represent 

a letter. In November, F3 wrote only the salutation to a 

letter. By May, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P5) and 2 

first-grade subjects (F3, F5) wrote letters which included a 

salutation and a closing, and P2 wrote a letter containing 

sentences only. In May, 1 pre-first-grade subject (PI) and 

1 first-grade subject (F4) folded paper and wrote a greeting 

card. The subjects' responses suggest the development of 

the concept that print conveys a message and that the 

message has a standard form. 

In November, all 10 subjects indicated that they wrote 

letters, stories, cards, words, and pictures at home. By 

May, posters, notes, and books had been added to the items 

the 10 subjects wrote at home. Differences between the 5 

pre-first-grade subjects and the 5 first-grade subjects at 

pretesting and posttesting were apparent, however, for 

writing at school. In November, pre-first-grade subjects 

wrote journals, pictures, words, storybooks, and names. 

First-grade subjects wrote from the board, homework, and 

journals. In May, pre-first-grade subjects wrote journals, 

books, pictures, and stories. First-grade subjects wrote 

mathematics, from the board, words, shapes, writing at the 

chalk board, and pictures. At pretesting, pre-first-grade 
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subjects and first-grade subjects listed journals as the 

mutual form of writing between classes. At posttesting, 

pictures were listed by pre—first—grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects as the mutual form of writing. Writing 

from the board for first-grade subjects was the difference 

found between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade 

subjects at pretesting and posttesting. 

Differences Pretesting and posttesting were apparent 

when subjects were asked "Why do people write?" In 

November, 3 pre-first-grade subjects suggested that people 

write in order to learn to read or write. In November, 1 

pre-first-grade subject (PI) and 1 first-grade subject (F4) 

suggested that people write in order to learn. By May, 4 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P2, P3, P5) and 1 first-grade 

subject (F4) suggested that people write in order to learn. 

In November, P5 and F2 did not know why people write. In 

May, only F1 did not know why people write. In May, 

however, 1 pre-first-grade subject (P4) and 3 first-grade 

subjects (F2, F3, F5) suggested that people write in order 

to carry out important functions such as paying bills or 

waiting letters. These data indicate the development of the 

concept of the functions of print between pretesting and 

posttesting by the 10 subjects. 

All 10 subjects responded promptly when asked to draw a 

picture at both pretesting and posttesting. The 10 subjects 
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chose paper and writing implements for aesthetic reasons in 

November and again in May. 

To the requests "Show me your writing" and "Show me 

your drawing," 3 pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P2, P3) and 2 

first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) accurately identified their 

writing and drawing in November. In May, 3 pre-first-grade 

subjects (PI, P4, P3) and 2 first-grade subjects (F4, F5) 

accurately identified their writing and drawing. In 

November, 1 pre-first-grade subject (P4) and 1 first-grade 

subject (F4) identified their first drawing as writing and 

their second drawing as drawing. In May, Fl identified his 

first drawing as writing and his second drawing as drawing. 

In November, 1 pre-first-grade subject (P5) and 2 

first-grade subjects (F2, F3), who had drawn pictures when 

asked to write, expressed confusion over the request to show 

their writing. In May, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P5) 

and 2 first grade subjects (F2, F3) expressed confusion over 

the request to show their writing. 

These findings suggest that, at both pretesting and 

posttestmg, the subjects who had drawn a picture when asked 

to write and displayed confusion when asked to show their 

writing were aware of the differences in drawing and 

writing. When F2 was shown her 2 drawings and was asked to 

"Show me your writing," she responded, "What do you mean 

writing?" 
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Pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects' responses 

were evenly matched when the subjects were asked the 

question, "Is drawing the same as writing?" In November, 2 

pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P4) and 2 first-grade subjects 

(Fl, F5) responded that writing contained words or letters. 

In May, 3 pre-first-grade subjects (P3, P4, P5) and 3 

first-grade subjects (F2, F3, F5) responded that writing 

contained words or letters. In November, 2 pre-first-grade 

subjects (PI, P5) and 2 first-grade subjects (F2, F3) were 

unclear about the differences between writing and drawing. 

In May, 1 pre-first-grade subject (P2) and 1 first-grade 

subject (F4) were unclear about the differences between 

writing and drawing. In November, 1 pre-first-grade subject 

(P3) a n d 1 first-grade subject (F4) focused on the drawing, 

suggesting that color was the difference between writing and 

drawing. In May, Fl did not know how writing was the same 

or different from drawing, and PI suggested that pictures 

were not drawn while writing. These data indicate that 4 

subjects indicated that writing contained words or letters 

at pretesting, but that 6 subjects indicated at posttesting 

that writing had words or letters. 

^ ^iffsrence in responses was found between pre—first-

grade subjects and first-grade subjects at pretesting when 

they were asked to identify writing and non-writing samples 

as writing* In November, 2 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, 

P4) and.4 first-grade subjects (Fl, F2, F4, F5) accurately 



105 

identified all 7 items as writing or drawing. In May, all 

10 subjects accurately identified all 7 items as writing or 

drawing. 

No differences were found between pre-first-grade 

subjects and first-grade subjects at pretesting or 

posttesting on name recognition. All 10 subjects read and 

pointed to their names from a list of names. 

In summary, the Child's Concepts of Written Language 

and Pictorial Representation indicated an evolving 

understanding of the 10 subjects' concepts of writing and 

the use of print in the environment. Differences between 

pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects were found 

at posttesting for the question "Why do people write?" One 

pre-first-grade subject and 3 first-grade subject suggested 

that people write for a purpose. Additional differences 

between pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects 

were found at pretesting when the subjects identified 

writing and non-writing samples as writing. Two pre-first-

grade subjects and 4 first-grade subjects accurately 

identified all items as writing or drawing. 

Differences between pretesting and posttesting for all 

10 subjects were found when the subjects were asked to write 

a letter. In November, 5 subjects wrote a sentence to 

represent a letter. In May, 7 subjects wrote lengthy 

letters or greeting cards. Additional differences between 

pretesting and posttesting were found when subjects were 
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asked "Is drawing the same or different?" m November, 4 

subjects indicated that writing contained words or letters. 

In May, 6 subjects indicated that writing contained words or 

letters. These data indicate the development of the 

awareness of detail to print for all 10 subjects. 

The Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation was used to obtain information on each of the 

10 subjects' knowledge of the concepts of writing and the 

use of print in the environment. Additional pretesting and 

posttesting was administered to obtain information on the 10 

subjects' emerging literacy skills. An analysis of the 

evaluation of the Test of Writing Vocabulary follows. 

Writing Vocabulary 

For the Test of Writing Vocabulary, each of the 10 

subjects was asked to write all of the words he or she knew. 

The subject was encouraged to write for 10 minutes. The 

subject was then asked to read each word. A total score 

consisted of the number of words that were written and read 

correctly. 

Table 4 presents the increase in writing vocabulary 

scores for each of the 10 subjects from November to May. 

The largest gain for words correctly written and read for 

pretesting and posttesting for pre-first-grade subjects was 

15 <P2, P5) The largest gain for first-grade subjects for 

words correctly written and read was 35 (Fl). Four of the 
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Table 4 

Test of Writing Vocabulary Scores 

Pretesting 
and 

Posttesting 

Pre -First-Grade Subjects First-•Grade Subjects 
Pretesting 

and 
Posttesting 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

November 5 5 11 15 4 8 13 35 14 19 

May 12 20 14 15 19 43 21 44 15 44 

£ . UO . — 

pre-first-grade subjects had an increase in scores ranging 

from 3 to 15. One pre-first-grade subject (P4) maintained 

the same score for pretesting and posttesting. The five 

first-grade subjects had an increase in scores ranging from 

1 to 35. 

Figure 2 demonstrates the increase in mean writing 

vocabulary scores between pre-first-grade subjects and 

first-grade subjects for pretesting and posttesting. Pre-

first-grade subjects' mean score in November was 8. 

First-grade subjects' mean score in November was 17.8. Pre-

first-grade subjects' mean score in May was 16, compared to 

the first-grade subjects' mean score of 33.4. The mean 

scores indicate that first-grade subjects scored higher than 

pre-first-grade subjects at pretesting by an average of 3.6 

words. First-grade subjects scored higher than 

pre-first-grade subjects at posttesting by an average of 9.6 

words. Pre-first-grade subjects increased their scores by 
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Pre-First-Grade Subjects 

First-Grade Subjects 

Mean 
Score 

40 

30 

20 

10 

November May 

Pretesting and Posttesting 

Figure 2. Mean Writing Vocabulary scores. 
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an average of 10.4 words while first-grade subjects 

increased their scores by an average of 16.4 words. 

A statistical evaluation of the differences between the 

pre-first-grade and the first-grade for pretesting and 

posttesting was determined using the Mann-Whitney U. 

Differences at the .05 level of significance were found for 

both the pretest scores and the posttest scores for the Test 

of Writing Vocabulary. 

The Test of Writing Vocabulary indicated the 10 

subjects' knowledge of letters, left-to-right sequencing or 

direction, and visual discrimination of print. Each of the 

first-grade subjects wrote readable letters, placed words in 

discernible columns or rows, and left space between words. 

All but 2 subjects (F5, posttest; F4, posttest) chose 

unlined paper to write on. F5 and F4, however, ignored the 

lines on the lined paper and wrote in large letters. F2 

numbered each word on the pretest. 

Each of the pre-first-grade subjects wrote readable 

letters. The lettering, however, was not as precise as the 

first-grade subjects' lettering. The words of 5 tests (P5, 

pretest; P4, pretest and posttest; PI, pretest; P2, pretest) 

were written in specific columns or rows. The remaining 

tests contained words written without spacing (PI, posttest; 

P3, posttest) or written with spacing in an approximation of 

rows or columns. Two subjects (PI, pretest; P4 pretest and 

posttest) numbered each word on the test and placed them in 
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columns. However, PI placed the numbers at the end of each 

word. 

The results of this analysis indicate that children 

recommended for a pre-first-grade class but placed in a 

modified traditional first-grade class achieved more than 

children attending a whole language pre-first-grade on the 

Test of Writing Vocabulary for both pretesting and 

posttesting. Further assessment of the 10 subjects' writing 

development included an evaluation of collected writing 

samples. A discussion of the evaluation of the collected 

writing samples for the 10 subjects follows. 

Writing Samples 

Written works for each of the 10 subjects were 

collected for two days during the fifth week of the third, 

fourth, fifth, and sixth six-weeks period of the academic 

year. Each writing sample collected was scored for form, 

invented spelling, language level, message quality, and 

directional features. A discussion of the scoring of the 10 

subjects' writing samples follows. 

Forms of Writing 

The 10 pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects' work, 

collected for the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth six-weeks 

period of the academic year, was assessed for differences in 

forms of writing. Some of the forms discussed by Bissex 

(1980) were found in the 10 subjects' writing samples and 
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included child-written stories, child-dictated stories, 

language arts worksheets, handwriting worksheets, journal 

writing (diaries), greeting cards, labels, lists, 

directions, drawing, and letters. Additional forms of 

writing were also found in the 10 subjects' writing samples 

and included copying words or sentences from the board, 

spelling work, photocopied stories or poems illustrated by 

the subjects, worksheets for the preparation of standardized 

testing, and copying from charts with illustrations by the 

subjects. 

Table 5 presents the number of types of writing of the 

10 subjects that occurred in the pre-first-grade classes and 

first-grade classes. The first form of writing in Table 5, 

child-written stories, indicates that pre-first-grade 

subjects produced 9 more stories than first-grade subjects. 

There were 23 incidents of child-written stories in 

pre-first-grade classes and 14 in first-grade classes. In 

addition, 20 of the pre-first-grade story topics were 

developed by the students. Thirteen of the first-grade 

story topics were teacher-suggested and one story topic was 

developed by the student. Six of the pre-first-grade 

stories were bound in book form as compared to 3 first-grade 

stori.es bound in book form. 

In pre-first-grade, 6 of the 23 child-written stories 

were bound in book form. These bound books had a front and 

back cover. The front cover displayed a title and the 
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Table 5 

Number of Forms of Writing 

Forms of Writing Pre-First- First-
Grade Class Grade Class 

1. Child-written stories 

2. Copying words or sentences 
from the board 

3. Language arts work sheets 

4. Spelling work 

5. Child-illustrated photocopied 

6. Handwriting work sheets 

7. Preparation for CTBS*work sheets 

8. Letters 

9. Journal writing 

10. Greeting cards 

11. Copying from charts and 
illustrations 

12. Child—dictated story or 
sentence 

13. Drawings 

14. Lists 

15. Directions 

23 

1 

25 

2 

5 

2 

2 

1 

14 

12 

38 

10 

4 

3 

4 

1 

2 

•California Test of Basic Skills. 

author's name. The topics covered in the child-written 

stories in pre-first-grade classes included trips, holidays, 

playing with friends, pets, family, and fears. Three 
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stories were written on topics discussed during class. The 

topics were the growth of lima beans, keeping the earth 

clean, and dinosaurs. 

The first-grade subjects' child-written stories 

included 3 stories bound in book form. One bound book about 

a horse was in the shape of a horse. Another bound book 

about a balloon was in the shape of a balloon. The third 

bound book repeated the phrases of a predictable book with 

the child adding his own words in the last sentence of each 

page. All of the child-written stories in first-grade 

classes except one covered topics discussed in class. In 

the one exception, the subject wrote about a group of boys 

fighting. The remaining topics included stories about book 

that had been read, ducks, Presidents of the United States, 

rocks, old age, and a story about an animal the child had 

drawn. 

The second form of writing, as shown in Table 5, was 

copying words or sentences from the board. There were no 

writing samples of this form contained in pre-first-grade 

work. Twelve samples of copying from the board were 

collected for the first-grade classes. Copying exercises 

from the board included the following activities: placing 

words in alphabetical order; correcting sentences for 

punctuation, capital letters, or apostrophes in 

contractions; writing poems, adding was or were to each 

sentence; and writing paragraphs on specific themes. 

s 
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As indicated in Table 5, the third form of writing was 

language arts worksheets. Language arts worksheets were 

collected in both pre-first-grade and first-grade classes. 

There were 5 language arts worksheets in pre-first-grade 

classes and 38 in first-grade classes. First-grade writing 

samples contained 33 more worksheets than pre-first-grade 

writing samples. The 5 pre-first-grade worksheets focused 

on curriculum themes discussed in'class. The 38 first-grade 

worksheets focused on specific literacy skills. 

The 5 worksheets collected in the pre-first-grade 

classes contained the following activities: drawing a line 

from pictures of old buildings (boot and shoemakers shop) to 

pictures of new buildings (department store); cutting and 

pasting a mixed-up picture to make a dinosaur; reading a 

paragraph and pasting the correct picture beneath it; 

pasting seasonal pictures under winter or summer; and 

writing the four stages of life of an insect in the correct 

order. The 38 worksheets collected in the first-grade 

included activities on vowels, consonants, consonant blends, 

reading comprehension, capitalization, punctuation, and 

plurals (Appendix G). 

The fourth form of writing, as shown in Table 5, was 

spelling work. There were no samples of spelling work 

collected for pre—first—grade classes; however, first—grade 

classes contained 10 samples of spelling work. Spelling 

work included spelling tests, writing sentences from 
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spelling words, placing spelling words in alphabetical 

order, and practicing the writing of spelling words. 

The fifth category, as shown in Table 5, was 

stories or poems, photocopied by the teacher, which were 

illustrated by the child. The 1 photocopied story collected 

from pre-first-grade classes had been discussed in class and 

was stapled. There were 4 photocopied activities in 

first-grade classes. One story was bound in book form with 

the child illustrating and writing the title on the front 

cover. Two series of poems were collected in the 

first-grade classes, with each series containing poems 

stapled together. The fourth activity contained 2 

photocopied pages each with a letter and a paragraph 

description. The class was in the process of making a book 

describing America with each page representing a letter of 

the word America (M stands for ) . 

Handwriting worksheets and preparation for the CTBS 

worksheets were the sixth and seventh forms of writing, as 

shown in Table 5. Of the collected writing samples, only 

first-grade samples contained these two types of worksheets. 

The 3 handwriting worksheets contained letters to be traced 

and then written. The 4 worksheets for the preparation of 

the California Test of Basic Skills emphasized the 

children's ability to listen to the teacher's oral 

directions and respond with the correct action (mark out, 

circle, or fill in the small circle under the answer). 



116 

As seen in Table 5, the eighth form of writing, 

letters, was found once in pre-first-grade samples and once 

in first-grade samples. The pre—first—grade letter was a 

thank-you note written to the librarian and edited by the 

teacher for spelling. The first-grade letter was copied 

from the board and described the specifics of Western Day to 

the child's parents. 

Pre-first-grade subjects produced 22 more journal 

entries, the ninth form of writing, than first-grade 

subjects. There were 25 incidents of journal writing in the 

pre-first-grade samples and 2 in first-grade samples. Each 

of the 5 pre-first-grade classes contained samples of 

journal writing. The 2 journal entries in the first—grade 

sample were collected from the same class. Journal writing 

maintained the same form in the pre-first-grade and first-

grade samples. Each entry was in a spiral notebook with the 

date written by the child across the top of the page. The 

entries ranged from a sentence to a paragraph, were 

accompanied by an illustration, and described a topic of 

personal interest to the child. Three of the 6 collected 

journal writings of 1 child in the pre-first-grade samples 

contained the alphabet written in both upper and lower case 

letters (Aa, Bb, Cc) . The three alphabet entries were 

collected over the third and fourth six—weeks periods. The 

teacher reported the entries as spontaneous copying from the 

alphabet chart. 
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Greeting cards, and copying from charts and illustrat-

ing, the tenth and eleventh forms of writing shown in Table 

5, were found only in the pre-first-grade writing samples. 

Two greeting cards for the teacher were made in a writing 

center by 1 child. The following information describes the 

work copied and illustrated from charts: the food chain, 

the life cycle of a butterfly, and 2 letters of the alphabet 

(L is for lion, K is for king). 

Child-dictated story or sentence, the twelfth form of 

writing shown in Table 5, was only found in pre-first-grade 

samples. Each of the 5 topics dictated were teacher-

suggested. Three stories were suggested in order to enhance 

learning of specific letters of the alphabet. An igloo-

shaped book was for I. Three things to do with a dinosaur 

represented D. An ax-shaped book was for A. One dictated 

story contained information about Walt Disney and 1 story 

described a particular vehicle. 

Drawings, lists, and directions were the thirteenth, 

fourteenth, and fifteenth forms of writing, as shown in 

Table 5. These three forms of writing were found only in 

pre-.first-grade samples. One drawing with crayons was a 

self-portrait and 1 drawing with tempera paint was of a bear 

fishing. Two lists were generated by the same child after a 

brainstorming session with the whole class. The teacher 

asked the child to write the lists in the child's own way. 

The 1 set of directions collected in pre-first-grade samples 
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was a photocopied page containing 15 activities to show 

parents at open house. The child illustrated each of the 15 

activities. 

As shown in Table 5, the pre-first-grade samples 

contained 11 different forms of writing and the first-grade 

samples contained 9 different forms of writing. Journal 

writing (25) and child-written stories (23) were the most 

frequently reported forms of writing in the pre-first-grade 

samples. Language arts worksheets (38) were the most 

frequently reported forms of writing in the first-grade 

samples. 

The 10 subjects' written work collected for 4 six-weeks 

periods was also scored for invented spelling. A discussion 

of the development of spelling in each of the 10 subjects' 

written work follows. 

Invented Spelling 

The 10 subjects' writing samples were each assessed for 

level of invented spelling from 1 (lowest) to 4 (highest), 

according to Paul (1976). Table 6 indicates the development 

of spelling skills for the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth 

six-weeks periods of the academic year. 

Writing samples that could be scored for invented 

spelling were collected for each of the 5 pre-first-grade 

subjects for each of the 4 six-weeks periods. The forms of 

writing collected from the 5 first-grade subjects did not 
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Table 6 

Invented Spelling Scores 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Six-Weeks 
Period 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 

Third 2 2 3 2 4 - — - 3 

Fourth 2 3 3 3 4 3 4 3 — 

Fifth 3 3 3. 5 3 4 3 - 3 — 

Sixth 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 - 3 

always include writing samples that could be adequately 

scored for invented spelling. Invented spelling was 

produced by subjects who were involved in personal written 

production. Worksheets, copying from the board, and 

spelling assignments were examples of collected work that 

could not be assessed for invented spelling. Each of the 

first-grade subjects had work collected from at least 1 

six-weeks period that could not be scored. 

As indicated in Table 6, 4 of the pre-first-grade 

subjects' writing (PI, P2, P3, P4) increased by 1 spelling 

level over the 4 six-weeks periods. One subject spelled at 

level 4 (close to standard form) for all 4 of the six-weeks 

periods. Two of the first-grade subjects (F2, F4) 

maintained the same level of spelling while 1 first-grade 

subject (Fl) increased 1 spelling level. 
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Figure 3 demonstrates the progression of spelling 

development for the pre-first-grade and first-grade 

subjects. The steady development of the pre-first-grade 

subjects with a final score at the sixth six-weeks period of 

3.4 is shown. The development of the first-grade subjects 

shows an increase from 3 the third six-weeks period to 3.3 

the fourth six-weeks period. A decline to a score of 3 the 

fifth six-weeks period and a final score of 3.6 the sixth 

six-weeks period was displayed. 

As indicated in Figure 3, an average difference between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects at the third 

six-weeks period was .4. The average difference between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects at the sixth 

six-weeks was .2. 

The results of this evaluation indicate that subjects 

who were recommended for pre-first-grade classes but placed 

in modified traditional first-grade classes achieved more 

than subjects attending whole language pre-first-grade 

classes on levels of invented spelling for the third, 

fourth, and sixth six-weeks periods. Additional analysis of 

the 10 subjects' writing samples was completed using Clay's 

(1979) rating technique for writing samples. Each writing 

sample was rated for language level, message quality, and 

directional features. A discussion of each of the three 

areas follows. 
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Figure 3. Mean invented spelling scores. 
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Language Level 

Each of the 10 subjects' writing samples was assessed 

for a particular level of linguistic organization (1-6). 

The levels were scored in the following way: letters 

only—1, any recognizable word—3, any two-word phrase—3, 

any simple sentence—4, two or more sentences—5, a 

paragraphed story (2 themes)—6. A score of 1 through 4 was 

not considered satisfactory. The scores of 5 and 6 were 

considered satisfactory. The forms of writing collected 

from the 5 first-grade subjects did not always include 

writing samples that could be adequately scored for language 

level. 

As indicated in Table 7, scores of the 5 pre-first-

grade subjects for each six-weeks period ranged from 4 (any 

simple sentence) to 5 (2 or more sentences punctuated). Two 

pre-first-grade subjects (PI, P3) scored in the 

unsatisfactory range during the sixth six-weeks period while 

3 pre-first-grade subjects (P2, P4, P5) scored at the 

satisfactory range. 

The 4 first-grade subjects, as shown in Table 7, ranged 

from a score of 4 (simple sentence) to a score of 6 

(paragraphed story). One first-grade subject (F2) scored at 

the unsatisfactory range during the sixth six-weeks period 

while 2 first-grade subjects (Fl, F5) scored in the 

satisfactory range. 
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Table 7 

Mean Language Level Scores 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Six-Weeks 
Period 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 

Third 4 4.3 4.3 4 5 - - 5 -

Fourth 4 4.3 4.3 4 5 5 4 5 -

Fifth 4 4.3 5 4 5 5 - 4 -

Sixth 4 5 4.3 5 5 6 4 - 5 

A component of language level was the length of a 

composition. A score of 4 was a simple sentence. A 

composition with 2 or more sentences was given a score of 5, 

and 6 was designated a paragraphed story. Although there 

were several stories in the collected work of both 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects that contained two 

or more pages, only 1 child (Fl) divided the stories into 

paragraphs. All but 3 of the journal entries scored for 

pre-first-grade subjects contained 1 sentence. Type of 

writing, journal as compared to descriptive or story, seemed 

to influence the length of the writing samples. 

Figure 4 demonstrates the progression of language level 

for the pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects. Pre-

first-grade subjects displayed steady development, with a 

final score of 4.6 for the sixth six-weeks period. The 
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Figure 4. Mean language level scores. 
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development of first-grade subjects began at a score of 5 

for the third six-weeks period, declined for the fourth and 

fifth six-weeks period, and returned to a score of 5 for the 

sixth six-weeks period. An average difference between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects at the third 

six-weeks period was .68. The average difference between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects at the sixth 

six-weeks period was .34. 

The results of this analysis suggest that subjects 

recommended for pre-first-grade classes but placed in 

modified traditional first-grade classes achieved more than 

subjects attending whole language pre-first-grade classes on 

language level for the 4 six-weeks periods. Further assess-

ment of the 10 subjects' writing samples included analysis 

of message quality from Clay's rating technique. The fol-

lowing discussion contains a description of this analysis. 

Message Quality 

Each of the 10 subjects' writing samples was assessed 

for a particular level of message quality. Message quality 

assessed the development of a child's understanding that 

print conveys a message. A score of 1 through 4 was 

considered unsatisfactory. The scores of 5 and 6 were 

considered satisfactory. The forms of writing collected 

from the 5 subjects in first-grade classes did not always 
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include writing samples that could be adequately scored for 

message quality. 

As indicated in. Table 8, all subjects scored in the 

satisfactory range for all 4 six-weeks periods. All 5 of 

the pre-first-grade subjects scored 6 for the sixth six-

weeks period. A score of 6 suggested that the child had a 

successful composition that conveyed a meaningful message 

and sounded grammatically correct. Two of the first-grade 

subjects (Fl, F2) scored a 6 for the sixth six-weeks period. 

One first-grade subject (F5) scored 5. A score of 5 

indicated that the child recorded his own ideas, but not in 

complete compositional style. . 

Figure 5 displays the progression of message quality 

for the pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects. The 

development of the pre-first-grade subjects from a score of 

5.8 in the third six-weeks period to 6 in the sixth 

six-weeks period was shown. The development of first-grade 

subjects began at a score of 5 for the third six-weeks 

period, increased to a score of 5.8 the fourth six-weeks 

period, and continued to a score of 6 for the fifth 

six-weeks period. There was a decline to 5.6 for the sixth 

six-weeks period. As indicated in Figure 5, an average 

difference between pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects 
* 

at the third six-weeks period was .8. The average 

difference between pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects 

at the sixth six-weeks period was .4. 
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Table 8 

Mean Message Quality Scores 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Six-Weeks 
Period 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

Third 6 6 6 5 6 - ' - 5 -

Fourth 6 6 5.5 5 6 6 6 5.5 -

Fifth 5 6 6 6 6 6 - 6 -

Sixth 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 - 5 

The results of this analysis indicate that subjects 

attending a whole language pre-first-grade class achieved 

more on message quality for the third and sixth six-weeks 

periods than subjects recommended for pre-first-grade 

classes but placed in modified traditional first-grade 

classes. Additional analysis of the 10 subjects' writing 

samples included assessment of directional principles from 

Clay's rating scale. A discussion of the assessment of 

directional principles follows. 

Directional Principles 

Each of the 10 subjects' writing samples were assessed 

for a particular level of directional pattern. Directional 

principles scored the development of a child's ability to 

place print on paper in the standard order (start top left, 
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Figure 5. Mean message quality scores. 
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write left to right, place space between words). A score of 

1 through 4 was considered unsatisfactory. The scores of 5 

and 6 were considered satisfactory. The forms of writing 

collected from the 5 subjects in first-grade classes did not 

always include writing samples that could be adequately 

scored for directional principles. 

As indicated in Table 9, scores of the 5 pre-first-

grade subjects for each of the six-weeks periods ranged from 

4 (standard directional pattern) to 5 (standard directional 

pattern and spaces between words). All pre-first-grade 

subjects were at level 5 (satisfactory) by the sixth six-

weeks period. 

The 4 first-grade subjects ranged from a score of 5 

(standard directional pattern and spaces between words) to a 

score of 6 (extensive text without difficulty of arrangement 

or spacing). Pre-first-grade subjects wrote exclusively on 

non-lined paper. Two first-grade subjects (Fl, F4) wrote 

stories on primary lined paper. This paper contained solid 

top and bottom lines with a broken line running half way 

between the top and bottom lines. Fl scored a 6 using lined 

paper during the sixth six-weeks period. F4 scored a 5 

using lined paper during the fourth six-weeks period. 

Figure 6 demonstrates the progression of directional 

patterns for pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects. The 

development of pre-first-grade subjects began with a score 

of 4.8 for the third six-weeks period and increased to 4.9 
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Table 9 

Mean Directional Principles Scores 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects First-Grade Subjects 
Six-Weeks 
Period 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 

Third 4 5 5 5 5 - - 5 -

Fourth 5 5 5 4.5 5 5 6 5 -

Fifth 5 5 5 5 5 5 - 5 -

Sixth 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 - 5 

for the fourth six-weeks period. A score of 5 was 

maintained for the fifth and sixth six-weeks periods. The 

first-grade subjects' development began with a score of 5 

for the third six-weeks period and increased to 5.3 for the 

fourth six-weeks period. A decline to 5 was shown for the 

fifth six-weeks period, with a final score of 5.6 for the 

sixth six-weeks period. 

As shown in Figure 6, an average difference of .2 was 

shown between pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects at 

the third six-weeks period. The average difference between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade at the sixth six-weeks was 

.6. The results of these data indicate that subjects 

recommended for pre-first-grade classes but placed in 

modified traditional first-grade classes achieved more than 

subjects attending whole language pre-first-grade classes on 
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directional principles for the third, fourth, and sixth six-

weeks period. 

The scores of the 10 subjects' writing samples for 

invented spelling, language level, and directional 

principles indicate that the first-grade subjects scored 

higher in these 3 areas at both the third and sixth 

six-weeks periods. However, pre-first-grade subjects scored 

higher at both the third and sixth six-weeks periods on 

message quality. Additionally, collected writing samples 

for pre-first-grade subjects could be scored for invented 

spelling, language level, message quality, and directional 

principles. The writing samples collected from the 5 

subjects in first-grade classes, however, did not always 

include samples that could be adequately scored for invented 

spelling, language level, message quality, and directional 

principles. Each of the first-grade subjects had at least 1 

six-weeks period of collected work that could not be scored. 

Each of the 10 subject's collected writing samples were 

analyzed for forms Of writing, invented spelling, language 

level, message quality, and directional principles. Further 

assessment of the 5 pre-first-grade and 5 first-grade 

classes included evaluation of the physical environment of 

the classrooms and observations of the classes. Following 

is a discussion of the evaluation of the physical 

environment of the classrooms used to answer the research 

question: What are the differences in type, amount, and use 
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of literacy materials between whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and modified traditional first-grade classes? 

Differences in Type, Amount, and Use of 
Literacy Materials Between Whole 

Language Pre-First-Grade and 
Modified Traditional 
First-Grade Classes 

Survey of Displayed Literacy Stimuli 

The survey of Displayed Literacy Stimuli was used to 

assess differences in type, amount, and use of literacy 

materials between 5 whole language pre—first—grade classes 

and 5 modified traditional first-grade classes. The format 

for collecting, analyzing, and presenting these data were 

based on Loughlin's survey recording sheet (Appendix F), 

survey category definitions (Appendix H), and survey summary 

sheet (Appendix I). 

In terms of physical dimensions, the 5 first-grade 

classrooms were standard size. Two of the 5 pre-first-grade 

classrooms (PI, P2) were standard size. The third 

pre-first-grade classroom (P3) was li times as large as a 

standard classroom. Another pre-first-grade classroom (P4) 

was a large free-standing portable building. The fifth 

pre-first-grade classroom (P5) was housed in 2 adjoining 

non-partitioned standard classrooms. 

According to the Survey for Displayed Literacy Stimuli 

procedures, a diagram was drawn for each of the 10 class-

rooms. Each diagram was divided into 9 areas. Each of the 
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9 areas for each class was visited and the number or 

presence of literacy stimuli was counted from a child-sized 

chair in order to obtain the child's eye view for each of 

the 16 categories included in the survey. 

The 16 categories included in the recording sheet 

listed activities which supported and stimulated literacy 

within the classroom. The first 11 categories suggested 

literacy materials that children noticed and used throughout 

the day, and emphasized the various kinds of literacy 

activities. The 11 categories were counted and tallied. 

Categories 12 through 16 were recorded as zero for not 

present or 1 for present. If the materials from categories 

12 through 16 were present, there seemed to be an increase 

in the use of other literacy materials in the area. 

Loughlin stated that the presence of these materials was 

more important than the quantity (Loughlin & Martin, 1987). 

The total of each column on the survey compared one 

area of the classroom with the other, and showed literacy 

stimuli that existed in the entire classroom. The total of 

each row displayed the emphasis of the 16 categories of 

literacy stimuli, and displayed the variety of stimuli and 

support for literacy within the classroom. The differences 

between the 9 areas (listening center, art center, library, 

etc.) in each of the 10 classes are presented first, 

followed by a discussion of the 16 categories of literacy 

stimuli between the 10 classes. 
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Analysis of Pre-First-Grade and First-Grade Classroom Areas 
for Literacy Stimuli 

The 5 pre-first-grade classrooms contained a 

combination of students' desks and center areas. The 

library area was visually prominent in the 5 pre-first-grade 

classes with some form of seating available (rocking chair, 

large packing box, bean bag chairs, or pillows). Other 

centers in the pre-first-grade classrooms varied from class 

to class according to size of the room, activities taking 

place, and centers in operation. 

The 5 first-grade classrooms were similar to each other 

in arrangement. Individual desks were arranged in groupings 

in the center of the room. In addition, tables, chairs, and 

computers were arranged along walls. All but 1 of the 

first-grade classes had standard reading group tables. 

These tables were elongated semicircles with students' 

chairs placed on the outside facing inward. The teacher's 

chair was placed in the center of the inside of the 

semicircle, facing the students. The library areas ranged 

from a specific library center to a few books placed on a 

chalk board. Arrangements of materials and furniture varied 

from class to class according to the size of the class, 

number of students in the class, and teacher preference. 

The areas within the 10 classrooms to be compared for 

literacy stimuli varied. Tables 10 and 11 provide lists of 

the 9 areas for each pre-first-grade and first-grade 
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classroom in rank order from lowest to highest for amount of 

literacy stimuli. A discussion of the differences in 

literacy stimuli between areas within the classrooms 

follows. This includes the totals of each column on the 

survey recording sheet. The mean scores refer to the 

average total score of the 9 areas in each classroom. 

As indicated in Table 10, the mean score for each 

pre-first-grade classroom*ranged from 6.4 to 12.7. Only 1 

pre-first-grade classroom (PI) contained an area that had no 

literacy stimuli. All 9 areas in each of the remaining 

pre-first-grade classrooms contained literacy stimuli. 

Following is a specific description of the 9 areas in the 

pre-first-grade classrooms. 

As shown in Table 10, the first pre-first-grade class 

(PI) had a mean score of 6.4. The highest score, 14, was in 

the library area. The library contained 5 different kinds 

of books including several class- and individual-written 

stories, pencils, paper, and the center was labeled. The 

lowest score, 0, was found in the area of the students' 

desks because there was no visible form of literacy stimuli 

on the desks. Three areas—art center, long wall of chalk 

board, and the calendar and surrounding bulletin board—had 

a score of 7. The art center contained 1 class-written 

story, pencils, markers, crayons, a stapler, and was 

labeled. The chalk board contained chalk for the class to 

use, three books about space relating to a space unit, 
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Table 10 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli Survey—Pre-First-Grade Areas 

Area Number 

PI 

Desks 0 
Large packing box, blocks, games 3 
Mathematics center 5 
Listening center 6 
Common area calendar 7 
Art center, sink, teachers desk 7 
Chalk board 7 
Cubbies, computer 9 
Library 14 

Mean score 6.4 

P2 

Desks 4 
Library 4 
Art, sink 5 
Common area, writing center 5 
Computer, big box of big books 8 
Games, blocks, sand table 10 
Entry, bulletin board 12 
Common area, listening center, easel, chair 16 
Teacher's desk, storage 18 

Mean score 9.1 

P3 

Reading language 
Table jobs 
Teacher's desk, class desks 
Art 
Listening center, computer 
Common area, blocks, legos 
Writing center 
Science, social studies 
Library 

Mean score 

3 
5 
5 
8 
8 

12 
17 
18 
23 
11 
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Area Number 

P4 

Blocks, games 
Writing table 
Blocks, long table 
Desks, common area 
Home living center 
Library 
Writing Center 
Teacher's desk, wall 
Computers 

Mean score 

4 
5 
7 
8 

11 
15 
17 
23 
24 
1 2 , 

P5 

Desks 3 
Art, sink, cubbies 3 
Blocks, games 7 
Science center 8 
Entry, common area 13 
Teacher's desk, cubbies, computer 13 
Library, listening center 16 
Common area, social studies 22 
Writing table, mathematics, games 30 

Mean score 12.7 

and a picture book. The bulletin board contained 2 messages 

about the current day, markers, several books, and the 

calendar was labeled. 

As Table 10 demonstrates, the second pre-first-grade 

class (P2) had a mean score of 9.1. The highest score, 18, 

included a storage area with files and the teacher's desk. 

Children's stories and messages were taped to the teacher's 
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desk and on the sides of file cabinets. Books and recording 

materials covered the teacher's desk. The lowest score, 4, 

was found in 2 areas, the students' desks and the library. 

The desks contained 3 varying writing tools and each child's 

name. The library contained only commercial storybooks, a 

tape recorder, pens, and pencils. 

The third pre-first-grade classroom (P3), as shown in 

Table 10, had a mean score of 11. The highest score, 23, 

was in the library. This area contained an empty display 

space for children to place messages or work, 6 kinds of 

books, and 8 books related to a unit on bears. The areas of 

table jobs and students' desks had the lowest score of 5. 

Table jobs was labeled as such, had displayed directions for 

an activity, and had pencils and paper available for the 

children's use. The students' desks contained pencils and 

markers, paper for writing, and each child's name. The area 

of science and social studies had a score of 18 and 

contained 9 books relating to a unit on mammals, a display 

area containing a child's story, and paper and pencils. 

The fourth pre-first-grade classroom (P4), as indicated 

in Table 10, had a mean score of 12.6. The highest score, 

24, was in the computer center. Each child had their own 

sign-on sheet for entering the center. There were pencils, 

markers or crayons provided for that purpose. The lowest 

score, 4, was found at the blocks and games center. There 

was 1 sign-on chart and 1 child's handwritten message was 
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displayed. The area surrounding and including the teacher's 

desk had a score of 23. Children's messages and stories 

were posted around the desk. There were 2 sign-on charts, a 

message about the day, several reference books, labels, 

display tools, and paper. 

Table 10 reveals that the fifth pre-first-grade 

classroom (P5) had a mean score of 12.7. The highest score, 

30, was found at the writing table and mathematics games. 

There were 16 current stories written by the children, 4 

types of recording tools, 3 kinds of paper, displayed 

directions for an activity, 2 kinds of books, and 1 

encyclopedia. The lowest score, 3, was found at the 

children's desks and at the art center. At their desks, 

children had pencils and markers available and a stapler to 

put together books. The art center was labeled, and paint, 

paint brushes, and 1 kind of paper were available. 

Each pre-first-grade classroom contained 9 areas. The 

9 areas were not the same in each classroom, as reflected in 

Table 10. However, 3 areas—library, teacher's desk, and 

desks—were located in each of the 5 classrooms. Ranking of 

these items from lowest to highest score in each pre-first-

grade classroom indicated that the library areas contained 

the most literacy stimuli. The library areas contained a 

variety of books including reference books, big books, 

child-written stories, class-written stories, and books 

relating to themes in the classroom. The library areas also 
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displayed books with the cover showing, contained empty 

display space for children to place written production on, 

contained different kinds of recording tools and materials, 

and had a prominent label displayed. 

Teachers' desks, alone or grouped with other items, 

ranked second in amount of literacy stimuli available in all 

5 pre-first-grade classrooms. The teachers' desks in the 

pre-first-grade classrooms were the center of activity. 

Children's stories and messages were taped to the desks, and 

recording materials and tools such as staplers and tape sat 

on top of the desks. Children routinely approached the 

desks for help with editing, writing, or questions. 

The third area, found in all 5 pre-first-grade 

classrooms, was students' desks. The area of students' 

desks was ranked the lowest of all 9 areas in the 3 pre-

first-grade classrooms. The desks contained various 

recording tools and a child's name as a label. Only 1 pre-

first-grade classroom contained 1 area that had no literacy 

stimuli. All 9 areas in the remaining 4 pre-first-grade 

classrooms contained some form of literacy stimuli. 

Table 11 contains a list of the 9 areas for each 

first-grade classroom in rank order, from lowest to highest 

amount of literacy stimuli. The mean score for each 

first-grade classroom ranged from 3.4 to 6.2. Three 

first-grade classrooms contained areas that had no literacy 
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Table 11 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli Survey—First-Grade Areas 

Area Number 

F1 

Desks' 
Cubbies 
Computers 
Teacher's desk, calendar 
Art area, sink 
Chalk board, bulletin board 
Reading table 
Mathematics, game, writing table 
Library 

Mean score 

0 
3 
4 
5 
5 
6 
7 
8 

15 
5 . 7 

F2 

Felt board, rice tub 
Desks 
Chalk board, bulletin board 
Computers 
Calendar, reading table 
Teacher's desk, easel 
Long table, bulletin board 
Library, listening 
Mathematics, games, small table 

Mean score 

1 
3 
4 
5 
5 
6 
7 
8 

15 
5 . 8 

F3 

Lockers, file cabinet 
Reading table 
Cubbies 
Desks 
Library 
Teacher's desk, computers, open shelf 
Mathematics center, science center 
Common area, listening center, library 
Chalk board, calendar 

Mean score 

3 
4 
4 
4 
5 
8 
8 
8 
8 
5 . 7 
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Table 11— (Continued) 

Area Number 

F4 

Desks 0 
Common area, table 3 
Computers, calendar 4 
Library 6 
Cubbies 7 
Sink, art table 8 
Chalk board, bulletin board 8 
Teacher's desk, listening center 9 
Writing center 11 

Mean score 6.2 

F5 

Mathematics center 
Long table, sink, globe 
Desks 
Listening center 
Teacher's desk, calendar 
Computers, cubbies 
Reading table 
Common area 
Game center 

Mean score 

0 
1 
2 
3 
3 
4 
6 
6 
6 
3.4 

stimuli. A detailed discussion of the 9 areas in each 

first-grade classroom follows. 

As shown in Table 11, the first first-grade classroom 

(Fl) had a mean score of 5. The highest score, 9, was found 

in 2 areas, the writing table and the library. The writing 

table contained displayed directions for an activity, 2 

kinds of recording tools, 2 kinds of paper, several kinds of 
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books, and the area was labeled. The library had a sign-on 

sheet, 4 kinds of books, pencils, and paper. The lowest 

score, 0, was found at the students' desks because no 

visible form of literacy stimuli was displayed. 

The second first-grade class (F2), as shown in Table 

11, had a mean score of 5.8. The highest score of 15 was 

found in the mathematics center. There were 11 books 

relating to famous Americans displayed on a small table. In 

addition, there were 2 reference books and the center was 

labeled. The lowest score, 3, was found at the students1 

desks. Students had pencils, markers, and names on their 

desks. Three areas had a score of 5. The computer center 

was labeled, had paper and pencil, and a current written 

message. The reading table contained 2 kinds of books, 

pencils, and a stapler. One book, 1 child's handwritten 

message taped to the teacher's desk, and tape were found in 

the area surrounding the teacher's desk. 

As shown in Table 11, the third first-grade class (F3) 

had a mean score of 5.7. The highest score, 8, was found in 

4 areas. An area containing 2 computers, a long table, and 

the teacher's desk scored an 8. The area was labeled and 

pens, pencils, markers, crayons, and 1 kind of paper were 

available. The mathematics-science center also scored an 8. 

It contained 4 writing tools, paper, a displayed child-

written message and the area was labeled. The library-

listening center contained 3 kinds of books, 2 tape 
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recorders, 1 tape, magazines, and pencils. A chalk board 

area held 2 kinds of books, chalk, markers, large lined 

paper, and a volume of an encyclopedia. The lowest score, 

3, was found in the locker area. The lockers were labeled 

and contained the children's names. 

The fourth first-grade classroom (F4), as noted in 

Table 11, had a mean score of 6.2. The highest score was an 

11 found in the writing center. The center was labeled and 

contained 4 child-written messages, displayed directions for 

a writing activity, 1 book, pencils, markers, and lined and 

unlined paper. The lowest score at the children's desks was 

a 0 because there was no visible form of literacy stimuli 

displayed. Two centers scored an 8. The art center 

contained a message about the day, 2 different kinds of 

books, several references, and the area was labeled. A 

chalk and bulletin board area contained 5 sign-on sheets, a 

book on George Washington, and the area was labeled. 

As indicated in Table 11, the fifth first-grade class-

room (F5) had a mean score of 3.4. The highest score was a 

6, found in 3 centers. The reading table had 2 kinds of 

books, pencils, paper, and was labeled. A message about the 

day, 5 picture books lined along the chalk board, pencils, 

paper, and a Childcraft book were found in the common area 

(an area where children gathered for group instruction, 

games, or story listening). The game center contained a 

message about the day, 3 kinds of books, pencils, paper, and 
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a reference book. The lowest score, 0, was found in the 

mathematics center because there were no visible forms of 

literacy stimuli displayed. 

Each first-grade classroom contained 9 areas. The 9 

areas were not the same in each classroom, as indicated in 

Table 11. However, 3 areas—students' desks, computer, and 

teacher's desk—were included in each of the 5 first-grade 

classrooms. Ranking of these items from lowest score to 

highest score in each first-grade classroom indicated that, 

of the 3 areas, teacher's desk contained the most literacy 

stimuli. The area of teacher's desk contained a variety of 

recording tools; empty display space for children to place 

their work on; staplers and tape; and child-written 

messages, letters, or drawings. 

Of the 3 areas, computers ranked second in amount of 

literacy stimuli available in the 5 first-grade classrooms. 

Literacy stimuli found in the computer area included a 

functional label, computer-printed letters, a pencil, paper, 

displayed directions, and a mathematics book for reference 

to the computer game. 

The third area which was found in all 5 pre-first-grade 

classrooms was the area of students' desks. Students' desks 

contained little visible literacy stimuli. Students had 

pencils, crayons, markers, and their names on their desks. 

Three first-grade classrooms each contained 1 area that 

had no literacy stimuli as compared to only 1 
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pre-first-grade classroom that had 1 area with no literacy 

stimuli. In summary, a comparison of data between 

pre-first-grade classrooms and first-grade classrooms 

indicates that the highest mean score for first-grade 

classrooms (6.2) is lower than the lowest mean score (6.4) 

for pre-first-grade classrooms for the 9 areas. This 

analysis suggests that the 5 whole language pre-first-grade 

classrooms contained more literacy stimuli per classroom 

than the 5 modified traditional first-grade classrooms. 

The Survey of Displayed Literacy Stimuli included an 

evaluation of the 16 categories of literacy stimuli to 

determine the activities which support and stimulate 

literacy within the classroom. The next section of this 

chapter presents an analysis of the 5 pre-first-grade and 5 

first-grade classrooms for categories of literacy stimuli. 

Analysis of Pre-First-Grade and First-Grade Classrooms for 
Categories of Literacy Stimuli 

The categories of literacy stimuli describe the types 

of literacy stimuli found throughout the pre-first-grade and 

first-grade classrooms regardless of area the literacy , 

stimuli was found. A detailed description of the scoring 

process and each pre-first-grade and first-grade classroom 

follows. 

The second part of the data collected for this research 

question focuses on the 16 categories of literacy stimuli 

listed on the survey recording sheet. The total of each row 
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on the survey sheet indicated the categories which emphasize 

literacy stimuli and support a literacy environment. A 

total score for each of the 16 categories was computed by 

rows for all 10 classes. Appendix I illustrates how the 16 

categories were combined to form 6 basic scores as defined 

by Loughlin (Loughlin & Martin, 1987). 

Five categories were combined to develop the first 

score, the functional score. This group of scores showed 

how much and where the classrooms provided important 

information to students in print. The 5 categories combined 

to form the functional use score were: messages about the 

current day? various references (encyclopedia, charts, 

pictures); displayed directions for activities; sign-on 

charts or sheets; and the presence of functional labels 

(labels on holders, cabinets, or equipment that provide 

information about content or use). 

The second score, the child-generated score, used only 

1 category which contained current child-generated messages, 

labels, or stories. This category suggested the extent to 

which children develop literacy stimuli for each other.. 

The third score combined 4 categories to develop the 

communication score. This group of scores showed the amount 

of support in the classroom for written communication and 

the areas where children carried out the writing process. 

The 4 categories combined to form the communication score 

were: current child-generated messages, labels, or stories; 
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presence of empty display space; presence of display tools 

(tacks, tape, stapler); and presence of clearly legible 

handwritten or machine-printed segments. 

Four categories were combined to develop the fourth 

score, the variety score. Each child approached literacy in 

a unique way. The variety score showed how the classroom 

met a wide range of individual needs. Categories combined 

to form the variety score were various kinds of books, 

various kinds of recording tools, various kinds of recording 

materials, and various references. 

Three categories were combined to form the fifth score, 

the content score. This score described the number of 

interesting things there were to read and write about in the 

classroom. The content score included print-writing 

segments related to nearby materials, objects, and pictures; 

books related to nearby materials, objects, and pictures; 

and community culture-language books or print segments. 

The sixth score, the book use score, was a combination 

of scores from 3 categories. This score described the 

extent to which classroom arrangement played a part in 

enhancing the value and enjoyment of books. The 3 

categories combined to form the book use score were: 

different kinds of books; books related to nearby materials, 

objects, or pictures; and presence of books with cover or 

page displayed. 



150 

Table 12 displays the scores for the functional, child-

generated, communication, variety, content, and book use 

categories for each pre-first-grade and first-grade class. 

In addition, Table 12 displays the mean score for the 5 

pre-first-grade classrooms and 5 first-grade classrooms for 

each combined category. The rank order of the combined 

categories is also displayed in Table 12. 

As shown in Table 12, the variety score for both 

pre-first-grade and first-grade classrooms ranked highest of 

the 6 total scores. The variety score suggests that a 

classroom meets a wide range of individual needs by 

providing a variety of books, recording tools, recording 

materials, and references. The difference between the mean 

pre-first-grade score and the mean first-grade score was 

17.6. These data suggest that whole language pre-first-

grade classes provided a greater variety of stimuli than 

modified traditional first-grade classes. 

Table 12 also demonstrates that the child-generated 

score for both pre-first-grade and first-grade classes was 

the lowest of the 6 total scores. The child-generated score 

suggested the number of literacy stimuli children provide 

for one another within the classroom. Loughlin states that, 

"The number of displayed and current child-generated print 

segments is the single category of stimulus that is 

consistently different in high- and low-stimulus-level 

environments. The child-written or child-dictated print 
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Table 12 

Summary of Survey of Displayed Literacy 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects 

PI P2 P3 P4 P5 Rank Order M 

Functional 18 14 25 56 25 5 27.6 
Child-

generated 4 3 1 2 18 1 5.6 
Communication 7 17 10 14 22 3 1.3 
Variety 28 39 51 57 56 6 46.2 
Content 7 14 19 2 17 2 11.8 
Book use 15 16 27 14 31 4 20.6 

Totals 
Cat. 1-11 45 60 76 94 98 66.6 
Cat. 12-16 13 21 22 20 17 18.6 

First--Grade Subjects 

Fl F2 F3 F4 F5 Rank Order M 

Functional 4 10 10 19 11 4 12.4 
Child-

generated 2 0 0 4 1 1 1.4 
Communication 3 6 3 5 1 2 3.6 
Variety 32 26 36 27 22 6 28.6 
Content 0 12 2 7 0 3 4.2 
Book use 10 24 15 21 8 5 15.6 

Totals 
Cat. 1-11 38 39 39 45 25 37.2 
Cat. 12-16 7 15 13 11 6 10.4 

segments are a good indication of the extent to which the 

environment instigates child-initiated literacy behavior" 

(Loughlin & Martin, 1987, p. 155). The difference between 

the mean pre-first-grade score and the mean first-grade 

score was 4.2. These data indicate that although the whole 
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language pre-first-grade class mean score was higher than 

the modified traditional first-grade class mean score, of 

the 6 combined categories, child-initiated literacy behavior 

was the least encouraged. 

The functional score, as displayed in Table 12, ranked 

fifth for pre-first-grade classrooms and fourth for 

first-grade classrooms. This score suggests how much and 

where important information in print is provided for 

children to function independently within the environment 

using literacy skills. The difference between the 

pre-first-grade mean score and the first-grade mean score 

was 15.2. These data suggest that the whole language 

pre-first-grade classrooms provided more forms of functional 

print within the classroom environment than the modified 

traditional first-grade classrooms provided. 

Table 12 reveals that the communication score ranked 

third for pre-first-grade classrooms and second for 

first-grade classrooms. This score suggests the amount of 

support children were provided for written communication and 

the places where communication occurred. The difference 

between the pre-first-grade classes' mean score and the 

first-grade classes' mean score was 9.4. These data 

indicate that the whole language pre-first-grade classrooms 

encouraged more active written communication between 

children within the classroom and provided space and 
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opportunities for the activity to occur than did the 

modified traditional first-grade classrooms. 

The content score, as demonstrated in Table 12, ranked 

second for pre-first-grade classrooms and third for 

first-grade classrooms. This score suggested the number of 

interesting things there were to read or write about in the 

classroom. The difference between the pre-first-grade 

classroom mean score and the first-grade classroom mean 

score was 7.6. These data suggested that the whole language 

pre-first-grade classrooms provided more interesting reading 

and writing choices than did the modified traditional 

first-grade classrooms. 

As reflected in Table 12, the book use score ranked 

fourth for pre-first-grade classrooms and fifth for first-

grade classrooms. This score demonstrated the number of 

arrangements that were available within the classroom that 

fostered the use of books. The difference between the 

pre-first-grade classroom mean score and the first-grade 

classroom mean score was 5. These data suggested that the 

whole language pre-first-grade classrooms provided more 

encouragement for the use of books throughout the 

environment than did the modified traditional first-grade 

classrooms. 

The total scores from the combination of categories 1 

through 11 represent the actual number of literacy stimuli 

present in the classroom. The stimuli were counted and 
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tallied. Categories 1 through 11 suggested how children use 

literacy in the classroom throughout the day. The 

difference between the pre-first-grade classroom mean score 

and the first-grade classroom mean score was 29.4. These 

data revealed that the whole language pre-first-grade 

classrooms provided more literacy stimuli than did the 

modified traditional first-grade classrooms. 

The total scores from the combination of categories 12 

through 16 represented the presence of a literacy stimuli. 

The stimuli is scored 0 or 1 for not present or present 

within the classroom. Categories 12 through 16 demonstrated 

the amount of literacy support found in the classroom. The 

difference between the pre-first-grade classroom mean score 

and the first-grade classroom mean score was 8.2. These 

data suggested that the whole language pre-first-grade 

teachers developed the environment of the classroom to 

encourage the use of literacy in more ways than did the 

first-grade teachers. 

Analysis of the data indicated differences between 

whole language pre-first-grade classes and modified 

traditional first-grade classes on the Survey of Displayed 

Literacy. The whole language pre-first-grade classes scored 

higher on all categories than the first-grade classes. 

However, the variety score ranked sixth (highest) for both 

pre-first-grade and first-grade classes, suggesting that 

both pre-first-grade and first-grade teachers emphasized the 
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variety of books, recording tools, materials, and references 

found in the classroom. These data also revealed that the 

child-generated score for both pre-first-grade and 

first-grade classrooms ranked first (lowest). These data 

indicated that the whole language pre-first-grade and the 

modified traditional first-grade teachers did not encourage 

child-initiated literacy behavior to the extent they 

encouraged other literacy behaviors. 

Each of the 5 pre-first-grade classrooms and the 5 

first-grade classrooms were evaluated according to the 

Survey of Displayed Literacy. Further assessment included 

observations of the 10 classrooms. A discussion follows of 

the evaluation of the observations of the classrooms used to 

answer the research question: What are the differences in 

teaching procedures between whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and modified traditional first-grade classes? 

Differences in Teaching Procedures Between 
Whole Language Pre-First-Grade and 
Modified Traditional First-Grade 

Classes 

Observations to determine differences in teaching 

procedures between whole language pre-first-grade and 

modified traditional first-grade classes were conducted in 

November and December and again in March and April. Five 

pre-first-grade classes and 5 first-grade classes that 

contained 1 of the subjects of this study were observed. 

The 10 classes were observed 1 morning and 1 afternoon 
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during each 2—month period, for a total of 4 observations 

per class. Teaching procedures were determined by students' 

participation in class activities and the materials being 

used for those activities. 

The number of hours of daily attendance for the 5 

pre-first-grade and 5 first-grade classes was standard. 

Each of the 10 classes began at 8:00 a.m. and ended at 3:00 

p.m. The schedule for each class included a 35-minute lunch 

and recess; a 50-minute activity session; art, music, or 

gym; and a 25—minute recess. These activities were 

scheduled at various times during the day for each of the 10 

classes according to school, class placement, and activity 

placement. 

Differences between whole language pre-first-grade and 

modified traditional first-grade classes were found in the 

use of centers. There were 2 forms of centers, free and 

structured. Free center time allowed students a choice of 

centers. Students were allowed to leave and enter centers 

at will. Students were also allowed to carry center 

materials from one center to another. Free center time 

created a continuous flow of activity and students 

throughout the classroom. During structured center time 

students were assigned to centers and moved from center to 

center according to the teacher's specifications. Pre-

first-grade teachers incorporated the use of centers 
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throughout the day. . First-grade teachers used centers as an 

addition or enhancement to a structured activity. 

The 5 pre—first-grade teachers had a scheduled daily 

center time of 45 minutes to 1 hour. Three pre-first-grade 

classes (PI, P3. P5) incorporated scheduled centers during 

center time. P2 and P4 allowed free centers during center 

time. The centers in each pre-first-grade class included 

writing, library, listening, art, mathematics, and dramatic 

play. The centers in pre-first-grade classes were 

prominently positioned in the classroom. 

In addition to the daily scheduled center time, 

pre-first-grade teachers allowed students to work in centers 

throughout the day. Students were allowed liberal access to 

the centers, moving freely about the room. Observed 

behavior of this process included the following examples: 

(a) A boy, seated in a rocker, pointed to the words in a 

book for the teddy bear he was holding to see; (b) Two 

children rested on their stomachs and shared a big book; 

(c) One child used the teacher's rod to point to the words 

of the class-written story; (d) One boy at the writing 

center wrote, "I love Matt." Matt responded by writing, 

"Dear Sean I like you;" (e) One child removed a class-made 

book of classmates' telephone numbers from a shelf, wrote 

down a number, and placed it in his pocket; (f) Two children 

made a book using the method the teacher had taught them; 
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and (g) One child painted a picture to illustrate her 

journal entry. 

First-grade class centers were positioned along the 

walls of the classroom and, unless they were labeled, were 

not easily identified. First-grade class centers included 

computer, library, art table, listening center, and a shelf 

of mathematics games. First-grade class centers were used 

in 2 ways. One use of centers was during language arts. 

The teacher worked with 1 reading group. One reading group 

worked at their desks. The third reading group worked at 1 

of 3 centers—art, computer, or writing activity. The 

second use of centers in first-grade classes is illustrated 

by the following teacher's comment: "If you finish your 

work you can go to the computer, read a book from the 

library, do stenciling at the art table, or take a sheet 

(worksheet) from the activity shelf." 

Differences between literacy activities were also found 

between whole language pre-first-grade classes and modified 

traditional first-grade classes. As children attended 

centers or wrote stories or journals in pre-first-grade 

classes, teachers worked w,ith 1, 2, or 3 children. Teachers 

helped with editing of stories, reading journals, reading 

books, or writing students' dictation. Because students 

were actively involved in literacy, teachers had flexibility 

to work with children as the need arose. The following 

examples illustrate the teachers' ability to work with 
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children on an individual basis. As a child reads from the 

journal, the teacher discusses the difference between to and 

too. As the teacher admires a painting, she comments: "How 

could you put that idea in writing?" As the teacher looks 

at a child's journal article she suggests, "I'm having a 

hard time reading this morning. What could you do to help 

me?" The teacher then discusses the use of spacing with the 

child. On dress-as-a-book day, the child states that he is 

dressed as a punk rocker. The teacher asks, "Do you have a 

punk rock book?" When the child responds "no," the teacher 

states, "I bet we can find a book about a punk rocker." 

Another child comments on dress-as-a-book day that he is not 

dressed as a character but that he is Batman. The teacher 

responds, "We'd know that because you write so many good 

stories about Batman." In addition, in pre-first-grade 

classes, the use of shared book experiences, journal and 

story writing, and whole-class story writing supported the 

meaningful use of literacy. The pre-first-grade teachers 

took the opportunity to emphasize literacy skills throughout 

the day in all areas of the curriculum. 

Students in each of the 5 first-grade classes were 

grouped for structured reading activities during a language 

arts block of time each day. The students were grouped for 

ability in 3 first-grade classes (Fl, F4, F5). Two 

first-grade classes (F2, F3) grouped students but taught the 

same information to each group. The reading groups 
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contained from 4 to 8 students. Two first-grade teachers 

(F4, Fl) used basal readers. Three first-grade teachers 

(F2, F3, F4) used a teacher's big book with accompanying 

small books for the students. In reading groups, teachers 

introduced new words, taught sequential phonics skills, 

asked questions about the story, used flash cards of words 

and letters in a variety of games, and asked children to 

read. As a child began to read from- a basal text, the 

teacher cautioned: "Everyone follow along. If you need to 

use fingers you may. Remember to listen as you read to see 

if it makes sense. If I read 'We go over lunch there' does 

that make sense? So remember to listen to yourself read." 

Each reading group received worksheets or work to be 

copied from the board covering the concepts discussed 

in reading group. This work was to be completed in the 

language arts time period. In addition to structured 

reading lessons with groups of children, spelling-related 

work including a weekly test was presented in first-grade 

classes. Practice in manuscript writing was also included 

each week in the form of workbook pages. 

First grade teachers, with encouragement from the 

school district, included journal writing for a part of each 

day. Each first-grade teacher and pre-first-grade teacher 

read to the students at least once a day. One first-grade 

teacher (Fl) had mothers come in and read to students 

individually, and a cafeteria worker read weekly to 1 
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pre-first-grade class (P4). DEAR (Drop Everything and Read) 

was a school policy which each first-grade teacher 

incorporated into his or her classroom for 15 minutes a day. 

The teacher modeled reading at this time also. In the 

spring observation, 4 first-grade teachers (Fl, F2, F3, F4) 

had developed a more holistic approach to literacy learning. 

Shared book experiences and class stories were observed. 

One first-grade teacher (F2) was observed reading Miss 

Nelson Is Missing and then developed a chart of differences 

between "Miss Nelson" and "Miss Swamp" with the class. 

The observations of 5 whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and 5 modified traditional first-grade classes 

indicate that differences exist in teaching procedures. The 

pre-first-grade teachers taught literacy skills from 

meaningful material including complete books and the 

children's own writing. Big books, shared book experiences, 

child-written stories, and whole-class stories were 

experienced. Reading and writing were integrated throughout 

the curriculum and were not taught as a separate subject. 

Pre-first-grade students were taught literacy individually 

as well as in small groups or whole-class activities. 

First-grade teachers maintained a specific language arts 

time period for each day. Reading instruction, through 

reading groups, was divided into discrete units and taught 

in a sequential pattern in first grade. Worksheets or 

copying from the board supported the patterned learning. 
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However, with encouragement from the school district, 4 

first-grade classes were providing more holistic literacy 

activities during the March and April observations. 

Each of the 5 pre-first-grade classrooms and the 5 

first-grade classrooms were evaluated for differences in 

teaching procedures by observations of the classrooms. 

Further assessment of the 5 pre-first-grade classrooms and 

the 5 first-grade classrooms included observations of the 10 

classrooms. An analysis follows of the observations of the 

classrooms used to answer the question: What are the 

differences in time allotments between whole language 

pre-first-grade and modified traditional first-grade 

classes? 

Differences in Time Allotments Between 
Whole Language Pre-First-Grade and 
Modified Traditional First-Grade 

Classes 

Observations to determine differences in time 

allotments between whole language pre-first-grade and 

modified traditional first-grade classes were conducted in 

November and December and again in March and April. Five 

pre-first-grade and 5 first-grade classes were observed. 

Each class contained 1 subject. The 10 classes were 

observed for 1 morning and 1 afternoon session during 

November and December, and again in March and April. A 

total of 4 observations for each of the 10 classes was 

collected. 
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Reliability of observations was determined by having an 

independent additional observer, trained by the school 

district, observe for 6 hours. Two pre-first-grade classes 

were observed during 2 morning sessions and 2 first-grade 

sessions were observed during 2 morning sessions for a total 

of 348 minutes. Discrepancies of 19 minutes in timing of 

behaviors was noted. The estimate of agreement or 

interrater reliability was .94. 

Following an observation, a summary of the list of 

activities observed and the total time allotted to each 

activity were developed. These activities were named and 

defined before the observations and included: (a) literacy, 

which is any reading or writing behavior, (b) other 

academics, which is counting numbers, (c) logistics, which 

is classroom routines, and (d) miscellaneous, which is 

waiting or rest room. Categories were defined and added 

because of what was seen during the observations of the 

study to portray a more defined and accurate account of the 

differences between whole language pre-first-grade and 

modified traditional first-grade classes. Pre-first-grade 

classes were coded for 8 categories and first-grade classes 

were coded for 8 categories. As indicated in Table 13, 7 

categories for pre-first-grade subjects and 7 categories for 

first-grade subjects matched. Centers were coded in 

pre-first-grade classes and manuscript writing was coded in 
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first-grade classes. Each category was rank ordered from 

lowest occurrence (1) to highest occurrence (10). 

Table 13 indicates that reading and writing consumed 

the largest amount of time in both pre-first-grade and 

first-grade classes, with a difference of 1.92. Included in 

this category were reading and writing behaviors, which 

contained teacher reading to the class or child, child 

reading to another person, class-written stories, and 

child-written print of any kind. 

Table 13 reveals a difference in journal writing 

between pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects of 2.92. 

Journal writing was encouraged in pre-first-grade classes 

throughout the day as compared to first-grade classes which 

allowed a 15-minute time period per day. 

A difference of 3.17 was found between pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes for shared book reading, as seen in 

Table 13. Only 1 account of shared book reading was 

observed in the first-grade classes. 

The difference in mathematics between pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes of 7.52 is also shown in Table 13. 

Mathematics had a structured time slot each day in pre-

first-grade and first-grade classes. 

A difference of .27 was found between pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes for social studies and science. 

These data suggest that an equal amount of time was spent on 

these 2 subjects. 
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Table 13 

Comparison of Time Allotments for Pre-First-Grade and 
First-Grade Classes 

Category Minutes 
Observed 

Percent 
of Time 

Rank 
Order 

Pre-First-Grade Subjects 

Reading 965 30.47 8 

Journal writing 155 4.89 2 

Shared-book reading 117 3.69 1 

Social studies 
science 313 9.88 4 

Mathematics 238 7.51 3 

Logistics 536 16.92 7 

Miscellaneous 359 11.33 5 

Centers 485 15.31 6 

First-Grade Subjects 

Reading 873 32.39 8 

Journal writing 53 1.97 3 

Shared-book reading 14 .52 1 

Social studies 
science 259 9.61 4 

Mathematics 405 15.03 6 

Logistics 764 28.35 7 

Miscellaneous 312 11.58 5 

Manuscript practice 15 .56 2 
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Table 13 displays the difference in logistics between 

pre-first-grade and first-grade classes of 11.43. Logistics 

included classroom routines, lunch count, lining up, 

clean-up, and teacher supervision. Included under 

supervision was supervising assignments and child-selected 

activities. Logistics ranked seventh for pre-first-grade 

classes and first-grade classes. 

A difference of .23 was found between pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes for miscellaneous. Miscellaneous 

included singing songs, exercise, the pledge, calfendar, 

weather, and announcements. Miscellaneous ranked fifth for 

pre-first-grade and first-grade classes. 

Table 13 reflects that pre-first-grade students spent 

15.31% of their time during the school day engaged in center 

activities. These data suggest that centers were an 

important time element within the pre-first-grade classroom. 

Manuscript practice was defined as a separate category 

in order to distinguish the practicing of making letters 

from other writing activities. This was observed only once 

in first-grade classes, for 15 minutes. 

The observations of 5 whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and 5 modified traditional first-grade classes 

indicate that reading is an important time component within 

both pre-first-grade and first-grade classes. Although 

time differences existed between social studies-science, 

miscellaneous, and logistics for pre-first-grade and 
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first-grade classes, the 3 categories ranked fourth, fifth, 

and seventh, respectively, in each class. 

Differences were found in journal writing, center 

activity, and shared book reading between pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes, suggesting that pre-first-grade 

teachers placed more emphasis on a whole language approach 

to literacy. Differences were also found between pre-

first-grade and first-grade classes in mathematics. These 

data indicate that first-grade teachers placed more emphasis 

on mathematics activities during the day than did pre-first-

grade teachers. 

Summary 

This study investigated the reading and writing 

development of 5 students attending whole language pre-

first-grade classes and 5 students eligible for 

pre-first-grade classes but who attended modified 

traditional first-grade classes. Differences between whole 

language pre-first-grade classes and modified traditional 

first-grade classes were found in the analysis of data 

according to 4 research questions. 

The first research question asked: What are the 

differences in reading and writing development between 

children who attended pre-first-grade classes and children 

who were eligible for pre-first-grade classes but attended 

modified traditional first-grade classes? The Child's 
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Concepts of Reading and the Child's Concepts of Written 

Language and Pictorial Representation indicated that both 

pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade subjects were 

developing an increased awareness of the details of print, 

functions of print, and use of print. However, first-grade 

subjects achieved more than pre-first-grade subjects, both 

at pretesting and posttesting on the Concepts About Print 

and the Test of Writing Vocabulary. Based on the evaluation 

of the 10 subjects' collected writing samples, first-grade 

subjects achieved more than pre-first-grade subjects on 

levels of invented spelling, language level, and directional 

principles. Pre-first-grade subjects achieved more than 

first-grade subjects on message quality. 

The second research question asked: What are the 

differences in type, amount, and use of literacy materials 

between whole language pre-first-grade classes and modified 

traditional first-grade classes? The analysis of the Survey 

of Displayed Literacy Stimuli revealed that whole language 

pre-first-grade teachers provided more literacy stimuli in 

the classroom than did modified traditional first-grade 

teachers. In addition, the whole language pre-first-grade 

teachers developed the classroom environment to encourage 

the use of literacy in more ways than did the first-grade 

teachers. The analysis of the data further indicated that 

both pre-first-grade teachers and first-grade teachers 

emphasized the variety of books, recording tools, materials, 
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and references found in the classroom, but did not encourage 

child-initiated literacy behavior to the extent that they 

encouraged other literacy behaviors. 

The third research question asked: What are the 

differences in teaching procedures between whole language 

pre-first-grade classes and modified traditional first-grade 

classes? Whole language pre-first-grade classroom teachers 

developed the classroom environment to encourage the use of 

literacy by providing center-based programs which included 

many forms of literacy stimuli. First-grade classroom 

teachers maintained a structured environment based on a 

skill-oriented reading program. In the whole language 

pre-first-grade classrooms, experiences were integrated 

throughout the day, with students actively involved in the 

process of reading and writing by composing stories and 

learning to read from their own writing and shared books. 

First-grade classrooms maintained a specific language arts 

time frame. Students were grouped for reading instruction 

which was presented in a formal, sequential pattern from 

teacher-selected materials. 

The fourth research question asked: What are the 

differences in time allotments between whole language 

pre-first-grade classes and modified traditional first-grade 

classes? Differences in amount of time spent on subject 

matter between pre-first-grade and first-grade classes 

varied, but time spent on reading and writing activities in 
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pre-first-grade classes and first-grade classes were 

similar. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to analyze differences in 

reading and writing development between five children in 

whole language pre-first-grade classes and five children who 

were recommended for placement in pre-first-grade classes 

but whose parents placed them in modified traditional first-

grade classes. In addition, an evaluation was made of the 

differences between whole language pre-first-grade classes 

and modified traditional first-grade classes in the use of 

literacy stimuli, teaching procedures, and amount of time 

students engaged in literacy during the school day. 

The sample for the study included five randomly-

selected students who were recommended for pre-first-grade 

classes but whose parents placed them in modified tradi-

tional first-grade classes, and five students who attended 

pre-first-grade classes. The five first-grade students and 

five pre-first-grade students were matched for birth date, 

sex, socioeconomic status, and English as a first language. 

Instruments used for analysis of the reading and 

writing development of the 10 subjects at pretesting and 
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posttesting included the Concepts About Print, the Child's 

Concepts of Reading (CAP), the Child's Concepts of Written 

Language and Pictorial Representation, and the Test of 

Writing Vocabulary. Further analysis of the 10 subjects' 

reading and writing development included an evaluation of 

the writing samples collected for two days during the fifth 

week of the third, fourth, fifth, and sixth six-weeks 

periods of the academic year. All writing samples were 

analyzed for invented spelling using Paul's Rules of 

Spelling Development, and analyzed for language level, 

message quality, and directional principles using Clay's 

rating technique for writing samples. 

Observations were conducted during morning and after-

noon sessions in each pre-first-grade and first-grade class-

room during the months of November and December, and again 

in March and April. Each class was observed four times. 

The observations revealed differences in teaching procedures 

and time allotments between whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and modified traditional first-grade-classes. 

Additional observations were conducted in January and 

February to determine differences in use of literacy stimuli 

between whole language pre-first-grade classes and modified 

traditional first-grade classes. 
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Findings 

This study focused on differences between whole 

language pre-first-grade classes and modified traditional 

first-grade classes. Four research questions were 

investigated. The following findings resulted from the 

study. 

1. The differences in reading and writing development 

between children who attended whole language pre-first-grade 

classes and children who were eligible for pre-first-grade 

classes but attended modified traditional first-grade 

classes were determined by the CAP, the Child's Concepts of 

Reading, the Child's Concepts of Written Language and 

Pictorial Representation, and the Test of Writing 

Vocabulary. In addition, the 10 subjects' writing samples 

were analyzed using Paul's Rules of Spelling Development and 

Clay's rating technique for writing samples. 

While subjects recommended for pre-first-grade classes 

but placed in modified traditional first-grade classes 

scored higher on the CAP than subjects attending whole 

language pre-first-grade classes at both pretesting and 

posttesting, there was parallel development of reading 

behaviors by pre-first-grade subjects and first-grade 

subjects between pretesting and posttesting. The five 

pre-first-grade and five first-grade subjects answered 15 

questions correctly at posttesting, suggesting that all 10 
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subjects had a basic understanding of reading behaviors by 

the end of the academic year. 

The Child's Concepts of Reading, administered in 

November and May, demonstrated that similarities were more 

apparent than differences between pre-first-grade and 

first-grade subjects. The differences in pretesting and 

posttesting indicated an evolving understanding of the 10 

subjects' emerging literacy skills. An increased awareness 

of the details of print and the functions of print were 

indicated in both groups. In addition, analysis of the data 

demonstrated that family members and the home environment 

were integral parts of the reading process experienced by 

the subjects. Five subjects suggested that their mothers 

had taught them to read, and all 10 subjects reported that 

reading occurred in a variety of places in and around their 

homes. 

The Child's Concepts of Written Language and Pictorial 

Representation indicated that writing was a developing 

process for the subjects in both groups. The 10 subjects' 

responses at both pretesting and posttesting indicated the 

interrelatedness of young children's conception of drawing 

and writing. "Write for me," suggested drawing for both 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects. As one subject 

responded^ "Can I write the jet I was drawing?" The subject 

then drew a picture. However, the subjects showed an 

awareness of differences in drawing and writing at 
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posttesting when asked to read what they had written. All 

but one subject indicated that they could not read their 

drawing because there were no words. Analysis of the data 

also indicated that the 10 subjects developed an awareness 

of the functions of print, that print conveys a message, and 

that the message had a standard form. 

The results of the analysis of the Test of Writing 

Vocabulary indicated that children recommended for 

pre-first-grade classes but placed in modified traditional 

first-grade classes achieved more than children attending 

whole language pre-first-grade classes for both pretesting 

and posttesting. For the Test of Writing Vocabulary, each 

word was given a correct score only if the word was spelled 

correctly. Pre-first-grade subjects wrote as many words as 

first-grade subjects; however, their words contained 

numerous invented spellings. As the pre-first-grade 

subjects were involved in a whole language environment which 

encouraged writing and invented spelling, the results were 

expected. 

Each of the 10 subjects' collected writing samples was 

analyzed for invented spelling, language level, message 

quality, and directional principles. The analysis revealed 

that first-grade subjects scored higher in invented 

spelling, language level, and directional principles than 

pre-first-grade subjects at the third and sixth six-weeks 

periods. However, pre-first-grade subjects scored higher at 
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the third -and sixth six-weeks periods on message quality. 

In addition, writing samples collected from the five 

first-grade subjects did not always include samples that 

could be adequately scored. For example, worksheets, 

copying from the board, and spelling assignments did not 

contain personal written production and could not be scored. 

Each of the first-grade subjects had at least one six-weeks 

period of collected work that could not be tabulated. 

However, the whole language pre-first-grade subjects 

produced several samples of written work for each six-weeks 

period that could be scored. 

2. The differences in type, amount, and use of 

literacy materials were determined by the Survey of 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli. The analysis of data 

demonstrated that the five whole language pre-first-grade 

classrooms contained more literacy stimuli per classroom 

than the five modified traditional first-grade classrooms. 

Further analysis revealed that the whole language 

pre-first-grade teachers developed the environment of the 

classroom to encourage the use of literacy skills in more 

ways than did the first-grade teachers. Of all the scores, 

the variety score ranked highest for both pre-first-grade 

and first-grade classes, which suggests that both pre-first-

grade and first-grade teachers emphasized the variety of 

books, recording tools, materials, and references found in 

the classroom. However, the analysis also revealed that the 
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child-generated score for both pre-first-grade and 

first-grade classes ranked lowest. The data indicated that 

both the whole language pre-first-grade and the modified 

traditional first-grade teachers did not encourage 

child-initiated literacy behavior to the extent that they 

encouraged other literacy behaviors. 

3. The differences in teaching procedures between 

whole language pre-first-grade classes and modified 

traditional first-grade classes were determined by 

observations of the classrooms and Bissex's forms of 

writing. In the whole language pre-first-grade class, 

reading'and writing were integrated throughout the day with 

individual, small group, or whole class activities. 

Literacy activities were found in all areas of the 

curriculum. Literacy skills were taught from meaningful 

material, including complete books and the children's own 

writing. Big books, shared book experiences, child-written 

stories, and whole-class written stories were used. A 

specific language arts time period was maintained each day 

by first-grade teachers. Reading instruction was provided 

through reading groups, with instruction divided into 

discrete units and taught in a sequential pattern. 

Worksheets or copying from the board supported the patterned 

learning. However, with encouragement from the school 

district, four first-grade classes were providing more 

holistic literacy activities during the spring observations. 
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The evaluation of Bissex's forms of writing, from the 

10 subjects' collected school work, revealed that journal 

Writing (25) and child-written stories (23) were the most 

frequent form of writing in pre-first-grade classes. 

Language arts worksheets (38) were the most frequently 

observed form of writing in first-grade classes. Further 

analysis showed that four forms of writing—copying works or 

sentences from the board, spelling work, handwriting 

worksheets, and preparation for standardized testing—were 

found in first-grade classes but were not found in 

pre-first-grade classes. Conversely, greeting cards, 

child-dictated stories or sentences, drawings, lists, and 

directions were found in pre-first-grade classes but were 

not found in first-grade classes. 

4. Differences in time allotments between whole 

language pre-first-grade classes and modified traditional 

first-grade classes were determined by classroom observa-

tions. The evaluation of the observations revealed that 

reading was an important time component for both pre-first-

grade and first-grade classes. Pre-first-grade classes 

spent 30.47% of the school day in reading activities while 

first-grade classes spent 32.39% of the school day in 

reading activities. In addition, pre-first-grade students 

spent 15.31% of the schoo-1 day engaged in center activities. 

Time differences were found in journal writing, center 

activities, and shared book reading between pre—first—grade 



179 

and first-grade classes. These data suggest that pre-first-

grade teachers placed more emphasis on a whole language 

approach to literacy. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based upon the findings 

of this study: 

1. The results of this study support the work of 

Meisels (1987), Shepard and Smith (1989), and Bredekamp 

(1989). The findings suggest that students recommended for 

placement in pre-first-grade classes but placed in 

first-grade classes achieved as well in the first-grade 

classes as students placed in pre-first-grade classes. 

2. The evaluation of the measures of reading and 

writing development revealed that pre-first-grade subjects 

and first-grade subjects maintained a steady, parallel 

development from pretesting to posttesting. 

3. The findings of the study indicate that although 

first-grade subjects scored higher on language level and 

directional principles, pre-first-grade subjects scored 

higher on message quality. The data suggest that pre-first-

grade students had a greater understanding of the idea that 

print conveys a message. 

Implications 

The following implications are suggested from the data 

in this study: 



180 

1. Gredler (1984, p. 456) found that pre-first-grade 

classes were "frequently watered down kindergarten programs 

and gave children little opportunity to gain reading 

skills." The results of this study suggest, however, that 

whole language pre-first-grade classes created an 

environment that facilitated the acquisition of literacy 

skills in meaningful, productive ways (Schwartz, 1988). 

Students in whole language pre-first-grade classes were 

active participants in their own learning and developed an 

appreciation of the nature and function of text and print 

(Newman, 1985). There are a variety of pre-first-grade 

programs in existence. Educators need to be aware that 

programs that emphasize whole language activities are 

developmentally appropriate. 

2. Leinhardt (1980) found that first-grade classes 

offered more time in reading instruction than pre-first-

grade classes. The current study revealed that comparable 

amounts of time were spent on reading and writing activities 

in both pre-first-grade and first-grade classes. In addi-

tion, pre-first-grade teachers provided specified center 

time which allowed students an opportunity to practice 

reading and writing skills. Educators need to be aware that 

as much time is spent on reading and writing activities in 

whole language classes as in more traditional classes. 

3. The findings of this study indicate that first-

grade subjects scored higher on language level and 
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directional principles. Heavy emphasis upon copying from 

the board and worksheets could account for greater awareness 

of directional principles. However, pre-first-grade 

subjects scored higher on message quality. The data suggest 

that pre-first-grade students had a greater understanding of 

the purposes of print. The use of meaningful writing and 

the acceptance of invented spelling possibly allowed the 

pre-first-grade students to focus on the purpose of their 

writing and the message they produced (Hall, 1987; 

Strickland & Morrow, 1988; Sulzby, 1985; Teale, 1982) 

4. The results of this study demonstrate that both 

pre-first-grade and first-grade subjects drew when asked to 

write. The subjects had an awareness of the differences 

between drawing and writing, but produced drawing as a 

representation of their writing. The idea that young chil-

dren see drawing as a form of writing is well documented 

(Clay, 1975; Newman, 1984; Schickedanz, 1986). Educators 

need to understand that the reading and writing skills of 

students develop from drawing to writing. Students may read 

and spell correctly, but in order to produce personal, 

meaningful written text, students may still require the 

support of drawing to produce the intended message. 

5. Although significant differences in the literacy 

environment were found between pre-first-grade and first-

grade classes, child-generated stimuli ranked lowest in both 

pre-first-grade and first-grade classes. Loughlin (1987) 
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found that child-generated materials were an important 

component of a child's literacy behavior. Child-generated 

materials encouraged literacy activity and played a vital 

role in the classroom environment. Teachers need to be 

aware of the amount and type of literacy stimuli that should 

be included in the classroom which support and-develop 

children's literacy skills. Teachers need to be aware that 

child-generated materials are an important component of a 

successful literacy program. 

6. This study reflects the important function that 

home environment plays in literacy development. Subjects 

stated that family members had taught them to read. They 

expressed pleasure at being read to and enjoyed writing 

cards, letters, and checks. The home environment provided 

an extension and support for literacy skills. Educators 

need to be aware of the importance of maintaining coopera-

tion between home and school and between parents and 

faculty. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations for further research are 

suggested from the results of this study: 

1. This study was conducted in one schopl district, 

with a limited sample. Further comparison studies of 

first-grade whole language classes and traditional 

first-grade classes is recommended. This type of study 
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should examine classes that maintain the same first-grade 

objectives of the school district. 

2. Future longitudinal studies should be extended 

through elementary school to compare students who are 

recommended for pre-first-grade but placed in first-grade 

classes to students placed in pre-first-grade classes on 

message quality. If students involved in whole language 

programs score higher on message quality, do the effects 

remain in later grades as students begin to decipher 

comprehension questions and write reports? 

3. Further research is recommended on young children's 

understanding of differences in print and drawing. This 

research should focus on children's use of drawing as a 

support to personal written text and should help define 

drawing in terms of age-appropriate reading and writing 

behaviors. 

4. Further investigation is called for in terms of the 

current educational practices of placing at-risk 

kindergarten students in pre-first-grade classes. While 

some research has been conducted, further support of the 

findings of this study—that children recommended for pre-

first-grade classes do as well in first-grade classes as 

those children placed in pre-first-grade classes—is needed. 

5. Studies which examine the use and types of literacy 

stimuli involved in whole language classes is recommended. 

This research could determine the exact components of the 
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literacy environment and provide additional activities that 

enhance the literacy environment and develop literacy 

skills. 

6. Based on the results of this study, a comparison 

study to determine in detail the specific time allotments 

and types of literacy activities produced in whole language 

and traditional first-grade classes is recommended. 

7. Further investigation should also be undertaken to 

examine a variety of existing whole language programs. 

These programs should be examined for availability of 

literacy materials, use of the materials by students, and 

teacher interaction with the materials. This research would 

determine if programs labeled whole language are actually 

involved in appropriate whole language activities. 

8. A replication of the current study is recommended 

to include well-defined traditional classrooms. The 

traditional classrooms in the current research were 

incorporating whole language techniques in a limited fashion 

at the encouragement of the school district. 
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Dear Parents, 

I will be conducting part of the research for the current 
study on the pre-first grade, and I would like your child 
to participate. The study will consist of a total of four 
twenty-minute sessions. Two sessions will take place at 
the beginning of the year and two sessions will take place 
at the end of the year. The goal of this particular 
segment of the study will be to compare the reading and 
writing performance of children in a pre-first grade class 
to the reading and writing performance of children in a 
first grade class. 

Each child will be invited to leave the classroom to 
participate in these special activities, and will accompany 
me only if he/she is willing to do so. I will be familiar 
to your child as I will be observing in the classroom prior 
to your child's participation. Children usually enjoy a 
chance to work individually with an adult, so I expect 
children will be interested and enthusiastic about 
participating. However, any child who expresses a desire 
to return to the classroom will be escorted back 
immediately. 

During the sessions children will be looking at books, 
writing and drawing, and answering such questions as "What 
stories do you like to read?" All interviews will be 
conducted by me and tape recorded. The tape recordings 
will be reviewed only by me and will not be available for 
any other purpose. Children's responses will be reported 
as group results only. To preserve confidentiality, no 
individual data on a child will be reported or distributed 
in any form. 



187 

Your decision whether or not to allow your child to 
participate will in no way affect your child's standing in 
his or her class/school. At the conclusion of the study, a 
summary of group results will be made available to all 
interested parents and teachers. Should you have any 
questions or desire further information, please call me at 
341-6170. Thank you in advance for your cooperation and 
support. 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Davis 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH 
TEXAS COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. 

Please fill out the form below. Then return it in the 
enclosed stamped envelope as quickly as possible. 

I give permission for my child, , to 
participate in this project. 

I do not give permission for my child, , 
to participate in this project. 

Parent/Guardian's Signature 
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Say to the child, "I'm going to read you this story but I 
want you to help me." 

Cover, #1 

Test: For orientation of book. Pass the booklet to the 
child holding the book vertically by outside edge, 
spine toward the child. 

Say: "Show me the front of this book." 

Score: 1 point for each correct response. 

Pages 2/3, #2 

Test: Concept that print, not picture, carries the message. 

Say: "I'll read this story. You help me. Show me where to 
start reading. Where do I begin to read?" 
Read the text. 

Score: 1 for print, 0 for picture 

Pages 4/5, #3 

Test: For directional rules. 

Say: "Show me where to start." 

Score: 1 for top left. 

#4 

Say: "Which way do I go?" 

Score: 1 for left to right. 

#5 

Say: "Where do I go after that?" 

Score: 1 for return sweep to left. 

#6 

Test: Word by word pointing. 

Say: "Point to it while I read it." (Read slowly, but 
fluently.) 

Score: 1 for exact matching 
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Page 6, #7 

Test: Concept of first and last. 
Read the text 

Say: "Show me the first part of the story." 

Score: 1 po^nt if BOTH are correct in any sense (i.e., 
applied to the whole text or a line, a word or a 
letter). 

Page 7, #8 

Test: Inversion of picture. 

Say: "Show me the bottom of the picture." (Do not mention 
upside-down.) 

Score: 1 for verbal explanation, or for turning the book 
around. 

Pages 8/9, #9 

Test: Response to inverted print. 

Say: "Where do I begin?" 
"Which way do I go?" 
"Where do I go after that?" 

Score: 1 for beginning with "I," and moving right to left 
across the lower and then the upper line. OR 1 for 
turning the book around and moving left to right in 
the conventional manner. 
Read the text now. 

Page 10/11, #10 

Test: Line sequence. 

Say: "What's wrong with this?" (Read immediately the 

bottom line first, then the top line. Do NOT point.) 

Score: 1 for comment on line order. 

Pages 12/13, #11 

Test: A left page is read before a right page. 

Say: "Where do I start reading?" 

Score: 1 for left page indication. 
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#12 -

Test: Word sequence 

Say: "What is wrong on this page?" (Point to the page 
number 12 NOT the text.) 

Score: 1 for comment on either error. 

#13 

Test: Letter order. 

Say: "What's wrong on this page?" (Point to the page 
number 13 NOT the text.) 

Score: 1 for any ONE re-ordering of letters that is noticed 
and explained. 

Pages 14/14, #14 

Test: Re-ordering letters with a word. 

Say: "What's wrong with the writing on this page?" 

Read the text slowly as if it were correct. 

Score: 1 for ONE error noticed. 

#15 
Test: Meaning of a question mark. 

Say: "What's this for?" (Point to or trace the question 
mark with a finger or pencil.) 

Score: 1 for explanation of function or name. 

Pages 16/1T 

Tests Punctuation. 
Read the text. 

Say: "What's this for?" 

#16 

Point to or trace with a pencil, the full stop. 

#17 

Point to or trace with a pencil, the comma. 
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#18 

Point to or trace with a pencil, the quotation marks. 

#19 

Test: Capital and lower-case correspondence. 

Say: "Find a little letter like this." Point to a capital 
S and demonstrate by pointing to Ss if the child does 
not succeed. 

Say: "Find a little letter like this." Point to capital T, 
B in turn. 

Score: 1 if BOTH Tt and Bb are located. 

Pages 18/19, #20 

Test: Reversible words. 
Read the text. 

Say: "Show me was." 
"Show me no." 

Score: 1 for BOTH correct 

Page 20 

Ensure you have two pieces of light card that the child can 
hold and slide easily over the line of text to block out 
words and letters. To start, lay the cards on the page but 
leave all print exposed. 

#21 

Test: Letter concepts. 

Say: "This story says 'The stone rolled down the hill.' I 
want you to- push the cards across the story like this 
until all you can see is just one letter." 
(Demonstrate the movement of the cards but do not do 
the exercise.) 

Say: "Now show me two letters." 

Score: 1 if BOTH are correct. 

#22 

Test: Word concept 
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Say: "Show me just one word." "Now show me two words." 

Score: 1 if BOTH are correct 

#23 

Test: First and last letter concepts. 

Say: "Show me the first letter of a word." 

"Show me the last letter of a word." 

Score: 1 if BOTH are correct. 

#24 
Test: Capital letter concepts. 

Say: "Show me a capital letter." 

Score: 1 if correct. 
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Name of child: Date: 

Age of Child (years & months) : Sex: 

Name of interviewer: 

(Please use cassette tape recorder for interviewer if 
possible.) 

1. Do you know how to read? 
(If "yes" on #1 ask:) 

a. How did you learn to read? 
b. Did somebody help you to learn? {if yes, who?) or 

did you learn by yourself? 
c. Do you like to read? 
d. What do you like to read? 

(If "no" on #1 ask:) 
e. Do you want to be able to read? 
f. How will you learn to read? 
g. Does someone have to help you learn how to read? 
h. Who do you think will help you learn how to read? 

2. Is it possible to learn to read by yourself? 

3. Is learning to read easy/hard? 

4. Why do you think learning to read is easy/hard? 

5. a. Do the people you live with know how to read? 
b. What do they read? 
c. Where do they read? (kitchen, living room, etc.) 

6. a. Do they ever read to you? 
b. Who? 
c. What do they read? 
d. Do you like it? 
e. Why? 

7. What do you look at while you are being read to? (Probe 
with "Anything else?") 

8. a. If I said "I'm going to read you a story," what 
would I do? 

b. If I said "I'm going to tell you a story," what 
would I do? 

c. Are reading a story and telling a story the same or 
are they different? 

d. How? 
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9. 

11. 

a. Can you read with your eyes closed? 

b. How? 

in a Do vou have a TV? . 

about them.) 

J! If ^,ers%here°anyethSin9reinWthe ^ o r / t h l f y o u 

read or people can read? 

c. What? 

12. Why do people read? 

]̂ 3# Do you speak a language? 

14. What do you speak? 
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Procedure: 

1. Offer materials to subject and explain what they are. 

2. Ask the child to respond to the questions. 

3. In order to ^itte^respons^o^t^child with 
question, mark each wri Also if the child 
the appropriate question number Als^ _t 
reads what is written, recora 
says on sample. 

4. Record v e r b a l rcsponses on tape *®°°^?l[raction between 

£ £ an! t h e ° c h i l d ^ Observer must record all nonverbal 

behavior. 

Name of child: 

Age of child (years & months): 

Name of interviewer: 

as as.-"- -
l a Write for me. (If no response, say "Pretend to 
1 # a * _ If \ 

write for me. ) 

b. Why did you choose those (paper and writing 

implements)? 

2. a. Read me what you wrote. 

•it _—«14-ask "Whv not?" and then say b. If child says "I can t asK wny 
"Pretend to read." 

3. Tell me what you wrote. What's this and this? (Get at 

terms word, letter, etc.) 

4. Write me a letter. 

5. a. What do you write at home? 

b. Do you write at school? 

c. What do you write at school? 

6. What do you write? 
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7. Why do people wr i t e? 

8. (Offer m a t e r i a l s again) 

a. Draw me a p i c t u r e . 

b. Why did you choose those? 

9. a . Show me your w r i t i n g . 

b. Show me your drawing. 

u - i A s a m D l e s of both h i s w r i t i n g and 10. (Make sure c h i l d has samples 
drawing in f r o n t of him.) 

a . I s drawing the same as wr i t ing? 

b. How are they s i m i l a r ? 

c . How are they d i f f e r e n t ? 

u . Show C h i l d a v a r i e ^ o f ' S T S l f i i h . 
c u r s i v e , " " ^ " " g o c S u r r i n g l e t t e r s , and non-wri t ing 
a s i n g l e l e J t e r ' _ d r a w i n q s and geometric shapes ) . 

M i T t S i d e n t i f y which of the samples represent 

w r i t i n g . 

1 2 ' c h i l d ' s^and E ? h l T ' o ^ e a f h U ^ e ^ d l ^ n t ^ o i t . 
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Language Level 

Record the number of the highest level of linguistic 
organization used by the child. 

1. Alphabetic (letters only). 

2. Word (any recognizable word). 

3. Word group (any two-word phrase). 

4. Sentence (any simple sentence). 

5. Punctuated story (of two or more sentences). 

6. Paragraphed story (two themes). 

Message Quality 

Record the number of the highest rating for which there is 
no error in the sample of the child's writing. 

1. He has a concept of sings (uses letters, invents 
letters, uses punctuation). 

2. He has a concept that a message is conveyed. 

3. A message is copied. 

4. Repetitive use of sentence patterns like "Here is a 
II 

• • 

5. Attempts to record own ideas. 

6. Successful composition. 

Directional Principles 

Record the number of the highest rating for which there is 
no error in the sample of the child's writing. 

1. No evidence of directional knowledge. 

2. Part of the directional pattern is shown: 
Either start top left 
Or move left to right 
Or return down left. 
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3. Reversal of the directional pattern (right to left and 

return down right). 

4. Correct directional pattern. 

5. Correct directional pattern and spaces between words. 

6. Extensive text without any difficulties of arrangement 
and spacing of text. 



APPENDIX F 

DISPLAYED LITERACY STIMULI 

BY AREAS 

203 



204 

Each item must be 
clearly visible 
and within child's 
eye level/range. 
Definitions 
attached. 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli 

Areas 

Total 
by 
Cate-
gory 

1. current child-generated 
messages, labels, stories 

2. messages about the current 
day 

3. displayed directions for 
activity 

4. sign-on charts or sheets 

5. different kinds of books 

6. different kinds of 
recording tools 

7. different kinds of 
recording materials 

8. different references 

9. print or writing 
segments related to 
nearby materials, 
objects, pictures 

10. books related to nearby 
materials, objects, or 
pictures 

11. community cultural/ 
language books or 
print segments 

12. presence of empty 
display 
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Areas 

Displayed Literacy Stimuli 

Total 
by 
Cate-
gory 

13. presence of display 
tools 

14. presence of clearly 
legible displayed 
handwritten or 
machine print 
segments 

15. presence of books 
with cover or page 
displayed 

16. presence of 
functional 
labels 

Total per Area 

Date: Special Conditions: 

Number of Areas Surveyed: 

Observer: 
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Content of Language Arts Worksheets 

1. The child rewrites a sentence putting words in the 
correct order. 

plays dog the. 

2. The child writes a beginning consonant for rhyming 
words. 

kit _it _it, fig _ig _ig/ lid _id _id. 

3. A four-sentence paragraph is presented at the top of 
the page. Four questions are asked. The child answers 
each question in a complete sentence. 

4. The child cuts and pastes words under the correct 
plural heading. 

es stitch, bush, fox; js desk, fan, song. 

5. The child cuts and pastes pictures that go with the 
sentence description. 

bakes bread for lunch. 

6. The child circles words found in a series of vertical 
horizontal letters. This is called a word find. 

7. The child fills in the correct vowel according to the 
picture. 

p an, p i. n, mat 

8. The child rewrites sentences, capitalizing the first 
word and placing a period at the end. 

bob has a machine 

9. The child cuts and pastes pictures to match a sentence 
description. 

10. The child fills in a missing word according to a 
previously read story. 

Jack had dinner early. 

11. The child traces the letters of a word with a short 0 
sound. The child then writes the word. 

not, lot, mom 
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12. The child circles a picture of the end of a previously 
read story. 

13. The child marks an X on the picture that displays an 
error about a previously read story. 

14 The child reads a three-sentence story. The ch?4d 

checks the sentence from a group of sentences which best 
describes the story. 

15. The child pastes the correct word accurately in a 
sentence. 

pair—pear, they're—there, tail tale. 

16. The child cuts and pastes a picture of a machine next to 
the description. 

A lever helps lift. 

17. The child circles all short vowel words and then writes 

them. 

18. The child adds a beginning and ending- consonant to each 
short vowel 0 according to the picture. 

_0_ (mo£) 

19. The child must match the word with the vowel sound of 
that word. 

20. The child cuts and pastes the words describing a fish on 
the correct part of the fish picture. 
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Stories ( S r f d a y s ' o I d r ' ^ S d " 6 3 3 ^ " ' M » 1 » . ° r 

Determined by date or ask* r ™ written/child dictated, 
displayed together are excluded^T? c o m P l e t e d assignments 
count in other c a t e g " i « ? ' t e m S l n t h i s category can 

a s s i g ™ e n t " S ^ " c ^ ° " o " " " ' ^ Sc»edules, 

needed to work through dav. RelatecPto31"3 a n n o u n c e m e n t s 

survey. J related to events on day of 

task sf' cards^'charts'that ̂ i v e ̂ directions^fo1 

procedures children do indlpendentlv ? r a c t l v l t i e s / 
equipment operation/material care excluded? e X p l a i n i n ? 

charts;sheef?;^i®"y Sd?sp!a?ed L M ? M ' c h i l d Prepared 
record information ^ ^ildren to 

of books avai lable f o f c h U d J ^ s ' ! " ^ / ^ " e r e n t kinds 
clearly visible (trade, referencl child' d " P l a y e d s° 
etc.). Number of volumes not counted!" magazine, 

different t o o ^ ^ s e d ^ ^ e c o r ^ f ^ 9 ' N u m b e r 

(pencils, crayons, chalk, tape recorder!' p*6*?' i n f o r m a t i ° n 
m area not counted. corders, etc.). Duplicates 

differ;„t Dk"drSf ma?e?i°lf
s
Rto°rdin5 M a t e r l a l s = , Number 

stationery, chart naner -i, ,, , record upon (audiotape, 

Duplicates in area not counted^°a ' «c.,. 

c h a r t ^ o t h e ^ n l ^ S f r s ^ r c e s ' c h n d r ^ T " 5 ' 

< e n c y c ? o p e d L H & ? o g I t £ e r i s ^ f - " - n c e T ^ " 0 6 5 

Single volume placed in different a s o n e reference. 
Duplicates in area noj oomtld? l o c a t l O T S a re counted. 

Objects, Picturest^^rint^laced^lose^t-t0 N e a r b y Materials, 
materials, with contents of nri nf a • ° Plctures/other 
materials in some way. Labels ar? I f ? clearly related to 

•ss.'sss,';.sxJK?SS sar-
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.materials, objects, pictures, and whose contents are clearly 
related to materials in some way. 

11 Community Culture/Language Books or Print 
Seqments: and print segments written in child's home 
segments -|ectina home culture, xn a fairly 
homogeneous linguistic/cultural community not ordinarily 
represented in educational materia s. 

19 Presence of Empty Display Space: Empty space in 
area c l i a r l y available £ « children to display their own 

asking. 

-i o Presence of Display Tools: Visibly displayed 
tacks, tape, label blanks, and/or other tools children can 

use to display materials. 

14. Presence of Clearly Legible Handwritten or 

space surrounding print segment. Print or writing 
enough to be seen by children m area. 

15 Presence of Books with Cover or Page Displayed: 
Books ii area with covers clearly visible, displayed, or 
with a particular page clearly visible. 

Presence of Functional Labels: Working labels on 
holders', cabinets, or equipment that give information a ou 
contents, use, or procedures for use. 



APPENDIX I 

SURVEY SUMMARY SHEET 

212 



213 

Observer: 

Classroom: 

AREAS 

No. areas surveyed 

No areas with all 
1-10 categories 

No. areas with all 
12-16 categories 

No. areas with 
category 11 

Date: 

Grade/Age 

CATEGORIES 

No. 1-11 categories 
in environment 

No. 12-16 categories 
in environment 

Functional Score Child—Generated Score Communication Score 

Categories: Category: Categories: 

1 2 
3 
4 
8 

16 

1 
12 
13 
14 

T 

Variety Score 

Categories: 

5 
6 
7 
8 

T 

Content Score 

Categories: 

9 
10 
11 

TOTALS 

Categories 1-11 score 

Categories 12-16 score 

Book Use Score 

Categories: 

5 
10 
15 
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