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Abstract 

Seventy-nine first-grade students from a rural school were 

subjects in a comparison of reading instructional 

approaches. Forty students were members of a whole-group 

literature-based classroom. Thirty-nine students were 

members of a ability-grouped basal classroom. The students' 

Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) total reading and 

sub-test scores were examined using the raw scores from 

the previous and present years of the two reading approach 

classrooms. Results from a Regression and Correlation 

Analysis, Two Sample t Tests, and Bivariate Crosstab Tables 

indicate a significant relationship between the type of 

reading approach and reading achievement. Students from 

the whole~group literature-based approach performed 

significantly higher on the reading section of the Stanford 

Achievement Test. When comparing the sub-tests of the 

reading section of the SAT, there was some variation in 

the relationship between the type of reading approach used 

and the scores obtained on the SAT. 
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Chapter I 

Statement of the Problem 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to determine if 

there is a statistically significant difference between 
J. 

the mean reading scores on the Stanford Achievement 

Test (SAT) of students in an ability-grouped, basal 

reading approach and ~tudents in a whole-group, 

literature based reading appioach. 

Questions To Be Answered 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference 

in mean SAT reading scores between students in 

an ability-grouped, basal reading approach and 

students in a whole-group, literature-based 

reading app+oach? 

2. Is there a statistically significant difference 

in mean SAT reading sub-test scores (reading 

comprehension, word reading, and word study 

skills) between students in an ability-grouped, 

basal reading approach and students in a 

whole-group, literature-based reading approach? 



Need For The Study 

Learning to read is a vital part of a child's 

education. The United States Library of Congress 

declared 1989 the "Year of the Young Reader" and in 

1984 the Commission on Reading produced a book Becoming 

a Nation of Readers: The Report of the Commission 

on Reading. Much emphasis is being placed on literacy 

and ,the education of students to be competent readers 

and writers. 

There is an endeavor for every child to learn 

to read and enjoy it as well. The reading habits 

children form influence their reading habits as adults. 

The teacher's responsibility is to stimulate children's 

interest in reading and to expand their reading skills 

(Manley, 1988) .. 

Teachers, administrators, and researchers are 

questioning whi~h approach is the best for teaching 

children to read. For years children have been placed 

in ability groups for reading instruction. This 

practice is being examined because it may not be 

meeting the needs of the students. 
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For most children in public schools, assignment 
to an elementary school reading group is a 
critical first step in an academic sorting 
process that channels some students toward 
success, some toward moderate levels of 
achievement, and some toward failure (Grant 
and Rothenberg, 1986 p. 29). 

The basal reading approach has been used for 

years to teach children to read. This practice has 

also been examined because of its shortcomings. 

Johnson and Louis (1985) state the following 

concerning basal-reading approaches: 

School curriculums in language arts are frequently 
thought of as lists of skills which the learner 
should acquire. Programs of instruction and 
methods of evaluation are frequently developed 
around the same premise. Demands from 
administrators and parents for accountability 
are also framed in terms of skills acquisition. 
The tidiest approach to skills teaching is to 
arrange the skills to be learned into a sequence, 
to locate materials through which the skills 
can be developed, and to embark on the program. 
Ch~ldren are not interested in skills; the 
children we have met are interested in the 
world (p. 15). 

A recent approach being used to teach reading, 

which is spreading quickly throughout schools, is 

the whole-language or literature-based approach. 

Children learn to read from whole language units, 

such as songs, poems, and simple stories. When the 

children learn to read, it is done in context, not 

isolated skills or letter sounds (Leonard, 1987). 
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Reading is a basic life skill. It is a 
cornerstone for a child's success in school 
and, indeed, throughout life. Without the 
ability to read well, opportunities for personal 
fulfillment and job success inevitably will be 
lost (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, and Wilkinson, 
1985, p. 1 ). 

Since reading is such a vital skill to learn, 

educators should be instructing children to read with 

the best approach available. This approach should 

be researched and found to be producing proficient 

readers and readers who enjoy reading. 

Becoming a Nation of Readers: The Report of 

the Commission on Reading (Anderson et al., 1985) 

summarized the knowledge acquired from research for 

improving literacy and provided implications for 

reading instruction. These implications carne from 

practices seen in the classrooms of the best teachers 

in the best schools, where the basic processes of 

reading, teaching, and learning were successful. 

Teachers need to identify and employ these successful 

practices in order to educate children to be capable 

readers who find pleasure in reading. 

4 



Definition of Terms 

Whole-grouping (heterogeneous grouping) - Random 

assignment of students without regard to intelligence 

or special abilities 

5 

Ability-grouping (homogeneous grouping) - The 

assignment of students based on intelligence or special 

abilities 

Basal Approach - A textbook designed to be 

comprehensive, developmental; continuous-progress 

program that provides for the sequential and systematic 

learning of all reading skills 

Literature-based Approach (Whole-Language Approach) 

- Use of children's literature to meet the literacy 

needs of children. Specific skills are taught in 

context. 
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Chapter II 

Review of the Literature 

Ability Grouping - Achievement 

Sorensen and Hallinan (1986) state two major 

reasons for ability grouping: 

1. There are :fewer children in a group and this 

increases the teacher's ability to keep the students' 

attention. 

2. The teacher can adapt and adjust his/her 

methods of instruction and materials according to 

the group of students being taught. 

Johnson and Louis (1985) assert their concerns 

of ability grouping for reading instruction: 

Typically the teacher divides the class into 
three ability groups and attempts to maintain 
each group on an individual program ... 
Commercially prepared programs require that they 
be implemented by the teacher, and little 
provision is made for valid independent language 
work. Thus the teacher with three groups is 
trying either to work through three programs 
simultaneously, or to maintain three groups at 
different points along the same program. Grouping 
satisfies individual needs in only the crudest 
fashion. The ability spread in any g~ven group 
- but particularly in the lowest group - is still 
very wide, but little adaption of the materials 
is possible. In addition, modification is usually 
in the rate of instruction, rather than in the 
substance or manner of instruction. In most 
ability grouping systems children work through 
the same program. The system of relatively 
permanent three-level ability grouping is not 
the best way to meet individual needs (p. 15-16). 



Ability grouping is assumed to allow the teacher 

to increase the pace and level of instruction for 

high achievers and provide more individual attention, 

repetition, and review for low achievers (Atkinson 

and O'Connor, 1963). The reasons for ability grouping 

may appear valid, but the student's achievement and 

social and emotional well-being are being affected 

by ability grouping (Dar and Resch, 1986; Esposito, 

~ J 73; Hal-linan and· Sorensen, ·1 98 5; Slavin, 1 98 6) . 

Ability grouping does benefit the achievement 

levels of gifted and talented students, but it only 

has a small effect on the achievement of the average 

and below average students {Kulik and Kulik, 1982). 

Dar and Resch (1986) found that ability grouping 

enhanced learning for the high ability students, but 

not for the low ability students. When separated, 

the low ability students' loss is greater than the 

high ability students' gain. When instructed in a 

mixed ability level classroom, the high ability 

students' loss is smaller than the low ability 

students' gain. Slavin (1986) synthesized research 

on ability grouping in elementary schools to identify 

practices that promote student achievement. His 

evidence clearly indicated that assigning students 

according to ~bility does not enhance achievement. 
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Initial inequalities in achievement are increased 

over time by ability group systems (Alexander and 

McDill, 1976; Weinstein, 1976). Ability grouping 

widens the gap between students' abilities. Eder 

(1981) stressed the need for interaction of the low 

and high group students to provide models of good 

readers. Increasing the interaction of students of 

all ability levels increases independence and 

achievement (Lew, Mesch, Johnson and Johnson, 1986}. 

Ability-Grouping - Social and Emotional Considerations 

Felmlee and Eder (1983) found that children in 

the low ability groups were inattentive. The tasks 

to which these students had to attend were less 

enjoyable than the higher ability students and they 

became bored easily. During oral reading, the lower 

ability students-made several errors and their turn 

at reading was very long. This lead the other children 

in the group to inattentive and disruptive behaviors. 

Students model the behavior of the largest group 

in the classroom. A favorable classroom for learning 

should have more than a third of the students with 

high aptitudes. Teachers would spend less time on 

management problems because appropriate classroom 
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behavior is usually modelled by the students with 

high aptitude (Beckerman and Good, 1981 ). 

Slavin and Karweit (1985) conclude that lower 

ability children need the interaction with children 

of higher ability levels. The lower ability children 

do not value learning, have a low morale, and have 

behavior problems. If these children were placed 

in a heterogeneous class, they would observe other 

children with high morale, ·appropriate behaviors, 

and who value learning. 

Children's membership in a reading group affects 

their perception of themselves as well as their 

perception of others (Heibert, 1983). Bowles and 

Gintis (1976) perceive the school's selection and 

allocation system, and the different educational 

treatments students receive, as reinforcing and 

modifying students' self-concepts and aspirations. 

The students at the top of the social hierarchy view 

elite positions as appropriate for their futures. 

The students at the bottom are satisfied or have 

resigned themselves to the prospect of lower class 

roles. 

The ability group into which a child is placed 

may influence his/her choice of friendse Hallinan 

and Sorensen (1985) examined the effects of ability 
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grouping on children's social relationships. Children 

spend a great deal of time with the same students 

10 

in their ability group. They share the same materials, 

learn the same information, and are exposed to the 

same pace of instruction. This sharing of experiences 

obviously creates a bonding among group members. 

Oakes (1982) observed that lower ability students 

felt left out of class activities and that students 

in their class were unfriendly to them. They reported 

more fighting and arguing occurring with the lower 

ability students. 

Esposito (1973), in his summary of research on 

ability grouping, states that children of similar 

ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds are usually 

in separate groupings. This separation develops 

friendships which may segregate children not because 

of their background, but because of their ability 

group placement. Heather's (1967) statement: "Ability 

grouping may be an agency for maintaining and enhancing 

caste and class stratification in a society'' (p. 17), 

should cause some concern among those who endorse 

ability grouping. 

A study by Haller and Davis (1980) examined the 

standardized reading test scores, family socio-economic 

status (SES), and teacher-assigned reading groups 
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of elementary school students. The purpose of this 

study was to see if there was a relationship between 

the students' SES and the teacher-assigned reading 

group. It was determined that student SES did not 

play a major role in the grouping decisions of most 

teachers. Ability was considerably more important 
f· 

in determining the curricular placement of the student. 

Children's self-esteem is affected by the ability 

group in which they are placed. The child assigned 

to a high ability group tends to have an inflated 

self-esteem and the child assigned to a low 

ability-group has a reduced self-esteem (Esposito, 

1973). 

Ability grouping leads to negative academic and 

social ~onsequences for students. Once students are 

divided into groups, divergent academic and social 

outcomes develop (Grant and Rothenberg, 1986). 

Basal vs. Literature-Based Reading Programs 

Controversy wages over methods and materials 

used in teaching reading. The majority of evidence 

points to the fact that children learn the skill of 

reading, but they do not develop the habit of reading 

or the desire to read. Good literature seems to offer 

the greatest support to teachers in making students 

real readers (Huck, 1983). 



The approach used to teach reading needs to be 

examined carefully. "The gap between the best 

knowledge in reading instruction and that represented 

in basal readers today is actually widening" (Goodman, 

1986, p. 358). Publishers and basal authors should 

move immediately for improvement. The wealth of 

contemporary children's literature must be utilized, 

in unabridged form. The basal program is only one 

resource in developing ·1i tera·cy·· (Goodman, 1 986). 

12 

As many as 85-90 percent of the elementary classrooms 

in the United States use basal reading series as the 

core reading instructional materials. The basal was 

never intended to be a complete, self-contained reading 

program. The students need more reading material 

than the basal is providing. Teachers need to 

supplement the basal with other printed materials 

- newspapers, magazines, and books from the library, 

in order to provide a rich environment for developing 

readers (Aaron, 1987). 
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Becoming a Nation of Readers: The Report of 

the Commission on Reading (Anderson, et al. 1985) 

reports that gains in reading achievement are related 

to how much reading students do outside of school. 

While in school, students spend an average of seven 

or eight minutes a day reading independently and 

silently. The Commission was critical of workbooks, 

practice sheets, ability grouping, skills management 

and single-minded emphasi~~on basal readers. Teachers 

were advised to spend more instructional time on 

comprehension and less on skills. A recommendation 

wa~ made that basal readers be upgraded and 

supplemented with children's literature. 

Basal readers have been the primary instructional 

materials used in the elementary grades. This series 

of books provide a systematic introduction of reading 

skills while increasing the difficulty of the reading 

material. Ea6h level must be completed before 

beginning the next level of instruction (Cooper, 

Warncke, and Shipman, 1988). 

Cooper et al. (1988) cite criticisms of the basal 

series and the way they are used: 

1. The controlled vocabulary creates dull stories 
that do not match readers' spoken language. 



2. The content is not interestinq and Presents 
stereotyped white middle-class situations. 

3. The manual is reqarded as a verbatim quide 
that must be used for all students. 

4. More attention is oiven to skill practice 
and assessment than to direct, explicit 
instruction. 

5. Students are expected to move throuqh the 
series in ~ lockstep manner bv readinq everv 
paqe in every reader and completinq everv 
paqe in everv workbook. 

6. The basal reader becomes the sole source 
for teachinq readinq. 

7. The materials do not provide for differinq 
learninq styles or teachinq stvles. 

8. Little attention is qiven to recreational 
readinq (p. 195-196). 

Durkin (1980) criticized the time spent on a 

storv in a basal reader. She states: 

Althouoh the story was thin in content, the 
children read it silently; discussed it; read 
parts of it orallv; read all of it aloud in the 
around-the oroup fashion ... : then acted it out. 
Is it any wonder that a subsequent workbook 
assiqnment., which dealt with the same storv, 
elicited anvthinq but excitement? Surely we 
can rio better than this (p. 229) . 

. Hancock and .. Hill (1987) state the basal stories 

are not very interestinq because they are written 

to incorporate a SPecific skill and not to enqaqe 

a child's heart and mind. These short stories do 

not allow the children to experience the purpose and 

Pleasure of real readinq. Manv times a child is qiven 

14 
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interestinq books to read when their work is complete. 

Usually the fluent reader finishes earlier than the 

other students and is able to read these books. They 

become more fluent with the extra readinq. However, 

the less fluent students are deprived of the practice 

they need. They are qiven more lessons, more workbook 

paqes, and more tests. They experience more loss 

of self-esteem and avoid readinq. 

Goodman (1986) explains what is wronq with basals: 

1 . They out undue emphasis on isolated aspects 
of lanquaqe: letters, letter-sound 
relationships, words, sentence fraqments, 
or sentences. Often, particularly in 
workbooks, there is no cohesive meaninqful 
text and no situational context. 

2. That leads learners to out inverted value 
on the bits and pieces of lanquaqe, on 
isolated words and skills and not enouqh 
on makinq sense of real, comprehensible 
stories and expository oassaqes. 

3. Basals discouraqe risk takinq bv reauirinq 
riqht answers on trivial details. 

4. Thev introduce arbitrary seauences of skills 
which involve readers in abstract exercises 
instead of readinq to comp~ehend. 

5. They isolate readinq from its use and from 
other lanquaqe processes. 

6. They often create artificial lanquaqe oassaqes 
or text fraqments by controllinq vocabulary 
or by buildinq around specific ohonic 
relationships or word-attack skills. They 
also often create artificial texts bv applyinq 
readability formulas to real texts. 
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7. They minimize time spent on readinq while 
monooolizinq school time for skill exercises. 

8. Even the use of real children's literature 
is marred bv qearinq it to skill development, 
rewritinq it, or usinq excerpts instead of 
whole books. 

9. Basals cost so much that thev do not leave 
funds for school and classroom libraries 
and other more authentic readinq material 
(pp. 361-362). 

Stories found in basal readers are not the type 

of stories that children choose to read. Meisel and 

Glass (1970) studied librarv.books withdrawn and 

cateqorized them by qenre. They analvzed these same 

interest areas in basals. Of the ten most popular 

interest areas of children, only four were consistently 

found in the basal readers: personal adventure, humor, 

fantasy, and historical adventure. 

Davis (1987) studied the MacMillan, 

Scott-Foresrnan, and Harcourt-Brace basal series. 

The results showed contemporary stories to be the 

most prevalent in these series. Folk tales were next 

~nd.fairy tales appeared the least. Twelve students 

in second grade were given a teacher constructed 

questionnaire to explore the types of books they 

enjoyed. The students said they liked the books that 

they were reading in, but would like to see more murder 

stories and mystery stories. A few students indicated 



that they would like to read more fairy tales. There 

is a mismatch between the type of stories found in 

the basal readers and the type of stories the students 

preferred. The type of literature found in the basal 

reader can influence the reading habits of the 

students. 
i· 

Reading needs to be displayed as a natural and 

daily part of life. Green-Wilder and Kingston (1986) 

and Davis (1987) investigated basal series for acts 
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of reading. They found very few stories that displayed 

reading as a natural occurrence. Animals or people 

were usually shown reading signs. 

There is a correlation between the interest in 

material being read and the comprehension of that 

material. Cook and White (1977) measured the number 

of seconds children spent listening to stories from 

McGuffey readers, current basal readers, and 

traditional children's literature. Results showed 

children were more interested in the children's 

literature because they spent more time listening 

to it. These children were also placed in groups 

using either McGuffey readers, basals, or children's 

literature. All groups showed some growth on a 

standardized reading test, but the literature group 

gained significantly more than the other groups. 



Writers for basal readers alter stories to meet 

readability formulas. Green and Olson (1986) 

interviewed students to find their preference in 

versions of a story. Two original children's books 

and their adaptations created by basal reader 

publishers were used in this study. The students were 

asked to read the two versions. They were asked 

open-ended questions to discover which version they 

preferred. The children preferred the original story 

over the adaptation. Comprehension questions were 

asked on each story. No significant difference was 

found in the students' comprehension scores on the 

two versions. 

Patterned or structured language has been shown 

to be an effective way of teaching sight vocabulary. 

Bridge, Winograd, and Haley (1983) compared the 

effectiveness of beginning reading instruction for 

slow learners using predictable materials and a basal. 

The students using predictable children's literature 

learned significantly more. 

Simons and Ammon (1987) report: 

The texts used to teach beginning reading often 
employ a unique form of discourse. This form 
of discourse, commonly known as 11 primerese," 
is like neither spoken language nor well formed 
written language. It is the result of attempts 
to simplify reading texts in order to make 
learning to read easier. This simplification 

18 
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involves vocabulary and sentence length controls, 
and the extensive use of dialogue and 
illustrations. The vocabulary controls involve 
limiting the stories to a small set of high 
frequency words. The sentence length controls 
involve limiting the number of words per 
sentence. Primerese makes fluent reading 
difficult and interferes with comprehension. 
The texts are not meaningful and are criticized 
by many. When focus is placed only on vocabulary 
and sentence length, the authors of primerese 
texts ignore the syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, 
and discourse levels of language (p. 1 ). 

Hancock and H~ll (1987) state that the language 

in a basal reader is "readabilitized .. " The length 

of the words, the number of syllables, the length 

of the sentences and the total vocabulary are 

controlled. This kind of language is hard for children 

because they cannot use what they know about language 

to read the basal. Reading, in the children's eyes, 

is something done in a group for a very short time 

each day and they cannot apply their prior knowledge 

with the language in the basal reader. Often they 

experience failure. 

Eldredge, Lloyd, and Butterfield (1986) developed 

and compared five experimental approaches to reading. 

Group 1 - basal reader in a homogeneous grouping 

with special decoding program 

Group 2 - basal reader with heterogeneous 

grouping, often working in groups of two or three 
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Group 3 - basal reader with heterogeneous grouping 

and a special decoding program 

Group 4 - literature program-reading time spent 

reading trade books, sharing books and doing 

activities to stimulate their interest in reading 

Group 5 - literature program with a special 

decoding program 

Their results (Eldredge et al., 1986), showed 

three groups making significant gains over the 

traditional groups; the two groups using literature 

and the traditional basal group using the special 

decoding strategies. Using children's literature 

to teach children to read had a positive effect on 

achievement and attitudes toward reading. Other 

positive factors in this study were heterogeneous 

grouping and the special decoding instruction. 

In discussing early reading instruction, Durkin 

(1982) contends: 

A more common disregard for the need to view 
reading in relation to other aspects of language 
is found now in nursery schools, kindergartens, 
and first grade. I refer to the unfortunate 
practice of drilling children on letters and 
sounds before they have had the chance to learn 
what reading and learning to read are all about. 
As their teachers follow manuals, use charts, 
and distribute workbooks and ditto sheets, 
basically important matters such as the 
connection between spoken and written language 
are bypassed, resulting in children who, in 
many instances, do not really know what the 
huffing puffing and hissing are all about (p. 84). 
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Goodman, Smith, Meredith, and Goodman (1987) 

support the literature-based reading approach. They 

prefer it because it builds on the language and 

cognitive strengths of the learner. The 

literature-based approach recognizes an essential 

part of language learning; people learn to talk by 

talking, comprehend oral language by listening, write 

by writing and read by reading. 

Goodman et al. (1987) list the major features 

of a whole-language (literature-based} reading program: 

1. It is positive, respecting the strength and 
health of the learner. 

2. It seeks to be relevant and personalized 
to the particular learners, expanding on 
their experiences and schemas. 

3. It treats written language as transactional 
with the learners actively in control of 
their texts and their own development as 
readers and writers. 

4. It's dynamic and process oriented. Reading 
and learning to read cannot be stopped, 
frozen, or dissected. They must be examined 
as they happen (p. 246). 

Johnson and Louis (1985) express their view of 

using literature to teach children to read: 

If children can be introduced to the world of 
words by way of an invitation to join in the 
sheer joy of playing with the marvelous gift 
of language, then it seems to us that fewer 
of them will be turned away from literacy .... 
Children learn from examples they draw from the 
world about them. As teachers we should ensure 
that our instructional procedures are true. If, 



in the real world, reading, writing, speaking 
and listening are highly integrated activities, 
then the literacy activities that take place 
in our classrooms should be similarly integrated. 
As teachers we should ensure that the child's 
world includes a wealth of the richest and most 
evocative language. Such language does not come 
from syllable counts, workbooks, reading programs 
and teaching manuals, but from writers, dreamers 
and poets (p. 176). 

Summary of the Chapter 
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Reading is vital. Reading is used in all subjects 

in school, in future occupations, and for enjoyment 

throughout life. Students need to be taught to read 

with the best approach that is available. This 

approach needs to educate students to be proficient 

readers who read for enjoyment as well as for learning. 

The basal reading approach, in which students are 

placed in ability groups for instruction, is receiving 

a great deal of criticism. Numerous researchers have 

revealed that ability grouping does not improve 

achievement and it has several adverse effects socially 

and emotionally on students. The whole-language or 

literature-based reading approach teaches reading 

in context and provides a more natural approach for 

learning to read. Students are not placed in groups 

according to ability level and they read "real" stories 

in the original text. Specific skills are taught 



as they arise in a story. Educators need to use the 

best approach to teaching students to read and to 

enjoy reading. 
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Chapter III 

Design of the Study 

Null Hypotheses 

1 . There is no statistically significant difference 

in mean SAT rea~ing scores of students in a basal 

reading approach and students in a literature

based reading approach. 

2. There is no statistically significant difference 

in mean SAT reading sub-test scores of students 

in a basal reading approach and students in a 

literature-based reading approach. 

Methodology 

Subjects 

The subj~cts were comprised of four first grade 

classrooms with approximately twenty students in each 

class (n=80). The classrooms were from a rural, 

middle-class school in Western New York and contained 

students of varying ability. Two of the classes were 

from an ability-grouped, basal reading approach; the 

other two classes were from a whole-group, literature

based reading approach. 
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Materials 

1 . Total reading scores and sub-test scores obtained 

from the Stanford Achievement Test Level 1, 

Form F. 

2. Class lists containing each child's ability-group 

level (high, average, low) as perceived by the 

teacher. 

Procedure 

The researcher gathered the participating 

students' raw scores from the total reading section 

and the sub-tests of the Stanford Achievement Test. 

The scores were from two different teachers' 

classrooms; one the ability-grouped, basal reading 

approach and the other the whole-group, literature

based reading approach. The scores collected were 

from the present class of students and the previous 

year's class of students. 
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Analysis 

The scores obtained were analyzed using a 

Regression and Correlation Analysis, Two Sample 

~Tests, and Bivariate Crosstab Contingency Tables. 
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Chapter IV 

Statistical Analysis 

Findings 

Three types of statistical analysis were used 

to compare the Stanford Achievement Test Total Reading 

Scores of students ~n the basal and literature-based 

reading approaches. 

A Regression and Correlation Analysis was used 
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to determine the relationship between the instructional 

group and the variation in the total reading score. 

Table 1 

Regression and Correlation Analysis 

Linear Y = A + B * X 

Y = 97.5205 + -7.9609 * X 

Unadjust~d R~2 = .0625 

Correlation Coefficient = .2505 

Standard Error of Estimate = 15.58037 

Variance of Estimate= 242.7479 

Degrees of Freedom = 77 

With X = Group And Y = Total Reading Sc~re 



A two-sample t test was performed to determine 

the significance of the treatment means. 

Table 2 

2-Sample _!-Test 

Total Reading Scores 

Size: 

Mean: 

Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio ( Var) : 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

T Value: 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

Literature-Based 

40 

97.52499 

11.9743 

2.404216 

39 . 38 

.0084 

2 .. 258583 

66.09555 

.. 0273 

Basal 

39 

89.5641 

18.5668 

A Bivariate Crosstab Contingency Table was 
constructed to study the global effects. 
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Table 3 

Contingency Table 

Total Reading Score x Reading Approach 

Columns: Total Reading Score C1 Base=48 Width=21 

Rows: Reading Approach R1 Base=O Width=1 

Total Readin Scores 

Literature
Based 

Basal 

Total 

Lower 
0-64 

9 

Middle 
65-90 

1 6 

a=observe.d b=expected 

Summary Statistics 

D~ = 2 

Chi-Square = 6.35 

Prob = .042 

Cramer's V = .284 

Contingency Coefficient .273 

Upper 
91-109 

54 

Total 

40 

39 

79 

29 



Two types of statistical analysis were used to 

compare the sub-tests in the Reading section of the 

Stanford Achievement Test of students in the basal 

and the literature-based reading approaches. The 

sub-tests are: Word Reading, Reading Comprehension, 

and Word Study Skills. 

Table 4 

2-Sample _! Test 

Word Reading Sub-Test 

Size: 

Mean: 

Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio ( Var) : 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

T Value: 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

Literature-Based 

40 

30.15 

3 .. 270302 

2.907796 

39 . 38 

. 0 01 8 

2.878749 

62.27181 

.0056 

Basal 

39 

27.17949 

5.576605 
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Table 5 

Contingency Table 

Word Reading x Reading Approach 

Columns: Word Reading C1 Base=11 Width=11 

Rows: Reading Approach R1 Base=O Width=1 

~ord Readin Scores 

Literature
Based 

Basal 

Total 

Lower 
0-18 

6 

Middle 
24-32 

56 

a=observed b=expected 

Summary Statistics 

DF = 1 

Chi-Square = 2.9 

Prob = .089 

Higher 
33-40 

8.6 

5 

8.4 

1 7 

Yates-Corrected Chi-Square= 1.09 

Phi Coefficient = .037 

Cramer's V = .192 

Contingency Coefficient .188 

Total 

40 

39 

79 
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Table 6 

2-Sample _! Test 

Reading Comprehension Sub-Test 

Size: 

Mean: 

Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio ( Var) : 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

T Value: 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

Literature-Based Basal 

40 39 

35.025 32.71795 

6.498471 8 .. 917602 

1.883102 

39 . 38 

.0532 

1.311415 

71.041102 

. 1 9 41 
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Table 7 

2-Sample ! Test 

Word Study Skills Sub-Test 

Size: 

Mean: 

Standard 
Deviation 

F-Ratio ( V ar) : 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

T Value: 

DF: 

2-Tail Prob: 

Literature-Based 

40 

32.35001 

3.385867 

2 .. 638525 

39 . 38 

.004 

2.031375 

64.20429 

.0467 
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Basal 

39 

30.25641 

5.499847 



Table 8 

Contingency Table 

Word Study Skills x Reading Approach 

Columns: Word Study Skills C1 Base=15 Width=11 

Rows: Reading Approach R1 Base=O Width=1 

Word Stud Skills Scores 

Literature
Based 

Basal 

Total 

Lower 
0-25 

7 

a=observed b=expected 

Summary Statistics 

DF = 1 

Chi-Square = 7.88 

Prob = .. 005 

Higher 
26-40 

72 

Yates-Corrected Chi-Square = 5.81 

Phi Coefficient= *1 

Cramer's V = .316 

Contingency Coefficient = .301 

Total 

40 

39 

79 
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Analysis and Interpretation of Hypothesis 

Total Reading Scores 

Analysis of the data in Table 1, indicated that 

knowing the type of reading approach a child was in 

explained 6% of the variation in the total reading 

2 
score (r = .0625). 

A restatement of hypothesis one is as follows: 

1. There is no statistically significant 

difference in mean SAT reading scores of students 

in a basal reading approach and students in a 

literature-based reading approach. 

A 2-Sample ~Test (Table 2) was performed and 

a calculated t score of 2.26 was obtained. Since 

the ~ required for 77 degrees of freedom at the 90% 

confidence level is 1.66 and since the t obtained 

is 2.26 the null hypothesis must be rejected, 

concluding that there is a statistically significant 
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difference between the two types of reading approaches' 

total reading scores. 

From the Bivariate Crosstab Contingency Table 

(Table 3) it appears that the performance of the 

students in the literature-based approach exceeded 

the performance of the students in the basal approach. 

It was expected that 4 students would obtain a score 



of 0-64. However, in the literature-based group only 

1 student scored in the lower range of scores. It 

was expected that 27 students would obtain a score 

of 91-109. In the literature-based approach 30 

students scored in the higher range of scores. In 

the basal approach,; it was expected that 4 students 

would obtain lower scores (0-64). However, 8 students 

scored lower. Twice as many than was expected. In 

the higher score range {91-109), the basal approach 

had 24 students in this category. It was expected 

that 27 students would obtain higher scores. From 
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the Summary Statistics it is shown that knowing the 

type of instruction received explains 28% of the total 

reading scores (Cramer's V = .284). The relationship 

between the reading approach used and the total reading 

score obtained was statistically significant at the 

96% confidence level (Prob = .042). The 

Chi-Square obtained was 6.35. The critical value 

u~ Chi~Square at the 90% confidence level with 2 

degrees of freedom is 4.61. Therefore, the null 

hypothesis must be rejected. There is a significant 

difference in mean total reading scores of students 

in a basal reading approach and students in a 

literature-based approach. 



Sub-Test Scores 

A restatement of hypothesis two is as follows: 

2. There is no statistically significant 

difference in mean SAT reading sub-test scores of 

students in a basal reading approach and students 

in a literature-based reading approach. 

The three sub-tests are: Word Reading, Reading 

Comprehension, and Word Study Skills. The results 

showed the Word Reading and the Word Study Skills 

sub-tests had a significant.difference in scores 

between the two reading approaches. The Reading 

Comprehension sub-test scores did not show a 

significant difference between reading approaches. 

Word Reading 

A 2-Sample! Test (Table 4) was performed and 

a calculated t score of 2.88 was obtained. Since 

the t required for 77 degrees of freedom at the 90% 

confidence level is 1.66 and since the t obtained 

37 

was 2~88 we must reject the null hypothesis and 

conclude that there is a statistically significant 

difference between the two types of reading approaches' 

word reading scores. 

The Bivariate Crosstab Contingency Table 

(Table 5) for the Word Reading Sub-Test shows the 
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literature-based approach students performing somewhat 

better than the basal approach students. It was 

expected that 3 students would receive a lower score 

of 0-18 on this sub-test. Only one student from the 

literature-based approach received a score in this 

category and five students from the basal approach 

scored lower. It was expected that 8 students would 

score in the higher range (33-40). Twelve (12) 

students from the literature-based approach received 

higher scores and only 5 students in the basal approach 

received higher scores. The Summary Statistics 

revealed that knowing the type of instructional 

approach used explained 19% of the Word Reading Scores 

(Cramer's V = .192). The relationship between the 

reading approach received and the Word Reading Score 

obtained was statistically significant at the 89% 

confidence level (Prob = .089). The Chi-Square 

obtained was 2.9. The critical value of Chi-Square 

at the 90% confidence level with 2 degrees of freedom 

is 4.61. There is no significant difference in Word 

Reading scores using the Chi-Square analysis. 



Reading Comprehension 

The 2-Sample t Test (Table 6) calculated a ! 

score of 1.31. Since the t required for 77 degrees 

39 

of freedom at the 90% confidence level is 1.66 the 

null hypothesis must be accepted for this sub-test. 

There was no statis~ically significant difference 

between the two reading approaches' Reading 

Comprehension scores. Therefore, a Bivariate Crosstab 

Contingency Table was not constructed. 

Word Study Skills 

A 2-Sample t Test (Table 7} was performed and 

a calculated t score of 2.03 was obtained. Since 

the t required for 77 degrees of freedom at the 90% 

confidence level is 1.66 and the t obtained is 2.03 

the null hypothesis must be rejected and the conclusion 

is that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the type of reading approach and the score 

on the Word Study Skills Sub-Test on the SAT. 

The Bivariate Crosstab Contingency Table divided 

the scores on this sub-test into lower (0-25) and 

higher (26-40). It was expected that 4 students would 

receive lower scores on this section. All of the 

literature-based students received higher scores. 
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There were 7 students from the basal approach with 

lower scores. This was more than expected calculation 

(4). The basal group had 32 students score in the 

higher score range. It was expected that 36 students 

would receive higher scores. The Summary Statistics 

show that knowing the type of instruction received 

explains 32% of the Word Study Skills scores 

(Cramer's V = .316). The relationship between the 

reading approach used and the. Word Study Skills score 

obtained was statistically significant at the 99% 

confidence level (Prob = .005). The Chi-Square 

obtained was 7.88. The critical value of Chi-Square 

at the 90% confidence level with 2 degrees of freedom 

is 4.61. Therefore, the null hypothesis must be 

rejected and the conclusion is that there is a 

statistically significant difference in the Word Study 

Skills scores o£ the students in a basal reading 

approach and students in a literature-based approach. 

Summary 

The statistical comparison of reading approaches, 

basal and literature-based, indicates a significant 

relationship between the type of reading approach 

and the students read~ng scores on the Stanford 



Achievement Test. 

When comparing the total reading scores there 

was definitely a difference between the mean scores 

of the students in the literature-based approach and 

the students in the basal approach. The students 

in the literature-based approach scored significantly 

higher. 

When comparing the sub-tests of the reading 

section of the SAT, there was some variation in the 

relationship between the type of reading approach 

used and the scores obtained on the SAT. 

The Word Reading sub-test results showed no 

statistically significant difference in the 
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Chi-Square analysis, but the ! Test showed a 

statistically significant difference between the two 

types of reading approaches. This may be due to global 

effects. Other variables may be affecting the outcomes 

of these tests other than the type of reading approach 

used. 

There was not a statistically significant 

difference in the scores of the Reading Comprehension 

sub-test between the two approaches. 



The results of the Word Study Skills sub-test 

showed the literature-based students scoring much 

better than the basal students. 
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Conclusions 

Chapter V 

Conclusions and Implications 

This investigation was concerned with comparing 

reading approaches ~nd their effects on students 

reading scores on the Stanford Achievement Test. 

There was a statistically significant difference 

between the scores of students in the literature-based 

approach and the basal approach. The literature-based 

students scored better on the Total Reading section 

of the SAT. 

When the total reading score from the SAT was 

broken down into sub-tests, the literature-based 

students did not always score higher than the basal 

approach student. 

When comp~ring the Total Reading Score to the 

reading approach, 28% of the variation in the scores 

was. due to the type reading approach (Cramer's V = 

.284). When analyzing the Word Reading sub-test, 
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19% of the variation in scores was due to the reading 

approach (Cramer's V = .192). In the Word Study Skills 

sub-test, 32% of the variance can be attributed to 

the reading approach (Cramer's V = .316). The global 



effects may be influencing the variation in the 

sub-test scores. Many other variables besides the 

reading approach implemented are influencing the 

results on the SAT test. The children's Kindergarten 

experience, their pre-school experience, their IQ, 

their teacher's exp@rience and expertise in teaching 

reading, and many other variables are affecting the 

student's performance on the SAT. 
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There was no statistically significant difference 

between reading approaches on the reading comprehension ' 

sub-test. This may be due to the way this sub-test 

is presented. It shows a picture with several 

sentences beneath it. These sentences are missing 

a word in the sentence or at the end of it. The 

student must read and decide which word completes 

the sentence. The examiner questions whether this 

sub-test is really testing reading comprehension. 

Perhaps a better test of reading comprehension would 

be to. ask the children to read a passage and have 

them tell in their own words what the passage was 

about. Another alternative would be to have the 

student read a passage and answer comprehension 

questions about it. 

Students in the literature-based approach 
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performed much better than the students in the basal 

approach on the Word Study Skills sub-test. This 

sub-test examines the students' knowledge of compound 

words, contractions, and their ability to recognize 

words using their cognition of vowel sounds, blends, 

and digraphs. The literature-based students are 

exposed to so many stories and are taught vital reading 

skills from these stories. Skills are taught within 

the context of a story. When students are taught 

skills in a meaningful context they usually remember 

, that skill. 

From the results of this study it appears that 

the statistically significant difference in scores 

on the SAT can be attributed to students being taught 

to read in the literature-based approach. 

Implications for Research 

Further investigation into reading approaches 

and their relationship to reading achievement is 

suggested. Administrators, researchers, and teachers 

continually search for the best instructional approach. 

Further research in this area could lead to 

recommendations for the appropriate approach for 

reading instruction. 



Further research should be done using a greater 

number of subjects from a variety of school districts. 
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An area not investigated in this study that should 

be conducted is comparing students from different 

reading approaches and their attitudes toward reading. 

In order to make reading a life-long activity, children 

must enjoy it and want to engage in it. Investigating 

which approach provides students with a positive 

attitude towards reading is important. 

Further research should attempt to eliminate 

added variables that may be influencing the results. 

As mentioned earlier, many variables influence a 

student's test scores. To be certain that it is the 

approach that is producing proficient readers, the 

researcher must omit these additional variables that 

may be influencing the student's performance. 

Researchers and teachers need to exercise caution 

when choosing a tool for measuring reading achievement. 

The testing device should be examined carefully to 

be certain that it is testing what the examiner wants 

it to~ It is very difficult to design a test that 

measures reading achievement. Many reading skills 

are not easily evaluated by a paper and pencil test. 

Much can be learned about a student's progress by 



observing that child and listening to them read and 

reading what they write. 

Implications for Classroom Practice 

The findings of this study attribute reading 

achievement to the ~ype of reading approach used. 

The results showed a literature-based reading approach 

developed better readers as shown by scores on the 

SAT reading section. 

The following are suggestions to be implemented 

in the classroom: 

1. Surround the students with a wide variety of 

literature. 

2. Keep language whole. Read a whole story before 

breaking it down for skill instruction. 

3. Integrate the language curriculum. Use reading, 

writing and speaking in "real-life" situations and 

throughout the various curriculum. 

4. Make activities meaningful, relevant, and 

purposeful .. 

5. View reading and writing as developmental and 

as active thinking processes. 

6.. Read "good" literature to the students. 

7. Provide time for the students to read a book of 
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their choice to the teacher and/or other students. 

8. Allow students time to share pieces they have 

written. 

9. As a class write stories, letters, etc. together. 

10. The teacher must be enthusiastic about reading 

and writing. 

Ira E. Aaron (1987) sums it up by saying: 

Reading teachers are ever mindful of that part 
of·the instructional program that enhances reading 
skills and, at the same time, moves students 
toward becoming readers who not only know how 
to read but will read, and will continue to be 
readers through life. Teachers know they must 
provide time to read and make good books readily 
available if students are to become lifelong 
readers (p. 137). 
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Appendix A 

Raw Scores 

Literature 

Word 
Group Word Reading Study Total 
Rating Reading Comprehension Skills Reading -

H 33 39 36 108 

H 30 40 36 106 

H 33 40 36 1 09 

H 33 40 36 1 09 

H 32 39 35 1 06 

H 31 40 36 107 

H 33 39 36 1 08 

H 33 39 36 1 08 

H 32 40 36 1 08 

H 33 38 30 1 01 

H 33 38 35 1 0 6 

H 30 40 33 1 0 3 

H 33 40 35 1 08 

H 31 40 31 1 02 

H 33 40 35 1 08 

H 33 40 36 1 09 
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Word 
Group Word Reading Study Total 
Rating Reading Comprehension Skills Reading 

A 27 24 29 80 

A 28 35 30 93 

A 24 31 27 82 

A 29 39 32 1 00 

A 31 40 34 105 

A 33 27 33 93 

A 29 1 8 28 75 

A 32 40 36 1 08 

A 30 35 33 98 

A 32 39 36 1 07 

A 33 37 32 1 02 

A 32 35 28 95 

A 28 32 30 90 

A 28 40 33 1 01 

A 32 36 33 1 01 

A 32 38 36 106 

A 31 39 31 1 01 
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Word 
Group Word Reading Study Total 
Rating Reading Comprehension Skills Reading 

L 26 24 28 78 

L 28 21 26 75 

L 29 26 29 84 

L 25 31 30 86 

L 28 29 27 84 

L 1 8 20 26 64 

L 25 33 29 87 
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Appendix B 

Raw Scores 

Basal 

Word 
Group Word Reading Study Total 
Rating Reading Comprehension Skills Reading 

H 31 40 36 107 

H 26 37 34 97 

H 33 38 35 106 

H 23 36 21 80 

H 30 38 32 100 

H 31 37 34 102 

H 32 39 34 105 

H 33 40 33 106 

H 30 33 33 96 

H 26 39 31 96 

H 33 40 36 1 09 

H 33 40 35 108 

H 33 39 36 1 08 

H 32 40 36 108 

H 32 40 35 107 

H 29 37 34 1 00 
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Word 
Group Word Reading Study Total 
Rating Reading Comprehension Skills Reading 

A 1 6 1 0 25 51 

A 22 20 23 65 

A 30 39 29 98 

A 32 32 31 95 

A 1 9 23 26 68 

A 28 37 33 98 

A 1 1 39 33 83 

A 31 40 31 102 

A 27 29 30 86 

A 29 37 31 97 

A 22 1 7 22 61 

A 32 40 28 100 

A 31 40 36 107 

A 30 40 33 103 

A 30 38 33 1 01 

A 25 26 22 73 

A 25 22 35 82 
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Word 
Group Word Reading Study Total 
Rating Reading Comprehension Skills Reading 

L 27 27 30 61 

L 24 1 3 26 63 

L 1 6 1 9 1 6 51 

L 24 28 28 80 

L 1 7 1 6 1 5 48 

L 25 31 29 85 



Group 

Literature 
Basal 

TOTAL 

Group 

Literature 
Basal 

TOTAL 

Group 

Literature 
Basal 

TOTAL 

Grou~ 

Literature 
Basal 

TOTAL 

60 

Appendix C 

Breakdown of Reading Scores 

from Stanford Achievement Test 

Number 

40 
39 

79 

Number 

40 
39 

79 

Number 

40 
39 

79 

Number 

40 
39 

79 

Word Reading 

Mean 

3 0. 1 5 
27.17949 

28.68355 

Reading Comprehension 

Mean 

35.025 
32 .. 71795. 

33.88607 

Word Study Skills 

Mean 

32 .. 35001 
30.25641 

31.31646 

Total Reading 

Mean 

97.52499 
89.5641 

93.59494 

Standard Deviation 

3.270302 
5.576604 

4.767799 

Standard Deviation 

6.49847 
8.917602 

7.82335 

Standard Deviation 

3.385871 
5.499846 

4.645222 

Standard Deviation 

11.9743 
18.5668 

15.99 



Sub-Test 

Word Reading 

Reading 
Comprehension 

Word Study 
Skills 

Total Reading 

Appendix D 

Combined Instructional Grou:es 

Sample 
Standard 

Size Mean Deviation 

79 28.68355 4.7678 

; 

79 33.88607 7.82335 

79 31.31646 4.64522 

79 93.59494 15.99 

61 

Sample 
Standard 

Error 

.53642 

.. 8802 

.52263 

1 . 79902 




