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PREFACE

To become a proficient reader, the adage “practice makes per-
fect” makes eminent sense (Gambrell, 2007). To read well requires
that students spend time reading. Many Americans, particularly chil-
dren and adolescents, are not spending a great deal of time reading
(National Endowment of the Arts, 2007). While this pattern cannot be
attributed to any one single factor, a premise underlying this volume
is that one source of students” disinterest in reading can be traced to
an insufficient amount of time spent reading in classrooms. Even in a
time when policies mandate an increase in the amount of time spent
on reading instruction, the time that students spend in reading texts
has not increased substantially from earlier eras. Further, lessons in and
practice on particular skills and subskills of reading do not necessarily
translate into a habit of engaged reading over a lifetime.

Not one of the contributors to this volume argues that the answer
is simply to give students more books and more time to read them,
although they recognize that the availability of texts and time allo-
cated to reading are factors that enter into the equation. However,
the responses of the contributors are not simplistic ones. In particular,
they do not rehash the debate on sustained silent reading, nor do they
focus on students reading in home and community environments, even
though such reading is essential and, it is anticipated, related to school

ix



X Preface

reading. The focus instead is firmly on the opportunities provided for
students to read in the school environment.

The responses of the contributors fall into three categories. Part

the for effective practice in s by ad

wor ectives for productive re experi
classrooms. As evidenced by recent policies regarding instructional
time devoted to reading, problems occur when allocation of time to
reading is viewed without conceptual underpinnings. Chapter 1, by
Elfrieda H. Hiebert and Leigh Ann Martin, demonstrates that the effi-
cacy of policies on allocation of time, of recommendations in teachers’
editions, and of teachers’ choices of activities depends on informed
frameworks of the critical components of productive reading oppor-
tunities. For example, a mandate that at least 90 minutes of a school
day be spent on reading instruction in Reading First classrooms can be
meaningless without conceptual grounding in what activities and texts
are critical to reading proficiency and stamina.

In Chapter 2, Richard L. Allington asks again the question that he
posed 30 years ago in a landmark article: If they don’t read much, how
they ever gonna get good? After reaching the conclusion that the evi-
dence is even stronger today than it was when the original article was

asks ev b
For th t
many students who can read don’t, Chapter 3, by Angela McRae and
ntial rea .In authors
content kn stuff of

central to becoming engaged and proficient readers.

Part IT builds on these models and frameworks to describe how
reading opportunities can be designed and implemented in classrooms.
In Chapter 4, Gina N. Cervetti, Carolyn A. Jaynes, and Elfrieda H. Hie-

e in whi s’ en

e ce are thro
siz nce typicaln  ti of ele
cla ms. and Ste s s, in

5, argue for recognizing the diverse forms of students’ out-of-school
reading in classroom settings, including books based on cartoon and
fantasy figures such as Scooby-Doo and Superman. This content is not
the be-all and end-all of a school curriculum but, by building on texts
S s are and ar, the
s enco que includ
the content of popular culture.
The final chapters in this section contrast how time is currently
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g First classr study, stu were re 90
s or more of ction daily andated ral

greatest growth read approximately 7 minutes more per day than did
students in the least successful classrooms.
Part III addresses issues that merit additional attention in creating

the case with narrative text. As Elizabeth A. Swanson, Jade Wexler, and

proficiencies and interests can be increased through the use of assess-
ments.
Part IV offers a summary of the volume’s themes and a reflection

a

1

c
read in classrooms. Ultimately what these opportunities in classrooms
need to dev rell s is

the end, the wh s la
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is whether individuals turn to texts for information, restoration, inspi-
ration, and enjoyment. The models and implementation projects of the
contributors in this book can further support educators in reaching this
goal by ensuring that students have opportunities to engage in the right
kinds of reading with the right kinds of texts.
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OPPORTUNITY TO READ

A Critical but Neglected
Construct in Reading Instruction

ErrrieDA H. HIEBERT
LEIGH ANN MARTIN

isolated word study instead of real reading.
—GaTes (1930, p. 12)

90 minutes or more was devoted to reading/language arts instruc-

lessons, students practiced aspects of reading. Their time in engaged
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ars, the five ¢ ts of by

Panel (NRP; Insti Ith
Development [NICHD], 2000) have been emphasized in instructional

and p dl

ones) . in

components combine into the act of reading text and the ratio between

is that one’s © atters. as descr by
Guthrie, Sch 1), to occ s when s nts

out a framework, conclusions can be—and, in fact, have been—made
about research on particular reading contexts such as sustained silent

A Framework of OtR

OtRs are influenced by numerous variables in classrooms. Teachers

time, text (both difficulty and genre), and task. There are also vari-
ables related to individual students that predicate teachers’ choices, for
example, engagement and reading proficiency.

All of text cu , and
students’ e gpr en tt n in
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task’s difficulty. Such complexity has been lacking within the studies
of SSR on which the National Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000) based its
conclusions about independent silent reading, where researchers often
failed to report the amount of time spent on productive reading.

Text Difficulty and Genre

Text difficulty has not been a primary focus in practice, research, or the-
ory over the past several decades. The reasons for this lack of attention
reflect the fact that text difficulty has been associated with a behaviorist
model of learning, and the educational community has been moving
away from this model. While theoretical explanations for the role of
text difficulty are rarely encountered, anyone who has ever read with a
student will attest to the difference that text difficulty makes. When it
comes to students’ success with a text as well as students’ stamina and
persistence, text difficulty makes a difference.

Betts (1946) proposed particular guidelines for independent,
instructional, and frustration levels of reading. While little research has
been conducted that has validated precisely the percentages of famil-
iar words identified by Betts, Anderson, Evertson, and Brophy (1979)
documented that the success readers have with a text influences their
ongoing engagement and proficiency. Anderson et al. concluded that
students need to work with materials with which they are successful.
Presumably there can be a range of different levels of texts that an indi-
vidual can experience, depending on the support provided by such fac-
tors as other readers and the contexts of the text (e.g., voice recognition
software, illustrations).

A recent perspective that has been prominent in pedagogical writ-
ing suggests that the difficulty of the text is a function of the level of
scaffolding or support that students receive (Fountas & Pinnell, 1999).
The perspective of text scaffolding has led to proposals that challenging
text may be a more viable source for beginning and struggling readers
than texts at the instructional and independent levels proposed by Betts
(1946). This perspective underlies Kuhn and Stahl’s (2003) conclusion
that “some have argued that having children read easy text improves
fluency ... but it seems that the most successful approaches involved
children reading instructional-level text or even text at the frustration
level with strong support” (pp. 17-18). Menon and Hiebert (in press)
examined the studies reviewed by Kuhn and Stahl. In only two studies
was text difficulty manipulated, one of which failed to find significant
differences in text difficulty and the other reported that fluency was
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understanding the nature and efficacy of OtR. We are not claiming to
present a complete framework of OtR. Substantial theory and research
are needed before a comprehensive framework of OtR can be offered.
Further, given that each of these variables has its own history and schol-
arship, we are not claiming to do a comprehensive review of the indi-
vidual variables. By bringing these variables together under the rubric
of OtR, however, we hope to draw attention to OtR and the complexity
of this construct.

Time

Mandates regarding the allocation of time are frequently central to
educational reforms, such as Reading First, where a 90-minute reading
block has been identified as the minimum amount required for reading
instruction (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). By itself, however, time
is not a highly informative variable. As Jackson (1968) said of time as a
variable, “It acquires value chiefly because it marks the expenditure of
a precious commodity—human life” (p. 38). If, for example, 90 minutes
or more are devoted to reading instruction but that instruction is con-
sumed with trivial tasks, reading proficiency is not likely to increase. The
mandates for longer reading periods could even, unintentionally, result
in lower reading levels if students become increasingly disengaged by
spending long periods of time in tedious or trivial practice tasks.

While by itself time may not be an informative variable, the con-
struct of time sheds light on students’ learning opportunities when it is
included in descriptions of school experiences. Within Carroll’s (1963)
model of school learning, three of the five variables were time-related:
time needed, time allowed, and time spent on in-school learning. Car-
roll’s model was elaborated within the academic learning time (ALT)
model (Fisher, Berliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen, & Dishaw, 1980). One
extension of Carroll’s model within the ALT was to consider whether
students were involved or engaged in a task. Second, the amounts of
time that students spent performing tasks successfully and unsuccess-
fully were related to student performances. Third, allocation of time
to academic tasks was distinguished from time spent in transitional or
nonlearning tasks.

According to the ALT (Fisher et al., 1980), teachers support stu-
dents’ learning in a domain such as reading by the manner in which
they expend the time available during a school day—whether that time
is devoted to academic content, the features and structures of tasks that
engage students, or the matchup between students’ proficiency and the
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facilitated when texts had a high, rather than low, overlap of words. Of
the remaining studies, 55% used texts at students’ instructional levels
(i.e., “easy” texts); 32% used texts at grade level or above (i.e., “hard”
texts); and 13% did not report text level. The operative pattern in this

€p

t).
Stahl’s own intervention (Stahl & or
reading intervention (FORI)—used grade-level text, most students
were rarely below 85% accuracy and often read texts in the 90-92%
range. Further, those students who did not have a modicum of reading
proficiency at the beginning of the intervention did not make substan-
tial progress.

Menon and Hiebert (in press) located studies not included in the
Kuhn and Stahl (2003) review. In one of these studies, Young and Bow-
ers (1995) reported significant declines in reading rate, accuracy, and
prosody with each increase in text difficulty. In another, O’Conner, Bell,
Harty, Larkin, Sackor, and Zigmond (2002) compared the influence
of text difficulty—reading-level matched or grade-level matched—
on poor readers’ reading growth. They found that students who read
reading-level matched material had significantly greater oral reading
fluency growth. These additional findings as well as their review of the
studies in the Kuhn and Stahl (2003) sample led Menon and Hiebert (in

) to evi cking that time spent with difficult
can for rming students.

While Menon and Hiebert's (in press) conclusion suggests a gen-
eral directive, the degree of discrepancy between students’ reading lev-
els and the requirements of a text is not understood. Learners benefit
from at least a modicum of challenge to become more proficient (Miller
& Meece, 1999). How great can the discrepancy be between students’
reading levels and the task posed by a text before reading instruction is
nonefficacious? Right now, for students in the bottom 40%, the discrep-
ancy between their reading proficiencies and the difficulty of texts is
substantial, particularly at the beginning levels (Hiebert, 2009). Already
at the first-grade level the texts of core reading programs require pro-
ficiency with the 1,000 most-frequent words, something with which
students at the 40th percentile are not automatic until the fourth grade
(Hiebert, 2009).

Genre must also be considered in designing opportunities to read,
for reasons that extend beyond the need for a balanced reading diet
(Duke, 2000). Genres embody differences in the complexity of a text
for students. Informational texts often have more complex text struc-
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physical world and narrative texts with their emphasis on the human

Tasks

Tasks represent the “stuff” of learning and instruction—listening to the
teacher read aloud a trade book, following along as other students read,
and identifying a handful of unknown words from a story are each very
different tasks. Students can read texts in different modes (silent, oral),
in different social configurations (e.g., independently, dyads, small
teacher-led groups, whole-class settings), and with different activities
following or intermingled (e.g., discussion, worksheets).

These illustrations represent only a fraction of the many tasks that
make up students’ school days and school careers. We will not review the
theories and models of task structures within the voluminous literature
of various disciplines (e.g., business, economics, psychology) in addition
to education (Blumenfeld, Mergendoller, & Swarthout, 1987; Fisher &
Hiebert, 1990). Tasks are complex and interact with numerous other con-
structs, including the variables identified here. A task always occurs over
a given time period, and texts are an essential part of reading tasks.

We will identify several dimensions of task structures that are not
addressed directly among the other variables in this discussion. A par-
ticularly critical set of dimensions that requires consideration in the
design of silent reading events has to do with the monitoring of and
accountability of tasks (Santi & Vaughn, 2007). Unlike the situation
in oral reading, students’ processes and outcomes are not as tangible
when they are reading silently. Explicitly setting expectations for stu-
dents engaged in independent reading and follow-up to ensure that the
expectations were met illustrates a dimension of task design that can
increase the efficacy of silent reading (Manning & Manning, 1984).
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way in which time acts with task is the re  n

be the amount of time a ted for a task and stude  p
s
c
e

and below-level students. The manner in which time is distributed to

Shuell, 1981), little is known about the consequences of short bursts of
time devoted to many different texts over an extended reading period
or to sustained time with the same text. Presumably, the massed or dis-
tributed allocations of time to reading text will differ in efficacy for stu-
dents of different proficiencies.

Engagement

Numerous opportunities for reading can exist in students’ classroom
and out-of-school lives, but, if students do not read or read only half-
heartedly, the opportunities have little value. Students’ attention and
involvement in a reading event determine whether the hoped-for out-
comes occur. Often educators view students’ interest in reading as a
trait or a disposition that reflects students’ motivation. Guthrie’s work
(see McRae & Guthrie, Chapter 3, this volume) demonstrates the man-
ner in which engagement, while mediated in important ways by indi-
vidual differences of students, is also a function of instructional fea-
tures, particularly when viewed across a school year or school career
(Fisher & Hiebert, 1990).

The recognition that reading is an important competency to
acquire—and, hence, that available opportunities should be used well—
initially lies with the adults in an environment. Eventually students are
the ones who take responsibility for how they use available OtRs. Mul-
tiple techniques and pathways are needed to support students in taking
on this ownership. It takes long periods of time to become proficient at
complex processes—and reading is a complex process. The manner in
which tasks and content interact with texts to develop and sustain stu-
dent engagement in literacy is central to understanding OtR.

Reading Proficiency

For many students, developmental level and proficiency are inextri-
cably interwoven. Young children are much more inexperienced in
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assessing the kinds of words that they can read and the complexity of
ideas that they can process in text, as compared with older readers. Stu-
dents in the middle grades typically can read texts with more complex
ideas as well as words with more orthographically complex structures
than students in the primary grades. However, proficiency and devel-
opmental level do not follow the same trajectory for all students. Some
students within an age cohort read substantially less proficiently than
their peers throughout their school careers.

In models of reading such as SSR, there has been a “one-size-fits-
all” perspective. If a time was to be designated as silent reading for the
students in a school, all students—whether 6 or 12 years of age—would
read for the same length of time (Hunt, 1970). Application of the SSR
model has not been the only place where the one-size-fits-all perspec-
tive has been applied. When a national panel recommends that elemen-
tary students” involvement in literature should be increased (Anderson,
Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985), this recommendation is translated
into policies that students of all grades, including first grade, should
be reading authentic literature only (California English/ Language
Arts Committee, 1987). When a national panel concludes that SSR has
not been shown to improve fluency (NICHD, 2000), this conclusion is
translated into policies that students of all grades should be doing more
oral reading and less silent reading (Hasbrouck, 2006).

A one-size-fits-all model can derail teachers from providing the
focused instruction students require at particular levels. The develop-
mental status and proficiency of students should be the basis for the
selection of tasks and the choices about other variables such as the
length of time spent on particular texts and tasks. To date, some mod-
els address developmental and proficiency trajectories of reading skills
and strategies (e.g., Chall, 1983b), but these models—and others—are
rarely as explicit and differentiated in the appropriateness of reading
tasks and texts as a function of reader status. At present, even models of
text differentiation at the word level are not taken into account in creat-
ing the core reading programs that govern American reading instruc-
tion (Hiebert, 2009).

Research on OtR

Research on the nature and effects of students’ opportunities to read in
classrooms can be described, at best, as sparse. Studies fall into one of
two types, based on research design—descriptive research and quasi-
experimental and experimental studies.
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The first group of studies forms the foundation for understand-

based on correlational analyses. While correlations cannot impute cau-
do exi
co of
often the initial—and sometimes the only—means of establishing and
understanding the nature and influence of such critical factors as text
difficulty and task design.

Often criticisms of the descriptive literature focus on the limitations
of correlational data. An even greater deficit of this research paradigm,
from the vantage point of creating the best possible OtRs, may be that
most studies have examined the “enacted curriculum” (Rowan, Cam-
burn, & Correnti, 2004), which refers to existing classroom patterns of
what is being taught rather than what could or should be taught. Alter-
native paradigms describe practices and relationships in exemplary
classrooms that show what is possible when best practices are put into
effect. To date, much of the research on OtR emanates from descriptions
of average classrooms rather than ones that have proven exceptional in
engendering high levels of reading performance and interest among
students.

Since 2000, the conclusions of the NRP (NICHD, 2000) have
dominated discussions of the relationship between OtR and reading
achievement. The decision of the NRP to report only findings based on
exp eant a ar form of oppo
has ny ¢ 1 from the descri

1970). The experiments relating to this model were simplistic in their
de For fail tal stu-
de ead rol or the
match between student proficiency and texts. Such variables as time
or tasks were rarely manipulated. We summarize the experimental
studies on SSR separately from the descriptive evidence available on
the five variables of time, text difficulty and genre, task, proficiency,
and ment. We do this few, of the S

cons the variables that e pro as cen e
opportunities to read.
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Descriptive Research
Time Allocation

Following the suggestions of Carroll (1963) and Fisher et al. (1980),
researchers have periodically considered how much of a reading
instruction period is allocated to text reading. Kurth and Kurth (1987)
observed that 36 first-, third-, and fifth-grade teachers spent an average
of 29% of the reading period directing text reading (13% oral reading
and 16% silent reading). McNinch, Schaffer, Campbell, and Rakes (1998)
similarly observed that 20 third-through fifth-grade teachers allocated
an average 35.5% of the reading period to reading connected text. How-
ever, they reported a large variance in terms of teacher allocations: one
teacher allocated 100% of the lesson to text reading, while five teachers
allocated no time for text reading. In a subsequent survey of 58 third-
through fifth-grade teachers, McNinch, Schaffer, and Campbell (1999)
reported that 76% of teachers believed that their students should spend
33-58% of daily reading instruction directly reading under their guid-
ance. The teachers in the studies by Kurth and Kurth (1987) and McN-
inch et al. (1998) dedicated approximately one-third of the instructional
period to text reading, the minimum of the specified range.

Studies at the levels of the student and classroom have reported
similar findings on time allocated to text reading. Gambrell, Wilson,
and Gantt (1981) reported that a sample of 70 fourth-grade boys read
for an average of 46.5% of the time during reading periods. Juel and
Minden-Cupp (2000) found that, across four first-grade classrooms that
differed in instructional approaches, 26-43% of the reading period was
devoted to text reading.

Implicit in these examinations of time spent reading is the assump-
tion that the expertise gained while reading will influence achievement.
One of the initial studies that considered the relationship between time
spent reading and student achievement was the Beginning Teacher
Effectiveness Study (BTES; Fisher et al., 1980). These researchers found
that the amount of time allocated to instruction in a content area—
including a specific skill area—was positively associated with student
achievement in the content area. Differences in time allocations to read-
ing and to particular reading processes were substantial across class-
rooms. For example, comprehension activities ranged from 1,000 to
5,000 minutes over a school year across fifth-grade classes.

The ALT model described earlier was used to make distinctions in
success and engagement rates (Fisher et al., 1980). The proportion of
time that students were engaged in the task was positively associated
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with learning, as was the level of success students experienced. Typi-
cal students spent approximately 50% of their time in tasks in which

ficult material generally learned less than other students.

Using BTES-like procedures but comparing patterns in success-
ful and less successful schools with similar demographics, Frederick,
Easton, Muirhead, and Vanderwicken (1979) reported that “high-gain”
schools allocated more time to reading instruction and students spent
more of that time reading than in “low-gain” schools, where students

more time in non t s during pe
es were small but , after con for
of poverty and initial academic achievement.

Recently an examination of time allocation factors was reported
using the statistical technique of hierarchical linear modeling (HLM),
which was not available 30 years ago, when most studies of time allo-
cation were conducted. Foorman et al. (2006) observed 1,285 first- and
second graders and their 107 teachers. Of 20 time allocation variables
identified by Foorman et al. (2006), the amount of time allocated to text
reading loaded highly onto its own factor, and time spent giving direc-
tions and preparation to teach loaded negatively. HLM was used to
examine how the time allocation factors, along with teacher effective-
ness ratings, grade level, and initial student reading ability, predicted
end-of-year scores. Only time allocated for text reading significantly
explained gains on any posttest measures (including word reading,
decoding, and passage comprehension). No other time factors, includ-
ing time spent on word, alphabetic, or phonemic awareness instruction,
independently contributed to reading growth.

The effects of different amounts of reading have also been exam-
ined through the lenses of a particular program—Accelerated Reader
(AR). AR is a computer program that provides students with compre-
hension quizzes on books that they have read from the AR list (which
contains over 100,000 titles). Students’ scores on the quizzes are based
on the percentage of correct answers weighted by the number of words
and the readability level of the book. Numerous studies of AR have been
conducted, typically of existing implementation sites. This chapter is
not the proper place for conducting an in-depth analysis of the literature
on AR. In brief, however, students in AR classes typically have exhibited
greater growth rates than those in control classrooms, with effect sizes
ranging from 0.07 to 0.34 (Nunnery, Ross, & McDonald, 2006).
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In several studies, researchers have compared the effects of stu-
dents reading in school versus out of school on their achievement
levels. Guthrie, Wigfield, Metsala, and Cox (1999) administered two
questionnaires to 3rd- and 5th graders and 8th- and 10th graders, one
about the amount of reading in school and the other about the amount
of reading at home. The amount of in- and out-of-school reading sig-
nificantly predicted text comprehension on two measures of reading,
even when past reading achievement, prior topic knowledge, self-
efficacy for reading, and reading motivation were controlled statisti-
cally.

In Taylor, Frye, and Maruyama’s (1990) investigation, students
spent an average of 15.8 minutes a day, or 31.6% of reading instruc-
tional time, in either assigned reading or SSR and a similar amount
reading at home. However, in-school reading correlated to reading
achievement at .37, while the correlation to home reading was half that
size (r = .16). Even when differences in prior knowledge, prior reading
ability, and time allowed for reading at school were controlled, reading
time in school was a significant factor in reading growth.

Texts and Tasks

Fisher and Hiebert (1990) compared the tasks done with texts in lit-
erature- and skill-based classrooms. Students in literature-based class-
rooms engaged in more reading per instructional period (82% for grade
2 and 85% for grade 6) than skills-based classes (61% and 72%, respec-
tively). Students in literature-based classes spent much of their time
silently reading trade books of their own choosing. In contrast, students
in the skills-based classes primarily read from teacher-selected materi-
als during whole-class or ability group instruction. In terms of OtR,
students in the two types of classes engaged in different amounts of
reading, had access to different kinds of texts, and had different levels
of control over what and how they read.

Surveys conducted over the past decade suggest that most teach-
ers report using a balanced approach to text selection. Prior to the ini-
tiation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), Baumann, Hoffman, Dufty-
Hester, and Ro (2000) reported that 83% of teachers reported using both
basal readers and trade books for instruction. Two percent of teachers
reported using only basals, and 16% reported using only trade books.
Teachers were also asked to rate how often they used different types
of texts, including basals, fiction and nonfiction trade books, phonics
workbooks, and magazines, using a five-point scale that ranged from
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exclusively = 5 to never = 1. Teachers gave the highest ratings to fiction
trade books (3.4) and nonfiction trade books (3.0).

As the mandates of NCLB were beginning to be implemented,
Chorzempa and Graham (2006) conducted a survey to establish the
nature of text use across achievement levels. Teachers reported using
basal reading series and workbooks more frequently with below-
average groups than with average or higher groups. Student-selected
materials and expository trade books were used most often with above-
average groups and least often with below-average groups. These two
surveys suggest that multiple kinds of texts are used in classrooms,
although readers with higher proficiencies have access to a wider range
of texts.

Socioeconomic status (SES) also seems to influence the kinds of
texts and tasks in classrooms. Duke (2000) reported that low-SES class-
rooms had significantly fewer extended books (i.e., texts longer than
three related sentences) and magazines than high-SES classrooms (mean
of 448.9 vs. 737.7 texts per classroom respectively, on visit 1). Students
in low-SES classrooms spent an average of 34.9% with extended text,
compared with 48.7% in the high-SES classrooms. The content of the
extended texts differed as well. There were significantly fewer informa-
tional texts in low-SES than high-SES classrooms (6.9% of books in low-
SES and 12.7% in high-SES). In addition, the informational texts were
rarely used: only 3.6 minutes a day of interaction with informational
text (often in teacher read-aloud events).

Few studies have examined the effect of the match (or mismatch)
between texts and students” proficiencies. One exception is Gambrell
et al.’s (1981) analysis of the reading accuracy of low-achieving read-
ers with their instructional texts. Approximately 61% read with 95%
accuracy (i.e., easy texts), and 39% read with less than 95% accuracy
(i.e., difficult texts). Students who had easy texts spent 42% of their time
reading, while students who had difficult texts spent 22% of the time
reading text.

Schumm, Moody, and Vaughn (2000) investigated the effect of a
“one-size-fits-all” mode of reading instruction with 120 third-grade stu-
dents from 21 classrooms where teachers used whole-class instruction
and the same reading materials for all students. A group of students
(two high-, average-, and low-achieving students and two students
with learning disabilities) from each class was assessed on word recog-
nition, decoding, comprehension, and reading self-concept and attitude
in fall and spring. High-achieving students made the expected gain
over the school year—one full grade. For the most challenged students,
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however, the gap between initial and ending performances increased.
Low-achieving students had a gain of 3 months in comprehension, and
learning-disabled students had a gain of 2 months.

Proficiency

One aspect of the allocation of time is whether readers of different profi-
ciency levels are given comparable amounts of time for reading text. The
practice called “ability grouping” was the most commonly used method
of organizing reading instruction in American elementary schools until
its use began to be questioned during the mid-1980s (Anderson et al.,
1985). The rationale for ability grouping was that instruction could be
tailored to meet the differing needs of students in order to narrow the
achievement gap. However, some studies suggested that ability groups
contributed to widening the gap between good and poor readers.

In Gambrell et al.’s (1981) observational study, high-achieving
readers were on task 92% of the time as compared with 81% for low-
achieving readers. Of this time, high-achieving readers spent 57% of the
time reading text, while low-achieving readers spent only 33% of the
time reading text. The remainder of time was spent on letter and word
work (7% vs. 13% for high- and low-achieving readers, respectively)
and nonreading activities such as listening to the teacher (36%, com-
pared with 54%). While these differences are small in terms of a single
instructional period, they can lead to large differences when viewed
over time.

Allington (1982) used the amount of text read by students to con-
sider differences in reading experiences. Based on surveys of 60 teach-
ers of first-, third-, and fifth-grade classes, Allington (1982) reported
that high-achieving first graders read 261 words per day in the same
time that students in the lowest group read 90 words. Similarly, the
high-achieving groups daily read 1.9 and 1.8 times more words than
the low-achieving ones in the third and fifth grades, respectively. The
amounts of text read orally versus silently differed significantly, with
low-performing students reading orally more than high-performing
ones. These findings led Allington (1983) to recommend that low-
performing readers should spénd more time reading silently since
more text can be read silently than orally during the same time period.
Allington also argued that low-performing students needed to spend
more instructional time doing text reading than higher-performing stu-
dents if the achievement gap was to be reduced or eliminated. Surveys
of teachers’ practices (Baumann et al., 2000; Chorzempa & Graham,
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2006) suggest that this recommendation was not applied in many class-
rooms.

Engagement

Fisher et al. (1980) defined engagement as the degree of student partic-
ipation in tasks. Leinhardt, Zigmond, and Cooley (1981) used this defi-
nition in studying learning-disabled students, two-thirds of whom read
near grade level and one-third 1 year or more below grade level. Lein-
hardt et al. documented the amount of time engaged in direct reading
(oral or silent), indirect reading (i.e., discussion, listening, worksheets,
etc.), and nonreading activities. They found that the amount of time
that students spent reading was approximately 15% of the time allo-
cated to reading instruction. The correlation between reading achieve-
ment and time spent reading was +.63. They reported on a regression
equation that revealed a dramatic relationship: an increase of one min-
ute of daily silent reading by students resulted in a 1-point increase in
their reading improvement scores. A second regression indicated that
an increase of 1 minute in teacher instruction resulted in a 1-minute
increase in student reading time. Teachers’ affective behaviors such
as encouraging a student to stay on task or positive feedback were
also significant in contributing to increases in the amount of time stu-
dents engaged in reading. These equations suggested that increasing
a teacher’s allocation of instructional time and supportive behaviors
could result in students’ spending more time reading, which in turn
could result in improved reading. In a reanalysis of the data from the
Leinhardt et al. study, however, Wilkinson, Wardrop, and Anderson
(1988) concluded that pretest ability influenced the amount of time
students spent reading. While time as a factor had a positive effect on
reading achievement, this effect was not significant. Preexisting read-
ing ability, Wilkinson et al. concluded, is more predictive of reading
achievement.

In a study similar to Leinhardt et al.’s (1981), Stallings (1980)
explored the relationship between how 87 middle school remedial
reading teachers allocated time during reading instruction and their
students’ reading growth. In the classes where students had the low-
est pretest scores but the highest posttest gain scores, teachers allo-
cated the most time for oral reading, instruction, discussion, praise and
support, and feedback. In classes that experienced no posttest gains,
teachers allocated the most time to what Stallings termed “noninterac-
tive” activities (i.e., classroom management, silent reading, and written
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assignments). In classes where teachers spent large amounts of time in
activities such as grading papers and making lesson plans while stu-
dents read silently and independently, silent reading did not positively
influence reading achievement.

Guthrie et al. (2001) created a measure of engaged reading based
on students’ answers to questions about the frequency of (1) reading
for enjoyment, (2) reading self-selected books in class, (3) silent reading,
and (4) checking out books from public or school libraries. From ques-
tionnaires answered by teachers, Guthrie et al. created measures of OtR
in classrooms: frequency of class visits to the school library, frequency
of student reading in self-selected texts, frequency of silent reading
during reading instruction, and diversity of text types. Measures of
reading achievement and student engagement (the amount of text read
by students) were constructed from available National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) data. Highly engaged readers had
higher achievement scores than moderately engaged students, who, in
turn, had scored higher than students with low engagement. Further,
the more OtR in a classroom, the more highly students were engaged.
While OtR did not directly predict reading achievement, it significantly
predicted student engagement, which, in turn, significantly predicted
reading achievement.

Experimental Investigations of OtR

We give a brief overview of reviews and meta-analyses of reading, typi-
cally SSR, and then move to several experimental or quasi-experimental
studies that have been conducted on aspects of OtR since the NRP’s
(NICHD, 2000) report.

Reviews and Meta-Analyses

When Lewis (2002) combed the literature for reviews of SSR prior to
that of the NRP, she located seven. Three reviews reported generally
positive effects on reading attitudes, general performance, and reading
attitudes and reading comprehension when combined with a program
of instruction. Two reviews reported generally positive results for long-
term projects, and two studies reported inconclusive or mixed results.
All of the analyses reviewed by Lewis (2002) had been conducted
prior to the NRP (NICHD, 2000) except for one (Chow & Chou, 2000),
although none was cited in the report. Further, many of the individual
studies in these seven reviews were not included in the NRP database
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because they did not meet the criteria for research design (experimen-
tal or quasi-experimental) or publication in peer-reviewed national
research journals. The NRP’s application of these criteria resulted in
the identification of 10 studies, 5 of which reported no statistically sig-
nificant effect for SSR on students’ reading achievement. Of the 5 stud-
ies that favored SSR, effect estimates were relatively small and were of
a noneducationally significant size or were mixed in terms of effects on
outcome assessments. The NRP concluded that “even though encour-
aging students to read more is intuitively appealing, there is still not
sufficient research evidence obtained from studies of high methodolog-
ical quality to support the idea that such efforts reliably increase how
much students read or that such programs result in improved reading
skills” (NICHD, 2000, p. 13).

Because data from descriptive studies were not included in the
review, the conclusions of the NRP were not highly nuanced. For
example, factors that characterized effective SSR were not considered,
such as Manning and Manning’s (1984) observation that reading scores
improved somewhat when SSR included peer discussion or teacher
conferencing. Since the NRP’s criteria had eliminated studies such as
this, Lewis (2002) conducted a follow-up analysis with broader criteria
of research design and measures than those of the NRP. In all, Lewis
identified 92 studies, of which 49 were used in a meta-analysis and 43
in a directional analysis.

The 49 studies in the meta-analysis were by no means homoge-
neous, as evident in Lewis’s further categorization of the focus of the
studies as: (1) independent reading, mostly SSR (26); (2) students’ read-
ing on their own (including home reading) (11); (3) print exposure (5);
and (4) miscellaneous factors that considered variations of reading in
instructional programs rather than in independent reading (7). Similar
to the studies examined by the NRP, the majority of the studies per-
tained to independent reading (i.e., 37 in the first two categories). Of
the 49 studies, 8 were true experiments with random assignment of
students, 24 were quasi-experiments (using preexisting groups), and 17
used correlational analyses. The studies included 106 student samples
with 192 comparisons that, when analyzed individually, had an average
z of .10 under fixed assumptions and .194 under random assumptions,
converting to r values of .10 and .192, respectively—indices that fall in
the low range. By contrast, the overall d-index effect size was 0.422 for
the eight experiments and 0.534 when averaged across separate student
samples; the d-index was 0.534 and 0.612 when averaged across stud-
ies. Lewis felt that these high to medium d-index values justified the
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conclusion that some sorts of reading experiences lead to significantly
higher achievement than not having this exposure.

The studies in the directional analysis reported whether results
were positive or negative but provided insufficient data for inclusion
in a meta-analysis. Of a total of 108 separate student samples from
these 43 studies, 85 reported positive effects on reading achievement
from reading practice and exposure, 9 reported negative results, and
14 reported no effect. Thus, the proportion of positive sample results
was .79%. The samples in most of the studies that reported no effects
or negative growth from reading experiences consisted of fourth grad-
ers or higher. Lewis (2002) speculated that, because these students are
fairly proficient readers already, 10- to 15-minute reading periods—as
was typical in these studies—may have been insufficient to signifi-
cantly influence performance. For students who were less proficient
readers (e.g., beginning readers, learning-disabled, second-language),
even such short periods typically produced benefits.

Recent Experimental Studies

Since the NRP (NICHD, 2000), several experimental studies with more
rigorous designs and theoretical frameworks than studies from earlier
eras have examined the effects of different reading opportunities on
students’ achievement. Reutzel, Fawson, and Smith (2008) reconfigured
SSR into scaffolded silent reading (ScSR), where students read widely
in independent-level texts that cover a range of genres and with peri-
odic teacher monitoring and accountability through completed book
response assignments. SsSR was compared to guided repeated oral reading
(GROR), the approach that the NRP (NICHD, 2000) identified as effec-
tive. In GROR, students orally read a single text repeatedly, typically
at grade level or instructional level, while receiving feedback from a
teacher or other students. Reutzel et al. (2008) conducted a randomized
year-long experiment of third-grade students’ fluency and comprehen-
sion but also gathered qualitative data such as interviews and surveys
to establish trends and themes. No significant differences were found
between these two forms of reading in affecting third-grade students’
fluency and comprehension development, with the exception of one sig-
nificant difference favoring ScSR on expression of a single passage. The
qualitative data showed that exclusive use of either reading approach
tended toward tedium and reduced overall student enjoyment and
motivation. Reutzel et al. suggested that the optimal approach may be
to combine the two forms of reading.
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Kuhn and Schwanenflugel (Chapter 7, this volume) led a research
team that examined the effects of different text experiences on students’
reading. One treatment was FORI (Stahl & Heubach, 2005), where dur-
ing a week of instruction students used a single text from the basal
anthology but with guided and repeated oral reading. In the second
approach, wide reading, students read two grade-level trade books in
addition to the week’s basal selection. In the first year, both intervention
groups had higher performances on word reading and comprehension
than comparison students who read the basal anthology texts without
repeated reading. The wide-reading but not the FORI group signifi-
cantly outperformed comparison students on fluency. The pattern for
the second year was similar. A year later, fluency was similar for all three
groups, but students in the FORI and wide-reading groups had better
comprehension than control students. The investigators chose to scale
up FORI in the third year because wide reading, though initially more
beneficial, was perceived as prohibitive in cost. At the end of 6 months,
students in FORI classes performed no differently in word reading or
reading comprehension and more poorly on words correct per min-
ute than those in control classrooms. Data from the seven classes most
successful in increasing reading rate were compared to the seven least
successful classes, regardless of condition. This analysis showed that
students in successful classes read 7 minutes more daily than students
in the least successful classes.

Wu and Samuels (2004) implemented a quasi-experimental study
in third- and fifth-grade classes where the amount of time devoted to
AR differed. With the exception of time spent in independent reading
(one group, 15 minutes; the other group, 40 minutes), other factors were
controlled (e.g., teacher experience, reading program). The group that
read more had significantly higher reading achievement than the group
that read less. Further, while poor readers showed significantly greater
gains in word recognition and vocabulary than good readers even after
15 minutes, reading comprehension gains occurred only with 40 min-
utes of reading.

Toward a Comprehensive View of OtR

Research on the association between reading opportunity and achieve-
ment has languished in the case of SSR. The topic is much broader, as
the review in this chapter and the contributions throughout this vol-
ume illustrate. We have proposed a framework in which the develop-
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mental and proficiency levels of readers are considered in relation to
tasks, texts, engagement, and time. Individually, each feature is com-
plex. When considered together, research designs can be expected to be
highly complex. Such work is needed, however, if the effects of oppor-
tunity to read are to be understood. In the remainder of this chapter, we
identify particular questions that need to be addressed.

Ratio of Time Devoted to Reading of Different Types

We began the chapter with a quote about the amount of time that stu-
dents were reading—observations that appear to be as pertinent in 2009
as they were in 1929, when Gates (1930) was observing in American
classrooms. While recommendations have been made as to amounts of
time that should be spent reading (see, e.g., Allington, Chapter 2, this
volume), research on the efficacy of different configurations of the con-
texts and types of reading, particularly with students at different perfor-
mance and developmentallevels, isneeded before policies and mandates
can claim to be based on evidence. The distinctions in the ratio of oral
and silent reading, in particular, would benefit from research attention.
In a kindergarten and first-grade classroom, much of students’ read-
ing will be oral (even when they are reading independently, most will
vocalize). As students move into second grade, the ratio of silent to oral
reading would be expected to change, with much more reading in the
form of silent reading. Silent reading does not equate with SSR. As dem-
onstrated by Reutzel et al. (2008), repeated reading of texts that includes
silent reading can be effective. Except for students who are struggling
with fluency, middle-grade and middle school students will primarily
be reading silently. For those middle-grade students who are struggling
with fluency, the inclusion of silent reading within a fluency intervention
is likely critical. Oral reading does have a place with proficient readers
insofar as they are preparing for performances or presentations.

OtR and Reading-Related Tasks

There is a substantial amount of apparatus related to reading. Chall
(1967/1983a) found that the size of the teachers’ guides had at least
doubled over a 15-year period. A comparable analysis has not been
conducted recently, but, in eyeballing a stack of 1983 teachers’ manu-
als and one for 2008, the amount of information in the basic teachers’
manual appears to have roughly doubled again.
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What should the ratio be of reading text to instruction about and
practice in the skills of reading, including time spent in discussion of
the text? At present, this question cannot be answered with strong evi-
dence, but we are willing to state with considerable confidence that the
ratio will not be the same across developmental and proficiency levels
(as is the case in current core reading programs). The one-size-fits-all
perspective is evident in core reading programs in the lengthy discus-
sions that are recommended, regardless of the complexity of the text.
An illustration of such a perspective is an anthology selection for first
graders of 185 words about a young rabbit who is trying to catch a fish
and, in the same core reading program, an anthology selection for sixth
graders of 2,011 words about an immigrant girl adjusting to life in the
United States (Afflerbach et al., 2007). The former has 11 comprehen-
sion questions on predicting, inferential, literal, and critical character
evaluation; the latter has 13 that cover the same proficiencies. The con-
tent of these two texts differs remarkably in its complexity, and yet the
instructional apparatus is almost identical.

The Level of Difficulty in Students’ Success
and Engagement as Readers

As evident in the review in the first section of this chapter, text dif-
ficulty has not been a priority among scholars, either in theory or in
empirical investigations. With the dramatic shift in the model of text
that dominates current core reading programs, texts have become sub-
stantially harder for a particular segment of an age cohort (Hiebert,
2009). Even with a substantial amount of scaffolding (including read-
alouds of the text by the teacher, as recommended in core reading pro-
grams), it is unlikely that many students will be able to read the texts
independently. While the discrepancy between the features of text does
not escalate greatly beyond this point, there are few venues for students
to get the foundation they need to become proficient readers. By the
fourth grade, most students in a grade cohort can read a majority of the
words in texts, but those in the bottom 40%, in particular, read slowly
(Daane, Campbell, Grigg, Goodman, & Oranje, 2005). Even when given
OtRs, these students may not be highly engaged with text and have
little stamina for reading. The manner in which consistent experiences
with accessible texts, starting from kindergarten entry, support stu-
dents’ engagement in reading should be one of the foremost research
questions on the national research agenda.
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The Role of Content within a Reading Program

The mandates of Reading First have meant increased time in reading/
language arts and mathematics and less time in science and social stud-
ies (Dorph, Goldstein, Lee, Lepori, Schneider, & Venkatesan, 2007). We
can identify at least three reasons why the study of how students per-
form as a function of greater opportunities to read content-area text
should be part of the design of curriculum and research on OtR. First,
students require critical bodies of background knowledge to read well.
Reading is a primary means whereby individuals extend their back-
ground knowledge after a certain point, and background knowledge is
the biggest predictor of how students do as readers (and also as think-
ers in other domains). If the bulk of school time is spent reading stories
that mimic the experiences of students’ daily lives, it is unlikely that
they will develop extensive knowledge about content.

McRae and Guthrie (Chapter 3, this volume) and Cervetti, Jaynes,
and Hiebert (Chapter 4, this volume) underscore the second reason,
namely, that reading to learn something is engaging. We are not talk-
ing about a superficial nod to content. Knowledge needs to be at the
center of the literacy curriculum in a way it is not now (Walsh, 2003).
Third, content-area texts may be a source for greater cultural access for
linguistically and culturally diverse students. As Bernhardt (Chapter 9,
this volume) argues, narrative texts represent the experiences of par-
ticular cultural groups. This cultural peculiarity can create challenges
for English language learners who may not have the wide-ranging
knowledge required for particular narratives. With informational text,
the content is independent of students’ cultures.

Developing Reading Preferences as a Skill

One element that was not recognized in the original SSR scheme (Hunt,
1970) is the degree to which individuals who read extensively have
developed expertise in finding appropriate texts. Marino and Moy-
lan’s (1994) examination of the characteristics of voracious readers
established the centrality of a network of information and people in
their reading, including friends, bookstores (and now websites), and
book reviews in newspapers and magazines. As one reader studied by
Marino and Moylan observed, “I'm always thinking of the next book”
(p- 22).

Attending to preferences may be the most neglected of all reading
strategies in the current curriculum. When the selections are constrained
and fail to offer a broad set of choices of topics and genres, nothing sup-
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ports students in becoming more skillful in their selections of text. To
become truly engaged readers, students need to be exposed to a wide
range of genres and topics over the course of their school careers. When
teachers conduct lessons on authors, illustrators, and the features of
high-quality texts, even children as young as second graders were able
to employ thoughtful strategies in selecting texts in a library (Mervar &
Hiebert, 1989). Students in these classes could explain why they chose
particular texts, through knowledge of illustrators, authors, or topics.
For classes without such lessons, students simply pulled books off of
the shelf and gave few reasons for their choices. Every topic and genre
will not be a match for every student, but, over time, students develop
preferences and areas of expertise.

Conclusion

The digital age provides unprecedented availability of knowledge and
communication. To participate in this digital world necessitates high
levels of literacy proficiencies. Even in a time when policies mandate
an increase in the amount of time spent on reading instruction (and
the entire school day, it appears, consists of reading instruction), the
time that students spend in reading texts has not increased substan-
tially from earlier eras. A framework has been presented in this chapter
that highlights the constructs that require consideration in designing
classroom experiences where students are reading more and more of
the “right stuff.” The chapters within this volume elaborate upon this
framework to support educators in creating classroom opportunities
that engage students in reading more of the right kinds of text—and, as
a result, enable them to read more critically and proficiently.
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Ir THEY DON'T READ MUCH
... 30 YEARS LATER

Ricuarp L. ALLINGTON

Over 30 years ago (Allington, 1977) I published a paper, “If They
Don’t Read Much, How They Ever Gonna Get Good?” That paper has
become one of the most frequently cited papers I've ever written. The
paper appeared during the last heyday of skills instruction. It followed
on the heels of another paper that challenged the prevailing view that
learning to read primarily involved the sequential mastery of a hier-
archical set of subskills (Johnson & Pearson, 1975). Given the return
to an emphasis on mastery of reading subskills in the design of feder-
ally funded reading interventions, it seems time to revisit the question
raised in my original paper.

My original paper reported on some not very rigorous observa-
tions of reading instruction in elementary schools (later, more rigorous
studies verified the original findings: Allington, 1980, 1983, 1984; Gam-
brell, 1984; Hiebert, 1983; Knapp. 1995; Thurlow, Gaden, Ysseldyke,
& Algozzine, 1984; Vaughn, Moody, & Schumm, 1998). I noted that
struggling readers read very little during either classroom or remedial
reading lessons. My question was a simple one: Should reading lessons
for struggling readers include greater opportunities to engage in reading con-
nected text? The tenor of my argument, however, was that volume did
matter—if only because practice is associated with improved perfor-
mance in virtually every human proficiency.

30
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For a decade or two, it appeared that my original article had struck
a nerve, and both researchers and educators began to consider a role
for reading volume in the design of both classroom and remedial read-
ing programs and lessons (see Stanovich, 1986, 2000, for his discussion
of reading volume and reading development). At the turn of the 21st
century, however, the relationship between reading volume and read-
ing achievement was challenged in the report of the National Reading
Panel (NRP; National Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment [NICHD], 2000).

Translations of Research on Volume:
Consensus or Conflict?

The NRP (NICHD, 2000) examined the research on reading volume and
concluded: “Even though encouraging students to read more is intui-
tively appealing, there is still not sufficient research evidence obtained
from studies of high methodological quality to support the idea that
such efforts reliably increase how much students read or that such pro-
grams result in improved reading skills” (pp. 12-13). NRP member Tim
Shanahan interpreted the findings thusly: “Of course, the NRP did not
actually oppose encouraging children to read. ... Unfortunately, the
panel found very few studies of these schemes and, overall, the qual-
ity of these studies was not particularly high. Given this, the panel had
no findings with regard to such plans, though it did recommend that
researchers turn their attention to this issue” (Shanahan, 2004, p. 245).
Another NRP member, S. Jay Samuels (2002), noted: “Having advocated
extensive reading as a way to increase fluency, in fairness, I should point
out that the fluency section of the NRP report neither endorses nor con-
demns independent silent reading. Failure to endorse should not be
interpreted as a criticism of this technique, however” (p. 174).

While both the NRP report and these comments from two NRP
members suggest that few well-designed studies of the effect of the
volume of reading activity are available, none suggest-no role for read-
ing volume in the development of reading proficiencies. However, in
a widely distributed “plain language” guide for teachers, the National
Institute for Literacy (NIFL) seemed to broach that interpretation:
“Rather than allocating instructional time for independent reading in
the classroom, encourage your students to read more outside of school”
(Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2001, p. 29).

According to the introduction of this booklet, this advice was
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drawn from the NRP findings. This advice by the NIFL to limit in-
school reading and to read after school is not just a misrepresentation
of the NRP findings, it is also bad advice. Why? The students most
in need of independent reading will not do it outside of school. One
puzzling aspect of the NIFL statement is that it seems to suggest that
there is evidence indicating that independent reading outside of the
school day is causally related to reading achievement, while no such
evidence exists for independent reading during the school day. There
are research-based recommendations indicating that increasing reading
volume improves achievement. However, such advice rarely differenti-
ates between increasing reading in school or out of school. For instance,
in their review of the research on vocabulary acquisition, Kuhn and
Stahl (1998) concluded: “Ultimately, increasing the amount of read-
ing children do seems to be the most reliable approach to improving
their knowledge of word meanings, with or without additional train-
ing in learning words from context” (pp. 135-136). Oddly, perhaps, the
NIFL document reaches the same conclusion while also recommending
against allocating time during the school day for independent reading.

Krashen (2001) took a different stance on the NIFL advice in his
interpretation of the NRP (NICHD, 2000) analyses, arguing that, since
the NRP analyses found no significant differences when traditional
reading instructional time was replaced with independent reading
time, this finding in itself was reason to reject the NIFL interpretation.
Following the release of the NRP report, Lewis and Samuels (n.d.) con-
ducted a meta-analysis of 49 studies of reading volume and concluded
that there was a moderately strong positive relationship between read-
ing exposure and reading outcomes. They reported that separate analy-
sis of d-index effect sizes from experimental studies provided causal
evidence that students who have in-school independent reading time,
in addition to regular reading instruction, do significantly better on
measures of reading achievement than peers who have not had reading
time (an effect size of d = 0.42). The d statistic reported by Lewis and
Samuels is almost identical to that reported by the NRP for the effect of
adding systematic phonics as an instructional feature (d = 0.44). Lewis
and Samuels also identify several variables that influence the efficacy of
independent reading (e.g., text difficulty, role of teacher-directed read-
ing) that I will address later in this chapter.

The most recent challenge to those who would deny the value of
extensive independent reading comes from a series of studies led by
Kuhn and Schwanenflugel (Kuhn & Schwanenflugel, Chapter 7, this
volume; Kuhn et al., 2006). These studies were prompted by a ques-
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tion raised in a review of fluency research where Kuhn and Stahl (2003)
noted that few studies in which repeated reading of texts was com-
pared with comparable amounts of independent reading produced
comparable benefits for reading development. Noting that involving
students in repeated reading activity typically increased the volume of
reading for these students, they asked: Is it simply the case that when poor
readers read more extensively, which occurred in both conditions, reading pro-
ficiency improves?

Kuhn and Schwanenflugel (Chapter 7, this volume) compare
repeated-reading fluency-oriented reading instruction (FORI) with a
condition labeled “wide reading.” In FORI, pupils repeatedly read a
single text over a week. In wide reading, pupils read and reread one
text for 2 days and then moved on to read multiple texts on the remain-
ing days. The amount of time spent reading text was equivalent for
the two groups. The results indicated that the wide-reading condition
improved fluency and text reading more quickly than the repeated-
reading condition and that at the end of 1 year the two conditions pro-
duced comparable growth on standardized achievement measures.

The issue of repeated reading versus wide reading is complicated.
One advantage of repeated reading for struggling readers is that after
about four rereadings they can experience what it is like to be a fluent
reader, at least with the text they are practicing repeatedly. Word repeti-
tion is one of the factors that contribute to word learning, and repeated
reading accomplishes this. Thus, the blended model in the wide-read-
ing condition seems a way to take advantage of the strengths of both
procedures. While the NRP endorsed repeated reading as an instruc-
tional strategy for fostering both fluency and general reading develop-
ment, the findings from Kuhn and Schwanenflugel indicate that it is
increased reading practice that perhaps matters more than which tech-
nique is used to foster expanded reading activity.

At this point in time, then, the issue of the role of reading volume,
and especially student-directed independent reading, in reading devel-
opment is contested. Almost everyone with a stake in the issue, how-
ever, indicates that the research currently available includes experimen-
tal evidence for a causal role for reading volume in fostering improved
reading proficiency.

In this chapter I revisit the original question posed 30 years ago
and argue that the question may be more complicated than either I or
most other researchers recognized. Complicated in that the nature of
the reading activity (teacher-directed vs. student-directed) seems to
play an important role in determining the relative progress made by
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young good and poor readers. Complicated because there exists too lit-
tle useful research on the issue of the appropriate level of text difficulty
in fostering reading growth in teacher-directed or student-directed
reading activity. Complicated, especially, because the role of intrinsi-
cally motivated and deliberate reading activity (Guthrie, 2004; Guthrie
& Humenick, 2004) needs to be better delineated in accounting for the
effects of reading practice.

The Relationship between Reading Volume
and Reading Proficiency

The answer to the question of whether reading volume affects read-
ing proficiency is a pretty straightforward “yes.” Numerous studies
have delineated the positive correlation between reading volume and
reading achievement (see Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Cun-
ningham & Stanovich, 1998; Knapp. 1995; Krashen, 2004a; Meyer &
Wardrop. 1994; NICHD, 2000; Stanovich, 2000; Stanovich, West, Cun-
ningham, Cipielewski, & Siddiqui, 1996; Wu & Samuels, 2004). Unavail-
able in the current research, however, is clear experimental support for
answering the real questions of interest: How much reading practice
and what sorts of practice are required to foster proficient reading?
Before I address these questions, I examine the various ways reading
practice has been conceptualized in research and theory.

Conceptualizations of Reading Volume

I (Allington, 2006) have used the term reading volume (or volume of read-
ing) to describe, literally, how much reading practice students experi-
ence over a certain time period. Volume, in my definition, could be cap-
tured by measures of time spent reading connected text, by measures
of the number of words, pages, or books a student has read, and by
estimates of print exposure, as opposed to observed or recorded mea-
surements of these same factors. Thus, I have largely collapsed various
terms (e.g., reading practice, reading time, independent reading, voluntary
reading, print exposure, amount of reading, and so on) into the single term
reading volume. 1 draw upon a variety of research using one or more
of these operational definitions of reading activity and include each of
them under the broader term reading volume.

At the same time, my use of reading volume as a primary descriptor
may be too simplistic. For instance, evidence indicates that certain types
of reading practice are far more strongly related to reading growth than
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other types. Additionally, there seems to be increasing evidence that
the nature and role of reading practice vary developmentally. Thus, my
general call for greater attention to the role of the volume of reading
that students do—especially struggling readers—is not wrong but may
be underspecified and therefore misunderstood. When misunderstood
as a simple call that students do more reading, in and out of school, the
potential in enhancing reading volume may not be fully realized.

Deliberate Practice/Engaged Reading

One concern is well expressed by Guthrie (2004) in his detailed discus-
sion of reading volume. He uses the term engaged reading in his argu-
ment for the critical nature of the role of extended reading practice.
But he defines engaged reading multidimensionally and as much more
than the simple passing of eyes over words in a text. For him, engaged
reading requires students who are actively using cognitive processes
while reading, with an emphasis on the use of cognitive strategies or
the development of conceptual knowledge, or both. Guthrie’s engaged
reading is reading that is purposeful, intrinsically motivated, and
socially interactive. This characterization of engaged reading extends
well beyond the older and more prominent notion of engaged read-
ing in the time-on-task studies of the 1970s and 1980s (e.g., Fisher &
Berliner, 1985; Kiesling, 1978; Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, 1981) that
influenced my original thinking on the topic of reading volume.

Guthrie’s specifications for engaged reading are similar to the
description of “deliberate practice” advanced by Ericsson, Krampe, and
Tesch-Romer (1993) in their review of the development of high levels of
competence across a variety of human domains (e.g., physical and ath-
letic skills, musical and artistic proficiencies, and game playing abili-
ties). Ericsson et al. consider practice to be deliberate when it involves
intrinsically motivated activity intended to improve performance (note
the similarities to Guthrie’s definition of engaged reading). They note
that “natural ability” has been commonly invoked to explain superior
performance in a variety of human skill areas, but much research indi-
cates that “deliberate” and extended practice is a more likely explana-
tion for the wide variations in performances. In other words, it is the
amount (volume) of deliberate practice that explains exceptional levels
of skilled performances rather than some innate characteristic of par-
ticular high-performing individuals.

However, currently, the “natural-ability” hypothesis still seems
widely held in explaining reading acquisition and the difficulties that
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some children experience in learning to read. Conventional wisdom
asserts that for roughly 60% of students the nature of reading instruc-
tion matters little, but for roughly 40% the nature of that instructjon is
a critical factor in determining reading success (Lyon, 1998). In other
words, some children’s natural ability enables them to acquire reading
proficiencies even in the face of weak or mediocre instruction and, per-
haps, little deliberate practice.

On the other hand, a vast research base exists indicating that this
natural-ability hypothesis is largely wrong—in other words, high lev-
els of human proficiency in any domain are largely attributable to the
time spent in deliberate practice. But determining what is “sufficient”
practice or the nature of the structure of “optimal” practice is more
problematic. “Just practicing may not be sufficient since studies show
that individuals often reached a plateau in skill level that could not
be improved without restructuring practicing activity” (Ericsson et al.,
1993, p. 366). Ericsson et al. noted that the available research typically
shows only a weak to moderate effect on performance from the amount
of practice, but this ambiguity is due, they argue, to the vague notion
of what constitutes “practice.” I will suggest that the same is true for
studies of the effects of reading volume.

I believe that Guthrie (2004) largely has it right when he argues
for the critical importance of “engaged reading” in stimulating read-
ing development. As Ericsson et al. (1993) concluded, intentional and
active, intrinsically motivated reading—deliberate practice—appears
to be what really matters in furthering reading development. However,
reading researchers have used quite wide-ranging notions of practice,
more often equating reading practice with observed time on connected
reading tasks or estimated time reading drawn from personal reading
logs or author or title recognition tests. In other words, the available
evidence provides little useful information on the role of extended
engaged reading, or deliberate reading practice. Similarly, in studies
where volume of reading is manipulated experimentally, there has been
almost no explicit recognition that time spent in coerced reading (e.g.,
Carver & Liebert, 1995) may not produce the effects associated with the
same amount of voluntary reading.

Atthe same time, there seems to be widespread awareness that many
struggling readers do not engage in such deliberate practice when pro-
vided the opportunity to do so. Tovani (2001) describes the “fake read-
ing” that many struggling readers engage in, and McIntyre, Rightmeyer,
Powell, Powers, and Petrosko (2006) describe just how frequently strug-
gling early readers avoid reading during independent reading time.
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Thus, one way to improve the research we have on the effects of
reading activity would be to use a more refined or specific definition
of reading volume. If we can gather data on voluntary engaged read-
ing, or deliberate reading practice, we can begin to assess the effects
of increasing reading activity in a manner more consistent with the
research on practice in other domains. But gathering such data will be
far more labor-intensive than simply surveying the room and noting
which pupils have their eyes focused on a text.

Intrinsic Motivation

Central to both the Guthrie (2004) and Ericsson et al. (1993) conceptu-
alizations of engaged or deliberate practice is intrinsic motivation to
learn or to acquire new skills or improve them. However, intrinsic moti-
vation seems typically to play no significant role when we plan either
research studies or instruction. In the available research—with but a
few notable exceptions, such as the line of research Guthrie and his col-
leagues (see McRae & Guthrie, Chapter 3, this volume) and Schraw and
his colleagues (Schraw & Bruning, 1999; Schraw, Flowerday, & Reislet-
ter, 1998) have pursued—intrinsic motivation is largely omitted from
the variables that are studied. Instructional planning, when using the
typical core reading program, largely ignores any concern with intrin-
sic motivation. In schools, attempts to foster extrinsic motivation are far
more commonly seen than efforts to build intrinsic motivation for read-
ing. Thus, we more often see points or pizzas awarded for “voluntary”
reading activity or grades awarded for reading proficiency than we see
focused attempts to build intrinsic motivation for reading into lessons
and activities.

Guthrie and Humenick (2004) provide strong evidence for the
importance of classroom factors that are linked to intrinsic motiva-
tion using a meta-analysis of studies of classroom factors that enhance
reading motivation and comprehension. They report that easy access
to interesting books, regular opportunities for students to choose what
they will read, and routine opportunities for students to collaborate on
their work all produced significant gains in reading motivation and
achievement. In fact, the effect sizes were two to four times as large
as those reported by the NRP (NICHD, 2000) for including systematic
phonics in reading lessons.

The current emphasis on using a commercial core reading program—
something deemed research-based, or scientific, by federal regulations—
runs counter to the research Guthrie and Humenick (2004) summarize.
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That is, the core reading programs developed by the largest and most
successful publishers offer only an identical set of texts to be read by
every student, and thus individual choice of reading materials is not
an option.

These programs do not provide a rich array of interesting texts
but, instead, a small sample of texts whose content meets the various
criteria for political correctness and grade-level appropriateness. And
collaborative learning activities are far less common in these materials
than are activities where each student will be working alone. A recent
report on the nature of fifth-grade reading instruction (Pianta, Belsky,
Houts, & Morrison, 2007) indicated that students were working on
whole-group assignments alone at their desks over 90% of their read-
ing instructional time. While Pianta et al. describe this level of com-
mitment to instructional collaboration as, at best, “mediocre,” I would
suggest that these data indicate that few classrooms have instruction
organized around the scientific principles of conducting effective read-
ing lessons. Given the widespread use of these core reading programs,
these “proven programs” (although not a single rigorous study actually
supports their use—see www.whatworks.ed.gov for a report on the lack
of research) may be largely responsible for recent damning data on the
nature of reading instruction in the upper elementary grades and the
complete lack of any changes in reading proficiency in the middle and
high school grades for over 30 years (National Center for Educational
Statistics [NCES], 2006).

We have good research available on how to foster intrinsic moti-
vation for reading and learning to read (see Guthrie, 2004; Pressley,
Dolezal Kersey, Bogaert, Mohan, Roehrig, & Bogner Warzon, 2003;
Schraw & Bruning, 1999). However, much of that research is ignored in
designing federal and state reading curriculum mandates, creating core
reading programs, and improving professional practices in classroom
and remedial reading lessons.

In studying exemplary teachers, we found that they typically imple-
mented a multisource/multilevel curriculum across the school day
(Allington & Johnston, 2002; Pressley, Allington, Wharton-MacDonald,
Collins-Block, & Morrow, 2001). Within this increased access to inter-
esting texts, students were typically provided opportunities to choose
the texts they would read and the topics they would write about. We
argued that these classroom conditions alone seem to account largely
for the high levels of engaged reading and writing we observed and
the dramatic growth in the proficiencies of both achieving and strug-
gling readers. I also noted that these exemplary teachers typically had
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to ignore state and district curriculum mandates and teach “against the
organizational grain” in order to produce the achievement growth we
observed (Allington, 2002).

However, providing easy access to interesting books and giving
students the opportunity to select much of their reading lesson mate-
rial are necessary but not sufficient to ensure engaged reading practice.
Furthermore, while both are empirically linked to greater intrinsic moti-
vation and increased engaged reading and improved reading achieve-
ment, attempting to partial out the effects of these environmental vari-
ables and their links to engaged reading and achievement increases will
be a daunting task that will require substantially different data collec-
tion methods than those previously deemed sufficient.

Task/Text Difficulty

Adding to the complexity of investigating the role of reading volume is
the question of task difficulty. In this case we might focus only on text
difficulty, but there are many ways a text might be difficult. Addition-
ally, expectations of what the teacher and reader are to do before, dur-
ing, and after reading the text present another set of issues.

We can think of text difficulty in various ways (Hiebert, 2002), but
even the most seemingly straightforward method of estimating text dif-
ficulty, the use of readability formulas, offers no easy solution. As Hie-
bert noted, there is little agreement in difficulty ratings when one com-
pares the estimates from different established readability procedures.
Given these findings, the most appropriate method of establishing the
difficulty of various texts might be to use item response theory (Paris
et al., 2004). But this scaling procedure requires that large numbers of
students be engaged with each text.

Probably the most direct method of establishing text difficulty is to
record individual student responses, as in collecting oral reading accu-
racy, reading rate, and comprehension data. But that method presumes
an accurate oral rendition of the text is the goal of reading, and there
is extensive evidence that many students can accomplish the accurate
oral rendition with little understanding of what was read (see Alling-
ton & McGill-Franzen, 2009, for a review). Further, there is little agree-
ment at the moment as to what level of accuracy is deemed appropriate
and optimal. Researchers have used 90% and 95% oral reading accu-
racy as the standard for appropriateness in recent studies (Kuhn,
2005; McIntyre et al.,, 2006), while Betts (1949) recommended 99%
accuracy for independent reading (i.e., reading done alone, with little
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or no teacher guidance). So, what accuracy standard should research-
ers use? Does it depend on the nature of the reading activity? Are the
more liberal accuracy standards appropriate for guided reading activ-
ity and the more stringent criteria Betts set to be used when estimating
the difficulty of texts for independent reading? How does the level of a
student’s interest in the topic of the text influence the issue of appropri-
ate text difficulty? Does a student’s reading developmental level matter
when we discuss appropriate levels of text difficulty?

There is some evidence that reading texts with higher levels of
accuracy promotes reading engagement and development to a greater
extent than does reading harder texts (Ehri, Dreyer, Flugman, & Gross,
2007; Fisher & Berliner, 1985; Gambrell, Wilson, & Gantt, 1981; Jorgen-
son, 1977; Jorgenson, Klein, & Kumar, 1977). But Stahl and Heubach
(2005) found that lessons could be adapted such that texts initially read
with an accuracy as low as 80% could foster substantial reading growth
when lessons were redesigned to provide substantially increased
teacher support and multiple readings of those difficult texts. So, where
does this leave us as researchers and as teachers?

I suggest that there are many reasons for using texts that can be
read at the higher levels of accuracy. The first reason, as both Stanovich
(2000) and Torgesen and Hudson (2006) have argued, is that it takes
multiple successful recognitions of a word before readers recognize
that word “at a glance.” This is precisely why repeated reading can be a
useful routine for fostering fluent reading. Adams (1990) pointed to the
same conclusion concerning accurate text reading as she developed the
notion of orthographic processing as the stage that follows alphabetic
decoding.

I'have argued (Allington, 2006, 2009) that a steady diet of difficult
texts—text read at an accuracy level below 95-98%—that many strug-
gling readers encounter day after day—may be one important reason
that these readers never become fluent readers. That is, these readers
too frequently misread words and thereby fail to construct a large store-
house of words that are recognized with little effort. Accordingly, I have
argued that increasing the amount of “high-success” reading (99%-plus
accuracy) activities for struggling readers is likely necessary to foster
such development. Torgesen and Hudson (2006) offer the same hypoth-
esis.

Ehri et al. (2007) provided strong evidence of the importance of
high-success reading (98% accuracy or better) in the development of
younger struggling readers. But we still have too little evidence to
make definitive statements about the optimal levels of text difficulty
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for readers of any age or developmental level for either instructional
or independent practice activities. However, I agree with Torgesen and
Hudson (2006) that “this difficulty in recovering the ‘lost ground” in the
development of sight-word vocabulary that results from several years
of minimal and inaccurate reading is the simplest current explanation
for the enduring reading-fluency problems of students even after they
become more accurate readers through strong reading interventions”
(pp- 152-153). In other words, too little reading practice and, especially,
too little high-success reading practice produce too many children with
huge gaps that are difficult to overcome.

We can, then, confidently conclude that text difficulty will play an
important role in explaining reading development while acknowledg-
ing that we actually have very little research that provides clear guide-
lines for either estimating the difficulty of texts or for selecting appro-
priate texts for instruction. And there is little research on how these
variables interact with intrinsic motivation (or with variables that have
been shown to affect intrinsic motivation). The question that remains
largely unexplored is: What is the optimum text difficulty for promot-
ing reading growth?

A larger and equally unexplored question is: How do we create
instructional environments where readers self-select texts of appropri-
ate difficulty such that intrinsic motivation for reading is enhanced and
reading growth is accelerated?

Task Difficulty Reconsidered

Perhaps we should go beyond the sheer accuracy of an oral reading of a
text in establishing the difficulty of the text. I will call this task difficulty
just to try to keep the two notions separate and distinct. The concept of
task difficulty is not yet well understood. What if we wanted students to
do something specific during or after (orally or silently) reading a text?
We might want students to comprehend the ideas in the text that was
read, for instance. But even this begs the question of what we mean by
“comprehending.” Will simply recalling the key aspects of a narrative
text suffice (basically, remembering what was read)? Even that task can
vary in complexity, depending on how we decide to assess recall (Fran-
cis, Fletcher, Catts, & Tomblin, 2005).

And what if we wanted the reader to be able to make connections
between the text just read and texts read earlier (Keene & Zimmerman,
1997)? What if we wanted to assess understanding by evaluating the
reader’s ability to synthesize the new information with existing infor-
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mation? And, given this new requirement, how does personal prior
knowledge of and interest in the topic presented impact the difficulty
of the task? There is much concerning just this one variable set—task/
text difficulty—that we know little about, especially as that variable set
affects learning to read over the longer term.

The Efficacy of Three Types of Reading Practice

Thus far, I have not differentiated between guided reading practice
(teacher-directed activity), assigned independent reading practice (stu-
dent directed activity), and free voluntary reading (student directed
deliberate activity). It is time to consider whether one of these three
types of reading practice is more important in fostering reading growth
than the others and whether each is necessary.

A continuum of teacher-directed to student-directed reading activ-
ities could be created. Likewise, a continuum of voluntariness could be
created with a mandatory “read this” on one end of the continuum and
“read something” on the other. But for now I will stay with this three-
category system.

Defining Types of Reading Practice

By teacher-directed reading activities, I refer to the traditional guided
reading activity. Here the teacher typically selects the texts to be read,
offers guidance before the students read, monitors student performance
while reading, and follows up after reading with additional guidance
or assessment activities.

Student-directed refers to the traditional independent reading activ-
ity as observed typically in both assigned and voluntary reading activity.
Assigned independent reading is the traditional drop-everything-and-read
activity, for instance, or the daily 15-minute read-at-home assignment.
In most cases students have the opportunity to select the text to be read,
but often within teacher-monitored constraints (such as texts deemed
“appropriate in content and difficulty” by the teacher), and the read-
ing activity is required. However, the voluntary aspect of engaging in
reading is not usually an option. Free voluntary reading (FVR; Krashen,
2004b) refers to students’ selection of texts when students read for and
to themselves. Central to FVR is intrinsic motivation, choice, and access
to interesting texts.

No research study has yet attempted to measure the amount of each
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of these three types of reading activity that people typically engage in.
The usual study examining the impact of reading volume has simply
included any type of reading activity in the calculation of volume. In
a few studies there has been a focus on out-of-school reading, which
could be construed as either assigned independent reading or FVR
(e.g., Anderson et al., 1988; Taylor, Frye, & Maruyama, 1990). But such
distinctions are rarely made in studies of reading volume.

FVR must be considered, if for no other reason than that available
studies indicate substantial variance in measures of reading volume,
especially in comparisons of more and less proficient readers (Guth-
rie, 2004). Some of that variance can likely be explained by differences
in the reading lessons experienced by more and less proficient readers
(Allington, 1984), but it is very difficult to imagine that huge differences
in reading volume such as those depicted in Figure 2.1 (and reported
by Anderson et al., 1988) could be explained solely by curricular differ-
ences.

The role of reading volume is inconsistently depicted in the
research if only because we have not developed or utilized character-
izations of reading activity that reflect the very different motivations,
strategies used, and cognitive activities that we most certainly would
find if we gathered better and richer information on reading in different
situations (e.g., reading a poorly written test preparation paragraph on
soil as part of a mandated activity versus voluntarily reading the most
recent title in the Junie B. Jones series, your favorite trade series). In
addition, few studies have differentiated the various teacher-directed,
assigned student-directed, or FVR activities. However, if the research
on how practice affects other human proficiencies can be extrapolated
to reading development, some types of reading activity appear to be
more powerful than others, and some sort of guidance is important.

The Nature of Developmental Differences

A further issue is whether the ratio, for lack of a better word, of teacher
directed, assigned independent reading, or FVR varies developmen-
tally. It seems obvious, perhaps, that at the very initial stages of reading
development there would be little FVR because at that stage students
have developed few of the necessary skills to read independently. But
what about the memorized reading associated with frequently recited
teacher-read books? Or the picture reading of both wordless and worded
books? What about rereading texts introduced earlier in a shared read-
ing session? Or reading one’s own writing? Are these potentially intrin-
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90th percentile 4,180,000 words
70th percentile 1,790,000 words
50th percentile 883,000 words
30th percentile 357,000 words
10th percentile 59,000 words

FIGURE 2.1. Estimated annual reading volume of fifth-grade students by
reading volume percentile rank. Data from Anderson, Wilson, and Fielding
(1988).

sically motivated reading activities important for early literacy devel-
opment?

While there are only a handful of studies examining the possibility
of developmental differences in the most powerful blend of the three
types of reading, the evidence from these studies seems to converge
around the assertion that developmental differences exist and must be
considered when designing reading instruction and learning environ-
ments. For instance, McIntyre et al. (2006) report on a qualitative study
of 66 first-grade struggling readers in 26 classrooms. Classrooms were
classified as either “reads-little” or “reads-much,” based on observa-
tional analyses of classroom reading lessons. Mclntyre et al. found
no significant differences in achievement gains on broad measures of
reading achievement between the two types of classrooms. However,
students in the reads-little classrooms showed more gains on end-
year tests on measures of isolated word recognition than children in
the reads-much classes. The authors hypothesize that the students in
the reads-little classrooms may have been at a stage where more basic
skills instruction was appropriate since their beginning first-grade per-
formance means were significantly lower than those of children in the
reads-much classrooms. The authors also note that much of the reading
in the reads-much classrooms was not mediated by the teacher (ie.,
there was more student-directed activity) and suggests that that may
account for what seemed to be the limited effects of different classroom
instruction on reading achievement.

Connor, Morrison, and Katch (2004) found the effectiveness of par-
ticular decoding lessons on end-of year achievement levels depended
on first-grade students’ entering vocabulary and decoding skills. Chil-
dren with low decoding skills and vocabulary benefited from greater
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amounts of teacher-managed explicit decoding instruction with
increasing amounts of child-managed instruction across the year. If
the amount of time spent in child-managed reading activity did not
increase, then decoding skills did not develop as quickly. Students with
stronger vocabulary and decoding skills benefited more from greater
child-managed implicit instruction all year long.

In a similar vein, Connor, Morrison, Fishman, Schatschneider, and
Underwood (2007) report on a randomized field trial involving teachers
who used computer-generated daily lesson plans. These lessons were
individually targeted to different levels of early literacy development.
The general model is based on findings from the earlier study suggest-
ing that high- and low-readiness first graders benefited from different
sorts of instructional emphases. Low-readiness children benefited more
from teacher-directed and skills-emphasis activities, while high-readiness
children benefited from more self-directed and meaning-emphasis
activities. Teachers used either Open Court or SRA Reading Mastery as
the core curriculum in 90-minute daily lessons. One group of teachers
was trained in the use of computer-guided reading lesson design, and
the other was not. The authors also report that the use of algorithmic-
guided individualized instruction improved student reading outcomes,
and teachers who used it more frequently had higher student achieve-
ment levels than those who used it less frequently.

Scanlon, Vellutino, Small, Fanuele, and Sweeney (2005) contrasted
a “text-emphasis” intervention with a “phonological skills” tutoring
intervention for at-risk first-grade students. The text emphasis inter-
vention featured 15 minutes of reading and rereading texts in each
30-minute tutorial and 15 minutes on skills work. The phonological
skills intervention featured just 5 minutes of reading and rereading
texts and 25 minutes of skills work in the 30-minute daily sessions. Both
intervention models produced significantly better reading achievement
than the no-intervention control group. The phonological skills empha-
sis intervention produced better results for the lowest-achieving first
graders, but the text-emphasis approach produced the better results on
both word recognition and reading comprehension measures overall.

Vadasy, Sanders, and Peyton (2005) also contrasted expanded text
reading versus expanded decoding activities with struggling first-grade
readers. They also found that the intervention that expanded reading
activity produced greater gains on reading rate, text reading accuracy,
and a standardized measure of reading comprehension. They summa-
rized their findings in this way: “Scaffolded oral text reading practice
produced significantly higher fluency than word study only” (p. 378).
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Finally, Wu and Samuels (2004) assigned third- and fifth-grade
classes to one of two conditions. In the reads-much classrooms, students
read independently for 40 minutes each day. In the control classrooms,
students read independently for 15 minutes daily, and the teacher read
to them for 25 minutes, thus equating time spent in reading/listening
activities beyond the core reading instruction. After 6 months of experi-
mental treatment, student reading skills were assessed on a variety of
measures, including reading rate and accuracy, comprehension, and
word recognition.

The findings indicated a mixed effect. Better readers benefited more
from the additional (i.e., 40-minute) independent reading time than the
poor readers on all measures, but the poor readers benefited more and
had greater gains on all measures from the 15 minutes of independent
reading than the better readers did. The authors concluded that the
appropriate distribution of independent reading may vary, depending
on a student’s level of reading development. While independent read-
ing was beneficial to all students, because attention span is related to
reading skill, longer periods of independent reading were most use-
ful for the more highly skilled readers and shorter periods for the less
skilled.

The findings of these studies should hardly be surprising. First,
expanding reading volume typically produced greater benefits as com-
pared to having students spend the same amount of time engaged in
skill activities. Second, and in general, struggling readers exhibiting
stronger development of reading skills benefited more from increasing
the volume of teacher-directed and/or self-directed reading than did
struggling readers with less well developed reading proficiencies.

There are several possible explanations for this latter finding. First,
it may be that stronger readers have greater intrinsic motivation for
engaging in reading than less skilled readers. Thus, the weakest read-
ers may simply not be involved in as much “deliberate” or “engaged”
reading practice even when a standard time is set aside for such pur-
poses.

Second, the weakest readers may simply not have developed the
stamina for reading for longer periods. Thus, even when the time is
allocated for teacher- or self-directed reading, they simply cannot read
for the longer period of time. Consider the analogy to running. Runners
may become adept at running shorter distances (i.e., a half-mile or 1 or
2 miles) but be unable to run a full 26-mile marathon.

Third, the weakest readers may move their eyes across the pages
for the period of time but be unable to maintain effective strategy use
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for the extended self-directed reading period. In this case, the whole
process, especially in the comprehension domain, breaks down after a
few minutes of reading. Then, once comprehensibility falls apart, the
motivation to continue reading declines. The weakest poor readers will
likely need both guided reading instruction and extended practice in
maintaining effective strategy use when encountering longer texts.

Finally, it may be that the weakest readers are simply less likely
to select a text appropriate to their level of development (or have their
teachers select texts that are appropriate for them; see McGill-Franzen,
Zmach, Solic, & Zeig, 2006). If these readers are asked to read texts that
are harder for them than the texts good readers are asked (or select)
to read, then they may be required to exert a level of effort in reading
those texts that exceeds the effort required of better readers. In such a
case, they would be more likely to tire of reading after a shorter period
than would better readers.

However, there is little evidence to support any of these hypoth-
eses at the moment. Additionally, five of the six studies undertaken
involved first-grade students, while the remaining study involved
third- and fifth-grade students, and this study (Wu & Samuels, 2004)
did not include teacher-directed reading as a variable of interest. So,
while these studies suggest that a balancing of reading activity and
skill work produced gains superior to a regimen solely focused on skill
work, several of the studies also suggest that different ratios of teacher-
directed and student-directed reading activities optimize one’s read-
ing growth, depending on a student’s initial proficiency level. Needless
to say, much yet remains to be learned about how to best distribute
teacher- versus student-directed reading activity across a school day.
And none of these studies, unfortunately, addresses the issue of intrin-
sically motivated FVR versus assigned but self-selected reading.

Summary and a Review of Questions
Yet to Be Answered

As with many questions about the optimal design of reading instruc-
tion, the available research on reading volume and its impact on read-
ing achievement remains incomplete. The federal mandate for using
research in making instructional decisions seems to acknowledge this
situation in defining evidence-based education as “the integration of pro-
fessional wisdom with the best available empirical evidence in making
decisions about how to deliver instruction” (Whitehurst, 2002). Recom-
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mendations of the role that reading volume should play in the design
of reading instruction will necessarily require relying on professional
wisdom at least as much as we rely on the research.

My stance is that the available research points to an important, if
not well understood, role for extensive reading activity in the develop-
ment of proficient readers. For me, then, the evidence pointing to the
very modest volume of reading accomplished by struggling readers
suggests a design feature of lessons that should still be of some concern
(Allington, 2006). The evidence from the numerous correlational studies
stands out in this regard. While correlation does not necessarily equate
with causation, such consistent and positive correlations (Stanovich,
2000) between reading volume and achievement cannot be ignored.

The evidence from Krashen’s review (2004b) that 8 of 10 studies of
extensive reading treatments showed significant positive effects (while
the outcomes of studies of shorter duration were less compelling) and
meta-analyses (Lewis & Samuels, n.d.) demonstrating positive achieve-
ment effects for experimental comparisons of more extensive reading
treatments, when combined with the significant positive effects that
more extensive reading had in the studies led by Kuhn and Schwanen-
flugel (see Kuhn & Schwanenflugel, Chapter 7, this volume; Kuhn et
al., 2006) and the Kuhn and Stahl (1998) review of vocabulary growth
converge in demonstrating the potential of expanding reading volume
as a strategy for enhancing reading development. Finally, the evidence
from a small set of early intervention studies (Connor et al., 2007; Scan-
lon et al., 2005; Vadasy et al., 2005) provide consistent evidence of the
benefits of expanding reading volume with early readers who struggle
with acquiring reading proficiency.

So, for me, the 30-year-old question “If they don’t read much, how
they ever gonna get good?” remains a key concern. That said, I am also
convinced that we have not sufficiently spelled out the nature of the
most effective forms of reading practice. While a few analyses (e.g.,
Guthrie, 2004; Guthrie & Humenick, 2004; Krashen, 2004a) have seri-
ously addressed the issue of intrinsically motivated practice, and while
others (e.g., Connor et al., 2007) have differentiated between teacher-
directed and student-directed reading activity, we remain largely igno-
rant of how either of these variables might impact the role that reading
volume would have on reading development.

My working hypothesis is that all pupils need explicit teacher-
directed instruction along with teacher-directed reading practice,
teacher-assigned but self-directed reading practice, and large amounts
of FVR practice. It is my sense that in many, if not most, classrooms
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today, the distribution of these activity types is skewed toward teacher-
directed, with less emphasis on teacher-assigned independent reading
and with little attention given to fostering FVR.

The meta-analysis by Guthrie and Humenick (2004) that shows
the enormous influence on reading motivation and achievement of
providing students with easy access to a wide range of texts that vary
by genre, topic, and difficulty suggests that we can create classrooms
where achievement is high because FVR has a significant presence.
Their findings on the influence of student opportunities to choose at
least some the texts they read similarly supports my thinking. As Vellu-
tino (2003) concludes, “Instruction that capitalizes on children’s inher-
ent interests and surrounds them with high-interest reading materials
at their level of proficiency is more effective than instruction that does
less” (p. 77).

Finally, concerning the most appropriate decision on text difficulty,
I am convinced that developing readers need an enormous volume of
high-success reading experience. And, at least from the second grade
onward, I will continue to recommend a daily dosage of text reading
with something at or near the 99% accuracy level. I will suggest that
85-90% of all texts students read in or for school for should be at what
Betts (1949) originally identified as the independent level.

Here again I have to rely more on professional wisdom than exper-
imental data (although some small studies support my argument). If
beginning readers are to develop a vast storehouse of words they can
recognize at a glance, they must be engaged in high-accuracy read-
ing. Likewise, if readers are to develop into fluent readers who read
accurately with expression and comprehension, a steady diet of high-
accuracy reading is essential. And if older readers are to acquire new
vocabulary and content, they too must have texts in their hands they
can read accurately and fluently.

Finally, success fosters intrinsic motivation. If substantial amounts
of FVR are essential in developing high levels of reading proficiency,
then ensuring high levels of success when reading in and for school
seems absolutely critical.

There remains much research that yet needs to be completed before
we can reduce our reliance on professional wisdom and base decisions
primarily on experimentally derived evidence. But the evidence avail-
able, I believe, supports my 30-year-old argument that reading volume
matters. [ hope that it will not take another 30 years to gather the critical
evidence needed to finally support or refute that hypothesis convinc-

ingly.



50 FRAMEWORKS
References

Adams, M. J. (1990). Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print. Cam-
b e, MA: MIT Press.

Alling  R.L.(1977). If they don’t read much, how they ever gonna get good?
Journal of Reading, 21, 57-61.

Allington, R. L. (1980). Poor readers don't get to read much in reading groups.

age Arts, 57(8

All R. L. (1983). g instruction provided readers of differing
abilities. Elementary School Journal, 83, 548-559.

Allington, R. L. (1984). Content coverage and contextual reading in reading
groups. Journal of Reading Behavior, 16(1), 85-96.

Allin R. L. (2002). What I've eff r

a decade of studying ex nta s
Delta Kappan, 83(10), 740-747.

Allington, R. L. (2006). What really matters for struggling readers: Designing
research-based programs (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Allington, R. L. (20 reallym  si ncy. n: &

Allington, R. L., & ,P.H. ( ). )- Re to Le m
exemplary fourth-grade classrooms. New York: Guilford Press.

Allington, R. L., & McGill-Franzen, A. (2009). Comprehension difficulties of
struggling readers. In S. Israel & G. G. Duffy (Eds.), Handbook of research on
reading comprehension (pp. 551-568). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Anderson, R. C., Wilson, P., & Fielding, L. (1988). Growth in reading and how
children spend their time outside of school. Reading Research Quarterly, 23,
285-303.

Armbruster, B., Lehr, F., & Osborn, J. (2001). Put reading first. Washington, DC:
National Institute for Literacy.

Betts, E. A. (1949). Adjusting instruction to individual needs. In N. B. Henry
(Ed.), The forty-eighth yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Educa-
tion: Part I1. Reading in the elementary school (pp. 266-283). Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press.

Carver, R. P, & Liebert, R. E. (1995). The effect of reading library books at differ-
ent levels of difficulty upon gain in reading ability. Reading Research Quar-
terly, 30(1), 2648.

Connor, C. M., Morrison, F. J., Fishman, B. J., Schatschneider, C., & Underwood,
P. (2007, January). Algorithm-guided individualized reading instruction.
Science, 315, 464—465.

Connor, C. M., Morrison, F. J., & Katch, E. L. (2004). Beyond the reading wars:
The effect of classroom instruction by child interactions on early reading.
Scientific Studies of Reading, 8, 305-336.

Cunningham, A. E., & Stanovich, K. E. (1998). The impact of print exposure on
word recognition. In J. Metsala & L. Ehri (Eds.), Word recognition in begin-
ning literacy (pp. 235-262). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Ehri, L. C., Dreyer, L. G, Flugman, B., & Gross, A. (2007). Reading rescue: An
effective tutoring intervention model for language minority students who



If They Don’t Read Much ... 51

are struggling readers in first grade. American Educational Research Journal,
44(2), 414-448.

Ericsson, K. A., Krampe, R. T., & Tesch-Romer, C. (1993). The role of deliber-
ate practice in the acquisition of expert performance. Psychological Review,
100(3), 363—406.

Fisher, C. W.,, & Berliner, D. C. (1985). Perspectives on instructional time. New
York: Longmans.

Francis, D. J., Fletcher, J. M., Catts, H. W., & Tomblin, J. B. (2005). Dimensions
affecting the assessment of comprehension. In S. G. Paris & S. A. Stahl
(Eds.), Children’s reading comprehension and assessment (pp. 369-394). Mah-
wah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Gambrell, L. (1984). How much time do children spend reading during reading
instruction? In J. A. Niles & L. A. Harris (Eds.), Changing perspectives on
research in reading/language processing and instruction (pp. 127-135). Roches-
ter, NY: National Reading Conference.

Gambrell, L. B., Wilson, R. M., & Gantt, W. N. (1981). Classroom observations of
task-attending behaviors of good and poor readers. Journal of Educational
Research, 74(6), 400-404.

Guthrie, J. T. (2004). Teaching for literacy engagement. Journal of Literacy
Research, 36(1), 1-28.

Guthrie, J. T., & Humenick, N. M. (2004). Motivating students to read: Evi-
dence for classroom practices that increase motivation and achievement.
In P. McCardle & V. Chhabra (Eds.), The voice of evidence in reading research
(pp. 329-354). Baltimore, MD: Brookes.

Hiebert, E. H. (1983). An examination of ability grouping for reading instruc-
tion. Reading Research Quarterly, 18, 231-255.

Hiebert, E. H. (2002). Standards, assessments, and text difficulty. In A. Farstrup
& S. J. Samuels (Eds.), What research has to say about reading instruction
(pp. 337-369). Newark, DE: International Reading Association.

Johnson, D. D., & Pearson, P. D. (1975). Skills management systems: A critique.
Reading Teacher, 28(8), 757-764.

Jorgenson, G. W. (1977). Relationship of classroom behavior to the accuracy of
the match between material difficulty and student ability. Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 69(1), 24-32.

Jorgenson, G. W., Klein, N., & Kumar, V. K. (1977). Achievement and behavioral
correlates of matched levels of student ability and materials difficulty.
Journal of Educational Research, 71, 100-103.

Keene, E. L., & Zimmerman, S. (1997). Mosaic of thought: Teaching comprehension
in a reader’s workshop. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Kiesling, H. (1978). Productivity of instructional time by mode of instruction
for students at varying levels of reading skill. Reading Research Quarterly,
13(4), 554-582.

Knapp, M. S. (1995). Teaching for meaning in high-poverty classrooms. New York:
Teachers College Press.

Krashen, S. (2001, October). More smoke and mirrors: A critique of the National
Reading Panel report on fluency. Phi Delta Kappan, 83, 119-123.



52 FRAMEWORKS

Krashen, S. (2004a). False claims about literacy development. Educational Lead-
ership, 61(6), 18-21.

Krashen, S. (2004b). The power of reading: Insights from the research (2nd ed.).
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Kuhn, M. R. (2005). A comparative study of small group fluency instruction.
Reading Psychology, 26, 127-146.

Kuhn, M. R., Schwanenflugel, P. J., Morris, R. D., Morrow, L. M., Woo, D., Meis-
inger, B., et al. (2006). Teaching children to become fluent and automatic
readers. Journal of Literacy Research, 38, 357-387.

Kuhn, M. R., & Stahl, S. A. (1998). Teaching children to learn word meanings
from context: A synthesis and some questions. Journal of Literacy Research,
30(1), 119-138.

Kuhn, M. R., & Stahl, S. A. (2003). Fluency: A review of developmental and
remedial practices. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(1), 3-21.

Leinhardt, G., Zigmond, N., & Cooley, W. (1981). Reading instruction and its
effects. American Educational Research Journal, 18(3), 343-361.

Lewis, M., & Samuels, S. J. (n.d.). Read more, read better? A meta-analysis of the lit-
erature on the relationship between exposure to reading and reading achievement.
Unpublished paper, University of Minnesota.

Lyon, G. R. (1998, April 28). Overview of reading and literacy initiatives.
Retrieved May 1, 2007, from www.educationnews.org/Curriculum/Reading/
Overview_of_Reading_and_Literacy_Initiatives.htm.

McGill-Franzen, A., Zmach, C., Solic, K., & Zeig, J. L. (2006). The confluence of
two policy mandates: Core reading programs and third-grade retention in
Florida. Elementary School Journal, 107(1), 67-91.

MclIntyre, E., Rightmeyer, E., Powell, R., Powers, S., & Petrosko, J. (2006). How
much should young children read? A study of the relationship between
development and instruction. Literacy Teaching and Learning, 11(1), 51-72.

Meyer, L. M., & Wardrop, J. L. (1994). Home and school influences on learn-
ing to read in kindergarten through second grade. In F. Lehr & J. Osborn
(Eds.), Reading, language, and literacy: Instruction for the twenty-first century
(pp. 165-184). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

National Center for Education Statistics. (2006). National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress, selected years, 1971-2004 long-term trend reading assessments.
Retrieved April 17, 2008, from nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/Itt/results2004/
nat-reading-scalescore.asp.

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (2000). Report of
the National Reading Panel. Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assess-
ment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for read-
ing instruction (NIH Publication No. 00-4769). Washington, DC: U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office.

Paris, S. G., Pearson, P. D., Cervetti, G., Carpenter, R., Paris, A. H., DeGroot, J.,
et al. (2004). Assessing the effectiveness of summer reading programs. In
G. D. Borman & M. Boulay (Ed.), Summer learning: Research, policies, and
programs (pp. 121-161). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Pianta, R. C., Belsky, J., Houts, R., & Morrison, F. E. (2007). Opportunities to
learn in America’s elementary classrooms. Science, 315(5820), 1795-1796.



If They Don’t Read Much ... 53

Pressley, M., Allington, R. L., Wharton-MacDonald, R., Collins-Block, C., &
Morrow, L. (2001). Learning to read: Lessons from exemplary first-grade class-
rooms. New York: Guilford Press.

Pressley, M., Dolezal Kersey, S. E., Bogaert, L. R., Mohan, L., Roehrig, A. D., &
Bogner Warzon, K. (2003). Motivating primary grade students. New York:
Guilford Press.

Samuels, S. J. (2002). Reading fluency: Its development and assessment. In
A. Farstrup & S. ]. Samuels (Eds.), What research has to say about reading
instruction (3rd ed., pp. 166-183). Newark, DE: International Reading
Association.

Scanlon, D. M., Vellutino, E R., Small, S. G., Fanuele, D. P, & Sweeney, ]. M.
(2005). Severe reading difficulties—can they be prevented?: A comparison
of prevention and intervention approaches. Exceptionality, 13(4), 209-227.

Schraw, G., & Bruning, R. (1999). How implicit models of reading affect motiva-
tion to read and engagement. Scientific Studies of Reading, 3(3), 281-302.

Schraw, G., Flowerday, T., & Reisletter, M. E. (1998). The role of choice in reader
engagement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 90, 705-714.

Shanahan, T. (2004). Critiques of the National Reading Panel report: Their
implications for research, policy, and practice. In P. McCardle & V. Chhabra
(Eds.), The voice of evidence in reading research (pp. 235-265). Baltimore, MD:
Brookes.

Stahl, S. A., & Heubach, K. (2005). Fluency oriented reading instruction. Journal
of Literacy Research, 37(1), 25-60.

Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of indi-
vidual differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly,
21, 360-407.

Stanovich, K. E. (2000). Progress in understanding reading: Scientific foundations
and new frontiers. New York: Guilford Press.

Stanovich, K. E., West, R. F,, Cunningham, A. E., Cipielewski, J., & Siddiqui, S.
(1996). The role of inadequate print exposure as a determinant of read-
ing comprehension problems. In C. Cornoldi & J. Oakhill (Eds.), Reading
comprehension difficulties: Processes and intervention (pp. 15-32). Mahwah,
NJ: Erlbaum.

Taylor, B. M., Frye, B. J., & Maruyama, G. M. (1990). Time spent reading and
reading growth. American Educational Research Journal, 27(2), 351-362.
Thurlow, M., Gaden, J., Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, R. (1984). Student reading
during reading class: The lost activity in reading instruction. Journal of

Educational Research, 77(5), 267-272.

Torgesen, ]. K., & Hudson, R. E (2006). Reading fluency: Critical issues for
struggling readers. In S. J. Samuels & A. E. Farstrup (Eds.), What research
has to say about fluency instruction (pp. 130-158). Newark, DE: International
Reading Association.

Tovani, C. (2001). I read it, but I don’t get it: Comprehension strategies for adolescent
readers. Portland, ME: Stenhouse.

Vadasy, P. E, Sanders, E. A., & Peyton, J. A. (2005). Relative effectiveness of
reading practice or word-level instruction in supplemental tutoring: How
text matters. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 38(4), 364-380.



54 FRAMEWORKS

Vaughn, S., Moody, S. W., & Schumm, J. S. (1998). Broken promises: Reading
instruction in the resource room. Exceptional Children, 64, 211-225.

Vellutino, F. R. (2003). Individual differences as sources of variability in reading
comprehension in elementary school children. In A. P. Sweet & C. E. Snow
(Eds.), Rethinking reading comprehension (pp. 51-81). New York: Guilford
Press.

Whitehurst, G. J. (2002, October). Evidence-based education. Presentation at the
Student Achievement and School Accountability Conference. Washing-
ton, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute for Education Sciences.
Retrieved from www.ed.gov/nclb/methods/whatworks/eb/edlite-slide003.html.

Wu, Y., & Samuels, S. J. (2004, May). How the amount of time spent on independent
reading affects reading achievement. Paper presented at the annual meeting
of the International Reading Association, Reno, NV.



3

e

ProMoOTING R EASONS
FOR R EADING

Teacher Practices
That Impact Motivation

ANGELA MCcR AE
JounN T. GUTHRIE

A.l_most all agree that some specific amount of reading practice is
vital to becoming a good reader. Expertise does not arise without active
participation. Some educators maintain that the best way to become a
proficient reader is by reading widely and frequently. But other educa-
tors suggest that gaining proficiency may not be so simple for many
students, who may need more contextual support. Contextual support
is extremely important in attaining reading proficiency, but we are sug-
gesting that, while explicit instruction and appropriate texts are valu-
able, an often overlooked factor is motivational support. We maintain
that when classroom practices help engender powerful motivations for
reading, students acquire proficiency steadily and predictably.

When students read a passage or a book, they usually have a rea-
son for doing it. Likewise when they avoid reading a text that they
may be expected to read, they usually have a reason for their resis-
tance. The most prominent reason for recreational reading is “I enjoy
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it.” This reason refers to interest or intrinsic motivation, which means
doing something for its own sake, and these motivations are internal to
the student. Students who consistently read for their own interest are
often quite competent and are usually highly achieving readers. Wig-
field and Guthrie (1997) documented that students who are intrinsi-
cally motivated spend 300% more time reading than students who have
low intrinsic motivation for reading. Compared to 10 other motiva-
tions, intrinsic motivation for reading was most highly correlated with
whether or not students read widely and frequently on their own.

Another reason students read in school is external pressure. Often
students say that their reason for reading is that “the teacher assigned
it” or “I'll get in trouble if I don’t.” In this case, the reason for read-
ing is external motivation (Ryan & Connell, 1989). This reason is not
chosen by the student, and this reading will be avoided if possible.
An extremely widespread research finding is that internal motivations
(interest, intrinsic motivation) are positively correlated with reading
achievement, and external motivations (pressure, requirements, rules)
are not correlated with reading achievement (Guthrie & Coddington, in
press). In elementary school external motivations are usually not nega-
tively correlated with reading competence, but in secondary school the
external reasons for reading become negatively related to achievement.
By secondary school, students who read only for the reason of avoiding
getting in trouble or only to avoid feeling ashamed for failing show low
and declining achievement (Otis, Frederick, & Pelietier, 2005).

The reasons for reading, then, are crucial, while the simple act of
reading is insufficient for analysis. When internal motivations such as
intrinsic motivation and interest energize students’ reading, students
interact with text deeply and gain relatively large amounts of knowl-
edge or experience aesthetic benefits (Schiefele, 1999). If students’ read-
ing interests are weak or indefinite, their competency grows little and
their quality as readers diminishes (Guthrie, Hoa, et al., 2007).

In this chapter we present five motivations that have been widely
found to foster achievement. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 cite classroom prac-
tices that, respectively, affirm and undermine motivation as it relates to
interest (or intrinsic motivation), ownership, self-efficacy, social interac-
tion, and mastery. In further explicating these five types of motivation,
we discuss the reasons for reading when the motivation is affirming
(positive) and the reasons for avoiding reading when the motivation is
undermining (negative).

Most important, there are classroom practices that encourage
these five reasons for reading, and each practice can be implemented
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TABLE 3.1. Classroom Practices That Affirm Motivation

Reasons to read when practice

Teacher practices Motivations is affirming
Relevance Interest/intrinsic “I enjoy it.”
motivation “It's fun.”
Choice Ownership “I chose it.”
“It belongs to me.”
Success Self-efficacy “I can do it well.”
“Ilike to be successful.”
Collaboration Social interaction “I can do it with others.”
with peers “I enjoy relating to my peers.”
Thematic units Mastery “I want to understand.”
“Ilike to learn new things.”

in the short term or the long term. We present classroom practices that
impact internal reasons for reading, according to empirical studies. We
draw on a variety of research, including studies of Concept-Oriented
Reading Instruction (CORI) (Guthrie, McRae, & Klauda, 2007) and a
meta-analysis of 22 studies (Guthrie & Humenick, 2004). What makes
CORI and other motivational programs different from traditional read-
ing instruction is the focus on increasing not only reading comprehen-
sion but also reading engagement for students at all reading levels.
This focus is achieved through the explicit inclusion of motivational
support in the classroom. In CORI, for example, teachers are trained

TABLE 3.2. Classtroom Practices That Undermine Motivation

Student Reasons to avoid reading
Teacher practices outcomes when practice is undermining
Nonrelevance Avoidance “I do not enjoy it.”
“It is not fun.”
Excessive control Low ownership “I did not choose it.”
“It does not belong to me.”
Difficult lessons Perceived difficulty “I cannot do it.”
“I am not capable.”
Frequent individual Isolation “I cannot do it with others.”
work “I am not able to relate to my peers.”

7

Disconnected units Mastery avoidance  “I do not care about understanding.”
“I cannot create meaning.”
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to implement five motivational practices that are embedded in the cur-
riculum.

Intrinsic Motivation

Students who read for the sheer enjoyment of reading are intrinsically
motivated. They are not reading for the external rewards sometimes
offered by teachers, such as toys, food, candy, or grades. These students
also choose to read during their free time both in and out of school,
initiating reading without promises of either reward or punishment.
Teachers can implement practices in the classroom that either support
or undermine student intrinsic motivation.

Relevance Builds Intrinsic Motivation

When reading material is made relevant for students, they are more
likely to become engaged and competent readers (Vansteenkiste, Lens,
& Deci, 2006). When teachers encourage intrinsic motivation in stu-
dents by making the reading activity in class relevant, students more
readily initiate and persist in the reading tasks. To assure relevance,
text and activities should be linked to real-life experiences, hands-on
activities, or a conceptual theme and should be culturally relevant. This
emphasis on relevance is the purpose of hands-on science activities in
CORI that we have examined extensively (Guthrie, Hoa, et al., 2007).
Activating the background knowledge of students before, during, and
after reading helps them to make connections between their own lives,
their interests, and the text. For example, having a discussion about
recent trips students have taken to the city may help get their minds
acclimated to an upcoming text about urban architecture.

For situations in which students have little or no existing back-
ground knowledge, hands-on activities help to bring personal experi-
ence of a new concept to the class. Dissecting an ow] pellet and observ-
ing the animal bones, skull fragments, and hair found within it is a
good way to bring quick personal experience to bear on a text about the
survival mechanisms of the owl. These are some of the activities used
in grade 3 implementations of CORI (Guthrie et al., 2004). Students are
much more likely to pick up a book about owls and read it with engage-
ment after such a hands-on activity, resulting in effective practice of
cognitive reading strategies and gained conceptual knowledge (Guth-
rie, McRae, & Klauda, 2007). The power of hands-on experiences that
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are tightly linked to book reading activities was shown in one investi-
gation by Guthrie et al. (2006). Reading growth was higher for students
in classrooms where there were a large number of hands-on science
activities tightly linked to books than in classrooms where fewer activi-
ties of this kind occurred.

In addition to selecting texts that connect to students’ interests
and backgrounds, teachers encourage students’ intrinsic motivation by
making the reading activity in class maximally relevant to them. Rel-
evance gives them reason to both initiate and persist in completing the
reading task. Students are also more likely to be engaged in reading
if there is an ongoing relevant conceptual theme. Teachers who create
units of study that focus on some conceptual theme based on student
interest are encouraging students to read the expository and narrative
texts with greater enthusiasm over an extended period of time, thereby
sustaining engagement. In various versions of CORI, we have used
the conceptual themes of survival of life in wetlands, plant and animal
communities, or habitats for birds around the world. For third graders,
the concepts of survival were explored by means of such subconcepts
as feeding, locomotion, predation, defense, reproduction, respiration,
communication, niche, competition, and adaptation to habitat (Barbosa
& Alexander, 2004).

While providing experiences for students that activate and add to
their background knowledge centered on a conceptual theme, teachers
must be aware of and attentive to the cultural backgrounds of their
students. This is especially important since studies have found dif-
ferences in levels of intrinsic motivation among ethnic groups. Unrau
and Schlackman (2006) studied urban middle school students’ intrinsic
motivations for reading. The middle school was located in Los Ange-
les, and the majority of the students (about 75%) were Hispanic, while
about 20% were Asian. The authors found that intrinsic motivation
positively related to and predicted reading achievement for the Asian
students, but they did not find this result for Hispanic students. It is,
therefore, important to consider what cultural values and opportuni-
ties students are often presented with within the context of their home
environments and communities.

Including themes and texts from various parts of the world
enriches students” appreciation for and understanding of their culture
as well as cultures outside their own. Teachers who include texts and
references to the specific cultures represented in the classroom are more
likely to engage students, especially those who do not normally see
their backgrounds reflected in mainstream instruction and texts. This
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helps to bring some of their own personal background knowledge to
the reading activity, thereby increasing comprehension. With repeated
experiences of relevance in the classroom, students increase their inter-
est, and their reasons for reading increasingly become enjoyment rather
than external pressure.

Nonrelevance Undermines Intrinsic Motivation

When teachers do not assure the relevance of text or reading activity,
students tend to avoid reading (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 2002). For exam-
ple, students may experience low relevance when there are multiple
unrelated topics within one lesson with few or no links to background
knowledge. Teaching texts and topics that have no basis or connection
to students’ background knowledge has the effect of disengaging them,
and gives them an additional reason not to read the text. If students are
consistently given texts and reading activities that are outside of their
own experiences or that disregard their interests and preferences, there
is little reason for them to initiate reading the text and even less chance
that they will become immersed in the reading. Over time, students
come to regard the readings as tedious chores, and, given their dislike
of the texts, they will tend to avoid reading (Oldfather, 2002).

Ownership

Too often, teachers create an environment in the classroom that empha-
sizes the teacher’s authority and ownership of the space, the materials,
the curriculum, and, by extension, the learning that takes place. How-
ever, once students are placed at the center of the learning experience
and are encouraged to think of reading as their own personal asset,
they see the value of investing their time and energy in reading.

Affording Choices Strengthens Ownership

There are opportunities throughout the school day to offer meaningful
choices to students. These choices can be manifested in several ways
that effectively give students a sense of ownership that becomes one
of the reasons to read. The main factors to consider when providing
choices are whether the choice is meaningful, whether it is relevant
to the activity, and whether the level of choice is appropriate for the
student. If the choices provided by the teacher meet these criteria, the
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result is an increased sense of ownership that the student feels toward
reading as well as increased self-regulation and investment in the acqui-
sition of reading strategies. Experiments show that giving choices of
what to read or how long to spend on specific texts increases students’
sense of being “in charge” and their time spent reading (Reynolds &
Symons, 2001).

For choices to be meaningful, they should be based on students’
personal goals and interests (Assor et al., 2002). A simple but impact-
ful choice is that of text selection. Students have individual interests
and preferences when it comes to text genre, format, and topic. Even
if the topic has been set by the teacher, a variety of texts can be offered
that appeal to students, giving them a sense of responsibility; once they
choose a particular text, there is now a responsibility to read and fol-
low through with that choice. One research team (Reeve & Jang, 2006)
observed teachers in a brief 10-minute lesson on how to solve a prob-
lem. Afterward, they asked students about their motivations and their
sense of being in charge of their learning. Students were not motivated
to participate in tasks when the teacher talked constantly, gave detailed
directions, asked controlling questions, gave deadlines, criticized stu-
dents, and gave answers before students finished talking. In contrast,
students reported feeling engaged and motivated for tasks when their
teachers listened, asked what students wanted, provided a rationale for
work, picked up on student questions, gave encouraging feedback, and
recognized challenges (Reeve & Jang, 2006).

In another study, Vansteenkiste et al. (2006) presented a text on
nutrition to students who were moderately or highly obese. One group
was asked to read it for their own interest and personal benefit. Another
group was asked to read quickly to get a high score on a test. The for-
mer group, whose personal needs were addressed in the reading, felt a
sense of ownership of the text. They comprehended deeply and under-
stood the implications of the text for them. The second group, who read
for external goals only, gained superficial knowledge of a few facts but
missed the central messages of the text.

Effective teachers scaffold choices so that at first there are limited
options, and eventually students are making multiple choices within a
lesson such as topic and text selection, partner or group selection, or the
character of the end product. It is vital, however, that students not be
given choices that are overwhelming either in breadth or depth. If stu-
dents have a particularly hard time with decoding text, for example, an
appropriate approach would be for the teacher to select the topic and
provide two texts from which the students can make a choice. Students
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who are more independent could choose from five texts, and especially
proficient students might have a choice of topic as well as text. The goal
is to move students gradually to the point where they are making mul-
tiple choices within a lesson, such as topic and text selection, partner or
group selection, and decisions about the end product. If students are
forced to make multiple choices initially, they might be overwhelmed
and perhaps unlikely to accomplish the desired goals of the lessons.

In discussion of scaffolding for student choice, Antonio and Guth-
rie (2008) suggested that teachers consider (1) offering simple choices
at first, (2) helping students practice making good choices, (3) provid-
ing feedback about their choices, (4) using team choices for younger
students, (5) offering information that clarifies good choices, and (6)
affording students choices within a task (e.g., ordering, sequence, topic).
In effective scaffolding for choice, a teacher initially shares responsi-
bility with the students and gradually shifts the decision making into
the students’ hands. In an interview study, Flowerday and Schraw
(2000) found that secondary teachers offered choices on (1) the topic of
study, (2) reading materials, (3) methods of assessment, (4) the order of
activities, (5) social arrangements, and (6) procedural sequences. These
teachers said that their purpose was to increase students’ interest in
and commitment to the learning and reading activities.

In an environment such as CORI, where students are consis-
tently given meaningful options and then guided to make appropri-
ate choices, students subsequently experience an increase in reading
comprehension and increased self-regulation (Guthrie et al., 2004). This
success contributes to greater attention to reading tasks and a commit-
ment to the completion of these tasks. Throughout the process of read-
ing, and once it is complete, students emerge with a sense of ownership
of the reading strategies they have learned and practiced, ownership of
the knowledge they have attained, and accountability for the further
development of the strategies and knowledge that have been devel-
oped through their choices.

Excessive Control Undermines Ownership

A teacher who controls every aspect of reading instruction is sending
the clear message to students that their opinions and preferences do
not matter. When students do not have any options in designing their
learning, they become passive spectators to the teacher’s agenda. As
a result, students have no sense of ownership of the strategies being
taught, the text used, or the knowledge presented, and have no reason
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to read that text. When it comes time to share the results of the learn-
ing experience, students feel no accountability. For many students, this
lack of accountability is reflected in a failure to complete tasks and the
likelihood that information will be forgotten as soon as the experience
is over. Based on observing classrooms, Assor, Kaplan, Kanat-Maymon,
and Roth (2005) found that frequent directives, interfering with the pre-
ferred pace of learning, and suppressing critical thinking were ways of
exerting excessive control. Such overcontrol resulted in the expression
of anger, anxiety, and resentment toward the teacher among fourth-
and fifth-grade students.

Readers need to establish and maintain a state of flow, or engage-
ment, while reading. If readers are constantly interrupted or made to
start and stop at the teacher’s command, there is no feeling of own-
ership or personal responsibility for the reading assignment (Assor et
al., 2005). Students who sense that their opinions and preferences are
not heard and not valued are made to feel unimportant and powerless
in the classroom. This impression can lead to the view that the read-
ing activity itself is unimportant (Seifert & O’Keefe, 2001). There is no
need for one to self-regulate if the teacher is making all of the decisions.
Students may follow along passively without any decision-making
processes taking place and without the benefit of the trial and error
involved in developing effective learning processes.

Lack of ownership also diminishes the selection and use of read-
ing strategies (Reynolds & Symons, 2001). When teachers give students
only a trivial choice such as which pen color to use, they know the
choice is irrelevant to their learning and that it provides no connection
between them and the reading task. Students who are not allowed to
make choices about which strategy to use or how to use it are being
taught to view reading in a very limited manner, where there is only
one way to approach a problem and no alternatives are presented. With
little ownership, students’ reasons for reading become external. They
may say, “The teacher wants it done” or “I'm only reading because I
have to.” These strictly external reasons are likely to lead to only super-
ficial use of strategies and to lower proficiency in challenging tasks.

Self-Efficacy

Students who believe they can read well are going to read often. When
students have high self-efficacy in reading, the potentially daunting task
of reading a text that is challenging becomes surmountable. They work
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toward goals and frequently enjoy the feeling of success that comes
with tackling a difficult passage. Self-efficacy in students is related to
cognitive engagement and persistence at challenging tasks (Pintrich &
De Groot, 1990).

Maintaining Success Improves Self-Efficacy

Teachers who support their students’ perception that they are capable
of reading well are setting the students up for success as a major reason
to become engaged in reading (Wigfield, Guthrie, Tonks, & Perencevich,
2004). When teachers guide students to repeat tasks until they are pro-
ficient, students enjoy increases in self-efficacy. Teachers who support
student self-efficacy also evaluate student work based on effort and
accuracy. This process promotes students’ willingness to place greater
efforts into challenging texts and reading tasks, which then has a recip-
rocal effect, enabling the students to experience meaningful success.

In classrooms that promote student self-efficacy, the students’ suc-
cess is linked to challenging tasks. Miller and Meece (1999) reported
that third-grade students preferred challenging reading and writing
tasks. The students were interviewed after completing tasks such as
essays, research papers, and the analysis of characters in a class-read
novel. The interviews revealed that, even when students found a task
easy, they did not necessarily have an interest in completing the task,
often finding it boring. When presented with a challenging task, how-
ever, they stated that they especially enjoyed creating their responses
and preferred these types of tasks.

To allow for sufficient challenge in their lessons, teachers should
identify the current level of the student in decoding, comprehension,
and writing and then create tasks that build upon and extend the stu-
dent’s current capacities. This means providing decodable text for
students that is slightly above their reading level but within a level of
comfort where the student is able to become engaged and read fluently
with little interruption. The focus here should be on solidifying existing
decoding skills while building vocabulary and conceptual knowledge,
giving the student a sense of accomplishing a meaningful task that is
challenging. Once the student has successfully attained the reading
strategy or concept at hand and has shown proficiency in decoding that
text, the difficulty of the text may be increased, always challenging the
student but never overwhelming him or her. This approach fosters self-
efficacy and encourages reading engagement (Linnenbrink & Pintrich,
2003).
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The assessment of the student should be based on effort and persis-
tence with challenging text. Text that is well below the level of the stu-
dent has already been mastered, and the student gains very little if there
is no additional conceptual knowledge to be gained. Evaluating reading
ability with this kind of text does not accurately represent the student’s
reading level or growth, even though the student appears successful.
On the other hand, a student who is applying effort to the reading task
and who experiences some element of challenge is more likely to expe-
rience growth in reading ability, and the assessment of student success
should be grounded in this context of appropriate challenge.

Allowing Frequent Failure Undermines Self-Efficacy

When students perceive that reading tasks are insurmountable, they
are less likely to put forth effort or even to attempt new and challenging
reading tasks (Schunk, 2003). This reluctance leads to teacher evalua-
tions that rate the students as poor readers, which in turn further dis-
courages them from attempting similarly difficult reading activities.

A focus on task completion rather than students’ learning accom-
plishments lies at the heart of practices that undermine self-efficacy,
as shown by Schunk (2003) in a review of studies designed to increase
self-efficacy in reading and learning. Such a task focus occurs most
often when students are expected to read a textbook that is too diffi-
cult. For example, many textbooks in content areas contain excessively
difficult vocabulary, are poorly organized, and are connected with stu-
dents’ background knowledge only remotely if at all. For secondary
students, this threat to self-efficacy prevents them from believing that
school is worthwhile (Otis et al., 2005). Focusing on content coverage
and the completion of the tasks enumerated in a lesson plan or teach-
ers’ guide can hinder the self-efficacy of students who are developing
readers as well as those who are proficient readers. In the case of devel-
oping readers, students who are given tasks that are too difficult and
asked to repeat the tasks repeatedly, without additional instruction, are
likely to be disengaged (Chapman & Tunmer, 1995). Whatever vestige
of students’ self-efficacy for reading that exists to that point drops even
more. This experience of repeated failure causes the students to detach
themselves mentally from the reading task and, in a broader sense,
from reading altogether (Coddington & Guthrie, in press). The most
frequently cited reason for not reading a particular text is the belief that
“I cannot read it.” Repeated experiences of excessive difficulty humili-
ate students, and naturally they become avoidant.
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Teachers may unintentionally undermine self-efficacy when read-
ing lessons are focused on a task, such as a skill exercise, with no consid-
eration given to whether students are gaining success and competence.
Students who do not feel challenged are less motivated and have lower
self-efficacy (Miller & Meece, 1999). When nothing but completion of
the task is required, and students are given the message that their suc-
cess in comprehending or appreciating the material is irrelevant, they
may complete the task to the teacher’s specifications, but it is possible
that neither permanent knowledge nor an ongoing strategy has been
acquired. Students then learn to go through the motions of completing
tasks without any purpose or benefit, translating success as merely fin-
ishing a task rather than mastering a goal.

Social Motivation

Sharing reading is a social experience, whether students are reading in
unison, discussing a novel, or working together to decode and define a
new word. One of the aspects of school that children enjoy is spending
time with friends. When given the opportunity to interact with friends
during class time, students will approach the given task with more
enthusiasm.

Arranging for Collaboration Fosters Social Motivation

Students are social beings, and this is apparent both in and out of the
classroom. Just as they crave social interaction on the playground, when
in the classroom, discussion and collaboration are natural parts of a stu-
dent’s learning and development, and students will readily embrace
collaboration with peers as a reason to read. When teachers support
this need for collaboration by allowing students to share ideas and
build knowledge together, a sense of belongingness to the classroom
community is established, and the extension and elaboration of existing
knowledge is facilitated (Wentzel, 2005). Students gain the perspective
of others while debating topics in the classroom, broadening their own
views. Students who work together on a reading task are combining
their background knowledge and skill sets, learning from one another,
and building a shared understanding of the material (Chinn, Anderson,
& Waggoner, 2001).

In a study by Almasi (1995), fourth-grade average and below-average
readers were observed and interviewed while engaging in the discus-
sion of stories during reading class. Students were placed in either peer-
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led or teacher-led groups and were given stories to read based on their
interest and reading level. The resulting text-related discussions among
students in the peer-led groups were more elaborate than the discus-
sions that were teacher-led. In the peer-led groups, students shared
their opinions and background knowledge, leading to new interpreta-
tions of the text. The students in the teacher-led groups were not nearly
so actively engaged in discussing incongruities in the text, as the teacher
was the dominant member of the group and posed explicit questions,
guiding students through the analysis of the text. Student engagement
is supported when students are encouraged to read aloud together, cre-
ate questions together, and extract meaning from text together (Chinn
et al., 2001).

In a literature review of motivation and engagement among Cau-
casian and African American students, several experimental stud-
ies found that African American students benefit from collaborative
structures for interacting with text more than Caucasian students. Not
only do African American students prefer collaborative to individual
learning, but also their text comprehension is much enhanced in col-
laborative learning activities that are well structured (Guthrie, Rueda,
Gambrell, & Morrison, 2009). Even sharing prior knowledge helps to
motivate students when they are allowed to find common experiences
with their peers, making them feel a sense of belonging within the
classroom community. When they learn that a classmate has experi-
enced something that they have never seen or even thought of before,
this discovery creates a respect for and curiosity about fellow students.
Once this kind of rapport is established and dialogue has been devoted
to the given topic, students are more likely to engage in reading text
communally and subsequently recall the resulting knowledge much
better, as demonstrated in a study of African American fifth graders
(Dill & Boykin, 2000).

Grouping students of varying reading levels can also be motivat-
ing, as the struggling students gain the perspective of more experi-
enced readers, and the advanced readers clarify their own understand-
ing through explaining concepts and reading strategies to their peers
(Sikorski, 2004). For example, modeling and scaffolding students to say
appropriately “I disagree with you” or “I want to add two points to what
you are saying” enables learners to become more interactively effective.
Students working individually may be more likely to fall prey to mis-
conceptions and adopt errant perspectives on a text than students in an
open discussion. Working individually, students also miss the chance
for verbal give-and-take. This approach also lessens the dependence or
overreliance on the teacher, and students come to feel a greater sense
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of independence when creating meaning with peers instead of always
having to receive help from the presumed authority figure.

This extension of knowledge and perceptions leads to the greater
elaboration of text. The initial concepts are read and decoded by the stu-
dents, but then these concepts are extended beyond the boundaries of
the text to include multiple interpretations and a complex structure of
prior knowledge, perspectives, and emerging knowledge that has been
built collaboratively. It is important for teachers to model and facilitate
elaborative speech in their lessons in order for students to develop their
collaborating skills (Webb & Farivar, 1994).

Individual Work Undermines Social Motivation

Some teachers believe that a quiet classroom where students work indi-
vidually and independently when not in whole-group instruction is a
controlled and well-maintained class. The silence in the room is not
an indicator of student engagement, nor is it necessarily conducive to
complex learning processes such as building an argument or combin-
ing multifaceted knowledge to form new knowledge links. Students
in this environment tend to feel isolated and do not sense a connec-
tion between themselves and a greater community of scholars. Isolated
learners may adhere to faulty logic or inaccurate interpretations with-
out realizing the alternatives or may focus exclusively on one “correct”
interpretation or conclusion (Applebee, Langer, Nystrand, & Gamoran,
2003). These students also miss the chance to build social skills that
include negotiation, persuasion, and synthesis of one’s perspectives
with those of peers, which is something researchers have found stu-
dents enjoy when given the opportunity (Clark et al., 2003).

Mastery Motivation

Students’ goals in the classroom vary from wanting to perform well to
earn a grade to wanting to master and become experts in some new read-
ing strategy, concept, or topic. The quest for deep understanding through
enhanced reading skills is made possible by mastery motivation.

Thematic Units Cultivate Mastery Motivation

By emphasizing mastery goals as an explicit reason to read, teachers
contribute to both student motivation and reading comprehension
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(Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Pintrich, 2000). Teachers who provide concepts
that are both complex and persist over an extended period of time do
much to support the acquisition of deep-seated conceptual knowledge.
Goal orientation has been shown to be related to reading achievement
(Guthrie et al., 2006). One way to scaffold mastery goals is to place
large conceptual learning goals on the blackboard, a bulletin board, or a
chart. As the lessons progress, key information is added and additional
concepts are linked to the visible display. A teacher might scaffold mas-
tery goal learning by beginning a large concept map and adding to it
during the course of a thematic unit. This approach focuses students
on deep understanding rather than test scores or the number of pages
covered in a text.

Placing an emphasis on mastery of new material, not just the per-
formance of tasks, typifies the teacher who is focused on mastery goal
orientation. In the classroom, concepts are introduced and then related
to one another to form a complex web of knowledge. Students are able
to explore topics in depth and at length, and they come away with a
more nuanced understanding of the text that can then enhance future
reading experiences.

Even at the lower elementary grades, students are capable of learn-
ing multiple concepts and making connections among those concepts.
Although at first they may appear more challenging, decodable texts
that include conceptual knowledge are more likely to sustain student
interest and foster curiosity, thereby creating engaged readers. Address-
ing additional teacher attention to mastery goals for students facilitates
this conceptual learning (Meece, Anderman, & Anderman, 2006). Mak-
ing a lesson conceptual also helps to integrate domains such as science
and social studies.

The concepts within reading lessons should also be focal points
for several days or even weeks. This focus on concepts enables stu-
dents to gain a sense of becoming experts in a given topic or subject
area. Introducing the concept in a way that takes into account students’
prior knowledge can in itself take multiple lessons to accomplish. Then,
providing students with hands-on experiences and exposure to mul-
tiple texts should be the core piece of the unit, and again may extend
over several days or weeks. Teachers can conclude with a culminating
project that lets students express their accumulated conceptual knowl-
edge.

There is also a connection between other motivational practices
and mastery orientation. In a study by Meece and Miller (1999), teach-
ers who supported student choice, intrinsic motivation, collaboration,
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and self-efficacy were effective in promoting mastery goals in their
third-grade classrooms. These findings were based on an intervention
study that increased opportunities for students to complete challenging
assignments in a small-group setting. Ratings of work-avoidant goals
decreased, but mastery goals remained stable for the students in class-
rooms where teachers were rated as demonstrating effective implemen-
tation of the intervention.

Disconnected Units Undermine Mastery Motivation

When lessons emphasize the factual knowledge of disparate topics, stu-
dents tend to avoid a mastery orientation and focus instead on short-
term gains that do not result in the meaningful building of learning
strategies or permanent knowledge (Seifert & O'Keefe, 2001). Teachers
need to be attentive to the goal orientation of whole classes, especially
as students move into the upper elementary grades when their goal
orientations can fluctuate widely (Meece & Miller, 1999).

Student engagement is diminished whenever the topics change so
rapidly that students are left with no clear conceptual reason to read the
text. Teachers who switch quickly from one unrelated topic to another
are not giving students a chance to reflect on or digest new information.
Even if the teacher is choosing appropriate conceptual themes, this isnot
an effective approach unless students are given the time to manipulate
these concepts and integrate them with their existing knowledge. When
students are made to read unrelated texts and then are questioned in an
oversimplified manner—such as asking them to recite dates that have
been memorized or other surface knowledge without any connection to
larger systems—their inclination to seek deeper understanding is effec-
tively rebuffed.

Finally, students may learn new reading strategies while read-
ing text just for factual information or to receive a grade for their per-
formance. This level of accomplishment does not mean that they are
engaged readers or that they are mastering anything more than a skill
set to be used within a specific context. Teachers who emphasize per-
formance instead of mastery tend to stress formal assessments and
grades rather than engagement (Patrick, Anderman, Ryan, Edelin, &
Midgley, 2001). Limiting the use of reading strategy to shallow themes
teaches students to think in a very restricted way about reading and
its purpose. Once a strategy has been employed and comprehension
gained from text, if that meaning is trivial, then students are not com-
pelled to initiate use of the strategy in the future, nor are they excited
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about beginning a new text, since there is no meaningful knowledge to
be gained.

Reading Identity

The variables that we have discussed to this point affect reading iden-
tity. Reading identity refers to the extent that an individual values
reading as personally important, and it views success in reading as an
important goal. Regrettably, very little is known about educational con-
ditions that foster the development of reading identity. However, it is
well established that high achievers tend to identify with school and
feel a sense of belonging in the classroom (Voelkl, 1997). Students who
identify themselves as readers are the ones who are more likely to read
and to gain knowledge from reading. Teachers support this by explain-
ing that texts are important and functional and that reading is relevant
for students’ long-term interests and personal development. Under the
best conditions, students connect reading skill and life outcomes such
as career attainment and personal success.

Although there is little research on this issue, we maintain that
when teachers model their own personal identification as readers and
make explicit the fact that they value reading, students perceive reading
as beneficial and worthwhile. When teachers support students’ identity
as readers, students have a commitment to complete the act of reading,
not just to the satisfaction of the teacher but to their own personal stan-
dard of excellence. This level of commitment may result in a sense of
accomplishment once a reading task is mastered that goes beyond the
teacher and lesson, as the student is fulfilling his own personal sense of
responsibility to excel at reading.

As students progress through school, their identity as learners and
readers can progressively deteriorate. Young children typically give
high ratings to reading and learning (Coddington & Guthrie, in press).
However, as students approach the end of the elementary grades,
many students cease to aspire to higher achievement or proficiency in
tasks such as reading in any subject matter (Wigfield & Eccles, 2002).
As they enter middle school, some students detach their sense of self-
worth from school success. This is especially true for African Ameri-
can and Hispanic students. Beginning in grades seven and eight, many
of these minority students reject reading achievement and view it as
unimportant. Taylor and Graham (2007) showed that African American
and Hispanic students cease to value achievement in middle school.
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As Osborne (1997) documented for a national sample, African Ameri-
can males increasingly disidentify with academics through middle and
high school. Their sense of self-worth progressively detaches from their
level of achievement. They do not experience any benefit that justi-
fies putting effort into reading. School is viewed not as an avenue for
advancement or success but rather as merely a requirement imposed
on them. Nussbaum and Steele (2007) found that African American stu-
dents often disengage themselves from evaluations in order to prevent
unfavorable appraisals of their achievements.

Although there is little evidence on this issue, it is likely that when
teachers encourage students to make connections with reading and to
apply their personal experiences in the classroom, they may increase
their engagement with text. Teachers’ interpersonal relationships with
students are also likely to impact their engagement favorably, which
may foster their process of identification in the long term.

Next Steps for Educators

One remarkable quality about the motivations presented here—
consisting of interest, ownership, self-efficacy, social interaction,
and mastery goals—is that they are associated with more and better
reading at all grade levels, K-12. These motivations are also associated
with more and better reading in classroom contexts that are created
both in the short term and in the long term. If a teacher supports stu-
dents’ ownership by giving many choices in one lesson, the students
are likely to respond positively with more motivation for reading. More
profoundly, however, if a curriculum embeds choices across the school
year and daily instruction underscores students’ self-directed learn-
ing, students’ ownership of reading will grow substantially and drive
achievement upward.

As a first step in short-term planning, educators can take stock of
their current teaching practices. For each of the motivations presented
in this chapter, educators can ask:

1. “Do I support this motivation already?”

2. “How often do I do this?”

3. “When do I support this motivation?”

4. “How well does my support work?”

5. “How can I support this motivation more?”

6. “How can I support this motivation more effectively?”

7. “How can I connect this practice to my current teaching more
deeply?”
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Many teachers are already connecting reading to students’ real-
world experiences and background knowledge to some degree. How-
ever, using these questions to reflect on teaching and to expand teachers’
support for relevance will improve the amount and depth of students’
reading.

For an entire course or a discipline in school such as reading
instruction, educators can ask:

1. “How does the course increase students’ motivations already?”

2. “How often does the course support these motivations explic-
itly?”

3. “When does the course do this?”

4. “How well do the instructional supports for motivation
work?”

5. “How can we support motivation more frequently?”

“How can we support motivation better?”

7. “How can the course connect to the motivation practices
described here more thoroughly?”

.0’\

The first step in thinking about supporting motivation more fully
is self-appraisal. One starting point for self-appraisal is to use conversa-
tional questionnaires about motivation in the classroom. Useful inqui-
ries can be made into the students’ viewpoint (through a student ques-
tionnaire). Educators can also explore the teachers’ viewpoint (through
a teacher questionnaire). One exemplary set of questionnaires is avail-
able in Engaging Adolescents in Reading by Guthrie (2008). Regardless
of which tools for self-improvement are used, the implications of this
chapter are that educators can advance the breadth and depth of stu-
dents’ reading by explicitly and systematically nourishing their prac-
tices that affirm students” motivations as readers.
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The way in which students spend their time in American ele-
mentary classrooms has changed substantially over the past decade as
a result of new educational policies (No Child Left Behind [NCLB], U.S.
Department of Education, 2001). The nature and magnitude of these
changes is evident in the findings of two recent studies that report that
students are spending more time in reading/language arts and math-
ematics instruction than was the case a decade ago (Dorph et al., 2007;
McMurrer, 2008). Whereas elementary teachers had previously been
devoting an average of 2 hours a week to science instruction, 80% of
the teachers studied by Dorph et al. (2007) reported allocating an hour a
week to science, and another 16% reported spending no time in science.
The gap between the literacy proficiencies of many American students
and the complex literacy demands of the information age has resulted
in a decade of policies that require that more time be spent in reading/
language arts instruction for students not meeting standards. If stu-
dents aren’t reading well, policymakers reason, they should be spend-
ing more time learning to read. The phase of learning to read has been
conceptualized as primarily a narrative experience that focuses on the
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learning of linguistic content (e.g., phonemes) and of reading strategies
(e.g., summarizing main ideas).

The perspective that we will develop in this chapter is counter to
this commonplace interpretation of what beginning and struggling
readers need. We will argue that an important part of the reading expe-
rience for all students—but particularly struggling readers—is to read
to acquire knowledge. We are not suggesting that beginning and strug-
gling readers do not require exposure to and experiences with infor-
mation about the alphabetic system; nor are we suggesting that narra-
tives have no place in the early reading curriculum. But we will argue
that acquiring knowledge is an important and currently neglected part
of reading development. Acquiring information through text, we will
demonstrate, serves as a powerful incentive for reading and writing.
Increasing the amount of instructional time devoted to reading skills
while decreasing opportunities to use reading and writing to learn
about the physical and social world may serve to decrease involvement
and expertise in reading. In addition, knowledge is critically important
for continued reading, learning, and school achievement, and so read-
ing instruction should be viewed as one context in which to build this
knowledge. Delaying involvement with the compelling information of
science and the social studies until students can “read well” may have
the unintended consequence of making the poor even poorer while the
rich get richer (Stanovich, 1986). We suggest that the integration of liter-
acy and content-area instruction is a potentially effective way to create
an engaging knowledge-supportive context for learning to read as well
as necessary for students’ acquisition of critical bodies of knowledge.

In this chapter, we develop a model of integrated content-area
and literacy learning in three phases. First, we review scholarship to
establish how knowledge acquisition affects comprehension and how
it is affected, in turn, by reading experiences. The second section of the
chapter presents prior efforts in which language and literacy processes
have been integrated or combined with content-area learning goals.
Finally, we present theory and research for integrated instruction where
knowledge acquisition is in the foreground and reading processes are
developed in the service of that knowledge acquisition.

Knowledge Building as a Goal
of Literacy Instruction

The model in Figure 4.1 demonstrates the cyclical relationship between
knowledge and comprehension. Comprehension depends on back-
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ground knowledge. Since knowledge begets more knowledge, compre-
hending the information in texts serves as the context for obtaining and
elaborating upon knowledge. This section of the chapter describes the
research on the processes depicted in this model—the manner in which
knowledge is developed through literacy and the manner in which
knowledge supports comprehension. Underlying these processes is the
relevance or authenticity of knowledge acquisition in students’ learn-
ing.

Developing Knowledge

In the context of discussing the relationship between school funding
and educational opportunity, Neuman and Celano (2006) argue the
significance of the knowledge gap between low-income and middle-
income children. They suggest not only that knowledge leads to more
knowledge—those who have access to information read more, have
higher-level conversations, and more continued educational opportuni-
ties—but also that the knowledge gap is associated with quality-of-life
differences, including health and crime prevention.

We know a great deal about the strong relationship between back-
ground knowledge and school learning (e.g., Alao & Guthrie, 1999;
Hailikari, Nevgi, & Komulainen, 2008): the more people know about
something, the more likely they will learn something new about it.
This work also suggests that learning that is not connected to exist-
ing knowledge is more likely to be forgotten. Dochy, Segers, and Buehl
(1999) reported that more than 90% of the studies examining the con-
tribution of prior knowledge to learning have found a positive effect
and that prior knowledge generally explains 30-60% of the variance in
performance on outcome measures of learning.

Given this relationship between background knowledge and aca-

Knowledge

Activating Building
Knowledge Knowledge

Comprehension

FIGURE 4.1. Model of reciprocity between knowledge and comprehension.
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demicachievement, Marzano (2004) suggests thatenhancing knowledge
should be at the top of any list of interventions to support students’ aca-
demic achievement. The most obvious way to enhance students’ world
knowledge is to provide knowledge-enriching experiences in school;
yet, literacy programs have long missed the opportunity to use read-
ing, writing, and speaking as tools for developing knowledge (Mar-
zano, 2004; Neuman & Celano, 2006). While literacy educators have
suggested that reading instruction is enhanced by attention to content
(Chall & Snow, 1988), literacy programs have largely emphasized the
teaching of process (how) to the exclusion of content (what), distin-
guishing between learning to read and reading to learn (Palincsar &
Duke, 2004). That is, literacy instruction often focuses on teaching stu-
dents skills and strategies for decoding and comprehending text and
pays less attention to the content of the texts. As Palincsar and Duke
(2004) point out, one problem with this approach is that it deprives stu-
dents of the information that they might use to read, write, and think.
Using discipline-based knowledge development as a context for
literacy learning provides an opportunity for students to practice and
apply their emerging literacy skills in the interest of developing under-
standings about the world that support their future learning. Knowl-
edge, from this perspective, does not refer to a litany of facts, but rather
to the discipline-based conceptual understandings that provide explan-
atory principles for phenomena in the world (Guthrie & Alao, 1997) and
that engage students in becoming experts on the world around them.
For example, in the project in which we have been involved over the
past 5 years (Cervetti, Pearson, Bravo, & Barber, 2006; Cervetti, Pear-
son, Barber, Hiebert, & Bravo, 2007), science and literacy instruction are
integrated in ways that invite students to become experts on important
scientific topics. One unit develops the importance of shorelines as the
habitat for innumerable fascinating organisms. Second- and third-grade
students develop conceptual understandings that are likely to support
their future learning, including the understanding that shoreline organ-
isms have characteristics called adaptations that aid in their survival in
a habitat. At the same time, students are learning facts about shoreline
organisms such as that seagulls have webbed feet and that pismo clams
have hard shells. These facts are grounded in the concept of adapta-
tion, and it is this conceptual grounding that makes this information
something more than a mere collection of fascinating facts or seductive
details (Garner & Gillingham, 1991). The essential understanding that
adaptations help organisms survive guides students in predicting that
the webbed feet of gulls aid them in swimming in the shoreline habitat
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to escape predators and find food, or that clams have hard shells that
serve as protection from predators and crashing waves. It is the disci-
pline-based conceptual understanding about adaptation that becomes
the readers’ newfound “prior” knowledge that will support future
learning—and reading—in this subject area.

Supporting Comprehension with Knowledge

There has been a strong emphasis in the research-and-practice litera-
ture in reading education on activating prior knowledge for reading
(e.g., Harvey & Goudvis, 2007; Pressley et al., 1992; Spires & Donley,
1998) but less emphasis on finding ways to build knowledge to support
reading comprehension. The problems with activating prior knowl-
edge without building knowledge is that it privileges the students who
have knowledge already and it depends on the knowledge that stu-
dents bring to school.

Readers who have more knowledge of the topic of a text demon-
strate better comprehension and recall (e.g., Tierney & Cunningham,
1984), particularly when reading texts that require more gap-filling
inferences—those inferences that require a reader to fill in details that
the author omitted (McNamara, Kintsch, Songer, & Kintsch, 1996). In
their review of the contribution of factors such as knowledge, strate-
gies, goals, and interest to constructing meaning from text, Jetton and
Alexander (2001, 19) suggest that nothing exerts a more powerful
influence over what students understand and remember from reading
a text than their existing knowledge. Prior knowledge has been shown
to make a greater contribution to text comprehension than decoding
or the reported use of strategies (Samuelstuen & Braten, 2005) and to
make a contribution to comprehension independent of topic interest
(Baldwin, Peleg-Bruckner, & McClintock, 1985). Readers with more
knowledge of the topic of a text also perform better on comprehension
assessments than readers with less knowledge, independent of reading
ability (e.g., Recht & Leslie, 1988).

Several decades ago, when schema theory was in the foreground,
the research and pedagogical suggestions of researchers and teacher
educators emphasized the reciprocal relationship between reading
comprehension and knowledge. Schema theory (Anderson & Pearson,
1984) described the relationship of knowledge to comprehension as a
cycle wherein knowledge supports comprehension and comprehension
in turn builds new knowledge. This understanding of the relationship
between comprehension and knowledge suggests that the new knowl-
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edge that students develop today, whether from a book or from an
experience, is the prior knowledge they will bring tomorrow to another
experience or another text. The vestiges of this understanding are still
evident in the instructional focus on preparing children to read by acti-
vating text-relevant knowledge (Duke & Pearson, 2002).

We suggest, however, that the cognitive revolution’s vision of
knowledge as the basis of reading comprehension had been only par-
tially realized. Literacy educators attended to activating prior knowl-
edge and teaching students to bring this knowledge to bear on their
comprehension of text. At the same time, the other half of the cycle—
where comprehension builds new knowledge—was shortchanged as
literacy educators moved to literature-based reading programs. While
this movement had some positive outcomes (e.g., students got to read
real literature), the expanded literacy curriculum has largely squeezed
out content-area instruction and, consequently, attention to knowledge-
building altogether (Kato & Manning, 2007).

While students acquire pockets of knowledge from wide reading,
in-depth knowledge development may provide more benefits. As Jet-
ton and Alexander (2001) point out, substituting superficial coverage
of content for in-depth exploration of concepts can form a disjointed
and only piecemeal basis for further text-based comprehension and
learning. Broader disciplinary knowledge appears to be more power-
ful in supporting reading comprehension of content-area texts than
knowledge of a specific topic. In their study of the role of subject matter
knowledge on recall of and interest in science expository text, Alexan-
der, Kulikowich, and Schulze (1994) found that college students who
had more content-area knowledge, particularly in the form of domain
knowledge, produced higher scores and gave higher interest ratings
than those with less content-area knowledge.

Much has been written about the contribution of prior knowledge
to comprehension (see, e.g., Stahl, Hare, Sinatra, & Gregory, 1991). A
primary way in which prior knowledge supports comprehension is
that students with more knowledge can assimilate additional informa-
tion and distinguish between important and more peripheral informa-
tion (Alao & Guthrie, 1999). Kintsch and Kintsch (2005) point out that
readers must construct a situation model, a mental model of the situ-
ation described by the text, requiring an integration of text informa-
tion with relevant prior knowledge and reader goals. As Garner and
Gillingham (1991) point out, “If a topic is entirely unfamiliar, there
is no way to relate new information in a text to existing knowledge
structures.”

In addition, knowledge is needed to understand the relationship
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between ideas in a text. Stahl et al. (1991) found that readers with low
prior knowledge are able to recall as many facts as those with high
prior knowledge, but readers with high prior knowledge are better able
to infer an organization to those facts and selectively attend to differ-
ent portions of the text (in particular information that is related to the
themes of an article).

In recent years there has been a marked interest in nonfiction and
informational text, driven in part by documentation of a genre imbal-
ance in the early grades (Duke, 2000) and by concerns about reading
achievement in the upper grades, particularly the drop-off in reading
achievement at the fourth-grade level, when students are expected
to handle nonfiction texts with increased independence (Gambrell,
2005). Students’ struggles with reading and comprehending nonfiction
texts have been documented across grade levels (McGee, 1982; Hidi &
Hildyard, 1983), and their performances have been found to be poorer
with expository than narrative texts (Dreher, 1999). These difficulties,
it has been argued, reflect the lack of significant exposure to informa-
tional texts in the early grades (Yopp & Yopp. 2000) and little instruction
in the structures and functions of informational texts (Duke & Bennet-
Armistead, 2003). Students may also lack the knowledge that would
make these content-rich texts accessible.

We do not wish to minimize the importance of skills and strategies
associated with decoding, fluent oral reading, and reading comprehen-
sion. Instead, we want to suggest that knowledge and skills are mutually
supportive. Kintsch and Kintsch (2005) suggest that the goal of reading
comprehension instruction is to assist students in constructing good
situation models from texts in order to understand and retain infor-
mation. In this view, comprehension requires a combination of knowl-
edge and strategies/skills. In addition, these processes are supported
when reading instruction is situated in a meaningful knowledge-build-
ing context that fuels literacy development by providing background
knowledge for future reading and future learning and that inspires lit-
eracy development by engaging students in becoming experts on the
world around them. As we describe below, reading about something
compelling in the natural world from an increasingly informed knowl-
edge base can provide greater ease of reading as well as a motive for
continued reading. In our own work, we connect students’ firsthand
investigations—of the solar system, energy, and ecosystems—to the
texts they read so that they are mutually informing and together build
sustained engagement in a set of ideas, yielding opportunities for rich
discussions, complex forms of writing, and, indeed, instruction in the
skills and strategies of reading.
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Building Authenticity with Knowledge

Many arguments for integration of literacy and content instruction
stem from notions of increased authenticity and engagement (Guth-
rie, Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2004a). From this perspective, instruction
that situates conceptual understandings or knowledge as the ends of
instruction and that positions reading, writing, and discourse as tools
to achieve these ends creates the kind of need to know that can moti-
vate engaged reading and propel literacy development ahead.

Reading for Real Reasons

Several studies have offered compelling evidence that growth in read-
ing engagement and reading comprehension is accelerated when stu-
dents are involved in authentic reading activity (e.g., Knapp. 1995; Pur-
cell-Gates, Duke, & Martineau, 2007). By “authentic,” we mean reading
real texts for real purposes—that is, where the goal of reading is under-
standing the material well enough to use it for other purposes, such as
making an argument, applying a concept in some way, or engaging in a
firsthand investigation. Hiebert (1994) similarly defines authentic tasks
as “ones in which reading and writing serve a function for children”
and “involve children in the immediate use of literacy for enjoyment
and communication” (p. 391). Authentic literacy tasks focus on student
choice and ownership, extend beyond the classroom walls, involve a
variety of reading and writing opportunities, promote discussion and
collaboration, and build upon students’ interests, abilities, background,
and language development (Hiebert, 1994).

Purcell-Gates et al. (2007) examined student growth in reading-
and-writing informational text genres. The project infused second-
and third-grade classrooms with the target text genres and monitored,
among other things, the degree of authenticity of literacy activities in
these classrooms. Authentic literacy activity was defined as (1) the read-
ing and writing of text genres that serve a communicative purpose that
can occur outside of a learning-to-read-and-write context and purpose
(e.g., reading for information that one wants or needs to know, such
as reading instructions to complete a task); and (2) the match between
the genres that students read in school and the actual tasks that those
genres might be used for in the world outside of school. Purcell-Gates
and her colleagues reported that student growth in reading and writing
the target genres did not relate to the amount of time spent reading and
writing the genres alone or even explicit teaching of genre features. The
crucial ingredient was the nature of the interaction with the text. Stu-
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dents in classrooms with more authentic reading and writing of science
informational and procedural texts (that is tied to authentic communi-
cative purposes and an authentic need to know) grew in reading ability
at a faster rate than those using texts with less authenticity.

An Emphasis on Deep Understanding

A number of studies, including the CIERA School Change study (Tay-
lor, Pearson, Peterson, & Rodriguez, 2003), have found that reading
achievement is higher the more that teachers emphasize deep under-
standing of text rather than literal comprehension or recall. Readers
who are driven by a learning goal and engaged in deep processing of
information are more likely to recall information from text (Graham
& Golan, 1991). Participation in knowledge building, or reading with
a knowledge goal, demands a level of involvement in text and a level
of meaning making that might not be demanded of reading isolated
texts. A knowledge goal provides opportunities for deep processing of
textual information, for connecting ideas across texts, and for making
meaning of information through writing and, in science, through sub-
sequent investigations.

In addition, Guthrie et al. (2004a) suggest that conceptual goals for
reading increase interest and enjoyment. They point out that it is moti-
vating to develop expertise—to know about something, to learn more
about it, to connect it to other learning, and to be able to explain it. Jet-
ton and Alexander (2001) similarly conclude that, while the skills and
strategies of reading are important, readers “also need a commitment
or will to explore text in a deep or meaningful way.” Ongoing inves-
tigations of the natural and social world provide reasons to persist in
the reading of challenging texts. Learning what others have discovered
about the world and sharing one’s own discoveries can be powerful
motivators for learning to read, write, and speak effectively.

There is some evidence that students are more strategic when
reading and writing are associated with a learning goal that extends
beyond the particular text at hand. Examining the role of a learning
goal orientation in reading, Alao and Guthrie (1999) found that, after
controlling for prior knowledge, a learning goal orientation accounted
for 34% of the total variance in students’ use of higher-level reading
strategies, such as monitoring and elaboration. In fact, in the Alao and
Guthrie study, learning goals was a better predictor of strategy use than
prior knowledge. A large body of research demonstrates the association
between learning goal orientations and learning outcomes.
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Both of these principles—reading for real purposes and reading for
deep understanding—are supported by knowledge goals. Approaches
to reading in contexts where the learning goals emphasize acquiring the
knowledge or skills of another discipline may tend toward a more func-
tional view of literacy, that is, one that emphasizes employing reading,
writing, and discourse as a set of tools and processes that people use
to acquire knowledge in other domains. Not only do content-area dis-
ciplines create a setting in which students can “practice” applying their
discrete reading and writing strategies, they also foster opportunities
for sophisticated and dynamic enactment of these strategies in the ser-
vice of learning about the world. When a knowledge goal is positioned
as the “end” of instruction, even discrete skills can be taught in the
context of meaningful reading rather than out-of-context reading. That
is, even when one is teaching skills, knowledge goals keep the focus on
meaning and render transparent the relationship between the skills and
the goal of constructing meaning from text. As Goodlad and Su (1992)
point out, an integrated curriculum can build close relationships among
concepts, skills, and values so that they are mutually reinforcing.

The Evolving Relationship of Reading and Content

Having put forth three arguments for focusing on knowledge in read-
ing instruction, we shift our attention to the attempts that schools
have made to explore and implement this relationship. Over the past
hundred years, a number of educational movements have embraced
the idea of combining the development of reading, writing, speaking,
listening, and viewing processes with content-area learning goals. In
essence, we want to distinguish the approach we advocate—an inte-
grated approach to literacy and content-area instruction—from related
instructional approaches that have come before, making sure to empha-
size both their commonalities and differences.

Origin in the Progressive Movement

The origin of integrated approaches to reading and content-area instruc-
tion is often associated with the progressive movement in education
that started in the first half of the 20th century. The progressive tradi-
tion did not separate reading instruction from subject matter instruc-
tion (Zirbes, 1918). Rather than isolating literacy skills instruction,
many progressive educators believed that reading was to be “organi-
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cally bound up” with all of the other content-based learning work of the
school (Thorme-Thomsen, 1901). Progressive educators such as Francis
Parker and John Dewey argued that all reading should be focused on
the study of subject matter. In this way, the learning of reading, writing,
speaking, listening, and viewing was necessarily integrated with and in
the service of content-area learning. Characteristic of this movement was
Parker’s (1894) declaration that “in the school all the reading should be
a direct means of intensifying, enhancing, expanding, and relating the
thought evolved by the study of the subjects. ... Reading in botany, in
zoology, in history—in fact, all reading—should be concentrated upon
the study of the central subjects” (p. 220).

In 1925, the National Committee on Reading stressed the impor-
tance of reading for a reason, characterizing the relationship between
reading and subject matter as follows: “The difficulty which constantly
confronts the teacher is to keep the reading skills sufficiently in the
foreground that they may be improved and refined, yet at the same
time make them subservient to the real interests and larger purposes
for which pupils read” (Whipple, 1925, p. 140).

While the initial basis for this integrated approach to reading and
content-area instruction was largely theoretical rather than empirical,
this element of the progressive movement underpinned the Eight Year
Study from the 1930s. The study found that college students who had
attended progressive high schools with integrated instruction across
disciplines as one of its foundations outperformed students from tra-
ditional high schools on standardized tests (Chamberlin, Chamber-
lin, Drought, & Scott, 1942). Nevertheless, by the middle of the 20th
century, many of the principles guiding the progressive movement in
education, including those associated with integrated instruction, were
subjected to serious criticism. Some held the movement responsible for
producing citizens who were underprepared for careers in science and
technology, advocating a return to instruction that emphasized more
traditional disciplinary lines. As a result, instruction shifted to more
a reductionist and behavioristic view of reading (Moore, Readance, &
Rickelman, 1983).

Thematic Instruction

In the last part of the 20th century, integrated instruction reemerged
in different forms, including thematic instruction. Thematic instruc-
tion commonly refers to instruction organized around broad topics in
order to facilitate connection making across academic domains (Leder-
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man & Niess, 1997). Some educators distinguish thematic instruction
from other forms of integrated instruction that organize different sub-
ject areas around narrower real-world problems to form a “seamless
whole” wherein distinctions among academic disciplines melt away.
We use thematic instruction to refer to a broad set of approaches that
uses themes as a framework on which to merge language and literacy
learning with content-area learning.

While thematic instruction invited subject matter topics back into
language arts instruction, its focus was on supporting literacy more
than serving knowledge development or content-area learning. In the
1970s and 1980s, the emergence of whole language brought with it a
form of instruction designed to make literacy learning more meaning-
ful and authentic by centering reading and writing activities around
content-relevant themes (Morrow, 2001). In her review of how thematic
instruction found a comfortable home in the whole-language move-
ment, Morrow explains that whole language, with its focus on teaching
literacy skills as needed depending on what the children were reading
or writing, freed teachers to use different kinds of organizing heuris-
tics for literacy instruction, including themes. With these early forms
of whole-language thematic units, literacy instruction remained the
primary goal, and eventually thematic language arts basal programs
followed suit.

While many basals have been organized thematically since this
time, the lack of attention to subject matter-relevant content has long
been noted (e.g., Flood & Lapp. 1987; Stotsky, 1997). Even as basals
have included more expository text in recent years, attention has not
been paid to substantial knowledge development (Walsh, 2003). Possi-
bly in part as a reflection of this, the latest rendering of thematic instruc-
tion as it is embodied in basal programs and implemented in language
arts instruction often incorporates themes as loose umbrellas for lit-
eracy instruction. These themes (e.g., “bears,” “water,” and “change”)
allow teachers and publishers to identify materials and activities that
are topically related, but the latter probably do not realize the potential
of integrated instruction for disciplinary knowledge development.

While contemporary thematic instruction is often a testament to
tcachers’ creativity and ability to build connections across domains,
the possibility remains that the connections may be tenuous (Holdren,
1994). Because the focus is squarely on supporting literacy development,
activities are typically chosen based on their link to the theme rather
than their potential to deepen students’ knowledge of the domain. And
although classroom experiences centered on a unifying theme may pro-
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vide students with multiple exposures to related academic vocabulary,
such instruction does not guarantee that this is done is any systematic
way. Indeed, some research suggests that students engaged in thematic
instruction develop less conceptual understanding than they would
with more scaffolded approaches (Lederman & Niess, 1997). Although
the instructional approach we propose in this chapter centers around
topics or themes in particular domains, it considers the goal of instruc-
tion to be not only connection making but also building deep concep-
tual knowledge of the domain.

Reading Instruction in the Content Areas

Reading instruction in the content areas most commonly refers to con-
tent-area teachers’ providing students with explicit instruction on vari-
ous “good reader strategies” to facilitate word identification, vocabu-
lary development, and comprehension while reading content-area
texts. As early as the 1920s, major figures in education were calling for
reading instruction that included specific skills needed for content-area
study (Moore et al., 1983). It was Gray (1925) who popularized the slo-
gan “Every teacher a teacher of reading.” Recent attention to content-
area reading came about in response to research that has documented
that students across grades struggle with reading and understanding
content-area and other expository texts and the recognition that differ-
ent reading strategies may be needed, depending on the nature of the
reading material and the purpose (Dreher, 1999; Hidi & Hidyard, 1983;
McGee, 1982; Moore et al., 1983).

Content-Area Reading Instruction

It is reasonable to expect that strategic reading can enhance content-
area learning; however, it is important to bear in mind that text is typi-
cally operationalized as traditional textbooks rather than the broad
range of nonfiction genres that readers are likely to encounter beyond
the classroom. Consequently, it may be the case that the notion of text
in content-area reading instruction is not rich enough to help students
acquire a wide range of understandings about content and literacy
(Beck & McKeown, 1991).

Alternatively, some curricular embodiments of content-area read-
ing programs commonly take the form of more traditional content-area
instruction, augmented by the use of nonfiction trade books (Palmer &
Stewart, 1997). As Palmer and Stewart point out, “Increasing numbers



92 INSTRUCTION

of teachers are supplementing or supplanting textbooks with nonfiction
trade books” (p. 630). Important to take into account, however, is the fact
that making effective use of nonfiction trade books may require supple-
mental support for both teacher and student so that these new texts
are not simply treated as another textbook (Palmer & Stewart, 1997).
We suggest that true integration of literacy and content-area instruction
can provide the opportunity for students to deepen their learning of the
content as they broaden their understanding of, and facility with, the
skills and strategies of nonfiction reading and writing.

Use of Nonfiction or Informational Texts

As Duke (2000) pointed out nearly a decade ago, students in many
classrooms get much smaller doses of informational texts than the nar-
rative fiction texts that often dominate much of their home and early
school literacy experiences. This research, in combination with research
documented in the report Reading for Understanding (RAND Reading
Study Group. 2002), calls into question the decades-long assumption
that text is text—that students can and will transfer generic reading
skills from fictional literature to other genres of text. The research sum-
marized in the Rand report indicates that, for students to use nonfic-
tion text effectively, teachers need to instruct students directly on how
to navigate and extract information from text. Such instruction on the
part of teachers, Palmer and Stewart (1997) stress, depends on adequate
training in using such texts, especially content-area teachers who may
have more limited text-based pedagogical knowledge.

In the intervening years there has been a strong resurgence of
interest in nonfiction and informational text. Further, evidence has
verified that many students are genuinely interested in reading nonfic-
tion texts (Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003; Edmunds & Bauserman,
2006; Mohr, 2006). As a result, many teachers have expanded the num-
ber of nonfiction texts in their classroom libraries, basal programs have
boosted the proportion of nonfiction selections, and publishers have
increased their selections of nonfiction trade books. Most educators
will agree that it makes sense to provide students with exposure to a
broader range of the nonfiction text structures and features that they
are likely to encounter outside the classroom. Even so, simply giving
students nonfiction texts—especially ones that superficially address
varjous topics—may be an insufficient means of developing bodies of
background knowledge and engaged reading. As we discuss further in
the next section, evidence is mounting that experiences with nonfiction



Acquiring Knowledge through Reading 93

texts can be most powerful when they are related to and situated within
content-area instruction that has the potential to build students’ skills
with, and extend their conceptual understandings of several different
genres of text.

Integrated Instruction that Foregrounds Knowledge

The instruction in reading that we envision is more than the opportu-
nity to read—it is the opportunity to learn something meaningful through
text and related activities around text (i.e., discussion and also hands-
on learning experiences). McRae and Guthrie (Chapter 3, this volume)
have described this phenomenon as “beyond opportunity to read.” Our
way of conceptualizing the phenomenon is “opportunity to learn”—
something that we believe is best achieved through the integration of
content-area learning and literacy learning. The instruction we envi-
sion integrates content-area learning with an emphasis on reading and
writing in the context of knowledge development and with a related
emphasis on the cultivation of shared and reciprocal processes across
domains. In our work on science—literacy integration, we have often
used the word synergistic to describe this relationship (Cervetti et al.,
2006).

In many respects, this synergistic approach harkens back to the
earlier forms of integrated instruction from the progressive era in edu-
cation. In this approach, reading skills and strategies are taught and
Jearned in a context that supports the development of disciplinary
knowledge and skills with high level of integrity. Scientific inquiry,
reading, writing, and discussing are woven together in mutually rein-
forcing ways and always in the interest of important scientific under-
standings. In this approach, the concepts and skills of science are in the
foreground. The content provides an engaging and enriching context
for teaching the skills, strategies, and dispositions of literacy.

To provide a concrete example, consider an astronomy unit for
fourth and fifth graders that we developed recently for the Seeds of
Science/Roots of Reading program that manifests our approach (Seeds
of Science/Roots of Reading, 2009). In this unit, students investigate
the ways that scientists and engineers use technology to learn about
distant solar system objects (mainly planets and moons). Having stud-
ied many of these solar system objects earlier in the unit, students read
about space scientists and space missions and engage in the activity of
designing a spacecraft that might be successful in landing on and gath-
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ering data about a solar system object characterized by specific envi-
ronmental conditions and surface features. Students write scientific
explanations about how their spacecraft design and mission goals are
suited to the conditions on the solar system object they intend to study.
They learn about the models that scientists use to study their designs
in advance of the missions. They learn about the determination and
persistence that are necessary to engage in the challenging enterprise
of space exploration. They learn a great deal about the solar system in
which they live and the conditions, features, and movement of many
of its objects. In the meantime, they learn about and engage in reading
and writing scientific genres of text, learn the language and structures
of scientific argumentation, and engage in rich discussions of the nature
of science, scientific design, and our solar system.

Approaches to the integration of literacy and content-area instruc-
tion that foreground knowledge development are not simply intuitively
appealing; their efficacy is increasingly borne out by rigorous research
studies. This research is providing increasingly compelling evidence
that these instructional approaches result in greater growth in literacy
and disciplinary knowledge development than isolated instruction
(Gavelek, Raphael, Biondo, & Wang, 2000). Two programs have par-
ticularly impressive records of research: Concept-Oriented Reading
Instruction (CORI) and In-Depth Expanded Application of Science
(IDEAS). Each program has accumulated a record of learning outcomes
across a number of studies using a variety of literacy measures, includ-
ing standardized measures.

John Guthrie, Alan Wigfield, and their colleagues developed CORI
to integrate inquiry-based science and reading strategy instruction in
order to enhance elementary students’ use of reading strategies, moti-
vation to read, and conceptual knowledge in science and social studies
(see Guthrie, Wigfield, & Perencevich, 2004b). The CORI program uses
content goals for reading instruction and creates a highly collaborative
learning environment that engages students in hands-on activities and
the reading of interesting texts related to the content goal.

The IDEAS project (Romance & Vitale, 1992, 2001) is an instruc-
tional model that integrates science and literacy instruction by provid-
ing students with opportunities to access and build upon their prior
knowledge; do hands-on science activities; read, write, and journal
about science; and use a variety of instructional tools to build meaning-
ful connections and increase their conceptual science understandings.
Romance and Vitale (1992, 2001) have reported that what seemed to
make the IDEAS model effective with students was the fact that it pro-
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vided them with an opportunity to pursue an in-depth understanding
of conceptually meaningful structured knowledge, not just simple or
superficial connections.

Similarly, while the objective of CORI is to increase the amount of
engaged reading students do, CORI situates direct instruction of read-
ing strategies within a context that allows students to develop in-depth
knowledge on a science or social studies topic with a high degree of
disciplinary integrity. In both programs, students construct meaningful
knowledge and then use that knowledge to support future learning.
An important characteristic of both programs is what CORI researchers
call “coherence,” or the linking of activities and content in ways that
enable students to make connections between experience and reading,
strategies and content, and among different texts.

While other forms of thematic instruction in reading allow for con-
nection making, the repetition of vocabulary, and possibly the develop-
ment of some background knowledge, both of these programs pursue
substantive knowledge goals within the domain of science and use
reading, writing, speaking, concept mapping, strategy instruction, and
so on to further these goals. CORI and IDEAS not only use the context
of science to build on students’ curiosity about the world and allow that
curiosity to drive reading instruction, but they also establish knowl-
edge goals and a context of developing expertise that drives students’
literacy development.

Conclusion

The schism between learning to read and reading to learn has been
extensive and long-standing. We suggest that it is time to reconsider
this schism. There are many reasons to believe that knowledge develop-
ment may be the necessary next frontier in reading education. Progress
has been made over the past decade in students’ fundamental capacity
to read, but the gains have not been commensurate in students’ abil-
ity to comprehend and remember critical information. And the knowl-
edge gap between wealthier students and lower-SES students persists.
Knowledge is a necessary and natural outcome of reading, and evi-
dence is beginning to demonstrate that reading instruction is more
potent when it builds and then capitalizes upon the development of
content knowledge.

Equally important, though, is the potential of knowledge goals to
engage students in reading (and writing and speaking). If we want stu-
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dents to persevere through the challenges of learning to read, we need
to provide a motive for reading that makes it worth the effort. If we
want to inspire students to love reading, we need to give them opportu-
nities to experience firsthand reading’s power to expose them to amaz-
ing new ideas and communities, to help them explore and explain the
world around them, and to answer their questions. Knowledge goals
provide motives for reading that go beyond getting the words straight
or reading through to the end of the text. Children should be learning
real things for real reasons as they read. We should not deliberately
delay students’ involvement in reading to learn until they necessarily
have all of the skills of reading in place. Practicing for years on end
without ever getting to play the game is no fun. And there is compel-
ling evidence that those students who view reading as important are
also those who like it best (Scholastic, 2008). To ensure that our students
develop the skills to participate in the complex literacy experiences of
the digital age and to help assure that they become truly engaged as
readers, the first priority of literacy educators is to make reading genu-
inely important to students.
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the list was loaded with icons of popular culture, many with particu-
lar relevance to students’ out-of-school lives. The Marlboro Man, Santa

why children’s preferences matter for educators.

What Motivates Children to Read?

Why should literacy educators care about the influence of popular cul-
ture on children? In a word, because we want to motivate children to
read—and read more. Providing student choice, interesting texts, the
opportunity to collaborate with peers and dig deeper into a topic of
importance are classroom practices that enhance motivation and pro-
duce powerful effects on reading comprehension and achievement
(McRae and Guthrie, Chapter 3, this volume; Guthrie & Humenick,
2004). Student engagement with interesting texts, defined as those
relevant to the learner and approached with authentic purpose, is the
single most important factor in the motivation to read. Motivated read-
ers read more, and they read more outside of school, thereby increas-
ing reading volume and accruing the benefits of sustained engagement
with text (Allington, Chapter 2, this volume; Cunningham & Stanovich,
1998). Most notably, reading volume develops vocabulary and sup-
ports knowl a sitio other  ds g m

dren smarte b are cal re ns o n,
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to a textbook, achieved a higher average score on the NAEP than those
in classrooms where a single reading textbook formed the core of the
curriculum. In other words, experience with a wide range of books—
reading volume—supported children’s reading development on this
challenging national assessment.

What Do Children Want to Read?

A recent ntal nce of summer
access to the minority youth
d
c
rs
se ed the milar b ng over
es to the ok fair. amount

of credence to the construct of an “everyday culture” (Alvermann &

( 20 les
( ;C 5);
G n&A ,

b as first ,
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the other as second graders, and extended across three summers, the
third and , did not sub
of books Children tain
est in pop culture personalities, making the biography series the most
highly sought books, followed by the Captain Underpants series. When

d thi g r's re :

s zie e, that’s ( ,
you get to stor and your own
this one. I (Wi ms, p- 78). Of

Boogers (Pilkey, 2003b); or Pop People: Destiny’s Child (Glass, 2001). At
this same time, the Harry Potter series was offered, and, consistent with
the popularity of Harry with children from all types of communities,
Pott e Goble
ven it was

Consistent with prior research on the effects of reading on achieve-
ment, and the contribution of student choice and interesting texts on
motivation to read, the high-poverty students in the summer books
study scored significantly higher than children without such access to
books on the Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test as third- and
fourth graders. Those who benefited the most were students whose
book choices were somewhat challenging for them to read—not too
difficult but not too easy, either—as measured by a match between the

of ted books and students’ reported reading
al., ).

Do Children’s Preferences
and Media Attachments Matter?

What do children learn from popular texts, including those of the media,
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TABLE 5.1. Top 10 Books over 3 Years

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Superman’s First Flight Britney Spears Hangin’ with Lil’ Romeo
Arthur’s Underwear Pokemon Pop Quiz Pop People: Lil’ Romeo
NBA Action from Ato Z Mojo Jojo’s Rising Pop People: Destiny’s Child
Chomp! I Choose You Hangin’ with Hilary Duff
If You Give a Mouse Paste Makes How to Draw
a Cookie Waste Spiderman
Itchy Itchy Chicken Attack of the Prehistoric What Did I Do to Deserve
Pox Pokemon a Sister Like You?
The Very Hungry Scooby-Doo and the Meet the Stars of Professional
Caterpillar Sunken Ship Wrestling
Junie B. Jones and the Rock Solid The All New Captain
Mushy Gushy Valentine Underpants Extra-
Crunchy Book o’ Fun #2
The Magic School Bus in the Scooby-Doo and the Snow  The Adventures of Super
Time of the Dinosaurs Monster Diaper Baby
The Island of Giant The Captain Underpants
Arthur Goes to Camp Pokemon Extra-Chunky Book o’ Fun

or “I went to [Disney]” but they also “lift” (p. 107) familiar and impor-
tant (to them) communicative practices, such as sports announcements
or songs. Over time children appropriated not only content (names of
characters in books and TV shows) in their written and oral productions
but also themes like heroism, good guys with supernatural powers,
and the like. They reported on events, often reenacting episodes from
TV and movies, “revoicing” dialogue, inserting codas or “summariz-
ing claims” (“He saved the world!”), and using exclamations, stylized
print, and drawings. Dyson contends that children’s literacy develop-
ment is a process of text appropriation and recontextualization (p. 179),
not ly a reinventi the ortho
into ial school pra . As such,
ate practice at different points, using different textual tools, building on
what they know-—the “cultural landscape” and personal repertoire of
communicative practices from which they draw (p. 170).
An example provided by Dyson (2000) is that of second graders
appropriating the identities of Frog and Toad characters in an impro-
role-p ity in which and study
xts for in what she e” (p. 152)
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of the classroom community. These second graders were not simply
involved in dyadic interactions with the teacher, but they also partici-

sc  1din rac r familiar

i cya es. e such as
thes son s ted stan of literary
disc and exp tran into disci-
plinary knowledge.

The School Shift from Pleasure to Academic Texts

In their report To Read or Not to Read: A Question of National Consequence,
the National Endowment for the Arts (2007) reports that there has been
a decline in reading activity in the general U.S. population, especially
among high school students. In part, a shift to reading to learn rather
than for pleasure is cited for this decline in interest, and this shift in
purpose for reading has been identified as a major contributor to the
academic downturn known as the “fourth-grade slump” (Chall &
Jacobs, 2003). The change in reading purposes is often compounded
by the texts used in schools, with the inclusion of more textbooks and
more technical readings. The types of texts that students would like to
read are typically excluded, and as a partial consequence secondary
students’ most negative experiences with reading are associated with
texts required by the curriculum (Ivey & Broaddus, 2001). Assigned
texts, although they are used with good intentions in order to broaden
student knowledge, are often hard to connect with, contain difficult
language and ideas, and also can be seen as dry or dull. As Worthy,
Morman, and Turner (1999) have remarked, what students like to read
is “hard to find in school” (p. 12).

Education research has suggested that regular and frequent
engagement in reading has positive effects on learning and scholastic
performance (Brozo, 2002; Schwanenflugel, Hamilton, Kuhn, & Stahl,
2004). Because secondary students are far less likely to read on their
own, it comes within the purview of classroom teachers to promote
reading whenever they can. This shortage of reading time is not lim-
ited to the United States; a recent comparison of three English-speaking
PISA (Program for International Student Assessment) countries (Brozo,
Shiel, & Topping, 2008) advanced the suggestion that secondary stu-
dents generally need to increase the amount of time spent reading, par-
ticularly in classrooms, the environment in which teachers can ensure
that it happens.
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Given the need for all students to read more in classrooms in order
to promote reading skills as well as an enthusiasm to read not just for
academic reasons, we next examine what motivates adolescents to
read, what we know about adolescents’ reading choices, and in the last
section what uses can be made in school of these unofficial or unauthor-
ized texts for students of all ages.

What Motivates Adolescents to Read?

In Western culture in general and U.S. culture specifically, reading is
psychologically tied to the “arts of existence” (Foucault, 1984/1985),
where people try to maximize their potential and develop themselves
as best they can mentally and physically (i.e., having a sound mind in
a sound body). Reading is frequently associated with the art of self-
improvement (Long, 2003) through developing one’s intellect and
engaging in thoughtful reflection. This sentiment has been reflected
in research done with adolescents regarding their reading choices and
practices. For many adolescents, reading is a means to an end and not
something done just for its own sake (Hughes-Hassell & Rodge, 2007;
Reeves, 2004), with one of the most common reasons given to read
being to learn something. Reading in this case is not something done
purely as a pleasurable activity but is bound up in other contexts and
activities, such as learning about a topic for school, catching up on their
interests such as sports news or celebrity gossip, or sharing a specific
book or book series with friends to talk about (Stairs & Stairs, 2007). It
is not the act of reading itself that gives students something; rather, it
is through reading that they get the chance to interact with a topic or
other people. As Reeves (2004) puts it, students may enjoy something
such as sports, and “reading is just one way to fill their minds with
sports” (p. 236). Most adolescent students read to get something out of
the text and mostly not necessarily for some aesthetic experience.

The features about adolescents’ engagement with reading were
further explored in a study of adolescent males’ reading habits done
by Smith and Wilhelm (2002). They found that the youths they worked
with overwhelmingly engaged in reading that was built into social
connections. The males they interviewed stated that they read mate-
rials such as magazines and sports pages from newspapers because
these tied into their interests and hobbies outside of school. They also
described how they engaged in such popular culture reading because
then they could keep up with conversations with their peers, and they
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also described how they read a particular text or book because one of
their friends or teachers had recommended it. For many of these young
males, reading was most valuable when there was a personal or social
connection involved. They valued reading that helped them interact
with their friends, that was connected to an activity or hobby in which
they were expert or even just interested, or that they could do with a
degree of competence. The male readers Smith and Wilhelm talked to
especially felt that reading texts that they were comfortable with and
capable of understanding led to some of their most successful reading
experiences.

Conversely, many of students’ most negative experiences with
reading involve assigned texts and confusion about the aims of instruc-
tion (Ivey & Broaddus, 2001). Even though well intentioned, classroom
activities may not connect with students to whom “the purpose of spe-
cific drills and lessons seems opaque” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, p. 135).
Fostering positive and productive reading experiences in classrooms
involves paying attention to what motivates students (Guthrie, 2004)
and providing meaningful and engaging instruction that relates to stu-
dents’ lives. One pathway to this goal involves using texts that interest
students, as those texts are more immediately taken up and read when
they have a direct bearing on students’ lives and social circles (Alver-
mann, Moon, & Hagood, 1999; Xu, Perkins, & Zunich, 2005). But before
we get to the question of how we can use student interest to foster edu-
cational motivation, we turn our attention to the question of what it is
that students like to read.

What Do Secondary Students

Like to Read and Why?

Before answering this question, we begin with a caveat: secondary stu-

about what students prefer to read without reference to specific titles

(Hughe ssell &

Stairs & s, 2007)

have shown that students prefer to read series books, comics, maga-
zines, and the Internet. In a seminal study of the reading preferences of
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larly adventure and mysteries, as their overall favorite types of texts.
They also found that students, in the course of their school activities,
valued time for personal reading the most. The most motivating fac-
tors that students cited were their personal connections with a text as
well as such emotional sensations as humor and suspense that stim-
ulated their interests and pleasure in the texts. Furthermore, another
consistent thread throughout students’ responses was that being able to
choose which text to read was highly valued.

link e, social practice, and aca is
rein d by with students. Ivey and B 1)
found that many students linked dissatisfaction with reading directly
to instruction and that students’ most negative associations with read-
ing were linked to assigned texts. When there was no room for choice
or personal connections in the interests of curricular demands, stu-
dents felt a conflict between their in- and out-of-school reading prac-
tices. Standard curricula did not account for their interests or their own

, and led to

of sch canbe
in regard to the general types of texts
all are typically excluded from standard school curricula.

This disconnection looks like another case of what Ronnie, a par-
ticipant in an interview study, described, namely, that “popular cul-
ture is something that school doesn’t know what to do with” (Botzakis,
2006, p. 3). Often popular culture texts, such as series books, graphic
novels, or magazines, are left out of school because they are regarded
as facile, possibly questionable in content, or too ephemeral in terms of
popularity. Popularity is a fleeting concept; general popularity does not
guarantee universal acceptance or enthusiasm by all readers, and many
educators are loath to buy materials and texts that may not appeal to
students after a year or two.

Using texts that students find interesting requires that one adopt
different ways of employing such texts in the classroom. Although
some extra effort is needed when using such texts mindfully, research-
ers have been extolling the benefits of such an approach, particularly
for struggling readers who might be more motivated to engage with
texts that appeal to their expertise, background knowledge, and inter-
est (Alvermann, 2001; Brozo, 2002; O’Brien, 1998; Smith & Wilhelm,
2002). The call for integrating popular culture into schools is not new
or original, but it has been ga in recent (e.g.,
Alvermann et al., 1999; Hull & S orrell, 200 et al.,
2005). In what follows, we do not describe specific practices for using
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the texts that students prefer for scholastic purposes, as it is difficult
to determine specific practices for what can quite diverse students in
many different contexts. Rather, we describe general features of texts,
in particular series books, genre fiction, and graphic novels, that edu-
cators can capitalize on in creating activities and contexts for student
learning. We provide the case for how using texts that students prefer
can benefit teachers and students in an effective and engaging academic
environment.

What Uses Can Be Made of These Texts in School?

Series Books



112 INSTRUCTION

their identify through talk, reading, and writing within their peer com-
munity. Repeated readings require authentic purposes for reentering
the text, such as rehearsing for a reading performance and other pur-
poses described by Worthy and Broaddus (2002), or the earlier example
of second graders consulting Frog and Toad books for the exact dialogue
and voice of the characters (Dyson, 2000). Series books provide many
different exposures to the same or similar characters, settings, and epi-
sodes, lending extra support to students who may be struggling, reluc-
tant, or uninitiated in particular genres.

Although series books can be seen as formulaic, even hackneyed,
many readers warm up to familiar stories and characters. What is more,
the familiar characters, settings, and situations provide readers with
schemata to hang their comprehension on and also an opportunity to
move beyond simple questions of plot to more critical questions about
characterizations or a global look at the story across books that can tap

higher-level thinking skills.
There are also other outcomes that can accompany reading series
Stu rity the to
ing tha ain d-

ings of the books over time (Faust & Glenzer, 2000) as well as an oppor-
tunity to develop their reading fluency. Additionally, social connections
made with friends concerning series books, such as the ones between
Maine middle school students and the series of Cirque Du Freak nov-
els (Stairs & Stairs, 2007), can turn into opportunities for discussion in
and outside of classrooms. These discussions can turn into debates over
style, content, tastes, and opinions about the relative worth of individ-
ual titles within the series (Worthy, 1998), much like ones a classroom
teacher would promote in a class setting.

Comics and Graphic Novels
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comics format here provides a more comfortable, nonthreatening entry
into more complex thinking and learning.

Furthermore, the comics format can also be a favorable alternative

e rra-
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sequential art format allows them an opportunity to express themselves
in a manner in which they feel more expert.

Magazines

Magazines, particularly the ones favored by students—which include

exts. literacy s
stud ach these
s es use
L se can help students ask questions about
why the s , about I or not what
they are c ,and al t how or how

not they are encouraged as consumers.

These texts can also be examined for how certain social, ethnic, or
gender groups are depicted (Morrell, 2004) and whether or not those
depictions are fair. This last exercise can be especially powerful when

nts are the o examine these rent depic-
across er of gazines. This ity can be
accompanied by a productive extension where students are asked to
design and create their own magazines to show how they would like
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Conclusion

Our students are attracted to texts where they can encounter a wide
of cha 1S, from Hila o, Captain
ica to ain ants, and god of the
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students are actively engaged. Since the contexts that we were studying
have been influenced strongly by Reading First mandates, we consider
first the role of core reading programs and Reading First.

Reading First and Core Reading Programs

Current core reading programs—also called basal reading programs—
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. nal
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or s rs, p e or
CD e logy b ad
transpar s, an re.
The re og snota h
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the late 1980s, basal reading programs were central to American reading
instruction (Austin & Morrison, 1963; Dole & Osborn, 1991). Through
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typical fare of basal reading progr

trade book selections became central to basal reading programs during
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ponents has § Or synonyms, S activities,
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Simmons and Kame’enui (2003) described the need for core read-
ing programs as follows:

The requirements of curricul
design that effectively move chi
to the to le
to the j of in
instructional priorities, the less
modify instruction for the majo

c re rams may
re ch that the ¢
design that Simmons and Kame’
core reading programs has, indee

zeneta 6) thei
achieve of s in stu

the
actually
al. (2006) courses allocating additional time
to to c
ad that

ing reading of related leveled text

t more than the control condition,



Reading in Core Programs 123

t g on components of reading instruction from the NRP
, anc /or on the content of their reading programs.
While, for many schools, these p es ds
tial changes, Mississippi experienced 0O g in
Re First.
st 1s rem
o
B  Early era d ,2002); only an
a  ional of moved from below-average to at
least the benchmark level (MGT of America, 2006). One concernt might
be that coreread ~ Pro0 rently designed, do not offer suf-
ficient opportuni 10 ld the fluency, comprehension, and

vocabulary needed for high levels of reading achievement.

The Eyes on Text Project

Two authors of this chapter, Brenner and Tompkins, were involved in
the professional development of the Reading First effort in Mississippl,
and Hiebert served as a consultant for the effort. As we observed the
state’s teachers and administrators working assiduously to comply
with the Reading First guideline

the case that students were rece’

tion in the five domains of the =

ing the opportunities to integrate the domains as they read connected
text. However, before we could advise teachers to increase the amount
of reading of connected text, we needed to know how much students
were typically reading. The first aim of a project that we came to call

“Eyes on Text” was to establish the level of readin text
the in classrooms and to determine how dto
rec ons in the literature. The remainder of the chapter pres-

ents the rationale, procedures, and results of this first phase of the Eyes
on Text project.

Ratjonale for the Eyes on Text Project



124 INSTRUCTION

appears to affect two components of reading that are, in turn, related to
comprehension—ﬂuency and vocabulary,
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When data have been gathered in classrooms, the amount that stu-
dents are reading is typically far from these recommended levels. In
the 1980s, Gambrell (1984) found that, on average, students individu-
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donre g achievem

Assisted and Unassisted Reading

Unassisted reading occurs when students independently read text,
whether this reading is silently or reading aloud with a partner. Assisted
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reading occurs when students read chorally or follow along as some-
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to which implementation of a core reading program curriculum gave
students opportunities to read both narrative and informational texts.

Source of the Text
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ferent from those of traditional print literacies (Leu, 2006). Street (2006)
argues that a changing world calls for schools to respond with changes
in literacy instruction that incorporate new literacies and that “these

lo mewhat different
ci such as the ‘No
.3

Reading Proficiency

Procedures and Methods of the Project

Participants
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Observation Procedures

Literacy coaches in each school selected six students for observation,
one male and one female from each of three achievement levels—at-
risk, at-some-risk, and low-risk—that were established from the Oral
Reading Fluency measure of the DIBELS (Good & Kaminski, 2002).
When classrooms had fewer than 15 students or did not have students
at the high end of the achievement spectrum, as was common in some
of the most rural schools, literacy coaches identified students at any
achievement level while also maintaining a balance between boys and
girls. When students were absent or fewer than six students had been
identified for observation in a classroom, the observer collected data on
an additional student; however, due to confidentiality issues observ-
ers were not able to obtain achievement information for some students
used as last-minute substitutions. Each student was observed twice, on
two different days of the week. The final sample consisted of 751 cases
(each case represents one day’s observation), distributed in the follow-
ing manner: low-risk, 208 cases; at-some-risk, 246 cases; and at-risk, 247
cases.

The observational measure was adapted from prior studies of
reading instruction (Adler & Fisher, 2001) and recorded students’ “Eyes
on Text Events” (ETEs). ETEs are defined as occasions when students
have their eyes on text. We recognize, however, that engaged reading-
for-meaning is an inherently invisible process. Therefore, we specified
ETEs to be those occasions when students had their eyes on connected
text for more than 10 seconds out of a 20-second observation period.

A student was observed for the first 20 seconds of a 30-second
block of time every 3 minutes, and the student’s activities were coded,
indicating whether a student was engaged in an ETE or another activity
(e.g., writing, listening to the teacher giving directions, transitions). If
the student was engaged in an ETE, the event was coded as assisted or
unassisted. Unassisted reading was defined as any reading done with-
out the extended assistance of another. Unassisted ETEs included read-
ing aloud in pairs, small groups, or before the whole classroom as well
as silent independent reading. Assisted ETEs included repeated read-
ing and any time a child was following along as another (e.g., teacher,
peer, voice on CD) was reading aloud.

For all ETEs, the genre and source of the reading material were
coded. Sources of text included the basal, leveled texts, trade books,
computer-based texts, and other sources. The genre of text could
include narrative, expository, or other. Observers also wrote brief qual-
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itative field notes on the teaching practices and the student activities
they observed. These field notes were used to verify patterns in the
quantitative data.

Members of the research team and literacy coordinators from the
Mississippi Department of Education (MDE) who were responsible
for technical assistance and professional development for the schools
conducted the observations. Two training sessions were conducted
with observers to ensure consistency in coding. Literacy coordinators
observed in schools other than those for which they were responsible. In
order to observe “typical” curriculum, observers gave schools a 2-week
range of dates for observations but did not specify particular days they
would observe. Each classroom was observed on two occasions, each
time on a different day of the week. The classroom that was observed
for the first half of the instructional period on the first day of observa-
tions was observed for the second half of the instructional period on
the second observation, and vice versa. While most schools had chosen
to allocate the minimum period of 90 minutes for their reading block, a
few taught reading for 100, 105, and even 120 minutes per day.

Findings of the Project

Frequency measures were used to describe the number of ETEs and the
types of text read. Because the data are nonparametric, the Kruskal—
Wallis test was used to determine whether significant differences in the
opportunity to read existed between students at different achievement
levels. Quantitative data were substantiated with excerpts from the
observers’ field notes describing the instructional practices that were
observed.

Time Spent Reading

The standard deviations in Table 6.1 give an indication of the range
of time allocated to reading in different classrooms. While the average
amount of time spent in ETEs (across both the first and second halves
of instructional periods in classrooms with different-length reading
blocks) was 9.18 minutes, the range was considerable: 0-42 minutes.
Nearly one-fourth of the students observed (23.4% of cases) did not
read at all during our observations.

On average, students spent 8.71 minutes in ETEs during the first
half of instruction and 9.69 minutes during the second half of instruc-
tion. This difference was not significant (z =—.726, p = .468). This finding
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TABLE 6.1. Means (and Standard Deviations) for Minutes Spent with Eyes
on Text

Length of First half of Second half of
instructional Time with eyes instructional  instructional
block Classes (%) on text block block

90 minutes 81% 9.19 (8.49) 8.54 (7.80) 9.89 (9.14)

100 minutes 3% 8.13 (4.72) 7.50 (3.50) 8.75 (5.79)

105 minutes 10% 9.24 (9.97) 9.43 (8.19) 9.06 (11.55)
120 minutes 6% 9.63 (6.78) 10.50 (6.32) 8.75 (7.24)

All schools 100% 9.18 (8.44) 8.71 (7.65) 9.69 (9.18)

leads to the extrapolation that students spent, on average, 18.40 min-
utes with eyes on text during the 90- to 120-minute reading instruc-
tional period in third-grade Reading First classrooms.

We also considered whether the ETEs were extended events or
occurred at discrete points in the reading block. In most classrooms,
students changed activities frequently. They engaged in brief ETEs
with different, often unrelated, texts for short periods of time across
the instructional block. Only in the 2% of classrooms with more than
33 minutes of reading did students read the same text for a sustained
period of time, typically partner reading a longer passage from the
anthology. A typical instructional block is evident in a literacy coordi-
nator’s field notes describing a 2-day period in a classroom.

First 45 minutes, Tuesday: Teacher-directed lesson to whole class
begins with discussion of previous day’s text. Teacher reads text
selection aloud, pausing with questions about vocabulary words and
introduction of new vocabulary. Students move to centers.

Second 45 minutes, Wednesday: Students moved through centers: (a)
vocabulary, which involved completing sentences with vocabulary;
(b) spelling, which involved writing words on cards; (c) listening to
leveled book on tape; (d) writing about insects and illustrating com-
position; and (e) teacher-led group where a short expository selection
was read and important and unimportant details were identified.
Last 10 minutes were spent as a whole class discussing vocabulary.

Assisted and Unassisted Reading

Half of ETEs were spent in assisted reading (X = 4.59 minutes, SD =
6.47) and the other half in unassisted reading (X = 4.68 minutes, SD =
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6.37). On some days, students engaged primarily in assisted reading; on
other days, students primarily read without assistance. On most days,
however, students read both with and without assistance. The follow-
ing field notes illustrate the teaching practices that led to approximately
equivalent amounts of assisted and unassisted reading: '

Students were seated on the carpet, holding their basal readers.
Teacher started the tape and students tracked print as they listened
to the selection. Students then moved to five small groups. Groups
rotated when the timer rang. Group 1 students completed compre-
hension questions about the story, read a short story, and answered
questions on worksheets. Group 2 students wrote sentences using
the vocabulary listed on the board. Group 3 students made charts
that compared and contrasted spiders and tarantulas. Group 4 stu-
dents took turns reading Listen for the Rattle (a leveled text). Group
5 students listened to Tales of Oliver Pig (an Easy Reader) on tape.
Teacher circulated, checking students” work.

Genres of Texts

Narratives were the most common genre of text during ETEs, account-
ing for, on average, 70.9% of the time spent reading (X = 6.51, 5D =
7.47). Expository text accounted for 24.0% of the ETEs (X =2.20, SD =
4.90). During the other 5% of the time ETEs included poetry and other
nonspecified genres of texts.

Sources of Texts

The most common source of texts was the core reading program,
accounting for 53.1% of the ETEs (X = 4.87 minutes, SD = 6.40), fol-
lowed by leveled texts (21.2%, X = 1.95, SD = 4.61) and trade books
(9.6%, X = .88, SD = 2.94). Students rarely read texts presented in multi-
media or computer formats (X = .25 minutes, SD = 2.07). The remaining
ETEs (9.3%) were coded as “other texts,” including teacher-made texts,
peers’ compositions, and texts on the overhead projector (X = 0.85 min-
utes, SD =2.71).

Amount of Time Reading and Reading Achievement

Data in Table 6.2 indicate the amounts of ETEs for students of different
achievement levels. The 0.61-minute difference in overall ETEs between
high and low achievers was not statistically significant (chi-square =
3.30, df = 2, p = .19). Middle achievers read less than either of the other
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TABLE 6.2. Means (and Standard Deviations) for Minutes in ETEs for High,
Middle, and Low Achievers

Variables High achjevers Middle achievers Low achievers
Total ETEs 9.65 (8.036) 8.48 (7.95) 9.04 (8.73)
Assisted reading 4.55 (6.47) 4.45 (6.09) 5.36 (7.32)
Unassisted reading ~ 5.10 (6.41) 415 (5.62) 3.83 (5.80)

two groups but not significantly so. Similarly, there were not significant
differences in the amount of assisted or unassisted reading engaged in
by high-, middle-, and low-achieving students (chi-square = 2.13, df =
2, p = .345). However, low-achieving students spent only 42.4% of time
in ETEs engaging in unassisted reading, a statistically significant differ-
ence compared to the 52.8% of time that high-achieving students spent
in unassisted reading (chi-square = 7.70, df = 2, p = .02).

Summary

Students in Reading First classrooms spent about 18 minutes of the
90-120 minutes of reading instruction with their eyes on texts. Students
spent half of this time in assisted reading, typically following along as
the text was read aloud, and the other half reading without assistance.
Most of the reading was from narrative texts, with informational texts
wccounting for 25% of the ETEs. Students also primarily read from core
program materials, including the basal and its accompanying leveled
readers. Students read trade book texts less than 10% of the time and
almost never read multimedia texts during reading instruction. There
were not significant differences in the volume of reading engaged in
by high-, medium-, and low-achieving students, though low-achieving
students did spend about 10% more time in assisted reading than their
higher-achieving classmates.

Conclusions and Implications

Third-grade students in a sample of classrooms participating in Mis-
sissippi’s Reading First and where teachers used a core reading pro-
gram spent an average of 18 minutes a day with their eyes on a text.
While this volume of reading practice is less than the amounts found
by Allington (2001) and Fisher and Ivey (2006), this amount was greater
than the national average of 12 minutes a day reported by Donahue et
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al. (2001). Even so, nearly one-quarter of students did not read at all
during the observed reading periods. Since our observations were con-
fined to the reading/ language arts blocks, it may well be that students
spent additional time reading at other times during the school day such
as during science or social studies instruction. However, students were
actively engaged in reading less than 20% of the time designated spe-
cifically for increasing capacity in reading.

When they did read text, the third graders in this study read either
the week’s anthology selection or leveled readers from the core reading
program. Core programs provide day-by-day routines for the week-
long treatment of a single text and a limited number of supplemen-
tal texts. The typical weekly pattern includes oral language activities
and an introduction to the text on Monday, reading and rereading the
weekly text on Tuesday through Thursday with related vocabulary
and other activities, and assessing comprehension and skills on Friday.
When this major pattern for instruction is used, it may not be surpris-
ing that students spend minimal time engaged in independent or unas-
sisted reading. One text per week, even when accompanied by leveled
readers, does not provide a substantial amount of text for students to
read.

Less than 10% of total reading instructional time was allocated to
unassisted reading. While the guides for the core reading programs
included in-school independent reading, the Reading First teachers in
this study had been advised that this activity was not supported in the
NRP report and, consequently, should not take place during the read-
ing/language arts block. The NRP’s report (NICHD, 2000) concluded
that the studies in their review did not show that independent silent
reading with minimal guidance and feedback led to gains in reading
achievement. While the NRP report did not support unstructured inde-
pendent reading such as Drop Everything and Read Time, all unassisted
reading is not unstructured reading. Unassisted reading can have sub-
stantially more scaffolds than typical sustained silent reading practices
(Reutzel, Fawson, & Smith, 2005), including feedback and monitoring
and text that is matched to students’ reading proficiency. Within mod-
els of reading development such as Chall’s (1983) stages, third graders
should be spending increasing amounts of time in contexts that require
them to apply decoding, vocabulary, and comprehension knowledge.

The reliance on assisted reading can, at least in part, be attributed
to the practice of utilizing a common text for reading instruction. Since
students must be familiar with the text to carry out the subsequent skill
instruction and complete the workbook pages in the core reading pro-
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gram, the teacher may find that the most expedient method is whole-
class assisted reading either through teacher read-aloud, a taped ver-
sion of the text, or round-robin reading of the text. In such instances,
unassisted reading loses out to the most convenient method.

Students primarily read narrative texts. Although the ratio of infor-
mational texts in reading programs is reportedly on the rise, narratives
still make up the vast majority of texts available for reading instruction
in most core programs (Yopp & Yopp. 2006). While some multimedia
texts were made available or suggested in the materials for each pro-
gram, teachers did not select these resources. Basals have been criti-
cized for not doing enough to build content-area domain knowledge,
knowledge of informational text structures, and content-area vocabu-
lary (Walsh, 2003). Our data suggest that concerns about exposure to
and time spent reading informational and digital texts have not been
alleviated by the implementation of the Reading First initiative or by
spending extended time on core reading program instruction.

Observations indicated that low-performing students spent about
the same amount of time with their eyes on the page as their high- and
middle-performing classmates. Low performers did not have fewer
opportunities to read, as has previously been reported (Pallas et al.,
1994). While this pattern was noteworthy, students of all proficiency
levels read the same texts even when they were divided into perfor-
mance-based groups. Although Reading First professional development
encourages teachers to differentiate instruction by providing targeted
instruction with accessible texts, typically the same test preparation
materials or leveled readers were used for all three groups even during
small-group instruction. Because all of the students in the classroom
spent the bulk of their reading time reading the same passage, usually
the anthology selection for the week, it is possible that many students
were reading texts that did not match up with their reading abilities.

Hiebert and Martin (Chapter 1, this volume) describe the need
for attending to text difficulty and students’ proficiencies as part of
an elaborate and thoughtful framework for enhanced opportunities
to read. While texts may be appropriate in current core reading pro-
grams for students who are at proficient and advanced reading lev-
els, a mismatch exists between texts in core reading programs and
the capabilities of students who are at basic and below-basic reading
levels (Hiebert, 2009). Hiebert and Martin identify the “one-size-fits-
all” perspective within core reading programs as a particular obstacle
for providing beginning and struggling readers with the appropriate
texts and tasks that increase their reading proficiency. Within current
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core reading programs, the assumption is that, if fourth graders benefit
from extended discussions, so will first graders. If first graders benefit
from significant amounts of assisted reading, so will third graders, and
so on. The lesson plans in teachers’ guides have not been refined to
accommodate differences in students’ proficiencies. In this study, low-
performing students did spend 10% more time in assisted reading than
their higher-performing classmates, which provided them a scaffold for
reading the challenging text of the anthology. However, these lower-
performing students did not have comparable opportunities with text
that allowed them to apply strategies and skills with accessible text in
unassisted settings.

Most teachers’ guides offer additional activities that involve read-
ing on the Internet or using reference tools, and often they recommend
related trade book texts to supplement the weekly anthology text. With
the extended reading period mandated by Reading First, it would be
hoped that sufficient time would be available for teachers to assign at
least some of these activities and thereby boost opportunities to read.
Many of these potentially reading-rich activities are offered as learn-
ing-center or small-group activities. Since the learning-center or small-
group activities are not described in the two-page grid that summa-
rizes the weekly instructional plan, these activities are lost among the
numerous pages of the teachers’ guide.

Teachers are typically not given guidelines for evaluating whether
activities in core reading programs involve their students in high-qual-
ity reading. The contexts of a top-down mandate such as Reading First
can make such adaptations difficult (MacGillivray, Ardell, Curwen, &
Palma, 2004). Teachers may be hesitant to select from the more amor-
phous activities such as Internet research and related reading of a sug-
gested novel or trade book when these activities do not “look like” core
program instruction. A small number of teachers in the study adapted
the teacher’s manual in ways that supported increased opportunities to
read. We currently are investigating criteria for differentiating between
reading-rich and reading-poor activities within the core reading pro-
grams (Brenner, Hiebert, Tompkins, & Riley, 2007).

Reading First has worked to increase instruction based on SBRR in
K-3 classrooms largely through an emphasis on core reading program
instruction. This study shows that reforms predicated on the belief that
the performance of struggling readers will be improved by fuller imple-
mentation of a core reading program may be overly optimistic. The lit-
erature promoting core reading programs touts their effectiveness and
fundamental importance to scientifically based reading research. Read-
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ing researchers should address the research underlying recommenda-
tions in core reading programs and substantiate whether students can
attain the levels of reading proficiency promised by core program pub-
lishers if their programs are implemented as designed, and they should
provide objective evaluations of the relative merits of core programs.
Teachers should be helped by researchers in whatever ways are possible
to better implement the many resources the core program provides.
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TIME, ENGAGEMENT,
AND SUPPORT

Lessons from a 4-Year
Fluency Intervention

MeLaNIE R. KUBEN
PAauLa J. SCHWANENFLUGEL

Fluency is often seen as a bridge between decoding and compre-
hension (Pikulski & Chard, 2005), one that enables students to become
accurate, automatic, and expressive readers. However, this transition
is a complex one and involves a range of developmental processes
(Kuhn et al., 2006). Our chapter discusses these complexities through
the lens of our multiyear, Interagency Education Research Initiative/
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (IERI/
NICHD) intervention on fluency development, focusing on three
components that we feel are critical to student growth: the amount of
time students spent reading, their level of engagement with challeng-
ing material, and the support these students received in reading such
texts. We consider each of these to be essential to fluency develop-
ment, in particular, and skilled reading, in general, and believe that
the structure of our lesson plans provide students with access to all
three of these factors.

141
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Fluency Defined and Described

There is a growing consensus that fluent reading is made up of three
primary components: accuracy, automaticity, and appropriate prosody
(e.g., National Institute of Child Health and Human Development
[NICHDY], 2000). In other words, fluent readers are able to identify the
vast majority of the words they encounter both quickly and correctly
and are able to read aloud using appropriate pacing, phrasing, and
expression. We feel it is important to stress all three components for two
reasons. First, there appears to be an overemphasis on fast, accurate
reading in some classrooms at present, perhaps driven by the use of cor-
rect words per minute as the primary or only measure of fluent reading
(e.g., Mathson, Allington, & Solic, 2006; Walker, Mokhtari, & Sargent,
2006). To prevent students from developing the mistaken notion that
reading is a race, it is critical that their understanding of reading flu-
ency incorporate prosody so that, when they read aloud, their reading
sounds like oral language.

Our second reason for emphasizing accuracy, automaticity, and
prosody has to do with their relationship to comprehension (Samuels,
2006). When students are beginning to develop their word recognition,
they need to spend significant amounts of time—and attention—iden-
tifying each word they encounter in a text. Because these learners are
expending so much attention on their decoding, they have little left
over to focus on the text’s meaning. However, as they develop their
familiarity with words, both through decoding instruction in isolation
and through extensive practice in reading connected text, their word
recognition becomes automatic. As a result, the attention that they pre-
viously expended on word recognition is now available for the con-
struction of meaning (Schwanenflugel et al., 2006). Since fluent readers
are, by definition, not only accurate but also automatic readers, they are
better able to comprehend text than are disfluent readers.

Next, fluent readers are also prosodic readers. Students who are
just learning to read are monotonous in their oral reading and tend to
group words in ways that diverge from oral language, often in word-
by-word or two-word phrases. However, as their reading develops,
they learn to read aloud with appropriate phrasing and expression, an
indication that they are able to transfer elements present in oral lan-
guage to print (Dowhower, 1991; Schreiber, 1991). Further, this denotes
a level of comprehension regarding their reading, since the use of stress,
pitch, and other prosodic elements helps to indicate nuances in the text
(Miller & Schwanenflugel, 2006). Although there is a distinct relation-
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ship between prosody and comprehension, exactly how the two are
related to each other is still unclear—that is, does prosody contribute to
comprehension, does comprehension need to occur before prosodic ele-
ments can be applied, or is the relationship between the two reciprocal
(Erekson, 2003; Miller, 2007; Schwanenflugel, Hamilton, Kuhn, Wisen-
baker, & Stahl, 2004)? Despite the need for further research in this area,
what is clear is that prosody is an important element in text enjoyment
and an essential part of fluency development.

Fluency Involves Practice

When discussing fluency, one element that is considered critical to its
development, both in terms of theory (e.g., LaBerge & Samuels, 1974)
and in terms of instruction (e.g., Rasinski, 2003), is that of practice.
However, the type of practice that learners participate in determines to
a large extent whether or not they become fluent readers. First, while
word work (decoding, high frequency word instruction) is a neces-
sary component in your students’ fluency development, it is not suffi-
cient (e.g., Allington, 1983; Chomsky, 1976; Levy, Abello, & Lysynchuk,
1997). In fact, learners who spend the bulk of their time practicing word
identification in isolation without simultaneously practicing their read-
ing of connected text become very skilled at word recognition in isola-
tion; however, this does not necessarily transfer to their reading of con-
nected text. To be skilled at both word and text reading, students must
have opportunities to apply what they are learning about words to the
reading of connected text. This allows developing readers access to the
kinds of material, such as novels, magazines, newspapers, textbooks,
and electronic text, that they will eventually want or need to read.
Next, simply asking students who are not yet fluent to read, for
example, during independent reading time, often fails to provide them
with sufficient support to make this practice effective. Beginning read-
ers tend to select books that are too difficult for them (Donovan, Smol-
kin, & Lomax, 2000), and struggling readers try to avoid the task alto-
gether (e.g., Hasbrouck, 2006). Although students who are experiencing
success with their reading development usually enjoy the opportunity
to read for extended periods of time, students who are experiencing
difficulties with their reading, including disfluent readers, do not. This
can also result in behavioral issues that, in turn, prevent these learners
from making the best use of their independent reading time (Bryan,
Fawson, & Reutzel, 2003; Lee-Daniels & Murray, 2000). Being unable
to engage effectively during independent reading simply makes it too



144 INSTRUCTION

boring and frustrating to take part in day after day. We suggest that,
instead of simply asking your students to read on their own for 10-
to 20-minute periods and expecting all of them to be engaged, it may
be more effective to provide them with options such as partner read-
ing, reading-while-listening, or mumble reading—all of which include
greater support—as a means of increasing their ability to make their
practice successful. And, by providing all your students rather than just
the disfluent ones with these options, you will be increasing the like-
lihood that your learners will find these alternatives enjoyable rather
than embarrassing.

Instructional Features That Foster Fluency

A recent review of the research on fluency instruction (Kuhn & Stahl,
2003) indicated that when sulfficient support, or scaffolding, is pro-
vided, learners can benefit from reading texts that are far more chal-
lenging than their instructional level might indicate. As the result of
these findings, challenging material has served as the basis for both
our interventions. In fact, one of our research questions was designed
to determine whether children who were reading below grade level—
sometimes significantly below grade level—could become fluent read-
ers using grade-level material if they were provided with sufficient
support. This same review of research also indicated that, given suf-
ficient scaffolding, learners might benefit from the reading of a number
of different texts as much as if they were to read a single text repeatedly.
Therefore, a second research question for our study involved looking
at the relative effectiveness of the repeated reading of a given text and
the reading of a greater number of texts for equivalent amounts of time;
specifically, we wanted to know whether there was something unique
in the repetition of text, a key component in most fluency instruction,
that led to the development of automaticity or whether the provision
of opportunities to read multiple scaffolded texts led to similar gains
in reading development. Before presenting the results achieved over
the course of the 4-year intervention, we want to discuss each of the
approaches individually.

Fluency-Oriented Reading Instruction

The first instructional approach, Fluency-Oriented Reading Instruction
(FORI; Stahl & Heubach, 2005), was designed in response to a district
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mandate that required students to work exclusively with grade-level
text. Since the district in question had high rates of poverty, many of
the students within its jurisdiction were reading below grade level. As
a result, both the teachers in the district and the authors of the program
were concerned about the discrepancy between students’ reading abil-
ity and the required texts. In order to alleviate some of the difficulties
that might arise from the use of these texts and provide the students
with means of accessing them, the authors worked with the teachers
to design an approach that integrates scaffolding, repetition, and the
gradual release of responsibility as part of a 5-day lesson plan (see Fig-
ure 7.1). Since the district used a basal reader/literature anthology, the
teachers in the initial study built their lessons around these selections;
however, any grade-level text could be used.

On the first day, the teacher introduces the text using typical pre-
teaching activities (e.g., vocabulary development, building background
knowledge, etc.). This is followed by his or her reading of the week’s
selection to the class while the students follow along in their own copy

Fluency Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
approach
Fluency- Teacher Students Students Students Students do
Oriented introduces practice practice practice extension
Reading story. story. story. story. activities.
Instruction Teacherreads Teacherand Teacherand Students These may
story to class;  students echo students partner read include writing
Basal class discusses read story. choral read story. in response to
lesson story. story. story, etc.
Option: Teacher Option:
develops Teacher
graphic does running
organizers. records of
Option: Class students’
does activities reading.
from basal story.
Home Studentsread  Students take Students who Students Students read
reading 15—-30 minutes  story home need more  who need 15—-30 minutes
in a book of their and practice  practice take more in a book of
choosing. reading basal home the practice take their choosing.
story aloud to basal story— home the
someone. others take  basal story—
book of their others take
choosing. book of their
choosing.

FIGURE 7.1. Weekly lesson plan for the FORI approach.
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of the material. Upon completion of the first reading, the teacher and
students take part in a discussion of the material; the discussion is
designed to take place early in the lesson to reinforce the understanding
that comprehension rather than word recognition per se is the primary
goal of reading (Hoffman & Crone, 1985). On day 2, the teacher and
students echo read the passage, with the teacher interspersing ques-
tions throughout the selection to refine the students’ comprehension
(e.g., Stahl, 2007).

The third day involves the final teacher-led rendition of the text
and takes the form of a choral reading. While it is reasonable to incor-
porate additional discussion at this point, the lesson plans do not call
for it. Day 4 requires the students to take primary responsibility for the
text by partner reading the week’s selection. Should time permit, the
students can complete a second reading of the text, with the students
reading the pages opposite to those they read originally. On the final
day, the teacher and students participate in their traditional extension
activities (e.g., writing in response to the reading, imagining an alterna-
tive ending, etc.). From day 2 onward, students are also asked to read
the week’s selection at home. As individual students become comfort-
able with the material, they can choose to read a different text as an
alternative; however, students who are still not fluent with the week’s
selection should continue to read it on Wednesday and Thursday nights
as well. During the original 2 years of the intervention, the students
participating in the FORI classroom demonstrated 1.8 and 1.7 years’
growth, respectively, on an Informal Reading Inventory (IRI). Given
these results and the relative simplicity of the approach, we concluded
that this would be a useful approach to integrate into our study.

Wide Reading

The original wide reading study was designed to look at the relative
effectiveness of repeated reading and wide reading over the same
period of time (Kuhn, 2005, 2009). Four groups took part in this inter-
vention: a repeated readings group Fluency-Oriented Oral Reading
(FOOR), that read a single text three times over the course of a week;
the Wide Fluency-Oriented Oral Reading (Wide FOOR) that read three
different texts over the course of a week; a listening-only group whose
members listened to three different texts over the course of a week; and
a control group that received no additional literacy instruction beyond
that which was occurring in the classroom. Each of the first three groups
worked with the study’s author for 15-20 minutes per session. On Mon-
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day, the repeated readings group echo read a text; on Wednesday they
partner read the story; and on Friday they choral read the story and, if
they chose to, read a portion of the practiced text out loud. The wide
reading group, on the other hand, echo or choral read a new text on all 3
days, while the listening-only group listened to the same selections that
their peers in the wide reading group read for themselves.

While both of the groups who read the texts as part of the interven-
tion demonstrated better growth in their reading proficiency than either
the listening-only or the control groups, the results were not identical.
On the measures of word recognition in isolation, prosody, and correct
words per minute, both the FOOR and the Wide FOOR groups made
similar gains; however, the Wide FOOR group showed greater growth
in comprehension than any of the other groups, indicating that the Wide
FOOR approach may be the more beneficial of the two. Since there were
indications that wide reading might assist learners’ reading develop-
ment as much as (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003), if not more than (Kuhn, 2005),
repeated reading, we wanted to use a wide reading approach as part of
the intervention as well; but we needed to rework this intervention into
a lesson plan that could be implemented on a weekly basis (see Figure
7.2). The modified FORI approach incorporated three grade-level texts,
including the class’s primary shared text—whether this was a selection
from the basal anthology, the literature anthology, or a trade book—
over the course of each week. The two additional texts were class sets
of grade-level trade books provided by the researchers.

The first 2 days of the Wide FORI approach were designed to par-
allel the FORI lesson plan. On Monday, the teacher would conduct his
or her usual introductory activities as a way of familiarizing students
with the material; the teacher would then read the selection to the stu-
dents while they followed along. This was followed by a discussion of
what had been read. On Tuesday, the teacher and students would echo
read the text, with the teacher interspersing comprehension questions
throughout the material. On Wednesday, the two lessons diverged.
Rather than continuing to reread the selection, the students in the Wide
FORI approach instead worked on the extension activities for their pri-
mary text (paralleling day 5 of the FORI lesson). Finally, on Thursday
and Friday, days 4 and 5 of the Wide FORI approach, the teacher would
echo read a second and a third text with the students. The teacher was
also encouraged to briefly introduce the text, intersperse questions
during the echo reading, and hold a discussion with students after the
reading of the selection was completed. All of the texts were also sent
home for additional reading practice; the primary selection was sent
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Fluency Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
approach
Wide FORI  Teacher Students  Students do Teacherand Teacher and
introduces practice extension  students echo students
story. story. activities. or choral read echo or
Teacher Teacher These may trade book choral read
reads story to and student include (story 2). trade book
class; class echoread  writing in Option: (story 3).
discusses story 1. response to  Students Option:
story. Option: story, etc. partner read Students
Option: Students Option: story 2. partner read
Teacher do partner  Teacher Option: story 3.
develops reading. does running Students do Option:
graphic records of extension Students do
organizers. students’ activities extension
Option: Class reading. (writing, etc.). activities
does activities (writing, etc.).
from basal
(story 1).
Home Students read Students Students Students read  Students
reading 16-30 minutes take story  read 15-30 15-30 minutes read 15-30
perdayina homeand minutes perdayina minutes
book of their  practice perdayina book of their perdayina
choosing. reading book of their choosing. book of their
basal story choosing. choosing.
aloud to
someone.

FIGURE 7.2. Weekly lesson plan for Wide FORI approach.

home on Tuesday and, possibly, Wednesday for those students who
were still not fluent with the piece; the second and third texts, on the
other hand, were sent home with the students only on the days they
were read (Thursday and Friday, respectively). These modifications
allow any teacher using this approach to cover the material required
by a district while simultaneously extending students’ opportunities to
read two additional texts each week.

Nonintervention Classrooms

Before moving on to our results, we briefly outline the range of read-
ing and language arts instruction that the teachers were using in the
nonintervention classrooms. There were a number of different literacy
activities going on in all of the classrooms, none of which dominated
in any single class, including reading workshop, guided reading, writ-
ing workshop, round-robin reading, shared reading, and a variety of
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literacy centers. While some of these approaches are considered to be
more effective instructionally than others (e.g., Ash & Kuhn, 2006), we
found these activities to be typical of the range of approaches used in
the literacy curricula we have encountered over each of our 20-plus
years of teaching and conducting research.

What Happened over the Course
of the Intervention?

There were several important findings from this study, some of which
we determined through assessment measures and others that we ascer-
tained through the use of a version of the CIERA school change class-
room observation scheme (Taylor & Pearson, 2000) that was modified
to include the fluency practices we presented as part of our interven-
tion’s professional development. However, because of the variations
that occurred over the course of the intervention, we believe that these
results need to be presented on a year-by-year basis.

Years 1 and 2

Qur initial data, based on our classroom observations, determined that
there was an increase in what we consider to be our core fluency activi-
ties in the FORI and Wide FORI classrooms during the first 2 years of
the intervention. That is, there was greater emphasis on teacher read-
alouds, repeated readings, echo reading, choral reading, and partner
reading in the intervention classrooms than in the nonintervention
classrooms. In terms of other forms of reading instruction, we found
that the teachers in the nonintervention classrooms spent more time on
word work and round-robin reading than did their peers in the inter-
vention classrooms. Finally, there was greater emphasis on reading,
particularly oral reading, and less emphasis on language arts activi-
ties in the intervention classrooms than in the nonintervention class-
rooms.

The year 1 findings (see Kuhn et al., 2006) indicated that the inter-
vention teachers willingly shifted to more fluency-oriented instruc-
tional practices as compared with control teachers and engaged in fewer
of the less effective practices such as round-robin reading. As a result,
students in both types of intervention classrooms enjoyed better word
reading efficiency and comprehension skills than their counterparts in
the nonintervention classrooms. However, students in the Wide FORI
intervention also demonstrated greater text reading fluency than those
in control classrooms (see Table 7.1).
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TABLE 7.1. Results for Year 1 Students (2001-2002), Using Test Standard
Scores

Assessment point  Condition TOWRE GORT-3 WIAT

End of year Control 98 8.8 99
FORI 102- 9.1 101
Wide FORI 1017 9.3 102

Note. TOWRE, Test of Word Reading Efficiency; GORT-3, Gray Oral Reading Test—Third Edition;
WIAT, Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, Reading Comprehension Subtest.

“Indicates significant controls at time point, adjusting for preintervention pretest scores, using HLM.

In the second year, we replicated this study but broadened our
focus somewhat. We were concerned about long-term consequences
and possible “unintended effects” of the interventions. An honest eval-
uation of any program or, in our case, set of programs should take into
acc all anges that the programs might bring—the good,
the an ’

We looked for effects on reading soft skills, such as changes in read-
ing motivation and children’s general attentiveness during reading les-
sons. We had been told in informal conversations with our first-year
intervention teachers that their students were more motivated to read
as compared with approaches these teachers had used previously. If
their perceptions were accurate, this endorsement would be an excel-
lent unintended consequence! Thus, in this second year, we evaluated
this possibility by expanding our assessments to include the Motiva-
tion to Read profile (Gambrell, Palmer, Codling, & Mazzoni, 1996). This
scale has two subscales, Value of Reading and Self-Concept as a Reader.
Value of Reading assesses how important the respondent believes read-
ing is, how frequently he or she likes to engage in reading-related activ-
ity, and generally how useful the respondent believes reading will be
in his or her life. Self-Concept as a Reader, on the other hand, measures
the respondent’s personal assessment of his or her competence in per-
forming reading tasks and his or her view of reading as either easy or
difficult.

We also evaluated the student’s time on task more closely. Teach-
ers at some of the sites expressed the concern that there was a bit of
“social loafing” going on during some of these reading lessons—that
is, slacking off during choral reading and echo reading or perhaps kid-
ding around during partner reading. If true, this would be a negative
unintended consequence.

Finally, we worried that the emphasis on fluency might detract
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from other important types of instruction, particularly comprehension
instruction. After all, there are only so many minutes in the reading
day! We worried that the increase in fluency-oriented instruction came
at the expense of this important type of instruction. Consequently, we
evaluated whether there was less comprehension instruction happen-
ing in our intervention classrooms.

The good news was that, like the first year, teachers were willing
to include more fluency-oriented practices in their classrooms, but their
emphasis on comprehension was similar to that experienced in control class-
rooms. Fluency practice was not added at the expense of an emphasis
on comprehension. On the downside, our classroom observations indi-
cated that some students were, indeed, more likely to be off-task during
the reading lessons in the second year. However, in all fairness, some of
the classrooms in which these interventions took place did not have the
best classroom management techniques to begin with.

Further, by the end of the year, reading fluency had increased over
controls, but only for the students in Wide FORI classrooms, despite
early gains by the FORI group. There were no other detectable differ-
ences between controls and intervention students on reading skills per
se. Moreover, students in Wide FORI classrooms rated themselves as
having a more positive self-concept as a reader as compared to students
in control classrooms, although both groups valued reading similarly
(which is close to ceiling at this age).

One year later, fluency was similar for all three groups, but stu-
dents in both the FORI and Wide FORI groups demonstrated better
reading comprehension skills (see Table 7.2). Thus, whatever resource
benefits that early fluency had provided intervention children resulted
in improved comprehension a year later.

Year 3 (Scaling Up)

Our final year of interventions brought major changes to the imple-
mentation of the fluency intervention. Our mandate was to scale up
one of these approaches to a large number of classrooms—in our case,
it was nearly 60 classrooms. We decided to focus exclusively on the
FORI approach because, since it required fewer resources, it was the
more practicable alternative; we considered this to be a reasonable deci-
sion, given the lack of resources faced by many schools. After 2 years of
assisting teachers in providing materials for both approaches, we were
well aware that the Wide FORI approach was expensive, perhaps too
expensive for resource-strapped low-income schools. A quick calcula-
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TABLE 7.2. Results for Year 2 Students (2002-2003), Using Test Standard
Scores

Assessment point  Condition TOWRE GORT-3 WIAT
End of Control 199 8.7 101
intervention year
FORI 200 9.0 101
Wide FORI 203 9.3 103
1 year later Control 100 8.8 9
FORI 102 9.2 987
Wide FORI 102 9.4 99

Note. TOWRE, Test of Word Reading Efficiency; GORT-3, Gray Oral Reading Test—Third Edition;
WIAT, Wechsler Individual Achievement Test, Reading Comprehension Subtest.

“Indicates significant increase over controls at time point, adjusting for pretest scores, using one-tailed
HLM test.

tion, for example, suggests that, for the typical 35-week school year,
105 separate class sets of grade-level texts would have to be bought or
found to carry out Wide FORI effectively. Although we do not think this
is an insurmountable number, even for low-income schools, we do think
that it requires considerable imagination for large-scale implementation
(although we present some possibilities later in this chapter).

It also appeared that the Wide FORI approach requires greater pro-
fessional development and support with regard to finding grade-level
texts than the FORI approach. Thus, while the FORI approach could
be carried out with the basal materials provided by one’s school sys-
tem and with virtually no time spent in identifying appropriate texts,
the Wide FORI approach would require time, energy, and expertise for
finding enough grade-level classroom sets to provide wide reading prac-
tice for the whole year. Up to this point, significant amounts of profes-
sional development support had been provided by us through trained
assistants who visited the schools often and through meetings that were
scheduled between the researchers, faculty, and students’ families. In the
final year, however, we included only a standard professional develop-
ment training session and one follow-up meeting with each teacher after
we carried out a formative classroom observation. This was more typi-
cal of, or even better than, the professional development teachers often
receive, but it was certainly well below what might be considered ideal.

The results were incredibly disappointing. After 24 weeks, stu-
dents in FORI classrooms experienced no benefits over those in control
classrooms in word reading efficiency or reading comprehension. Even
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more surprising, students in FORI classes performed even worse than
control students in terms of the number of words correct per minute

(wepm)! Wha
To better the statistical results, we reverse engineered
the issue to our s for S.
was an in in the tion o)
ear. In terms ic resear und that
of the interv te ed the but 22%

used it only part of the time and 29% did not use it at all. This level of

different from the 15% of the segments observed in the nonintervention
classrooms. This finding also implies that even the teachers who were
following the basic format were not implementing it for the significant
lengths of at mmen
In ad o at the rvations directly, we also tried
to reason backward by comparing the seven most successful classes in
terms of improved fluency (measured by the increase in wecpm over the
course of the year) to the seven least successful classes regardless of con-
dition. What exactly were the effective teachers doing that the ineffec-
tive teachers were not? When comparing the classes that made the most
that the differ-
ely, there was a
noticeable difference in the amount of reading that was occurring dur-
ing rea inst the in
the the test rofi ad

course of the intervention for successful classes. Moreover, the teachers
in the classes with the greatest growth demonstrated better classroom
management, and, not surprisingly, their students exhibited more on-
task behavior than was the case in the least successful classes.

Thoughts, Theory, and Some Questions
Thoughts

Given the findings from our multiyear intervention, we have several
insights regarding the relative effectiveness of the two approaches.
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First, we feel fairly confident that the Wide FORI approach—that is,
the use of multiple challenging texts with significant support—is more
consistently effective in assisting students in their reading develop-
ment. This finding has begun to be confirmed in other studies as well
(e.g., Mostow & Beck, 2005; Schwebel, 2007). Although we injtially had
reservations regarding recommending this approach over the FORI
approach because of the difficulty some schools may have in finding
sufficient materials, we think our evidence for Wide FORI is strong
enough to recommend it. We believe the materials issue can be solved
through some creative “scavenging.” For example, it is quite likely that
most schools have retained earlier versions of basal readers or literature
anthologies; these can serve as the basis of some additional selections.
Similarly, many schools receive weekly magazines designed for young
readers, and these can serve as another source for selected texts. Also,
many schools have enough copies of a given title available to make up
a class set of a text. For example, one school we worked with had six
copies of Frog and Toad Are Friends (Lobel, 1970) in each of the three sec-
ond-grade classrooms, and there were several other copies in the school
and various classroom libraries; taken all together, there were enough
to make a class set. Finally, we have found numerous grade-level texts
available on the Internet that can be downloaded. Allowing for the use
of these various options, we believe it is reasonable to recommend the
Wide FORI approach as the basis of a fluency curriculum.

Second, we believe the FORI approach might be deceptively
simple—so simple, in fact, that teachers may think that they do not
need to attend to the implementation of the instruction as carefully as
they might for other, more complex, literacy programs. This lack of
attention may, in turn, have led to insufficient amounts of time being
spent reading the actual texts, creating what amounts to a haphazard
implementation of the approach. In fact, because of repeated readings,
children do quickly become fluent on the weekly selection. As a result,
we saw teachers in less successful classrooms moving on from FORI
practice after a single quickly executed reading on a given day. This
leads to insufficient reading practice on the children’s part. We consider
20-40 minutes, depending upon the daily activity, to be a reasonable
amount of time to spend on the FORI selections. Although the approach
is very straightforward, teachers still need to ensure that the selections
are sufficiently challenging and of sufficient length to warrant being
read between four and seven times weekly. Teachers also need to con-
tinue preparing appropriate introductory and conclusion activities for
the material, along with comprehension questions to be used after the
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first reading and during the echo reading of the selection, rather than
assuming that the repetition of the material is, in and of itself, sufficient
for dealing with a complex shared text.

Third, the final year left us wondering (we do not yet have a clear
answer) as to how important the integration of consistent feedback and
monitoring is to the implementation and maintenance of a new cur-
ricular element. Professional development, whether teacher-driven (as
in study groups) or district-driven (as in professional workshops), is
central to change in our schools. However, exactly how this develop-
ment is structured may make a significant difference in the effective-
ness of a new approach. While we believe there is great value in 1-day
presentations, if the notes that teachers take are just put into a drawer,
they will do little to bring about improved instruction. Instead, if the
research is to be applied in practice, it seems likely that the creation
of a support group is needed to share positive ideas, questions that
may arise, and frustrations encountered in implementation of the new
approach. Given the relative ease of implementing the FORI procedure,
the importance of continuing professional development becomes even
more critical in our minds.

The second piece of the professional development puzzle has to
do with the length of time such support needs to be available for the
implementation of an approach to become a permanent part of the cur-
riculum. Is 1 year sufficient, or does this need to be a multiyear pro-
cess? In our own experience, we have found that old habits die hard;
given this reality, how long does it take for an ineffective instructional
approach, such as round-robin reading, to be replaced with a more
effective approach, such as Wide FORI, in such a way that the new
method is truly integrated into a teacher’s core instruction? We would
argue that, as a profession, we need to rethink instructional change in
a systematic way if teachers are going to embrace new approaches. At
present, many teachers have seen so many trends in the teaching of
reading—both good and bad—come and go that they have developed a
healthy distrust of the newest instructional method, whether research-
based or not.

Theory

In our research we have been struck by the effectiveness of the Wide
FORI approach for enhancing fluency. In each year that we tried it, stu-
dents who received the Wide FORI program displayed better fluency
than control students. We think the explanation for its success can be
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traced to the way that automaticity develops in a wide reading environ-
ment as compared to a repeated-reading one.

To some extent the ideas expressed in the FORI approach emerge
from an earlier view of automaticity (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). In these
earlier views, the emphasis was on repetition as the key to automatic-
ity. However, recent versions of automaticity theory, in particular, the
instance theory of automaticity proposed by Logan (1997), imply that
there may be benefits from a more distributed approach to practice over
a purely repetitive one. It is important for reading theory to consider
these changes and integrate them into thinking about the development
of automaticity. The implications for reading instruction from these
newer views are intriguing.

From an instance theory point of view, each time a child attends
to text, an instance, or trace, of that text is automatically encoded in
memory at the sublexical, lexical, phrase, and text levels. As these mul-
tileveled instances build up and their learning levels off, within a rela-
tively few repetitions (three to five, according to many authors; e.g.,
O’Shea, Sindelar, & O’Shea, 1985, 1987; Reutzel, 2003) they become rea-
sonably easy to retrieve.

In the FORI approach, a relatively small set of phrase, word, and
sublexical instances are encoded and reactivated on each reading,
allowing these and only these particular traces to be easily retrieved.
In the Wide FORI approach, many instances at the phrase, word, and
sublexical level are encoded through exposure to a variety of texts. In
the Wide FORI approach described here, there is some repetition also,
albeit less than in the FORI approach. There is probably enough repeti-
tion that the text instances are relatively easily retrieved. Children are
likely to be able to read a number of text segments several times dur-
ing the course of the week, but each one only two or three times. As a
result, in the Wide FORI condition, children may have a great range
of higher-level traces (i.e., a greater diversity of phrases and words)
encoded well enough to become activated automatically during read-
ing. Thus, because of wide reading, students are more likely to have
similar traces available in memory to become activated, which would
lead to overall improvement in their oral reading fluency. By contrast,
reading approaches that emphasize constant repetition of only sub-
lexical information (i.e., strict phonics and rime approaches), isolated
sight-word repetition, or text repetition (such as FORI) might not create
a diverse enough set of high-level traces to enable students to benefit
from the activation of these traces in the way that wide reading does.
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Consequently, we find more consistent theoretical and empirical sup-

port for Wide FORI approaches.

Questions

of our questions in the p us
r with issues we feel are fic
to the title of our chapter and are worthy of further research. First, we

retention of those words; in other words, how does seeing the same
words or ses evel s’w
tion? We WO the me

struct as well? While we feel this study has increased our knowledge of

tion of these issues in future research.
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The ded that such educational reform was long
overdue :

Our Nation is at risk. Qur once unchallenged preeminence in com-

our very future as a Nation and a people.

allowed this to happen to ourselves. ... We have, in effect, been com-
mitting an act of unthinking, unilateral educational disarmament.
(NCEE, 1983, p. 1)

Bo
En
course, was that the difficulty of the test had somehow shifted to stu-

of the ts, those in of class, that
ed the of students bo of the dis-
tribution were holding steady or even gaining (Turnbull, 1985).
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FIGURE 8.1. Average SAT scores in 1962-1963 and from 19661967 to 2006
2007. Data from Turnbull (1985) and National Center for Education Statistics
(2007, Table 132).

By the early 1990s, SAT scores appeared to have plateaued. The
College Board decided to “recenter” the scale, basically adding about
25 points to the math scores and about 80 to the verbal scores so as to
return the mean of each test to a value close to 500 points. (The scores in
Figure 8.1 have been adjusted so that all are on the current “recentered”
scale.) Beleaguered, the College Board also changed the name of the
test from the Scholastic Aptitude Test to simply the SAT, with the letters
standing for nothing.

Unfortunately, if the downward trend of the SAT scores had slowed,
their levels have even today not recovered (see Figure 8.1.). “SAT
Records Biggest Score Dip in 31 Years,” headlined the Washington Post
in 2006 (Matthews, 2006). “SAT Scores Drop for Second Year in a Row,”
headlined U.S. News and World Reports in 2007 (Kingsbury, 2007).

Not Just the SAT Scores

To be sure, whether scores on the SAT exams truly reflect relevant or
important intellectual or academic proficiencies remains a topic of dis-
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cussion (e.g., College Entrance Examination Board, 1977; Lewin, 2006;
Rothstein, 2004; Stedman, 1996). On the other hand, there are a number
of other indications that the development of more advanced levels of
literacy is a special problem in the United States, and this is so whether
compared with the literacy proficiency of other countries around the
world or measured against our country’s own standards and expecta-
tions.

Recent international studies of fourth graders’ reading and liter-
acy development show children in the United States to be above aver-
age, ranking ninth among the 35 countries participating in the 2001
assessment (Mullis, Martin, Gonzalez, & Kennedy, 2003). By contrast,
relative to the 30 OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development, a.k.a. “developed”) countries, U.S. high school students
performed below average, ranking 17th of 30 and significantly outper-
forming only 5 of the others. The top 10% of U.S. high school students
scored comparably to the top 10% of students in the other countries.
However, when the scores are broken into reading levels, the United
States showed a significantly smaller proportion of high school stu-
dents at intermediate levels of proficiency and a significantly greater
proportion at the lowest levels. Thus, while it seems the best of our
students are world-class, our educational system is somehow failing
the majority. With time, as so strongly voiced in A Nation at Risk, this
will matter increasingly, both personally and nationally.

Based on data from the International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS),
the average literacy of U.S. adults ranked 12th among 20 countries of
comparably high income (Sum, Kirsch, & Taggart, 2002). Moreover,
within the five performance categories defined by the assessment frame-
work, 45% of U.S. adults fell within the lowest two, placing them 16th
among the 20 countries in the study. This relative underperformance
occurred despite the fact that U.S. adults ranked first in the number of
years of schooling and in academic degree completion. A particularly
troubling aspect of Sum et al.’s (2002) analysis was the precipitous rate
at which the relative literacy levels of U.S. adults seemed to be fall-
ing. As compared with their peers in other countries, the literacy levels
of older U.S. adults (ages 36-45, 46-55, and 56 and older) ranked in
the top 5. In contrast, the average literacy performance of U.S. adults
younger than 35 years old ranked in the bottom half of the distribu-
tion by every measure. Closer analyses of these younger adults showed
that, among participants with just a high school diploma or less, those
from the United States fell at the bottom of the pile, ranking 19th out
of 20. Although scores were far higher for young U.S. adults who had
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completed 4 or more years of postsecondary education, they were still
below the average of their same-aged and like-educated peers in the
other countries.

Results of domestic assessments are not inconsistent with the
international results. The 2003 National Assessment of Adult Literacy
(Kutner et al., 2007) found more than 40% of U.S. adults unable to com-
prehend texts of moderate everyday difficulty. Only 13% of U.S. adults
could read and understand the longer and more complex documents
included in the assessment—and these documents were neither very
long X.

ool students, the National Assessment of Educa-
tional Progress (NAEP) documents slight but significant improvement
in the average reading scores of fourth graders (4 points) and eighth

Br n d larly, the nt of

and s p at grade (¢ fi-
cient”) or above has increased over that period from 29% to 33% and
from 29% to 31%, respectively (Lee, Grigg, & Donahue, 2007).

For 12th graders, by contrast, the average reading score on the
NAEP fell by 6 points between 1992 and the most recent assessment in
2005. Between 1992 and 2005, the percentage of 12th graders perform-

ve 1 fell to3  atthe
the red asic el rose
from 20% to 27% (Grigg, Donahue, & Dion, 2007).

The NAEP scores of the 12th graders are jarring not just because

they are so low but also because they are low compared to the 4th
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then, those who stay in school, and therefore participate in the NAEP
in the 12th grade, disproportionately include the more successful and
motivated students. In short, one can’t help but wonder whether the
12th graders were trying. After all, 12th graders are an ultraworldly
group, and there is little personal consequence for doing well or poorly
on the NAEP.

Yet, college entrance examinations are voluntary, and performing
well on them is the very point of taking them. In analyzing scores from
its own college admissions exam, ACT, Inc. (known until 1996 as the
American College Testing Program) compared them within-cohort to
scores on its tests for 8th and 10th graders. For each of the cohorts exam-
ined and regardless of gender, race/ ethnicity, or household income, the
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students were collectively on track in the 8th and 10th grades for bet-
ter scores than they ultimately obtained in the 12th grade. The report
(ACT, 2006) concludes that there is a specific problem at the high school
level. The same conclusion was drawn by the College Entrance Exami-
nation Board (1977) in the mid-1970s and again in the mid-1980s (Turn-
bull, 1985).

What Could Be the Problem?

The College Board’s 1977 panel examined a number of factors that might
have contributed to the SAT score decline. One of these, proposed by
Jeanne Chall, was that the reading selections on the tests had somehow
become too hard for the students. To test this hypothesis, Chall and
her colleagues (1977) sampled passages from SAT tests administered
between 1947 and 1975, using readability analyses to compare their
difficulty. Yet, the data indicated that the SAT passages had become
easier, not harder. Between 1963 and 1975, during the years of the score
decline, the average difficulty of the test passages lay at the 11th-grade
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the relative difficulty of the test and the school books? If students had
neither practiced nor been instructed with reading materials as hard as
the SAT passages, then one could hardly expect them to read the latter
with competence and confidence.

Following on Chall et al.’s (1977) hypothesis, Hayes, Wolfer, and
Wolfe (1996) undertook a complementary study in which they ana-
lyzed the difficulty of popular reading textbook series over time. Their
results indicated that the difficulty of the text in these books, especially
in grades 4 and up, had been reduced and, further, that this reduction
was temporally aligned with the SAT score decline. As one indication,
the average length of sentences in books published between 1963 and
1991 was shorter than that in books published between 1946 and 1962.
Ins el ks, for ex 1
of s e words—’ f
ping one or two clauses from every sentence,” observed Hayes et al.
(1996, p. 497). Meanwhile, the sophistication of the books’ wording also
declined. Hayes et al.’s analysis concluded that the wording of school
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books published from 1963 onward for 8th graders was as simple as
that in books used by 5th graders before 1963, while the wording of
12th-grade literature texts published after 1963 was simpler than 7th-
grade texts published prior to 1963.

Such a disparity between the students’ school books and the pas-
sages on the tests might well explain students’ poor performance on
their college entrance exams. More significantly, however, failing to
provide instruction or experience with “grown-up” text levels seems
a risky course toward preparing students for the reading demands of
college and of life in general.

This concern was recently raised again by ACT, Inc. (2006) in review-
ing the poor performance of students on its college entrance exam. The
maximum score on the reading component of the ACT college entrance
exam is 36. ACT has found that scores of less than 21 predict reading
difficulties in college coursework and also in the workplace. Among
students who took the ACT exam in 2005, the scores of 51%—more than
half—fell below the 21-point cutoff for college readiness in reading abil-
ity. Through analyses of student performance, ACT determined that
the major stumbling block for the students was complex texts. More
specifically, the ACT reading assessment is designed around three lev-
els of textual complexity. For students whose overall performance fell
below the 21-point benchmark, average response accuracy on the com-
plex texts was at chance levels. As students scored beyond the 21-point
benchmark, their performance on the complex texts steadily increased
but reached levels comparable to performance on texts classified as
moderate and simple only among those students who scored at least 35
of the 36 points possible.

The Wording of Natural Language
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in the standard way, by counting the number of times each different
word occurred and then ordering the words in each set of texts from
most to least frequent (see, e.g., Carroll, Davies, & Richman, 1971, for a
fuller explanation of the process of generating word frequency counts).
Eliminated from the corpora were all proper nouns and also, so as to
focus on meaning-bearing words, all closed-class words (i.e., gram-
matical words such as prepositions, determiners le.g., the, this, some],
conjunctions, and pronouns). In addition, all but the 10,000 most fre-
quent words were eliminated from the reference sample (because word
counts of low-frequency words are more sensitive to sample size and
more susceptible to sampling error). After converting frequencies of the
remaining words in each of the corpora to proportions (so that all were
on the same scale regardless of the size of the sample), the researchers
basically computed the extent to which words in the textbook samples
were overused or underused relative to the reference sample taken
from the newspapers and, by the same metric, relative to each other.
Hayes et al.’s (1996) conclusion that the vocabulary of school books had
been simplified was based on their finding that the wording of post-
1962 school books had shifted toward more common words, as gauged
by word frequencies in the reference sample.

Hayes et al. (1996) found that it was especially school books for
students in grades 4 and up that were simplified in the years after 1962.
They also found that, although the wording of school books for chil-
dren generally increased with the grade-level from grades 1 through
8, the same was not true of high school books. Instead, across grades
9 through 12 (including texts for Advanced Placement courses), the
difficulty levels of the literature books were shown to differ little from
one another or from the grade 7 and grade 8 offerings. High school
students’ science texts were significantly more difficult than their Eng-
lish books. However, even among science texts, only those designated
for Advanced Placement coursework evidenced difficulty levels com-
parable to the newspaper sample used as the benchmark reference.
Because Hayes et al.’s high school text sample was relatively sparse,
it is possible that it is not wholly representative. On the other hand,
the measured simplicity of the high school books is consistent with
the conclusions and speculations of others (e.g., ACT, 2006; Chall et
al., 1977).

Over the years, following basically the same approach, Hayes and
his colleagues quantified the relative lexical demands of a number of
language domains. Many of his analyses affirmed that the lexical dif-
ficulty of texts varied predictably with the maturity or sophistication
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of the audience for which each was written. As examples, his analyses
showed that the wording of scientific publications aimed at scientists,
such as Cell, Nature, and Science, is more sophisticated than the word-
ing of those written for lay persons, such as Scientific American (Hayes,
1992); that the wording of scientific publications, including college text-
books, is more difficult than that of newspapers (Hayes, 1992); that the
wording of newspapers is significantly more difficult than the word-
ing of popular adult novels (Hayes & Ahrens, 1988); that the wording
of adult novels is generally more difficult than that found in novels
written for grade-school children (Hayes & Ahrens, 1988); and that the
wording of school children’s books, with the exception of preprimers,
is more difficult than that of books written for preschoolers (Hayes &
Ahrens, 1988).

On the other hand, the results of some of Hayes’s analyses are
quite provocative with respect to the nature of literacy challenge. For
example, while his analyses showed that textbooks had become pro-
gressively easier over this century (Hayes et al., 1996), they also indi-
cated that the lexical difficulty of English-language newspapers had
remained nearly constant (Hayes et al., 1996). Could this disparity be a
factor in the declining circulation of newspapers?

In contrast, analyzing the wording of scientific magazines and
journals published between 1930 to 1990, he found that the sophis-
tication of every single one that he evaluated, whether professional
or lay, had increased dramatically over the decades (Hayes, 1992).
If it is a national goal to inspire more students to become engineers
and scientists, then shouldn’t the difficulty of our school books have
increased as well? If a goal is to ensure that our students will be able
to stay sufficiently informed about scientific progress to conduct busi-
ness, reflect on policy, and manage their family’s health and educa-
tion, then at a minimum shouldn’t the difficulty of our school books
keep pace with the difficulty of scientific publications aimed at the
general public?

Even so, it was Hayes’s comparisons of spoken and written lan-
guage sources that seemed most telling. For these analyses, Hayes
and Ahrens (1988) compiled and analyzed a variety of oral language
samples, including language from prime-time adult television shows,
children’s television shows, mothers’ speech to children ranging in age
from infancy to adolescence, conversations among college-educated
adults (including from the Oval Office), and adults providing expert
witness testimony for legal cases. Regardless of the source or situation
and without exception, the lexical richness of the oral language samples
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paled in comparison with the written texts. Indeed, of all the oral lan-
guage samples evaluated, the only one that exceeded even preschool
books in lexical range was expert witness testimony.

This difference between the wording of oral and written language
must lie at the crux of the literacy challenge, as it points up a profound
dilemma. On the one hand, the extent of this disparity implies that the
great majority of words needed for understanding written language
are likely to be encountered, and thus can only be learned, through
experience with written text. On the other hand, research has taught
us that written text is accessible, and thus permits learning, only if the
reader or listener already knows the vast majority of words from which
it is constructed. Indeed, research indicates that reading with compre-
hension depends on understanding at least 95% of the words of a text
(Betts, 1946; Carver, 1994; Hu & Nation, 2000; Laufer, 1988).

The Word Frequency Spectrum

As it happens, the distribution of words in natural language conforms
closely to certain mathematical functions. This fact has been very use-
ful for computational linguists. It enables them, for example, to detect
bias in their sampling and to determine the costs versus benefits of
increasing their sample sizes. It has also been highly useful for corpus
researchers. As a case in point, it enabled Hayes to derive quantitative
indices of lexical richness. Representing the distribution of the words in
each corpus mathematically, he needed only to take the integral of the
function describing each curve to find the area beneath and then to sub-
tract the area beneath the first curve from the area beneath the second to
compare the lexical density of the two distributions.

As another example, in building the corpus for the American Heri-
tage Word Frequency Book, Carroll et al. (1971) took 10,000 samples of
500 words from texts written for children in grades 3 through 8. Across
those 5 million words, the total number of different words found was
86,741. Using the mathematics of word frequency distributions, Car-
roll et al. estimated that the actual number of different words in such
materials—that is, the number that they would have found had they
counted such texts exhaustively rather than sampling just 5 million
words of excerpts—would have totaled more than 609,606.

Again, all of the materials from which Carroll et al. sampled were
indeed specifically written for and meant to be understood by school
children in grades 3 through 8. But how can grade school children pos-
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sibly be expected to know more than 600,000 different words? Can Car-
roll et al.’s estimate possibly be correct?

Of the 5 million words of text from which Carroll et al. built their
corpus, 50% of the sample was represented by just 109 very frequent
words and 90% of the sample by just 5,000 frequent words. At the other
extreme, 35,079 of the 86,741 distinct words in the corpus—more than
50%—turned up only once in the entire sample. Further, the 86,741 dis-
tinct words that showed up at all in the sample represent only 15%
of the total number of different words estimated to arise in texts for
children in grades 3 through 8. The problem, explain Carroll et al., is
that a sample of 5 million words is just plain too small to capture but a
fraction of the total distribution.

In recent years, the proliferation of electronic texts has made it
possible to compile much larger word frequency corpora. The British
National Corpus was built from 100 million words taken from 4,124
different sources. Approximately 10% of the corpus was sampled from
spoken language sources and 90% from written texts. Because the goal
was to create a profile of present-day English, all of the sources were
published after 1985, and the distribution of topics and text was guided
by the pattern of print publishing in the United Kingdom. Ten percent
of the corpus was drawn from imaginative texts and 90 percent from
informative texts (Leech, Rayson, & Wilson, 2001).

As described on the British National Corpus’s website, this is a
very large corpus: “To put these numbers into perspective, the aver-
age paperback book has about 250 pages per centimeter of thickness;
assuming 400 words a page, we calculate that the whole corpus printed
in small type on thin paper would take up about ten metres of shelf
space. Reading the whole corpus aloud at a fairly rapid 150 words a
minute, 8 hours a day, 365 days a year, would take just over four years”
(British National Corpus, 2008).

Another drawback to Carroll et al.’s (1971) estimate of the total
vocabulary in school children’s texts is that words in the American
Heritage corpus are distinguished solely by their spellings. Conflicting
with this practice, research suggests that nouns and their regular plu-
rals, such as cat and cats, share a common mental representation (Sereno
& Jongman, 1997), as do the basic conjugations of the verbs, such as
walk, walks walked, and walking (Stanners, Neiser, Hernon, & Hall, 1979).
As Carroll et al. point out, had each noun and verb been counted only
once rather than separately for each of its inflected forms, their estimate
of the total number of words in schoolchildren’s texts would have been
considerably smaller. Thus, a further advantage of the British National



174 CRITICAL FACTORS

Corpus for purposes of investigating the lexical demands of texts is
that, within it, each word is tagged with its part of speech.

In a challenge to develop a vocabulary assessment for the National
Assessment of Adult Literacy (Adams & Spoehr, in press), Kathryn
Spoehr and I turned to the British National Corpus in quest of a means
of examining the feasibility of selecting a spectrum of test items as a
function of their frequencies. Because we were interested only in words
that occurred sufficiently often that their relative frequency estimates
might be reliable, we restricted attention to those that appeared at least
10 times in the full corpus or, equivalently, with a minimum probability
of about once per 10 million words. Because our interest was in vocab-
ulary, we focused exclusively on adjectives, adverbs, common nouns,
and verbs. So as to afford a cleaner view of the number of different
words available at each frequency, we included only the base forms of
the nouns and verbs. The resulting distribution is shown in Figure 8.2.

In Figure 8.2, a separate line is accorded to each of the four major
parts of speech. The x axis represents the frequency of the words, rang-
ing from 100 or more per million to 1 per million. The y axis indicates
the number of words found at each frequency. As can be seen from the
small spike on the far left of each curve, there are a few dozen words
for each part of speech with frequencies of 100 per million or greater.
Excepting those words, however, the graph shows that the frequency
of occurrence of the vast majority of the words is extremely low. Fully
60% of the words that we counted had frequencies of less than one per
million. Had we included proper nouns in our count, the number of
infrequent words would have swelled still further and, in the present
context, it is important to recognize that gaining familiarity with a great
abundance of proper nouns is a key and core component of becoming
literate. Further, though the total number of different words in the Brit-
ish National Corpus is 757,087, nearly 10 times more than captured in
the American Heritage sample (Carroll et al., 1971), the percentage of
different words that turned up only once was nearly identical in the
two corpora (52% and 54%, respectively).

The formal explanation of this distribution of words is known
as Zipf’s law, named for the linguist who discovered it (Zipf, 1935).
According to Zipf’s law, the distribution of words in natural language
discourse conforms to an inverse power function, and research con-
firms this to be true regardless of the topic, genre, language, level, or
modality of the source of the word count.

In a nutshell, Zipf's law states is that every natural language sam-
ple is made up of relatively few words that recur over and over again
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FIGURE 8.2. Frequency counts from the British National Corpus (2001) for
adjectives, adverbs, verbs, and common nouns. For common nouns and verbs,
counts are for base (uninflected) forms.

and many, many words that arise very infrequently—just as seen in the
American Heritage and British National corpora. In turn, the J-shaped
nature of such word frequency distributions developmentally divides
their utility for guiding educational practice. Because large-scale cor-
pora quite reliably index the relative frequency of the most common
words (the initial “curl” on the J), they can be fruitfully used to design
or evaluate texts and tests for primary grade students (see, e.g., Hie-
bert, 2005). In contrast, word frequency statistics from such corpora can
offer little if any useful guidance where interest is shifted to the middle
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and upper grades, and this holds whether the focus is on vocabulary
instruction, on methods or formulas for evaluating the readability or
difficulty of text, or on assessments of vocabulary breadth. The impasse
is that even in the largest corpora, the counted frequencies of the vast
majority of words—nearly all beyond those few thousand most com-
mon words—are too low to be statistically meaningful or trustworthy
and are tied with thousands of other words, in any case.

Developing Students’ Vocabulary:
Examining the Options

Having a better sense of the magnitude of the challenge, let us turn
to the question of how best to help students master enough words to
understand advanced texts. In broad terms, there appear to be only
two options: (1) to endeavor to teach students the words they will need
to know and (2) to expect students to learn new words on their own
through reading.

Is direct vocabulary instruction worthwhile? Based on a meta-anal-
ysis by Stahl and Fairbanks (1986), the answer seems to be a resound-
ing “yes.” Across studies involving a variety of students, instructional
specifics, and outcome measures, Stahl and Fairbanks found that direct
vocabulary instruction significantly increases knowledge of words that
are taught. Just as important, students who received vocabulary instruc-
tion were found to perform significantly better on global nonspecific
vocabulary measures such as standardized tests, indicating that such
instruction promotes learning of words beyond those that have been
explicitly taught.

In the present context, however, we must also bear in mind that, by
its very nature, direct vocabulary instruction admits coverage of pre-
cious few words relative to the magnitude of the challenge. Even if,
beginning in grade 1 and continuing through grade 12, teachers consis-
tently taught—and students perfectly retained—20 vocabulary words
each and every week, the gain in vocabulary would total only 8,640
words in all (20 words x 36 weeks of school x 12 years), many times
fewer than what is required.

Such considerations have led some scholars to conclude that the
only feasible means by which students might acquire an adequate read-
ing vocabulary is through the process of inferring the meanings of new
words from their contexts during the course of reading (see Nagy, Her-
man, & Anderson, 1985). Upon scrutiny, however, this explanation is
also inadequate.
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Let us suppose that, as Anderson, Wilson, and Fielding (1988)
have estimated, median fifth-grade students read approximately
700,000 words of text per year. If these students were to read the 5 mil-
lion words of text from which the American Heritage corpus was com-
piled, it would take them about 7 years—through the 12th grade. If
we suppose that these students already know 12,000 of these words,
then—again based on the American Heritage corpus—we can expect
them to encounter about 75,000 new words in the course of this read-
ing. Using Nagy, Anderson, and Herman's (1987) estimate of 0.05 as
the probability that students retain the meaning of any given new word
they encounter during reading, the upshot is that such students will
have learned only 3,750 new words by the time they graduate, equaling
about 550 words per year. Counting time with informal text (e.g., mail)
as reading and generously assuming that an estimated 15 minutes per
day of in-school reading time is spent, without pause, reading at 200
words per minute, Nagy et al. (1987) boost the estimated amount read
per year to 1 million words, yielding a total of nearly 4,700 new words
in just 5 years, or about 840 per year. No matter; recalling that even
texts written for students in grades 1 through 8 presume knowledge
of more than 600,000 different words, it is clear that both estimates fall
way short of the challenge. At the same time, however, both seem at
odds with the intuitive sense that a high school student need be neither
a genius nor a tireless scholar to read and understand most materials
written for grade school children.

Insights from Computational
Models of Vocabulary Acquisition

Working from corpus statistics, the prospect of raising students’ vocab-
ulary to the demands of advanced texts seems a nearly impossible task.
Yet, recent computation models such as the latent semantic analysis
(LSA) model developed by Tom Landauer and his colleagues (e.g.,
Landauer, 1998; Landauer & Dumais, 1997; see also Griffiths, Steyvers,
& Tenenbaum, 2007) offer a different way of viewing the challenge.
The core mechanism underlying the LSA model is associative
learning. The first step in training the model consists in inputting large
quantities of text, where the computer is programmed to remember
each word and the context in which it occurred. The second step in
training the model consists in creating associations or connections
between the words and contexts and then mathematically collapsing or
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bundling them according to their commonalities and distinctions. The
connections between words and their contexts are bidirectional and
are weighted positively by the number of times the word occurs in the
context and inversely by the number of different contexts in which the
word occurs. By interconnecting all of the words and contexts in this
way, a rich matrix of associations arises between the words, between
the contexts, and between the words and the contexts in both direc-
tions.

As a concrete example, Landauer and Dumais (1997) trained the
computer by having it “read” each of 30,473 articles (or, for long arti-
cles, the first 2,000 words) from the Grolier Encyclopedia. The sample
totaled 4.6 million words of text in all, which the researchers estimated
to be comparable in magnitude to the lifelong learning of a seventh
grader. From these readings, the researchers created a matrix in which
the 30,473 articles (the “contexts”) stood as the columns and the rows
were populated by each of the 60,768 words that had arisen in at least
two of the encyclopedia articles. The researchers then used a mathemat-
ical procedure (singular value decomposition) to condense the separate
connections between each word and context to a smaller set that opti-
mally captured their overlap and separation. Again, the connections
are bidirectional in the LSA model. As they extend both from words to
contexts and from contexts to words, they also extend, by derivation,
from words to other words, contexts to other contexts, and between
words and contexts that did not co-occur in training.

To evaluate what the model had “learned,” Landauer and Dumais
(1997) then tested it with 80 retired items from the synonym subtest of
the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL). Each of these items
presents an isolated test word for which the test taker is to select the
best synonym from four alternative words. The model’s performance,
as based on the knowledge it gained from “reading” the encyclopedia
articles, was then compared to performance of a large sample of appli-
cants to U.S. colleges from non-English-speaking countries. The mod-
el’s score was 64.4%; the people’s score averaged 64.5%. Similarly, after
the LSA model “read” an introductory psychology text, it performed
nearly as well as college students on a multiple-choice exam (Landauer,
1998).

The LSA model has also been used with impressive success to
gauge the quality and content of student essays and the coherence and
conceptual density of reading materials. In one study, for example,
students were first asked to write essays about the heart and circula-
tory system, and LSA was used to benchmark their prior knowledge
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based on what they wrote (Wolfe et al., 1998). Each student was then
asked to read one of four passages on the topic, where the four passages
ranged in sophistication from elementary level to medical school level.
The results showed that students learned most when given a passage
that was just a little—but not too much—more sophisticated than the
knowledge shown in their essays.

To investigate LSA’s vocabulary more closely, Landauer and
Dumais (1997) compared the word learning of the model to that of
school children. In simulating school children, results showed that the
probability that the model learned any given new word in any given
new text was approximately 0.05, just like the students in Nagy et al.’s
(1987) study.

Within the LSA model, any new input is represented in terms of
the overall structure of the network or, equivalently, in relation to the
representations of other words within it. It is for this reason that, like
people, the amount that the LSA model learns from any set of readings
depends on how much it already knows; for any given text, the larger
its starting vocabulary, the more it learns.

But there is something else, too. Because the meaning is repre-
sented relationally, the connections that effectively define the meanings
of words grow, shrink, and shift continuously, continually, and always
in relation to one another. Thus, the addition or modification of any one
connection impacts many others, pulling some closer together, push-
ing some farther apart, and otherwise altering the strengths and pat-
terns of connections among words and contexts. Due to this dynamic,
Landauer and Dumais (1997) found that with each reading the model
effectively increased its understanding not just of words that were in
the passage but also of words that were not in the passage. Measured
in terms of total vocabulary gain, the amount the model learned about
words that did not appear in a given reading was three times as much
as what it learned about words that were in the reading.

“What?” we cry, “How can that be? How can reading a text pro-
duce increases in knowledge of words that it does not even contain!
That is not credible! It makes no sense!” But wait. If we were talking
about knowledge rather than words, then it would make lots of sense.
Every concept—simple or complex, concrete or abstract—is learned in
terms of its similarities, differences, and relationships with other con-
cepts with which we are familiar. As a simplistic example, when we
read about tigers, then by dint of both similarities and contrasts, we
learn more about all sorts of cats and, further, about every subtopic
mentioned along the way. The more deeply we read about tigers, the
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more nuanced and complex these concepts and their interrelations
become.

Words are not just words. They are the nexus—the interface—
between communication and thought. When we read, it is through
words that we build, refine, and modify our knowledge. What makes
vocabulary valuable and important is not the words themselves so
much as the understandings they afford. The reason we need to know
the meanings of words is that they point to the knowledge from which
we are to construct, interpret, and reflect on the meaning of the text.

What is unique about the LSA model is not its implications about
the essential structure of semantic memory. Cognitive psychologists
broadly agree that the meaning of any word consists of bundles of fea-
tures and associations that are the cumulative product of the reader’s
experience with both the word in context and the concepts to which it
refers. In any given instance, only that subset of a word’s meanings,
usages, or features that are contextually relevant is activated (see, e.g.,
Gorfein, 2001). As examples, the activated meaning of the word fan dif-
fers, depending on whether the text is about a soccer fan, a ceiling fan, or
a peacock’s fan. What is unique about the LSA model is its demonstra-
tion that this structure and this dynamic can so richly and powerfully
evolve through accrued experience with the various contexts in which
words do and do not occur—that is, through reading.

There are potential extensions of the LSA model that also beg
attention. For example, the concepts and relations that emerge and
are strengthened through reading may belong to words that the stu-
dent does not already know. That is exactly the point. As they grow
in richness and complexity, the relationships that evolve within the
network will increasingly support many new words and many new
spheres of knowledge, whether in abstract or tied to related concepts
or situations. Perhaps this is why people’s vocabulary correlates so
strongly with the amount and kinds of reading in which they have
engaged (Gradman & Hanania, 1991; Stanovich & Cunningham,
1992, 1993).

Another thought that comes to mind is that, if reading results in
so rich a network of knowledge through nothing more than overlaps
and contrasts in association, then shouldn’t students learn far more
efficiently, given active, incisive comprehension strategies? Research
indicates that comprehension strategies can be taught and suggests
that doing so may improve comprehension (National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development [NICHD], 2000). However, com-
prehension strategies seem to do little to compensate for poor read-
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ing ability or weak domain knowledge (O'Reilly & McNamara, 2007).
Instead, research repeatedly shows prior domain knowledge to be a
prepotent predictor of students’ ability to comprehend or to learn from
advanced texts (Dochy, Segers, & Buehl, 1999; Shapiro, 2004). In them-
selves, strong reading skills are also important, but they, too, seem to
be of greatest advantage to students with strong domain knowledge
(O’Reilly & McNamara, 2007).

Perhaps such findings should not be surprising. As broadly
accepted by cognitive psychologists, there are two modes of reasoning
(see Sloman, 1996, 2005). The first, most common, mode is knowledge-
based. This sort of reasoning is rapid, extensive, and automatic; it is
the sort of reasoning that LSA and neural networks statistically emu-
late. The second mode of reasoning is conscious and rule-based. Such
logical analytic thought also warrants instructional attention in our
schools, as it is our means of monitoring internal consistency and vet-
ting our thoughts for bias and happenstance. However, no reasoning
strategy, however well-structured, can rival the speed, power, or clar-
ity of knowledge-driven understanding (Ericsson, Charness, Feltovich,
& Hoffman, 2006); nor can it compensate for an absence of sufficient
information.

Still another idea that raises itself is that the pathway to advanced
texts might be well paved through other media such as educational
videos. That is, if domain knowledge is the ticket to understanding
advanced texts, then might the entry of students with less relevant
knowledge or weaker reading skills be accelerated through well-
designed videos? Unfortunately, evidence so far indicates that even
while such educational media can be valuable for developing students’
interest in a topic, their impact on the knowledge structures underly-
ing language development and reading comprehension is minimal
(Bus, de Jong, Verhallen, & van der Kooy-Hofland, 2008; Echols, West,
Stanovich, & Zehr, 1996; West & Stanovich, 1991).

In keeping with this, the J-shaped curve that characterizes the
word frequency distributions of large-scale corpora can be seen to rep-
resent two different categories of words. The high frequency words—
those clustering at the curl of the J—are the nuclear or matrix words
of the language. Writers depend on these words to carry the structure
and flow of the language regardless of topic or genre. The low frequency
words—those clustering at the staff of the J—are the information-bearing
words. As such, the usage of these low-frequency words is tied to spe-
cific topics and genre. Conversely, mastery of their meanings depends
on learning about the specific topics and genre to which they pertain—
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and, in turn, such learning is strongly dependent on reading within
those domains.

There may one day be modes and methods of information delivery
that are as efficient and powerful as text, but for now there is no contest.
To grow, our students must read lots, and, more specifically, they must
read lots of “complex” texts—texts that offer them new language, new
knowledge, and new modes of thought. Beyond the basics, as Hirsch
(2006) has so forcefully argued, the reading deficit is integrally tied to a
knowledge deficit.

Back to the Classroom:
A Strategy for Developing Advanced Reading

The capacity to understand and learn from any text depends on
approaching it with the language, knowledge, ideas, and reading skill
that it presumes. It follows that, when assigning materials from which
students are to learn, there are basically but two choices. Either the
materials must be sufficiently accessible in language and concept for
the students to read and understand on their own, or the students must
be given help as they read. Some students receive such help in their
homes, but many do not and, as I have argued elsewhere, this may be
the major factor underlying the achievement gap (Adams, 2006, 2008).
In any case, opportunity for one-on-one reading assistance in the typi-
cal school setting is limited, leaving for educators only the alternative
of restricting assignments to materials that are within their students’
independent reach. For weaker students, there follows the popularity
of so-called high-low texts, intended to offer high interest or informa-
tion along low demands on vocabulary and reading skill.

Although the relaxation of school book complexity may be the con-
sequence of our earnest efforts to ensure full curricular access to all, it is
a solution with serious problems of its own. In terms of literacy growth,
it is a solution that is vortically self-propagating and self-defeating, for
it is a solution that denies students the very language, information, and
modes of thought that they need most in order to move up and on.

Many have suggested using word-frequency information from
large corpora to sequence vocabulary instruction or to evaluate read-
ability, but this will not work. The five most frequent common nouns in
the British National Corpus are time, year, people, way, and man. In the
American Heritage corpus, they are time, people, way, words, and things.
These are not the sorts of words that distinguish advanced literacy sta-
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tus. Yet, as described earlier, the reader would need to cover massive
amounts of text to encounter the sorts of words that do. Indeed, Carroll
et al. (1971, p. xxii) estimate that the likelihood of encountering a word
of just average frequency within the domain of grade school texts is
about 1 in 13 billion. The problem with using these corpora for instruc-
tional guidance or readability estimates relates to the fact that in creat-
ing them, the goal was to capture as broad and representative a range
as possible of their target domains, thus sampling reading materials
s0 as to minimize redundancy and bias. In effect, then, both of these
corpora are topic-neutral. If people were similarly to read a little of this
and a little of that, and to retain the words they encounter indepen-
dently of their contexts, then the likelihood of their knowing any given
word might well resemble the probabilities reflected in these corpora.

An alternate and far more promising strategy follows directly from
Zipf’s Jaw. Again, according to Zipf’s law, every natural language dis-
course comprises a few words that recur again and again and many
words that occur just once or only a few times. And, again, Zipf's law
is shown to hold for virtually every natural language domain, regard-
less of its size, topic, modality, or sophistication. But do not be confused
here: it is the shape of the distribution that does not change—the words
underlying the curve vary from source to source.

In particular, the most frequent words in any language domain
relate directly to its topic. Indeed, it is this fact that enables automatic
topic spotting by computers. For example, a quick sampling of informa-
tional texts on Mars that I picked off the Internet affirms that, without
exception and whether the intended audience was young children or
scientists, the nouns Mars and planet are among the five most frequent
in each. The balance of the dominant nouns in each text depend on the
subtopic in focus—variously, its moons, its geography, our efforts at its
exploration, etc.

In other words, combined with what else we know about literacy
growth, Zipf’s law prescribes a self-supporting strategy for developing
the sorts of knowledge structures that complex texts require. We know
that, even for young (Cunningham, 2006) and delayed (Share & Sha-
lev, 2004) readers, any new word encountered (and attended) in print
becomes a sight word through little more than a single encounter, pro-
vided its meaning is known (see Adams, 2008). We know that the more
that students already know about the topic of a text, the greater their
understanding and learning from its reading (O'Reilly & McNamara,
2007; Shapiro, 2004). We know that prior vocabulary strength predicts
the speed and security with which students learn the meanings of unfa-
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miliar words through direct instruction or study (Biemiller & Boote,
2006; Jenkins, Stein, & Wysocki, 1984; Perfetti, Wlotko, & Hart, 2005;
Robbins & Ehri, 1994). Prior knowledge also predicts the likelihood that
students will learn the meanings of new words through context dur-
ing reading (Daneman & Green, 1986; Herman, Anderson, Pearson, &
Nagy, 1987; Shefelbine, 1990; Sternberg & Powell, 1983). It predicts the
probability with which readers correctly infer a new word’s meaning
from context (Morrison, 1996; Nassaji, 2004), and it predicts both the
amount and the nature of the reasoning that is evidenced when they are
asked to try to do so (Calvo, Estevez, & Dowens, 2003; Nassaji, 2004).

The challenge, then, lies in organizing our reading regimen such
that each text bootstraps the language and knowledge that will be
needed for the next. Zipf's law tells us that this can be done by scaffold-
ing students’ reading materials within topic.

Pick any topic about which you would like your students to learn—
once started, there will be plenty of time for others. If the students are
below-level, begin with shorter, simpler texts. Teach the key words and
concepts directly, engaging students in using and discussing them so as
to be sure they are well anchored. As the students learn the core vocabu-
lary, basic concepts, and overarching schemata of the domain, they will
become ready to explore its subtopics, reading as many texts as needed
or appropriate on each subtopic in turn. Gradually and seamlessly, they
will find themselves ready for texts of increasingly greater depth and
complexity. Better yet, as their expertise on, say, Mars, expands, they
will find themselves in far better stead to read about Venus, Jupiter,
earth sciences, and so on.

Even while making incremental progress in this way, some may
question whether offering advanced texts to reluctant readers is a real-
istic plan. Consider, however, that while no text on dinosaurs would
pass a readability criterion for second graders, many second graders
nonetheless read about dinosaurs with great satisfaction. Similarly, I
have rarely met a Boston cabbie—no matter how much he might decry
his ability or interest in reading—who wasn't quick to pick up and read
a news article about the Red Sox.

Knowledge is the prepotent determinant of reading comprehen-
sion. In theory—and as these two examples perhaps attest—the great-
est cognitive and literacy benefits of text-based expertise depend on
reading deeply in multiple domains and about multiple topics. We can
and must do a better job of leading—and enabling—our students to do
so. If education is the key to opportunity, then their options, in school
and beyond, depend on it.
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INCREASING R EADING
OPPORTUNITIES FOR
ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS

F11ZABETH BERNHARDT

Misconceptions about second-language learners abound in the
literacy research and practice arena. Many of these misconceptions are
seated in the linguistic egocentrism that makes Americans incapable
of appreciating the utility and applicability of any language other than
English. This self-perception feeds the xenophobia that characterizes
much of the controversy over immigration reform as well as the English-
only movement. It has been reinforced, in addition, by several influen-
tial documents developed by literacy specialists. This chapter devotes
some thought to exploring how major federal reports and publications
in highly visible research journals portray learning to read in a second
language (i.e., English). But, far more important, this chapter describes
the process of second-language reading, or learning to read in a second
language, in classrooms—a process that is often invisible to teachers—
in order to embody the spirit aspired to in this volume of ensuring that
studen ght stuff.” This
that ne sed into classro
on the challenge of learning to read and reading to learn in a second
language. First, teachers need to understand the influence and impor-
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tance of first-language literacy and place their formative assessments

this ba dividual students.

sneed t for the role of the l
structure from which students come in order to figure it, too, into the
assessment scheme as a source of potential support as well as possible
interference. Third, teachers need to increase the volume of reading
materials that contain content with which students might be familiar,
namely, informational text, and understand that what students might
understand about that content and what students can say about that con-
tent are very different things.

The Influence and Importance of First-Language
Literacy in Learning to Read and Speak
a Second Language

readin process in
(1879) the differe
d
d
b
on process of se -langu
fo 20th century. dman

cus attention on the concern of second-language reading when patterns
of immigration made it clear that American classrooms would soon

that lea among p such
tern Re on, the N nfer-
ence, and the National Council of Teachers of English. A review of the
nature of papers on these groups reveals a focus on cultural matters,
for s anism. as
as o e nal jou ter
for the preparation of literacy teachers offered little in the way of specif-
ics for differentiated instruction (Bernhardt, 1994).
The late 1990s witnessed a sea change in the amount of attention
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tha educ s to of d-1 ing.

An alrev. a by Id is this

regard. Based on her review, restricted to work done with students
to read gli erald (2000) ultim ed that
little evi to the need for a spe of sec-

ond-lan g ins (p. 520, sis a

such as field the con evid

ate the comfortable philosophy that there was “little need for a special
vision of second-language reading instruction.” What Fitzgerald and
others had actually focused on was  lack of evidence about child second-
language readers as well as about the procedures of literacy instruction.
True enough, at the procedural level little can be different when teach-
ing second-language learners to read. Similar to the learning to read
process of native English speakers, second-language learners need to
practice word recognition and fluency and to have opportunities for
practice; good and interesting materials need to be available; teachers
need to spend one-on-one time with individuals as well as with small
groups of readers; readers need to be given opportunities to write and
to talk about what they read; and so on and so forth. Indeed, these are
in a
IS p
is
While there are similarities, there are also differences in the pro-
cesses for students learning to read in English as native English speak-
ers or as second-language learners, as acknowledged by the National
Literacy Panel report (August & Shanahan, 2006). The panel concluded

experiences” (p. 14). Indeed, it is not the literacy procedures that are
and might be different but rather the nature of the language resources
e that ers the process s
er w it is at the leve s
where the differences are at work. Yet, ironically, the panel report falls
into the same illogic as previous publications. It perpetuates the view
that research findings (or lack thereof) describe a process rather than
acknowledging that research findings merely portray answers to ques-
tions as asked. If questions are asked in univariate, isolated ways dis-
regarding context, then univariate-isolated answers are revealed. These
answers tpr y donot
the proc self little to
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focused on accommodating and assisting all students, each of whom
comes to school with a unique set of language resources and experiences.

Restricting itself to analyzing studies almost exclusively involving
preadult second-language readers, the panel drew a number of gener-
alizations about second-language reading. It concluded, for example,
that the most consistent finding is that English language learners (ELLs)
“achieve adequate word reading” (Snow, 2006, p. 633). In her synthesis
of the panel’s findings, Snow (2006) is quick to add that in most stud-
ies students were not reading extended text and were rarely assessed
in their fluency and comprehension. In studies that were examined on
the topic of comprehension the hardly surprising conclusion drawn by
the panel was that “comprehension performance falls well below that
of native-speaking peers” (p. 633). The panel also indicated that the
“same social factors” (p. 634) for ELLs as for native English readers are
at play in the literacy process—such factors as poverty level, parental
involvement, educational level, and the like. The panel found little if
any evidence on what kind of instruction is effective and provided only
“limited guidance” about how good instruction for second-language
speakers differs from that for first-language speakers (p. 638). In fact,
only one accommodation seemed to be of great assistance—developing
English oral proficiency in the context of literacy instruction (p. 639).
Nothing in the professional development of teachers seemed to be
unique for English language learners. Features of professional devel-
opment such as hands-on, field-based experiences were found to be
useful. The only area of the panel’s work that acknowledged the lan-
gquage resources of second-language learners in a serious manner was
the section on cross-linguistic relationships. Snow acknowledges how
important the notion of these relationships has been historically in the
second-language acquisition literature. She does, however, by and large
dismiss any findings from this arena as inconclusive because of the cor-
relational nature of most of the studies. In other words, in spite of the
significant relationships between first and second languages found on
most language tasks, it is unclear whether being able to do a task in
language 1 actually causes the ability to conduct the task in language 2.

Ultimately, Snow’s (2006) synthesis points to the tautological
nature of much of what was indicated in the report:

Thus, it is not surprising that the individual skills that predict good
reading for English-learning versus monolingual readers are so
similar—they are the skills that help children solve the particular
challenges of reading English. Nor is it surprising that features of
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instruction that work well for English monolingual children also
work for English-learning children, who must learn the same skills
because they are ultimately faced with the same task. (p. 645)

nclusion that instr ELLs is an for all

there is even less er at why t me so
frustrated with ELLs who are often stymied in instruction.

Admittedly, the task of the National Literacy Panel was to review

guides ta miss mpr practices in

nal areas. tion the s is to base
for on on both rese fi d The practice
gui relevant to this s L English Lan-

guage Instruction for English Learners in the Elementary Grades (Gersten et
al., 2007), whose authors note:

Our goal is to provide guidance for all English learners, whether they
are taught to read in their home language, in English (by far the most
prevalent method in the United States), or in both languages simul-
taneously. The recommendations are relevant for students regardless
of their language of reading instruction. (p. vii)
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een sec rea In the
ted in the e t
ELLs, arg s -

nisms can be employed (recommendation 1); the same kinds of small-
group reading interventions can be implemented (recommendation
2); and the same focus on academic English is at hand (recommenda-
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between native and nonnative is drawn in the practice guide’s recom-
mendations. These principles may confuse one through oversimplifica-
tion in that they emphasize the hyperprocedural level, which suggests
that literacy instruction in all languages shares many things in com-
mon. Hyperprocedurally, instruction in any language involves books,
teachers, classrooms, and such things as group work, assessment, and
notions of academic vocabulary. Yet, how all of these features develop
into a sustainable literacy program for students who do not come to
school speaking English is an entirely different matter.

Focusing on research studies that fit the requirements set forth
by federally funded panels seeking “scientifically based” guidance is
laudable. Yet, it is critically important to understand that reviewing and
citing research without regard to the fundamental contextual factor in
second-language reading—namely, the dimension of second and all that
second entails—is potentially fatally flawed. While it might appear that
every conclusion or guideline cited above reflects the general read-
ing process, there are critical features that distinguish ELLs as they go
through the learning-to-read process that must be at the forefront of
all instruction. First, traditional instruction tends to suppress or ignore
the first-language literacy of ELLs because either state policy discour-
ages the recognition of languages other than English or teachers are
unaware of languages other than English. Second, while admitting
that ELLs come to school with different levels of oral language profi-
ciency in English, the depth of the differences has to be understood.
The levels are far more diverse and grammatically marked than that of
their English-speaking counterparts. Third, the background knowledge
that ELLs bring to school is more often than not invisible because it is
housed in a language other than English. In other words, ELLs, like
their English-speaking counterparts, might know a lot about their pets
at home, but unlike those counterparts they are not able to articulate
that knowledge in English. This circumstance means that ELLs are in
triple jeopardy in that (1) they have to learn to read; (2) they have to
learn the content from reading; and (3) they have to learn the language
fluently to express the content of their reading. While all students have
to learn to read and read to learn, ELL students must also learn the lan-
guage of learning to read and they must understand the sociocultural
nature of any given text for learning. Teachers charged with guiding
Jearners through this complex and difficult terrain find little assistance
in large-scale research and applied syntheses, most of which are super-
ficial and fundamentally misguided.
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What ELLs Know and What They Need to Learn:
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that any learner moves through, albeit at different rates (Ellis, 1994).
Ironically, the literacy field, with its very public syntheses about
second-language reading, seems not to take any of this literature into
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foundation from which to launch their instruction. Whether this con-
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soil is absolutely compatible with the learning that is to take root, but at
other times it may well be like trying to plant corn in sand or a cactus
in a bog. The task for teachers is to change the nature of the environ-
ment by making it more flexible, hospitable, or welcoming. Whatever
metaphor one chooses, the irony is that key literacy policy statements
on second-language reading seem to ignore this fundamental concept.
The remaining pages of this chapter examine second-language
reading within the context of what learners bring to the process and
provide teachers with usable guidelines when assessing and assisting
ELLs. The model in Figure 9.1 attempts to vivify the research data that
we have within a convenient and helpful thumbnail conceptualization
(Bernhardt, 2005). Broadly speaking, research indicates that learning
to read in a second language relies on these critical components: first-
language literacy knowledge (represented by the light gray bottom arc)
and captured in the middle; and slightly grayer area second-language
knowledge, meaning a knowledge of second-language forms (grammati-
cal knowledge) and word knowledge. These two components—TIiteracy
knowledge and language knowledge—seem to interact against the back-
drop of world knowledge. Effective second-language reading is depen-
dent upon a reader’s using these three knowledge sources in a com-
pensatory fashion. The model attempts to capture compensation in its
three-dimensional form. What does compensation mean? It means that at
times a knowledge of how literacy works helps the reader compensate
for a lack of word knowledge; sometimes grammatical ability can over-
ride a background knowledge deficit to help a reader decode a word;
sometimes knowing the content arena of a text can help readers to both
understand a word and to figure out its syntactic properties; and so
forth. The following unpacks each of these concepts in more detail.

Literacy Knowledge

S ata
e wri
to The ise r able as

h. ty w ges s s para-



198 CRITICAL FACTORS

graph (whether or not one knows any Spanish) likely has a central

should remember for future use. One could probably go on, listing
assu each p pseve ring le
2in ins th e asine (thu al
as a “list”). The point to comprehend is that the outward features of a
passage may bring with them sets of assumptions about what is and is
not signaled by the text.
The third example in Table 9.1 consists of text in German. Whether

one knows German or not, the text layout appears to signal that lan-

e

c

d
turn out to be inaccurate. All nouns in German are capitalized. And it
is merely the type faces and fonts and spacing that signal incoherence;
the text itself is a perfectly normal German sentence. In fact, had the
reader seen the sentence in a normal configuration—Selbst in Hannover,
wo er n 40 Jahre eb wi d
tfried Leibniz an n tp e
where Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz lived for 40 years, didn’t know what
to make of him)—an entirely different set of assumptions might have
come into play.

guage. O s in this regard are such features as print
size, and The public outcry attending the intr on of
tos into the New Yo s is one ex
on the use of color but rather

quent quality of the text with “McNews” even before any of the articles
were read. Similarly, the use of “thick print” or sans serif typefaces con-
notes nonserious or nonintellectual content (Bernhardt, 1991). While
these examples might be a bit too sophisticated in discussions with

dents, very early on del

to the them. That print

G t messages to them regardless of the specifics of
ge

Beyond the specifics of print configuration and beliefs about con-
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TABLE 9.1. Illustrations of Conventions and Content in Spanish, German,
and Urdu

Example Illustration

1
2 e A
o el toma una radiografia para analizar internamente el
L) los
°a o0s, mediante el
e tnico laboratério de
e prospeccién arqueoldgica de América
e Latina, analizardn
e en uns  preolmeca del afio
* 30 ubic  en la costa del Pacifico
3 Selbst in Hannover, wo er immerhin 40 Jahre land gelebt
hat, wissen die
Meisten wenig mit Gottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz anzufangen.
4

tent based on it, the knowledge of what words look like and “should”
look like and should sound like are also at play. The expectations set up
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matter how young, will bring a set of expectations based on prior lit-

of the process, based on literacy knowledge alone, is critical. A conve-
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Language Knowledge

and endings, case markings, and features such as mood. Grammati-
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on
strategies,
t, Content
and domain
Interest,

12

Vocabulary
Cognates, L1/12
linguistic
distance, etc.

L1 literacy

Alphabetics,
Vocabulary,

Text structure, beliefs
about word and
Sentence
configuration,
(=<

Comprehension

« 20%

Eme Lysi2 Readers acquiring Achieving
readers L2 literacy L2 proficiency

Developing Proficiency

FIGURE 9.1. A compensatory model of second-language reading. From Bern-
hardt (2005). Copyright 2005 by Cambridge University Press. Reprinted by per-
mission.

For English to express attitude or feeling, additional words or expres-
sions have to be added to the discourse. One has to read and process
more words to get the same effect. In other words, language users are
conditioned by their native language to expect certain grammatical sig-
nals. This expectancy grammar is based on individual-languages and is
in no way universal.

An illustration within the domain of syntax illustrates this point.
The answer to the English language question Shall I give you the infor-
mation? might have the response Yes, I want you to give it to me or Yes, I
want you to give me it. That same question posed in Spanish—Te doy la
informacién?—and its comparable response—Si, quiero que me la des—is
far more restrictive syntactically and morphologically. The pronouns
do not move around the way they can in English. Of course, in other sit-
uations the reverse may be true; that is, in other configurations, English
may be more restrictive than Spanish. Consider two Spanish sentences
that exhibit a flexibility in word order that English simply does not
have: Se lo voy a escribir. Voy a escribirselo. English does not permit either
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mean for the reader? In learning fluency, one learns to anticipate what
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and tackle more demanding texts.
The model in Figure 9.1 indicates that a knowledge of vocabulary is
in
re
on
ers and in helping them to achieve greater fluency. A cognate is a word
related to another word through derivation or borrowing. Cognate liter-
ally means “born in similarity,” most assuredly reflecting the notion of
prior knowledge. Cognates are in some sense words that the learner
already possesses.

Consider these examples of German words: Computer, Museum,
Video, Stereo, intelligent, Buch, alt, machen, Welt, Umuwelt. Since German
and English are Germanic languages, the cognate overlap is significant.

sg words om

as er and dist
nouns are capitalized in German) to more distant cognates such as alt
(old), Welt (world), and Umwelt (environment), the latter demonstrat-
ing that cognates are sometimes not very transparent.

Because of the historical roots of English in French and Latin, there
is an overlap in cognates between Spanish and English as well. A mini-
mal overlap of 30%, according to Nash (1997), indicates that Spanish
speakers learning English are at a substantial advantage in their learn-
ing of content words in English. Transparency can at times be an issue
onboth the learner’s side and the teacher’s. If the teacher does not know
Spanish, it may be difficult to perceive the areas of assistance for learn-
ers; if learners do not appreciate the strategy that words are related to
one other, they may not perceive the huge knowledge store that they
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already have at hand. Both teachers and learners need to heighten their
metalinguistic knowledge in this regard. For example, knowing that
regular word endings such as -dad, -i6n, ia, -or, and -encia that Spanish
speakers have minimally in their oral vocabulary (if not also in their
literacy vocabulary) enables a transition into English nouns ending,
respectively, in -ty, -tion, -sion, -y, -er, -or, -ence, and -ency. Or knowing
that words that can describe nouns, such as words ending in -ico, -ica,
0s0, -0sa, -ado, and -ido in Spanish become English language adjectives
ending, respectively, in -ic, -ical, -ous, -ed, and -ing, can significantly
enhance active vocabulary knowledge. There are also regularities in
spelling and sound that can be helpful to crosslingual readers such as
the elimination in English of the initial ¢ on many Spanish words (e.g.,
escriba/scribe, escolar/scholastic). Fundamentally, teachers need to under-
stand these relationships for diagnostic purposes, and learners should
be explicitly taught these relationships. We explain to monolingual stu-
dents how to figure out words, and we should do the same for ELLs; it
is the content of the explanation that is different.

World Knowledge

The third element in second-language reading that is intuitively criti-
cal is world knowledge. The concept intuitive is employed because it is
far less concrete and far more expansive than the former two factors,
for which we have substantially greater evidence. We do indeed have
evidence within adult second-language readers that a knowledge of
topic can override grammatical deficiencies (Bernhardt, 1991). In other
words, if a reader knows much about a topic, the topic knowledge can
assist in decoding difficult, low-frequency, or technical vocabulary. In
other words, adult readers reading within high-knowledge domains
are able to use strategies to decide that “this is a text about a coal min-
ing disaster.” Therefore, the text probably has such words or phrases
in it as mine shaft, oxygen, life line, carbon monoxide, rescuer, and the like.
Research also indicates that the converse may also be true: that back-
ground knowledge can mask or depress language knowledge. If one
is familiar, for example, with the traditional conflict between environ-
mentalists and golfers (due to the high environmental costs of golf
course maintenance), reading a headline about an environmentalist—
golfer coalition might lead to the reaction “I must have misread that.”
In other words, readers may use knowledge to overcompensate. Within
second-language contexts in which readers are already insecure about
their language knowledge but often feel more secure about their world
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knowledge, they are often ready to dismiss what the language “has told
them” in favor of a more “reasonable” interpretation based on their
version of the “real world.” This is the instance where literacy knowl-
edge, language knowledge, and world knowledge collide.

Cultural beliefs undoubtedly enter into the concept of world knowl-
edge. The text in example 4 of Table 9.1 is written in Urdu. Whether
one can recognize the language or not, in applying general principles
of literacy, one recognizes the text as a text, assumes that it contains a
coherent message and that it is not a story (note the telephone numbers
that are listed) and that it is perhaps an ad of some sort because of the
three identical words across the top, much like “attention, attention,
attention” or “closeout, closeout, closeout.” In fact, the three words are
“good news, good news, good news.” The back of the card appears
alongside the front. It has a space for the listing of names, an address,
and a dollar amount. This configuration seems to be curious and one
might respond with “I have no idea of what this card is about. Some-
body wants money for sure.” Yet, if one then instantiates a religious
notion, the card can become suddenly an indulgence or prayer card. It
is cultural or, better said, subcultural information that enables compre-
hension. In fact, the solicitation is for money to pay pilgrims to visit a
shrine and to return with a souvenir, a relic of sorts. A person who has
that subcultural knowledge can understand at some level without lin-
guistic knowledge, and a person without that subcultural knowledge
who may have linguistic knowledge may fail to understand.

A key point is that world knowledge is often invisible. Figure 9.2
depicts an instance of invisible background knowledge and helps us to
transition to the final portion of this chapter. The teacher and her stu-
dent each display very positive literacy instincts. The teacher has taken
her students on a very interesting field trip to the Monterey Aquarium.
She expects her pupils to then talk about their experience, share the
facts that they learned, probably read more about those facts, and then
write about them, all of which are excellent examples of a balanced and
diverse literacy program. Her pupil was fascinated by the field trip.
He is excited about the new information he learned about sharks. He
is poised more than likely to read more about sharks since he already
knew some facts and he learned some more details. The problem is
not the procedures of literacy, or motivation, or interest. The problem
is the inability of the pupil to communicate his excitement, knowl-
edge, and readiness for more learning in a language the teacher under-
stands. Second-language speakers may not be able to articulate their
background knowledge. But being unable to articulate does not mean
that a person does not have background knowledge. It means that he
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Let's talk about our
field trip to Monterey Bay.
. Juan, could you help
us start! What sorts
of sea creatures
did we see!

me
OO muchisimo esa
excursién,
| no Yo no sabia
know. que los tiburanes
fueran tan grandes.
Pensé que la parte
sobre los dientes
afilados
lo mejor

PN

oo

| thought he got
something out of the trip.
| guess | was wrong.

FIGURE 9.2. Interpretations and misinterpretations in classroom talk. From
Graves, Juel, and Graves. Teaching Reading in the 21st Century, 1st edition. Pub-
lished by Allyn & Bacon, Boston, MA. Copyright 1998 by Pearson Education.
Reprinted by permission of the publisher.

or she might not be able to display it comfortably and therefore keeps
it hidden. Imagine the previous example of Urdu. Depending on the
reader, there is probably more or less understanding of the content of
the language in the two figures. Describing that content in a native lan-
guage is one thing; describing it in the second language may be nearly
impossible. Monolinguals tend to be extremely insensitive to second-
language speakers, believing that oral speech is somehow synonymous
with understanding. If teachers believe that fluent oral speech is the
primary and possibly only indicator of comprehension, they will never
be able to perceive the genuine abilities of the second-language students
in their classrooms. In fact, research repeatedly indicates that readers
able to display their comprehension in the stronger (i.e., native) lan-
guage achieve much higher comprehension ratings than those forced
to both understand and display understanding in a second language
(Shohamy, 1982, 1984).

In summary, second-language readers must be viewed from a vari-
ety of perspectives. First, teachers must get a sense of students’ literacy
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abilities in whatever language they bring with them to school. It is simply
not good enough to accept that students come from “low-literacy, high-
poverty areas.” Most ELLs in the United States come from cultures that
have a long literate tradition, and they come from print environments.
In large sectors of the United States, one sees signs written in languages
other than English every day; one can walk into almost any bookstore
and find a section devoted to languages other than English, and vir-
tually any ethnic or cultural event has print in languages other than
English. To fail to perceive that many students come to school with a
print awareness is to ignore a genuine strength. Further, teachers must
be aware of how to access the language knowledge that students bring.
Undoubtedly, students will use the knowledge of language that they
have. If they believe that one does not need to mark the subject with
anything but a verb ending, they will misconstrue that knowledge. This
lack of awareness may cause difficulty in their learning of a language
that also requires a subject and that may signal grammatical relation-
ships through particular inflections. Teachers need to diagnose students’
performances in terms of the linguistic and metalinguistic knowledge
that they bring to the task. Finally, teachers need to empower students
to use the world knowledge that they already possess. They need to
find ways of helping students to make their comprehension visible in
ways not completely and exclusively reliant on use of a second lan-

guage.

Increasing the Volume
of Reading Informational Text

The challenge for students is this: they have to use what they know
about literacy and have to rework what they know about language
while they are learning new content material and how to express that
content in English. This is a tall cognitive order. The challenge for teach-
ers is this: to try to lessen the cognitive burden on students by enabling
them to be assessed on these varying dimensions separately and not
conflating their performances across the dimensions. One of the most
discussed notions about lessening cognitive burdens is within the
framework of the materials that students are asked to read. Ironically,
teachers often turn to stories, believing in their universality and engag-
ing nature. There are several dimensions to story text that often make
them more difficult than they would appear to be. First of all, stories are
deliberately cultural. While it might be true that the genre of “folk tale”
is universal, the structure, the value system, the level of fantasy, and
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so forth are clearly not universal; that is what makes them reflections
of culture. Most stories that would be recognized as “North Ameri-
can,” for example, come from the German tradition of Grimm’'s fairy
tales (often “Disney-fied” for the large screen) or from such legends as
Jo eed or Paul B and the Ox— s that
re American tra Oth k tal chas from
South Asia or the Middle East are not set in similar geographic settings
and use animal-like characters specific to the region. Folk tales in the
American tradition feature blue oxen and superhuman strength; those
from the Middle East, flying carpets; and those from Asia, snakes that
talk. None of these types of fantasies contains images that are part of
the real-world knowledge store. Using this type of text forces students

ly tic T

fs th e

maintain a flexibility of thought for which they have few if any cogni-
tive resources left over. Finally, stories often use extremely economical

mentioned in the text and do not necessarily propel the story forward.
They illustrate the language; they do not add to the content of the story.
In this case, students are often forced into a word-based strategy.

All of these features can combine to undermine the confidence of
ELLs. If the story line does not match the knowledge store or fails to
reflect the cultural value system the learner has been taught and more-

over is guous, th ger may be floundering
in a sea ords and not in any real world the
seco lea ts.

for s in the use of information text for ELLs.

An information text can focus on a topic that might be in the knowledge
store (such as what to feed puppies versus older dogs, or how light
affects plant growth, or how sea animals propel themselves through
water, or how sharp the teeth of sharks really are). Information text
P s into the ation stud
F that the s eand herc
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access. Knowing about a topic can lighten both the grammatical load

story text. Yet, it is indeed often this low-frequency academic vocab-
ulary that might contain recognizable cognates and further might be

dy enc edc s.In

be pre the due
to their knowledge store—a far more comfortable position to be in than
trying to understand words for which there is no immediate knowl-
edge store. Information text is often redundant. The text often contains
charts, figures, subheadings, and the like that repeat verbal information
and provide additional signals of importance. The scaffolded nature of
information text can be invaluable for second-language readers. They
are not necessarily left to flounder in a sea of words.

equ
kno

peers, allowing the ELLs to be more knowledgeable and to participate
more confidently than otherwise. Especially for learners who have
felt ins or to feel

bec not or lly mar

cally marked English, the possibility of being the achiever in a class,
the child to whom others can turn as the expert, is an opportunity that
teachers should not overlook or bypass.

Making sure that ELLs are getting the “right stuff” means that
teachers must individually diagnose them and assess them within their
unique set of strengths. These strengths tend to be housed in their native
language, not in English. While it may be somewhat difficult for teach-
ers to cope with a language other than English, knowing how powerful
and useful that second language and literacy knowledge are and can be
will support teachers in the long run in making better assessments and
creating a more positive classroom experience for all learners.
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While the National Reading Panel (National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development [NICHD], 2000) recognized that sev-
eral critical elements of reading were necessary to promote successful
outcomes for beginning readers (e.g., fluency, phonological awareness,
comprehension), critical to effective instruction for students with read-
ing difficulties is the inclusion of other features of effective instruction
such as modeling, corrective feedback, and pacing of instruction. To
maximize the benefits of available instructional time, students benefit
when teachers are mindful of how they can make the best use of the
available instructional time.

In an observational study in 1975, Stallings confirmed that time
spent in content-area related activities and time working with textbooks
were related to achievement in reading and math. Another study con-
ducted in secondary remedial classrooms confirmed that the amount
of time dedicated to reading activities did indeed affect reading lev-
els (Stallings, Needels, & Stayrook, 1979). Researchers also found that
low-achieving students who made above-average gains in reading
were engaged in interactive academic-related activities such as prac-
ticing reading connected text orally (with feedback) for a majority of

210
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their available instructional time. Therefore, in addition to making sure
that students are on task and engaged in academic-related instruction/
activities in general, instruction should be distributed purposefully in
the academic areas needed to improve student achievement.

One element of instruction necessary to make progress in read-
ing achievement is time for students to read text, including opportuni-
ties to practice applying the key elements of reading as well as read-
ing for understanding and interest. It is difficult to imagine students
with reading difficulties becoming better readers without appropriate
instruction; however, it is also difficult to imagine these students prof-
iting adequately from instruction without extensive time to read pur-
posefully and with guided feedback.

While it may seem obvious that time spent reading connected text
with guidance and feedback from the teacher can lead to success, it is
surprising how this element of instruction is often neglected. Obser-
vational studies have confirmed that for our most struggling readers
oral reading practice opportunities are often limited (Haynes & Jenkins,
1986; Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, 1981) and further complicated by
large class sizes (Chard & Kame’enui, 2000). Even when teachers are
dedicated to maximizing instructional time, often they spend a major-
ity of instructional time providing instruction in the form of exces-
sive “teacher talk,” neglecting to provide students with opportunities
to practice the skills being taught. Therefore, teachers must balance
explicit instruction with time for students to practice what they have
been taught through reading. This practice time allows not only stu-
dent practice time but also opportunities for teachers to provide correc-
tive feedback.

The importance of providing time for text reading practice is
evident in a study conducted by Vadasy, Sanders, and Peyton (2005)
where they assigned 57 struggling first-grade readers to either word
study tutoring or word study tutoring combined with text reading
practice. Treatment students made significant progress as compared
to nontutored peers, and both groups performed comparably on most
measures. One difference, however, was that the group that practiced
reading connected text in addition to having word study instruction
made significant gains in their reading fluency rate and passage read-
ing accuracy, two elements of reading necessary for good comprehen-
sion (Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002). They also outperformed the word
study only group on measures of spelling accuracy. Therefore, in addi-
tion to providing explicit instruction in the key elements of reading such
as word study, there is evidence that there are advantages for teachers
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to devote a sufficient amount of time to practice applying these skills
through guided instruction in text reading.

The purpose of this chapter is to synthesize findings from previous
observational studies that investigated teachers’ use of text reading for
students with learning disabilities (LD) and to present findings from a
recent observational study that examined the amount and purpose of
text reading for students with LD in the resource room as well as types
of text used.

Observational Studies of Reading Instruction
for Students with LD: Previous Syntheses

Two syntheses of observational studies that reported general traits of
reading instruction in special education settings have been conducted
in the past decade (Swanson, 2008; Vaughn, Levy, Coleman, & Bos,
2002). The first (Vaughn et al., 2002) examined reading instruction pro-
vided to elementary school students with LD or emotional or behavior
disorders. The authors concluded that within special education settings
students were more often provided whole-group instruction with little
individualization or differentiation, while remedial reading teachers
spent more time on individual instruction. Instructional quality was
reported as low overall, with a large amount of time dedicated to inde-
pendent seatwork and completion of worksheets and with little time
allocated to text reading.

Swanson’s recent synthesis (2008) examined a wider breadth of
studies that included observation of reading instruction provided to
students with LD in any elementary, middle, and high school setting
where reading was taught (e.g., a general education setting and/or
a special education setting). Generally, resource room teachers spent
only 44% of the allocated time focused on reading activities (Haynes
& Jenkins, 1986), with as much as 26% of students’ time spent outside
of the classroom or engaged in off-task behavior, waiting, or class-
room management (Leinhardt et al., 1981). Of the few studies that
reported time engaged in one of the essential components of read-
ing instruction (phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary,
and comprehension; NICHD, 2000), findings converge toward rela-
tively small amounts of low-quality explicit instruction in each of the
components.

Little to no explicit instruction in word study phonics was reported
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in either elementary (Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991; Meents, 1990; Moody,
Vaughn, Hughes, & Fischer, 2000; Schumm, Moody, & Vaughn, 2000;
Vaughn, Moody, & Schumm, 1998) or middle school (Kethley, 2005) gen-
eral education or resource room settings (Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991).
Comprehension instruction was lacking as well. Most studies reported
low-quality instruction such as students or teachers reading a story
followed by teacher questioning that was largely factual and literal in
nature (Kethley, 2005; Rieth et al., 2003; Vaughn et al., 1998). Reports of
vocabulary and fluency instruction were few, with vocabulary instruc-
tion being mentioned by middle school resource room teachers during
interviews (Kethley, 2005) but never observed. No studies reported evi-
dence of explicit instruction in reading fluency.

Reported text reading estimates were low, with students engaged
in oral or silent reading from 0 to 17.4 minutes per day. Of particular
note is that this limited amount of time reading was with students who
had identified learning disabilities and were very low ability readers.
While Haynes and Jenkins (1986) reported that students with LD spent
a greater number of minutes reading in the general education class-
room than in the special education resource room, others reported con-
flicting findings. For example, O’Sullivan, Ysseldyke, Christenson, and
Thurlow (1990) and Thurlow, Graden, Greener, and Ysseldyke (1983)
reported that students with LD spent between 12.8% and 34.8% of their
time in the resource room engaged in silent or oral reading, whereas in
the general education classroom this percentage dropped to between
2.5% and 17.7%. When students with and without LD were compared
across all instructional settings, the difference was less evident—students
with LD engaged in oral or silent reading 12.1% of the time as com-
pared to students without LD, who engaged in oral or silent reading
13.5% of the time.

The focus of the remainder of this chapter is twofold. First, while
previous syntheses have investigated the amount of reading instruc-
tion provided to students with LD and one briefly summarized the
amount of text reading observed (Swanson, 2008), none has conducted
an in-depth analysis of the amount of time students with LD have been
engaged in text reading. Therefore, a review of the existing literature
was conducted to determine the extent to which students with LD
are engaged in text reading during reading instruction as well as the
instructional purpose of text reading. Second, because previous obser-
vational studies placed minimum focus on reporting the use of text
reading, analysis of data from a recent observational study provides
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a more detailed account of text reading practices for students with LD
who are served in resource rooms.

Review of the Existing Literature on Text Reading

For this review, all studies included by Swanson (2008) were compiled,
representing all observational studies conducted on reading instruc-
tion for students with LD in grades kindergarten through 12 that were
published between 1980 and 2005. This corpus consisted of 21 studies.
Using Swanson'’s search terms, we conducted an electronic and hand
search of peer-reviewed journals to locate additional studies published
between 2005 and 2007. This search resulted in the identification of 110
abstracts. Swanson’s selection criteria were used to identify additional
articles. No additional articles that met selection criteria were located.
To narrow the focus, the 21 studies were examined for reports of stu-
dent oral or silent text reading, resulting in eight studies identified for
inclusion in the current synthesis (Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991; Haynes
& Jenkins, 1986; Kethley, 2005; Leinhardt et al., 1981; O’Sullivan et al,,
1990; Thurlow, Graden, et al., 1983; Thurlow, Ysseldyke, Graden, &
Algozzine, 1983; Zigmond & Baker, 1994).

Findings

The eight studies included in this synthesis were conducted between
1981 and 2005. Studies explored reading instruction in all settings
where students with LD received reading instruction—general educa-
tion (Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; O’Sullivan et al., 1990; Thurlow, Graden,
et al., 1983; Thurlow, Ysseldyke et al., 1983; Zigmond & Baker, 1994),
special education (Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; Kethley, 2005; Leinhardt et
al., 1981; O’Sullivan et al., 1990; Thurlow, Graden, et al., 1983; Thur-
low, Ysseldyke, et al., 1983; Zigmond & Baker, 1994), and other reme-
dial instruction classrooms (e.g., Title I; Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991).
Students’ grade levels ranged from second through eighth grade, with
most studies (n = 7) conducted in the elementary setting. Only one
study (Kethley, 2005) was conducted at the middle school level. The
number of observations per study ranged from 1 (O’Sullivan et al,,
1990) to 33 (Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991), with the length of the obser-
vation ranging from 50 minutes (Kethley, 2005) to the entire school
day (e.g., Haynes & Jenkins, 1986). The number of student participants
ranged from 1 (Zigmond & Baker, 1994) to 178 (Haynes & Jenkins,
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1986). Table 10.1 provides participant information and a summary of
text reading findings for each study included in the synthesis.

Time Spent Text Reading

Five studies reported oral reading time in either the resource room
(Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; Leinhardt et al., 1981) or both general educa-
tion and resource rooms (Gelzheiser & Meyers, 1991; O’Sullivan et al.,
1990; Thurlow, Ysseldyke, et al., 1983). In the general education class-
room, students with LD were engaged in oral reading from between 1.1
minutes (3.5% of reading instruction) and 7.47 minutes (16% of reading
instruction). The range is only a bit higher in the resource room, with
oral reading ranging from 4.4 minutes (25.1% of reading instruction) to
13.4 minutes (proportion not reported).

Four studies reported silent reading time in either the resource
room (Haynes & Jenkins, 1986; Leinhardt et al., 1981) or both gen-
eral education and resource rooms (O’Sullivan et al., 1990; Thurlow,
Ysseldyke, et al., 1983). In the general education classroom, students
with LD were engaged in silent reading 4.7 minutes per day (14.2% of
reading instruction). In the resource room, a range of silent reading was
reported as between 2.6 minutes (9.70%) and 13.68 minutes (proportion
not reported).

Two studies reported oral plus silent reading in either the resource
room (Haynes & Jenkins, 1986) or both settings (Zigmond & Baker, 1994).
Zigmond and Baker’s report (1994) of one student with LD indicated
that he was engaged in silent or oral reading for 12.6 minutes per day
in the general education setting. In the resource setting, silent plus oral
reading time was reported as lower than in the general education set-
ting (10.01 minutes versus 12.42 minutes). Another study investigated
text reading time across the entire school day and did not disaggregate
by instructional setting (Thurlow, Graden, et al., 1983). The researchers
reported 3.7 minutes of oral reading and 8.4 minutes of silent reading.
The most obvious summary statement from these studies is that the
amount of reading per day was exceedingly low and unlikely to pro-
vide adequate time for students to practice discrete reading skills.

Instructional Purpose for Text Reading

While Kethley (2005) did not report the number of minutes or the pro-
portion of time spent engaged in oral or silent text reading, she did
describe oral reading fluency instruction. During interviews of four
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middle school teachers, each reported a form of repeated reading as
the method used to improve fluency in reading sight words or con-
nected text. Three of the teachers were observed using repeated reading
of connected text to improve reading fluency. No other study reported
the instructional purpose for text reading.

Additional Information Needed

Limited information regarding text reading practices is available
among the existing literature published between 1985 and 2007. In fact,
there is scant reporting of the instructional purpose for text reading or
the types of text used for students with LD. This information would
be helpful in determining the current use of text reading. Recently, an
observational study was conducted in 10 elementary school resource
rooms that served students with LD to determine the amount and pro-
portion of time engaged in components of effective reading instruction
and grouping strategies (Swanson, in press). An analysis of a subgroup
of data from this study was conducted to investigate the amount of and
purpose for text reading in special education resource rooms that serve
students with LD.

Subanalysis of Larger Study

Ten participating resource room teachers were asked to identify all
reading instructional periods that met the following criteria: (1) at least
50% of the students assigned to the group are second- through fifth-
grade students, (2) at least 50% of the students in the identified group
are identified as having an LD, and (3) the reading instructional period
lasts at least 45 minutes per day (Swanson, in press). Of the identified
instructional periods, one was randomly chosen for inclusion in the
study. Teachers were observed during the target reading instructional
time over a period of 3 days. A total of 2,178 minutes of reading instruc-
tion was observed. Observed class periods ranged from 41 to 90 min-
utes, with a mean of 59.5 (SD = 13.5) minutes. The class size ranged from
one to seven students, with an average class size of 3.9 (SD = 1.54).

Methodology of the Study
Teachers and Students

All teachers held a bachelor’s degree. Two teachers earned a master’s
degree. Three teachers were alternatively certified, while seven secured
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teaching certification through a 4-year university program. Students
were in grades 2-5, with a mean age of 10.5 years. Most students
(56.3%) were identified with an LD as their primary disability, followed
by other health impairment (34.4%), speech impairment (6.3%), or emo-
tional disturbance (3.1%).

Description of Observation Instrument

Observers recorded each instructional activity and coded the content,
using the Instructional Content Emphasis—Revised (ICE-R; Edmonds
& Briggs, 2003) observation instrument. Data yielded by the ICE-R
included (1) multidimensional descriptions of reading and language
arts instruction, (2) the amount of time allocated to instructional com-
ponents, (3) student grouping patterns, (4) the types of materials uti-
lized by teachers and students, (5) the levels of student engagement,
and (6) the quality of instruction. Only data related to the amount and
proportion of text reading, the instructional purpose for text reading,
and materials used for text reading are included in the current report.

Text reading was captured in two unique ways using the ICE-R
coding system. First, text may be used within the context of activi-
ties that are aimed at other goals such as comprehension or fluency
building. In these cases, text reading is a vehicle for reaching a sepa-
rate instructional goal. To capture text reading for this purpose, during
every event, the coder recorded the number of minutes the teacher or
student(s) spent reading connected text. The number of minutes was

as student text re if(1)s ts read o (2) stu-

ilently, or (3) the r read and the nts fol-
lowed along in their own copy of the text. The number of minutes is
categorized as teacher text reading if the teacher is reading aloud and
students have no text to read simultaneously.

Second, students may read text for enjoyment or to fill extra time
during a lesson. In these cases, text reading does not serve a separate
instructional goal. This type of text reading received its own code if text
reading was not used as a vehicle for any other objective. For example,
if students were reading text repeatedly with the purpose of fluency
building, the event is coded as “fluency.” On the other hand, if students
were engaged in sustained silent reading with the purpose of simply
reading text for no other reason, the event was coded as “text reading.”
Figure 10.1 provides a decision tree that was used to assist observers in
coding this component.

Following is a description of text reading that considers text read-
ing across all components. Then, we will focus on text reading dur-
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Text reading observed

Is it a fluency activity? YES Code: fluency

NO
Is it a word study/phonics activity? YES Code: word study/phonics
NO
Is it a comprehension activity? YES comprehension

NO

Is it a writing activity? YES Code: writing
NO

Coda: text

FIGURE 10.1. Decision tree for determining how to code text reading events.

ing fluency, comprehension, and word study /phonics instruction. This
will be followed by a report of the amount of text reading conducted
with no other associated instructional goal. Finally, we will report on
the types of text used during instruction.

Text Reading across All Components of Reading Instruction

During the 2,178 minutes of reading instruction observed, students
were engaged with text for a total of 520 minutes, representing 23.88%
of the total instructional time. Teachers spent an additional 40 minutes
reading text aloud to students (1.84%). Across all 30 observations, aver-
age student text reading was 17.33 minutes per observation. Among the
10 classrooms observed, student text reading ranged from 0 to 137 total
minutes, constituting between 0% and 62.56% of instructional time.
Table 10.2 provides additional information on student reading time
and the proportion for each teacher. The amount of text reading rep-
resented in this more recent observational study compares favorably
with previous studies (see Swanson, 2008) and suggests that teachers
may be increasing the amount of time that students with learning dis-
abilities are engaged in text reading. Of course, this finding is specula-
tive because teachers in the more recent study can not be compared
directly with teachers from previous studies.
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TABLE 10.2. Student Text Reading by Observation

No. of No. of No. of No. of % of

minutes minutes minutes minutes observed
Teacher observation 1 observation2 observation3 total time”
Bailey 0 0 9 9 7.56%
Cox 32 15 34 81 26.47%
Davis 9 13 5 27 16.98%
Goodwin 11 10 4 25 17.24%
Gold 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Hill 37 63 37 137 62.56%
Jones 11 19 31 61 19.43%
Mack 11 10 14 35 20.59%
Robertson 0 26 10 36 16.74%
Wilson 32 41 36 109 42.08%

Total time observed in minutes: Bailey = 119; Cox = 306; Davis = 159; Goodwin = 145; Gold = 131;
Hill = 219; Jones = 314; Mack = 170; Robertson = 215; Wilson = 259.

Text Reading during Word Study /Phonics, Fluency,
and Comprehension

10.3 details the amount of time spent in each instructional component
and how much text reading occurred during each component.

skills to lin only 81
minutes in ted t us

tice embedded within text reading experiences.
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TABLE 10.3. Text Reading That Occurred during Instructional Components

No. of No. of minutes Text reading as % of
Instructional minutes of student text time observed in each
component observed reading component
Phonological 60 0 0.00%
awareness
Word study/phonics 696 38 5.46%
Fluency 193 149 77.20%
Comprehension 557 61 10.95%
Vocabulary 209 0 0.00%
Spelling tests 73 0 0.00%
Text reading” 241 241 100.00%
Writing 149 0 0.00%

“Includes the reading of text with no accompanying comprehension, vocabulary, or fluency activity.

During the 193 minutes of fluency instruction, students read text
77.20% (149 minutes) of the time, indicating the existence of other
types of fluency instruction such as word reading or letter naming flu-
ency. During 557 minutes of comprehension instruction, students were
engaged with text for 61 minutes (10.95% of comprehension time).
During an additional 146 minutes (26.21% of comprehension time), stu-
dents used workbooks or worksheets. It is unclear from field notes as to
whether these worksheets included text. Therefore, the amount of text

ing lished during comprehension instruction may actually

bit

Text Reading with No Other Associated Instructional Goal

The “text reading” code was assigned only if text reading was not used
as a vehicle for another instructional component. The “text reading”
code included (1) supported oral reading, where student(s) engaged
in reading with guidance from a teacher, peer, or parent but with no
explicit instruction provided; (2) choral reading, where the class or a
group reads aloud simultaneously; (3) independent silent reading; (4)
independent oral reading; or (5) other forms of text reading such as
students listening to a book on tape, with minimal emphasis on instruc-
tion.

Students were engaged in a total of 241 minutes of “text reading,”
representing 11.07% of the total observed time. The most common type
of “text reading” activity was independent silent reading, followed by
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5.33 minutes of “text reading” per observation.

Types of Text Used

For each instructional event (186 events total), materials were listed and
co .Codes xtyp ext abl d
in le 10.5. was as in i-
ties. Authentic (i.e., trade book) texts were used in 40 of these events,

TABLE 10.4. “Text Reading” Instruction

Type of text % of text % of total
reading No. of reading instructional
instruction minutes instruction® time®
Supported 64 26.56% 2.94%
oral reading

Choral reading 0 0.00% 0.00%
Independent 147 61.00% 6.75%
silent reading

Independent 9 3.73% 0.41%
oral reading

Teacher reads aloud 7 2.90% 0.32%
Teacher reads aloud 14 5.81% 0.64%
while students read

along

Total 241 100.00% 11.07%

Note. This text reading category includes the reading of text with no accompanying comprehension,
vocabulary, or fluency activity.

Calculated based on 241 minutes of text reading time.

bCalculated based on 2,178 minutes of total instructional time.
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TABLE 10.5. Types of Text Defined

Type of text Definition
Basal text s t-adopted text
c the particular
Trade book text
Decodable text w
of ge.
le
ar

Pattern text
(Martin & Carle, 1995).

Unknown text When the observer could not tell what type of text was used,
even after viewing the text itself, it was coded as “unknown
text.”

Student- or This code was used when students read connected text that

teacher-made ors he . The co of this

text nds de ility lev tudent

all instruction, followed by unknown types of text (4 events; 2.8% of all
instruction), and finally basal text (1 event; 1.2% of all instruction). No
pattern or teacher/student-made text was used.

type be s.Indeed,
text for ho from text
desi for on enon rt,
Inp lar, xt of w se

influ such

ert & ). The

ing this time, decodable text was used for 100 minutes, and trade books
were used for an additional 33 minutes. Teachers also engaged students
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in applying word study/phonics skills to reading, writing, and spelling
for a total of 448 minutes. During this time, decodable text was used for
48 minutes (by two teachers). Trade books were used for an additional
46 minutes (by one teacher) and basal text was used for 25 minutes (by
one teacher). Seven teachers did not use any type of text for student
application of word study/phonics skills.

Summary

This chapter reviews the existing literature on observational studies
examining the amount and types of text reading used in classrooms
that serve students with learning disabilities. It also provides a report
on a recently conducted study further examining the amount of time
students with LD spent engaged with text and the types of text read
(Swanson, in press). An essential assumption in these syntheses is that
students with significant reading problems require opportunities for
time to read and to respond to text. Furthermore, opportunities for text
reading while teaching particular elements such as vocabulary and flu-
ency is also essential. It is also valuable to choose text appropriate to
the activity at hand and embed a sufficient amount of teacher support
when students interact with text such as opportunities for feedback.
Each of these issues will be discussed below.

Optimal Amount of Text Reading

The data reported here indicate that students spend a range of time
reading during observed classes. While there is evidence that this
amount of time is increasing, the amount may still be considered low,
with student text reading averaging 17.33 minutes per observation.
One must be cautious, however, in overanalyzing the limited obser-
vation data available here (10 teachers with 30 total observations).
Although one must be cautious in overanalyzing the limited observa-
tion data, we can still suggest a few trends. For example, if we extrapo-
late an average of 17.33 minutes of daily reading time over a 180-day
school year, students may read approximately 52 hours annually while
in school.

Still the question remains: Is this enough text reading to effect real
change in reading achievement? The fact is that data on the amount of
reading time required to attain particular levels of proficiency among
students in general—much less students with LD—are not readily
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available. We believe that the answer to this question depends on the
purpose for text reading. For example, the amount of text exposure
for the development of decoding skills is probably different from the
amount of text exposure needed to increase vocabulary and compre-
hension knowledge. Some research evidence can help us determine
whether observed teachers provided enough text engagement.

Let us consider text reading for the purpose of practicing word
study/phonics skills. First, Chard and Osborn (1999) suggest that stu-
dents res I-
edget In d
to spelling ability—children who read more text are better spellers
(Cunningham & Stanovich, 1990; Stanovich & West, 1989). While it is
still unclear what proportion of word study/ phonics instructional time
should be d o text rea , We can a
38 minutes over the se of 30 s
applying word study/phonics skills to reading connected text is simply
not enough. This insufficiency is not new. In fact, Allington (1984) stud-
ied a first-grade sample where the average skilled reader read approxi-
mately three times as many words as the average struggling reader. This
type of situation creates what Stanovich (1986) refers to as the Matthew
effect, wherein skilled readers will naturally read more, learn more
word meanings, and as a result read even better. Conversely, struggling
readers will read slowly and without enjoyment; thereby reading less
and experiencing slower development of vocabulary. This cycle con-
tinues over time, thus inhibiting growth in reading skills. Twenty-five
years have passed since Allington’s (1984) observation that struggling

e only o rdsa ere d the

t ce still read for with

Choosing Appropriate Text Types

While research findings have not fully informed the field regarding the
optimal amount of text engagement for word study/phonics develop-
ment, we are more informed about the types of text best used for this
purpose. Here the goal is to provide a text that contains multiple oppor-
tunities to practice newly learned word study/phonics skills. When
choosing text for this purpose, teachers should consider the following
(see Foorman, Francis, Davidson, Harm, & Griffin, 2004; Hiebert, 2002).
First, consider spelling. Choose text that contains common spellings
of the phonics elements previously taught. Second, consider the fre-
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quency with which words containing the target word study/phonics
element are presented. Students with LD require extensive practice with
new phonics concepts. Third, consider the vocabulary level of words.
Because oral vocabulary contributes to word reading, teachers should
avoid texts with high numbers of uncommon or difficult-to-understand
words.

It is important for teachers to become aware of the ways in which
text can be controlled to provide effective practice in word study/
phonics, because there is strong evidence that early elementary basal-
level texts do not provide a strong match between letter-sound cor-
respondences taught and the accompanying text. Stein, Johnson, and
Gutlohn (1999) reviewed seven basal series submitted to the Califor-
nia textbook adoption program. One of the basal series provided text
in which 52% of the included words could be decoded, based on the
skills learned. In the other six series, only 15% of the words in the stu-
dent reader selections could be decoded, based on the skills learned.
Foorman et al. (2004) recently conducted a more detailed analysis of
text features included in six basal series submitted to the Texas text-
book adoption program. Remember that vocabulary level is impor-
tant in determining the appropriate text for practicing word study/
phonics skills. Foorman et al. (2004) found that, while a greater num-
ber of words were decodable based on phonics skills taught (the range
of decodable words was from 19.0% to 84.6%), the majority of words
used in student reader selections were above the oral vocabulary level
of many first graders and thus would require vocabulary instruction
prior to reading. In sum, teachers should be aware of the text charac-
teristics that are conducive to practicing word study/phonics skills as
well as the need to develop vocabulary and background knowledge
before students read.

Teacher Support during Text Reading

Of course, text alone does not account for progress in word and text
reading. So, what type of teacher support is needed to best develop
word and text reading? First, teachers play a particular role during
text reading in developing students’ vocabulary and comprehension
skills. We recommend that teachers embed strategy instruction within
an intensive focus on text engagement. In this model, teachers provide
instruction in discrete vocabulary and comprehension strategies, but
they spend the bulk of their time modeling and guiding students in
how to use these strategies within text. Thus, the strategy itself is not
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the goal of instruction, but rather, content learning is the goal—the
strategy becomes the tool.

Second, instruction and practice incorporating text reading must
be supported with extensive opportunities for students to receive feed-
back. Two recent syntheses provide guidance about the appropriate use
of feedback. Hattie and Timperley (2007) synthesized findings from 12
meta-analyses on feedback and identified several levels of feedback.
Shute (2008) also summarized the research on feedback. Both agree
that effective feedback is characterized by several components that
have as their goal enhancing learning. First, feedback should focus on
the specific behaviors needed to complete the task, not on the student.
In this way, the teacher avoids identifying a personal flaw (e.g., “You
didn’t do this correctly”) and instead is focused on the specific task
(e.g., “Reread the paragraph and make a list of all of the characters the
author mentions; then decide who the most important character is”).
Second, the teacher should provide feedback in as simple and focused
a manner as possible, thereby promoting goal-oriented learning. In
short, teachers should provide feedback, give the learner an oppor-
tunity to address the issue, and then provide guidance and feedback
once again.

Both earlier reports of the amount of text reading and our most
recent investigation expose a need to inform teachers of the importance
of and the instructional skills needed to engage students with LD in
text reading activities. In summary, students with learning disabilities
and reading difficulties who are provided extensive opportunities to
read with teacher support, feedback, and opportunities to respond to
the text are more likely to learn to read proficiently than students who
are provided significantly less time to engage in these practices.
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TeXT DIFFICULTY
IN R EADING ASSESSMENT

BAarBARA R. FOORMAN

We’ve moved beyond Flesch’s (1955) question of Why Johnny
Can’t Read to questions of whether Johnny, Leroy, Maria, José, and Tran
can read grade-level text with accuracy, fluency, and understanding. In
this age of increased accountability has come a renewed concern about
the validity and reliability of measures of reading comprehension.
Are a particular text and its associated questions valid and reliable for
determining grade-level standards? How does one match reader abil-
ity and interests to text? How does one know if a fourth-grade passage
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)—referred
to as “the nation’s report card”—is equal in difficulty to a fourth-grade

geona asses or if ade on two

" assess s are rable this of text
difficulty is important if the annual yearly progress (AYP) requirement
of No Child Left Behind (NCLB; 2001) is to have comparable meaning
across states. Currently there is wide variability in states” performance
on NAEP reading and their own standards-based assessments, with
Missouri, Wyoming, and Maine having scores of comparable difficulty
to NAEP at the fourth- and eighth-grade levels and North Carolina,
Georgia, and Texas having the largest score gaps with NAEP at these
grade levels (Porter, 2007).
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FIGURE 11.1. Zimmermann telegram. Available at www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.
php?doc=606‘page=tmnscript.
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What Features of Text Characterize Its Difficulty?

The 2009 reading framework for the National Assessment of Educa-
s Gov
k in

irst, vocabulary will be reported out

of a word used in the text that co
tence and paragraph in which it is
cally challenging words from the telegram paragraph

e 2009 NAEP reading framework

in onal as has b

of g. Li text con of fiction, literacy nonfiction, and
poetry. Informational text consists of exposition, argumentation and
persuasive text, and procedural text and documents. The rationale for
reporting separate subscales for literary and informational text is that

tion of mental models to integrate
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text have been established. Achievement levels for each text type at
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TABLE 11.1, Preliminary Grade 8 Achievement Levels for the 2009 NAEP
Reading Assessment

Achievement
level Literacy Informational
Advanced Grade 8 students at the advanced Grade 8 students at the advanced
level should be able to: level should be able to:
literary devices to convey ¢ Critique causal relations
meaning
Proficient Grade nts at the proficient e ts at the proficient
level s e able to: s able to:
e Make  rences that describe ¢ Summ m ideas
the pr  m and solution, ® Draw us
L )
. on
® L ]
[ ] [ ]
[ ]
texts
* Analyze how an author uses
literary devices to convey
meaning
* Interpret figurative language
Basic Grade 8 students at the basic Grade 8 students at the basic level
level should be able to: should be able to:
¢ Interpret textually explicit ® Locate the main idea
information * Distinguish between fact and
* Make inferences opinion
* Identify supporting details ® Make inferences
e Identify the character’s o1 t thor’s explicitly
motivation s u
® Describe the problem ® Recognize explicit causal
¢ Identify the mood relations

study of graduation exams in Florida, Maryland, Massachusetts, New

d t the tes e only

d the rela a sur-
prisingly percentage of high school students fail the exit exams and
have to retake them in order to graduate. In 2006 in Florida, 32% of
students passed the state test, the Florida Comprehensive Assessment
Test (FCAT), in 10th grade. A norm-referenced test (NRT; a Florida ver-
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sion of the Stanford Achievement Test) is also given in 10th grade, and
the St. Petersburg Times reported correctly that the passing score on the
10th-grade FCAT was equivalent to the 66th percentile on the NRT
(Stein & Tobin, April 15, 2007). In contrast, in 7th grade 62% of students
passed the 7th-grade FCAT, and the equivalent on the NRT was the
56th percentile. Thus, the FCAT appears to become exponentially more
difficult in 10th grade, with correspondingly more rigorous standards,
in an attempt to address college and workplace readiness. In spite of
this increasing rigor, the Achieve study indicates that the content falls
short of the demands of college and workplace literacy.

Measuring Text Difficulty

According to the 2009 NAEP reading framework, passage selection is
based on expert judgment and the use of at least two research-based
readability formulas. Readability formulas such as the Flesch—Kincaid
and Fry are based on average sentence length (total number of words
divided by number of sentences) and average number of syllables per
word (the number of syllables divided by the number of words). Other
formulas such as the Dale-Chall and Spache are based on average sen-
tence length and word frequency in grade-level corpora. The ATOS for
Books formula, used in Accelerated Reader (Renaissance Learning, 2007),
adds average word length to the Dale-Chall and Spache approaches.
Given such different approaches to measuring text difficulty, it is not
surprising that scores for passage difficulty can vary widely, depend-
ing on which formula is used. For example, for the earlier passage from
Tuchman’s (1958) The Zimmermann Telegram, the difficulty ranges from
8.4 on the Dale-Chall to 13.3 on the Flesch—Kincaid and the Fry. Anewer
readability formula called the Lexile framework, described below, puts
the Tuchman passage at a grade level above 13.5.

Readability Formulas: Lexiles

The Lexile framework was developed with funds from federal grants
during the 1980s. This proprietary software owned by MetaMetrics
computes passage difficulty based on word frequency counts in grade-
level corpora as a proxy for semantic load and sentence length as a
. n ved b
b th lity in
sentence length across these calibrations into the resulting Lexile score.
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Additional precision is provided by the use of disambiguation software
that examines the semantic space of neighboring words to determine
the exact meaning of a word (e.g., whether exif is a verb or noun, or
whether concrete refers to building material or a nonabstract idea). This
computational approach to representation of multiple meanings in
semantic space was revolutionized by Landauer (2001) in latent seman-
tic analysis (LSA). LSA constructs a geometric representation of mean-
ing by computing the similarity between millions of words in a large
number of texts. The similarity measures of LSA compare favorably to
those of human judges and therefore have been used to score essays
and constructed responses in reading comprehension tests (Landauer,
Laham, & Foltz, 2000).

The Lexile framework, enhanced by its LSA-type semantic judg-
ments, contains a model for linking readers to text. This is done by
assigning a reader ability score to the performance associated with
answering 75% of the cloze questions correctly on the 125-word cali-
brations in a text. Thus, based on the percentage of questions answered
correctly on a Lexiled passage, the reader can be assigned a Lexile score
range. This Lexile ability range can be used to match readers with Lex-
iled text. MetaMetrics has made arrangements with a large number of
educational publishers to Lexile their tradebooks, textbooks, and tests.
Moreover, MetaMetrics has automated the construction of multiple-
choice cloze responses that behave similarly to human-generated items.
This is done by computer selection of target words with Lexile scores
within 100 Lexiles of the text. These words are deleted from the text,
and readers are presented with the target word and three additional
words that are syntactically correct and asked to choose the word that
best completes the sentence, given the meaning of the text (Stenner,
Burdick, Sanford, & Burdick, 2006).

The automation of cloze items enables MetaMetrics to offer embed-
ded formative assessments in an Internet-based system called MyRead-
ingWeb. In this system, students are matched to reading selections at
their Lexile level and are asked to read the selections and complete
embedded cloze items. In a pilot version with students in grades 1-12,
the data look particularly promising for students in grades 4-10, where
observed performance on the cloze items approximated expected per-
formance of just under 80% correct (Torgesen, Miller, & Rissman, 2008).
Data from this system quantify for each grade the number of articles
read at average Lexile levels, the average number of minutes spent
reading, the average number of words read silently per minute, and the
average number of cloze items answered correctly.
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Concerns about Readability Formulas

There are three major concerns about the use of readability formulas,
including the Lexile framework. The first is their circular use in defin-
ing and measuring grade equivalencies. The second is their focus on the
surface features of text. The third is their measurement error in charac-
terizing primary grade text, poetry, or specialized documents such as
tax returns or train schedules.

Circular Use

First, readability formulas are often used to assign passages to grade
levels, and the assigned passages are then used to determine grade-
level equivalencies for texts or grade-level performance on tests. By
exchanging words in a passage, writers can manipulate text difficulty.
Such manipulations possibly distort estimates of grade equivalencies
and, consequently, invalidate predictions relating to the comprehen-
sion of authentic text.

Surface Features

The second concern about the use of readability formulas is that their
scores are derived only from the surface features of text—word fre-

qu and sentence , by word with a less
fre t word or by sen lity scores can be
altered, with corresponding changes in grade-level designations.
This can lea eh
desc ove. To xt

its comprehensibility, we must go beyond the surface features to include
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linguistic, cognitive, and discourse-level features. Linguistic character-
istics include such features as the number of anaphora, overlapping
text segments, vocabulary difficulty, concreteness and abstractness,
and sentence and text structure. Additionally, the discourse features of
coherence and cohesion are critically important. Readers have less dif-
ficulty reading a cohesive text such as “the streets were wet because it
had rained” than a less cohesive text such as “The streets were wet. It
had rained” (McNamara, 2001). Yet, the readability of the more cohe-
sive text is higher than that of the less cohesive text (0.8 vs. 0.0 on the
Flesch—Kincaid measure). Thus, a construct central to the comprehensi-
bility of text—its cohesiveness—appears to be orthogonal to traditional
readability measures. Finally, the reader’s abilities such as knowledge,
linguistic skills, and cognitive aptitude interact with text characteristics
to challenge any notion of readability that takes into account only the
text itself.

Measurement Error on Specialized Text

Third, readability formulas typically measure specialized documents,
poetry, and primary grade text with a level of error that is unaccept-
able. We will consider the unique characteristics of poetry and primary
grade texts.

Poetry. In the case of poetry, meaning is not conveyed through the
surface features of word frequency and sentence length. Rather, poetry
thrives on the figurative use of language and the unconventional use
of sentence structure and text structure. To take an extreme, consider
a stanza from Lewis Carroll’s Jabberwocky in Gardner’s (1960, p. 191)
Annotated Alice:

“Twas brillig, and the slithy toves
Did gyre and gimble in the wabe;
All mimsy were the borogoves,
And the mome raths outgrabe.

We can make sense of this poem because we recognize the words
phonologically and syntactically. We know which words are nouns
and which are verbs and how to pronounce them. In the fifth stanza
the slaying of the Jabberwocky is described, and the seventh and final
stanza repeats the first stanza, quoted above. Alice’s reaction to “Jab-
berwocky” sums up the form-versus-meaning distinction well:
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“It seems very pretty,” she said when she had finished, but it’s rather
hard to understand!” (You see she didn’t like to confess, even to her-
self, that she couldn’t make it out at all.) “Somehow it seems to fill my
head with ideas—only I don’t exactly know what they are! However,
somebody killed something: that’s clear at any rate—.” (Gardner,
1960, p. 197)

Primary Grade Text. Beginning reading texts present a challenge to
readability formulas because of readers’ attention to the sublexical fea-
tures of words, specifically the phonological, orthographic, and mor-
phological features relevant to computing correct pronunciations in
English. The alphabetic orthography of English is opaque and complex
(Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2001). In contrast to
transparent alphabetic orthographies such as Finnish, Italian, Spanish,
German, and Greek, where word reading is highly accurate and effi-
cient by the middle of the first grade (Seymour, Aro, & Erskine, 2003),
the mismatch in “grain size” (Ziegler & Goswami, 2005) between pho-
nology and orthography in English leads to much slower development
of word reading skill (e.g., an accuracy rate of 40% in first grade in Sey-
mour et al., 2003). In addition to the inconsistency in vowel spellings
in English (e.g., the “long a” sound in fate, pain, ray, maybe, freight, vein,
great, and they), there is a tendency in English to preserve morphology
at the expense of phonology. For example, the 4 in health and the c in
musician are preserved in spelling as clues to meaning, but are clearly
misleading in pronunciation. Likewise, the past tense marker -ed has
both /d/ and /t/ pronunciations as in mobbed and pitched, respectively.
Moreover, irregular forms abound in English and promote spelling con-
fusion: run (rather than raned), children (rather than childs), yacht (rather
than yat). Thus, decoding instruction in English usually involves the
teaching of grapheme—phoneme correspondences (i.e., phonics), spell-
ing rimes (to draw attention to inconsistent vowel patterns), and whole
words (that are highly irregular or important to a story’s meaning). An
important part of decoding instruction often neglected is attention to
strategies for pronouncing multisyllabic words. For example, an open
syllable has a “long vowel” (e.g., super) versus a closed syllable, which
has a “short” vowel (e.g., supper). Additionally, consonant -le is typi-
cally not accented (e.g., scrambled). Finally, it is usually left up to spell-
ing instruction to cover other conventions, such as consonant doubling
(e.g., in single words such as floss or when adding -ing as in beginning),
changing y to i when adding -ed ( e.g., cried), homophones (e.g., bare vs.
bear), and contractions (didn't). Information about derivations (e.g., -tion,
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-ology) and etymology (e.g., chimera is from Greek, meaning fantasy) is
also left to spelling instruction (Foorman, Breier, & Fletcher, 2003).

Owing to the opaqueness and complexity of English orthography,
readability formulas cannot accurately predict the difficulty of text
used for beginning readers. Relational databases have been developed
to capture the decodability of beginning reading text (Stein, Johnson,
& Gutlohn, 1999; Hiebert, 2002) as well as their semantic and syntac-
tic complexity (Foorman, Francis, Davidson, Harm, & Griffin, 2004).
An important finding in Foorman et al. (2004) is that about 70% of
words in student anthologies that first graders are exposed to dur-
ing each 6-week grading period are singletons. This finding suggests
that students are not receiving the four or more exposures to a word
that research suggests is important for beginning readers to learn the
word by sight (Reitsma, 1983). Also, in the most popular of the begin-
ning reading programs, students often encounter words for which the
orthographic pattern has not been taught (Foorman et al., 2004). Draw-
ing on this research on the importance of lexical features and word
repetition, Hiebert (2005) manipulated text difficulty in a second grade
fluency intervention. She found that students reading text that was
specifically written to include few low-frequency multisyllabic single-
tons benefited more from repeated readings than did students reading
literature-based text from the basal reading program that did not con-
trol text difficulty.

Designing Reading Comprehension Tests

Because reading comprehension is multidetermined (RAND Reading
Study Group, 2002), there is no single best way to assess it. One has to
consider the format for questions and the way to control for text dif-
ficulty.

Question Format

Question formats include multiple choice, oral response (e.g., story
retelling or answering questions), written (i.e., constructed response),
sentence verification, and cloze. Most high-stakes tests use a multiple-
choice format, although NAEP uses a combination of multiple choice
and constructed response. In sentence verification (Royer, Hastings, &
Hook, 1979), the reader is asked to indicate which of four sentences
actually appeared in the text. In addition to the verbatim sentence,
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there is a sentence that is a paraphrase, one that has a meaning change,
and a fourth that is a distracter. The cloze format can be open-ended or
multiple-choice. In the open-ended cloze format, the reader is asked to
supply a missing word in a paragraph. The Woodcock—Johnson Pas-
sage Comprehension is an example of a well-known open-ended cloze
(Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001). An example of a multiple-choice
cloze is the maze test, where every seven to nine words is completed
by selection of one of three words. All three words are syntactically cor-
rect, but only one is semantically correct. MetaMetrics uses the maze
format in their MyReaderWeb application. Fuchs and colleagues (Fuchs,
Fuchs, Hosp, & Jenkins, 2001) assessed reading comprehension with
both maze and a question-answer format and showed that mazes tap
low-level comprehension at the sentence level and, if time-limited, tap
fluency as well. Question-answer formats and multiple-choice formats
often tap literal and inferential understanding. We saw from the 2009
NAEP reading framework that these differential cognitive targets inter-
act with text type such that locate/recall is appropriate for literary text
and critique/evaluate is appropriate for informational text whereas
integrate/interpret is appropriate for both types of text.

Text Equating

The theme of this chapter is that text difficulty interacts with reader
characteristics and the purpose of reading in affecting comprehension
outcomes. Consequently, the selection of text and the format of ques-
tHons are the variables that the test developer can control. We have dis-
cussed the cognitive and linguistic features that characterize text diffi-
culty and the attempts of readability formulas to capture sentence-level
lexical, semantic, and syntactic features. But we have not yet discussed
an additional factor relevant to consideration of text difficulty, namely,
text equating.

As pointed out earlier, readability formulas can vary widely in
their assignment of text to the appropriate grade level. One way to
improve on the shortcomings of the formulas is to equate passages for
difficulty by putting them on the same scale. The importance of passage
equating has become apparent in the use of oral reading fluency (ORF)
to measure ongoing progress monitoring. In a recent study (Francis et
al., 2008), we found that 134 second graders’ performance on six pas-
sages with identical readability scores from the Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Good & Kaminiski, 2002) differed
by 26 words correct per minute (wcpm). The scores ranged from 67.9 to
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93.9 wepm—the difference between being just below the 50th percentile
and just below the 75th percentile on the Hasbrouck and Tindal (2006)
norms. These passage effects altered growth trajectories and affected
estimates of linear growth, thereby jeopardizing the intent of DIBELS
OREF to reliably measure growth. We equated the WCpm scores across
the six passages by using an equipercentile equating method to account
for the fact that the same adjustment could not be made throughout
the distribution of the wcpm score range, as is the case in linear equat-
ing. We presented a table (Francis et al., 2008, Table 8) that provides
equipercentile conversions for the six passages to a common scale score
anchored to a base passage, which in this case was the DIBELS passage
Home. If a student had read the passage Book, the teacher could find in
Table 8 the student’s wcpm score in the Book column (53.55) and see that
it is associated with a percentile rank of 30 and an equated wepm score
of 73.65. To examine the effectiveness of the equipercentile method,
the students’ growth over the 7-week period was reanalyzed using the
equated scores. A positive average rate of growth was found without
differential effects of passage.

Significant educational decisions are made based on the results of
progress-monitoring tools. For example, many states report ORF scores
as part of their Reading First evaluation, and special education deci-
sions using a response-to-intervention approach are often based on
ORF. Thus, the use of appropriate measurement tools such as equiper-
centile or linear equating to remove the effects of text difficulty and put
them on the same scale is crucially important.

Assessing Reading Comprehension
for Instructional Decision Making

eading hension assessments, we

ose of Are we interested in for
m s ults to and
in by utcom , we
need to be concerned about the reliability and validity of the assess-
men t we re r ma the of the results

(Foo etcher, , ). C ons on of text dif-
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types, cognitive targets, and associated achievement levels. Improved
readability formulas such as Lexiles provide a model for assigning
reader ability scores to performance on Lexiled text so that readers can
subsequently be matched to instructional-level text. Many teachers
want students matched to grade-level text, but the typical procedures
for doing so, such as the standard readability formulas, are associated
with a high degree of error. However, by equating texts horizontally
within grade, we can describe a reader’s comprehension in terms of
average performance for a grade. By horizontally and vertically equat-
ing text and controlling for reader characteristics, such as decoding, we
can place students into instructional-level text where comprehension
can be assessed and progress monitored. Decoding can be controlled
by empirically linking accuracy in a passage to performance on a word
reading list. These kinds of adaptive instructional-level texts can be
provided online with automated comprehension questions and online
booklists from local libraries matched to readers’ abilities and interests.
The result is a valuable intervention for increasing text reading that
includes embedded formative assessment of reading comprehension
with minimal interference from text difficulty.
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CREATING OPPORTUNITIES
10 READ MORE SO THAT
STUDENTS READ BETTER

Linpa B. GAMBRELL

Tt is books that are a key to the wide world; if you can’t do
anything else, read all that you can.
—JaNE HamizroN (1998)

Reading More, Reading Better is an excellent title for this volume.
u e ers ook, the evidence base supports the
f s rea riculum must incorporate time and

ton & McGill-Franzen, 2003; Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Cun-
ningham & Stanovich, 1998; Taylor, Frye, & ama, 0). Second,
students who have more experien es with areb  r prepared

and particularly for who find learning to read difficult (Allington, 1986;
Smith-Burke, 1989).

According to Cunningham and Stanovich (1998), reading has cog-
nitive benefits beyond getting meaning from the page. Their research
indicates that the very act of reading can help students compensate
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of for free reading in classrooms were associated with
m tion to read.



Creating Opportunities to Read More 253

Reading More, Reading Better:
The Role of Pleasure Reading

While pleasure reading is often associated with reading fiction, it can
take many forms—reading a scientific magazine, poetry, or the Sunday
paper online. In any genre and in any form, pleasure reading enriches
our lives in uncountable ways. Through reading we are no longer lim-
ited by the confines of our lives, perceptions, and thinking. Through
reading we can come to better understand ourselves, others, and the
world in which we live.

A 2007 report by the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA;
2007), To Read or Not to Read: A Question of National Consequence,
sought to gather the best national data available to provide a com-
prehensive view of American reading habits today. The data sources
consisted of large national studies by U.S. federal agencies as well
as academic, foundation, and business surveys. Among the many
findings reported by the NEA are the following: reading for plea-
sure correlates strongly with academic achievement; individuals who
engage in reading for pleasure are better readers and writers than
nonreaders; children and teenagers who read for pleasure on a daily
or weekly basis score better on reading tests than infrequent read-
ers; and frequent readers score better on writing texts than infrequent
readers. These data sources also yielded three unsettling conclusions:
Americans are spending less time reading, comprehension skills are
declining, and declines in reading have serious civic, social, cultural,
and economic consequences.

Americans Are Spending Less Time Reading

One of the most unsettling statistics is that nearly half of all Americans
aged 18-24 read no books for pleasure. From 1984 to 2004, the percent-
age of 13-year-olds who reported that they “read for fun” on a daily
basis declined from 35% to 30%, and for 17-year-olds the decline was
from 31% to 22%. Teenagers and young adults read less often and for
shorter amounts of time as compared with other age groups and with
Americans in the past. Even when reading does occur, it competes with
other media (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). Approximately 60%
of middle and high school students use other media (i.e., watch TV,
play video games, or engage in instant messaging, emailing, or Web
surfing) while reading (Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation, 2006). This
multitasking suggests less focused engagement with a text.
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Reading Comprehension Skills Are Declining

Reading test scores for 9-year-olds are at an all-time high (U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, 2005). Beginning in 1992, however, reading scores
for 17-year-olds began a slow downward trend. The average reading
scores for teenagers and young males have declined. Further, the read-
ing gap between males and females is widening. As young Americans
read less, they read less well, resulting in lower levels of academic
achievement. Proficient readers with strong comprehension skills
accrue personal, professional, and social advantages, while less profi-
cient readers run higher risks of failure in all three of these areas (us.
Department of Education, 2005).

Declines in Reading Have Civic, Social,
and Economic Consequences

mately 40% of workers reading at the “basic” level reported that their

voting.

Should We Be Concerned?

Some have criticized the NEA report for its shortcomings. Perhaps the
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put, reading changes lives for the better.

Opportunity to Read: Does Practice Make Perfect?

declared, “Practice is the best of all instructors.” Reading has the poten-
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Whatever Happened to Recreational Reading?

a may not
e also indi
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reading time during the school day may be critical to giving students
the amount of practice needed for them to develop reading fluency and
proficiency.

As Timothy Shanahan, a member of the National Reading Panel
(NICHD, 2000), has correctly observed (Shanahan, 2006), the experi-
mental research on sustained silent reading (SSR) and other approaches
to independent reading is very slight. The studies that have been done
to date have been based on a model of SSR where the teacher sits at
the desk and reads during the SSR period. Today, many teachers use
SSR in innovative ways that incorporate research-based procedures.
For example, some teachers use the SSR period to conference with stu-
dents and provide individual guidance. Other teachers allow time at
the end of the silent reading period for students to talk with a partner
about what they’ve been reading. These adaptations of SSR are based
on current research on the value of individualizing strategy instruction
and the value of discussing texts. Future research is needed that will
explore the dynamics of research-based SSR practices and their effects
on reading development.

New Insights about Opportunities
to Read and Reading Achievement

Several recent experimental studies cited in chapters throughout this
book have provided new insights about the relationship between
opportunities to read and reading achievement. In a study that explored
the development of fluent and automatic reading with second-graders,
Kuhn et al. (2006) reported that increasing the amount of time children
spend reading appropriately challenging texts with scaffolds leads
to improvement in both word reading and reading comprehension.
Samuels and Wu (2003) explored whether differences in independent
reading time, when provided in addition to a regular balanced reading
program, can affect reading outcomes in third- and fifth-grade class-
rooms. They found that additional reading practice was beneficial to
all students; however, they caution that the amount of time spent in
independent reading should match the student’s reading ability and
capacity to maintain attention. Clearly, there are learning differences
that require teacher monitoring in order for independent reading to
successfully increase reading achievement. These studies begin to high-
light the factors that are important to consider when designing effective
independent reading programs.
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Creating Opportunities to Read

As a young child, I was very lucky to have a grandmother who was an
avid reader and who spent many hours reading aloud to me. Snuggled
up on her moss green sofa, we shared many good books. This was plea-
sure reading at its very best, even though one of my favorite books for
these sessions with my grandmother was the Compton’s Encyclopedia.
One could say that my grandmother was ahead of her times—recog-
nizing the importance of informational text! Because my grandmother
read to me from the encyclopedia about people from faraway lands,
invention and inventors, famous presidents, and many other informa-
tional topics, I sought out the encyclopedia and often spent time look-
ing at the pictures and finding things I wanted her to read aloud to me.
My grandmother also read aloud to me from the newspaper, maga-
zines, and books that she was reading. I retain vivid memories from my
early childhood of my grandmother reading aloud excerpts from what
she was reading. When she found a new or unusual word, an interest-
ing description, or a turn of a phrase that she thought was well crafted,
those were read aloud to me. She was a great fan of Mickey Spillane. It
should be little wonder that I was reading these mystery stories by the
time I was a teenager. My grandmother and I had formed our very own
Mickey Spillane book club!

Even as a young child, I knew how lucky I was to have a grand-
mother who was a reading model, mentor, and motivator. My grand-
mother was followed by numerous others. Throughout my adult life,
teachers, friends, and colleagues have played a significant role in my
literacy life as models, mentors, and motivators. I always look forward
to talking with special friends about good books. How fortunate I am to
have such wonderful reading mentors, models, and motivators! And it
goes without saying that every child should be blessed with the same.
In the section that follows, I share a few practical suggestions that illus-
trate how teachers can serve as reading mentors, models, and motiva-
tors in their classrooms.

Supporting Time to Read in the Classroom

Teachers of reading should read themselves. When teachers read
themselves they are better able to serve as active rather than passive
reading models for their students (Nathanson, Pruslow, & Levitt, 2008).
Being a reading model for students goes far beyond sitting at a desk
reading so that students “see” the teacher reading. Rather, teachers
who are active reading models talk with students about books they are
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reading. For example, I remember the first time I shared my own read-
ing with my third-grade classroom. I was reading The Right Stuff by
Tom Wolfe, and I read aloud some of the passages about the astronauts
and the rigorous training they received to prepare for space flight. My
students showed such great interest that I continued to identify appro-
priate sections of the book to share with them in the days that followed.
While I do acknowledge that not everything that I read is appropriate
for sharing with students, in most cases I find ideas, passages, vignettes,
and interesting vocabulary that are worthy of sharing with students. I
believe that being a reading model for students is tremendously impor-
tant and I take advantage of opportunities to share my own reading
with students, whether they are in an elementary class with which I'm
working or in a graduate course that I'm teaching.

Teachers of reading should use a broad range of techniques to mentor
students into the reading community. If we know anything about teaching
reading, it is that there is no one-size-fits-all formula. Teachers should
be encouraged to help individual students and analyze what works for
them. Teachers who are effective reading mentors support students in
developing strategic reading behaviors that help them become profi-
cient and independent readers who read for pleasure.

Teachers also mentor students into the reading community. Research-
ers who have explored the role of mentoring encourage teachers to
build and maintain supportive, caring relationships with students
through activities such as having teachers and students share appropri-
ate aspects of their personal lives, eat lunch together in small groups,
and participate in other activities that communicate to students that
teachers are truly interested and concerned about the students” experi-
ences and not just their academic work (Battistich, Solomon, Watson,
& Schaps, 1997; Pianta, Stublman, & Hamre, 2002). What better way of
forging this type of mentoring relationship than discussing good books
with students. Teachers who are reading mentors play an important
role in ensuring that their students develop good reading habits and
become members of the reading community.

Teachers should provide students with adequate opportunities to read.
Students need to have ample opportunities to read, and it is critically
important that sufficient time during the school day be devoted to plea-
sure reading. Devoting time to pleasure reading during the school day
demonstrates the value placed on pleasure reading. Pleasure reading
means reading whatever brings you pleasure and enjoyment, whether
it be fiction, nonfiction, poetry, or any other genre. And today, more
than ever before, we must recognize that pleasure reading can take



260 SUMMARY

place using many text types, including books, magazines, newspapers,
and electronic media.

Teachers can inspire students to read widely as they share books
and other texts representing different genres and text types. Children
choose to read books that they know something about. As Richard
Allington has astutely pointed out, no adult walks into a library or
bookstore with the request “Could you help me find a book I know
nothing about?” No, what we do is we look for books we know some-
thing about—a book a friend has recommended, one by an author we
know, or one we’ve read about in a book review. As teachers we encour-
age students to read widely; we share lots of books by introducing the
book and reading aloud a paragraph or two—and then encourage the
students to read the rest of the book. Taking advantage of small bits of
time throughout the school day to read a poem from a favorite book
of poetry, a fact from the Guinness Book of World Records, or an item of
interest from the newspaper—these are the ways that teachers support
students in choosing to read for pleasure.

While there are many things that can be done to create a classroom
culture that supports and nurtures reading development, there has
been increasing concern about the decline in reading skills experienced
by many struggling readers. In particular, many parents, teachers, and
educators voice concern about the substantial loss in reading profi-
ciency that occurs over the summer months for struggling readers.

Supporting Summertime Reading

Most U.S. students go to school for 9 months a year. Most students grow
in their knowledge and reading proficiericy over the school year. Yet,
when the summer comes, many students experience summer learning
loss, particularly those from low-socioeconomic-status (SES) families.
Research indicates that struggling learners score significantly higher on
standardized tests at the beginning of summer vacation than they do at
the end of the summer (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 2003; Allington et
al., 2007). This loss is particularly evident in reading. While most stu-
dents show some loss in reading skills over the summer, it is students
from low-SES families—who may not have access to books—who expe-
rience the greatest reading loss.

A variety of terms have been used to refer to what happens when
students are out of school during the summer months—summer reading
gap, summer learning loss, summer setback, summer shortfall, and summer
slide. Regardless of the term that is used, the research is clear: sum-
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mer learning loss contributes to the perpetuation of the reading gap
between students from low-SES and high-SES families.

Reading researchers have longbeen concerned about summer read-
ing loss, with several studies documenting that the most vulnerable
literacy learners show a decline in reading proficiency over the sum-

mer. s firs r
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ground over the summer, what is
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A 2007 study by Alexander, Entw reveals that the
achievement gap between high-SES and low-SES students at the ninth-
grade level traces back to the loss in reading proficiency that occurs
over the course of the summer months throughout the elementary
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According to Luke (1991, 1994), the relationship between poverty
and low achievement is clear in an examination of achievement data.
Luke, as well as others, argues that it is imperative to address the issue
of poverty if the achievement gap is to be alleviated. The relationship
between poverty and lack of access to books is also well documented
in the literature (Neuman & Celano, 2001). Both educators and poli-
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ers can do to encourage reading over the summer. In a study conducted
with elementary-age students, Kim (2004) found that reading four to
five books during the summer could be enough to prevent a decline in
reading achievement from spring to fall. The key to overcoming sum-
mer reading loss is finding novel ways to get books into the hands of
students during the summer break. Projects such as those of Kim (2004)
and Alexander et al. (2007) indicate that there are specific actions that
oom an take to support more reading by their students
g the

One such action is to share numerous books with students during
teacher read-aloud periods over the course of a school year. Students
tend to select books with which they have at least a modicum of famil-
iarity. Therefore, when teachers introduce students to a variety of books
rather than focusing on only a small number of books over a school
year, students are better able to choose books that fit their interests and
skill levels. Including informational books as well as narrative books
as part of read-aloud events will ensure that a range of interests and
background knowledge is supported (Cervetti, Bravo, Hiebert, Pear-
son, & Jaynes, in press). Once students have been provided with a rich
array of compelling texts, they should be encouraged to generate a list
of the books that they intend to read over the summer. For example, if a
teacher introduces students to 12-15 books weekly over the last month
of school, students will have been exposed to 50-60 books that they can

check out of their local library over the summer.

If time for book sharing in class is , teacher
e v ( ell In the “
t, three books that represent different

genres during a sharing period. For example, teachers might share a
narrative text, an informational text, and another genre, such as a book
of poetry or the Guinness Book of World Records. Such an approach—
especially if done during the last month of a school year—could intro-
duce students to numerous options for their summertime reading.
Maintaining a high-quality classroom library is similar to main-
taining a garden—both need some occasional weeding. As a former
classroom teacher, I realize now that I was “guarding” books rather
than sharing books. I made certain that each and every book in my
classroom library was accounted for. As a resulf, the number of books
in my classroom library grew substantially. While new books were
ch year, none eve assro s come t
ents, like adults, owar r es (see
Franzen & Botzakis, Chapter 5, this volume). While there are some clas-
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sics that we want to retain in our classroom libraries, many of the older
out-of-date books are never touched by students’ hands. Perhaps it is
time to weed out some of the older or never-touched books from your
classroom library and give them to your students for summer reading.
If the books in the classroom library have been purchased with school
funds, first obtain permission from your principal to give these books
to students. Giving students books to take home on the last day of class
may be an especially powerful way to increase summer reading. The
gift of a book might be augmented with a bookplate that students put
into the front cover of their new books. A bookplate that says “Happy
Summer Reading from your fifth-grade teacher” could be a treasured
possession for a student—as well as other members of the student’s
family. Books given to students by the teacher become favorite books
and are likely to be read over the summer.

Educators should explore w ys to promote access to books, par-
ticularly for students in schools in low-SES communities. Some sug-
gestions include keeping the school library open during the summer
months so that students can check books out; or taking students on a
class trip to the local library during the last month of school to assure
that every student has a library card; or working with local businesses
to sponsor the purchase of books for each student to take home on the
last day of class.

There is increasing evidence that summer reading loss is one of the
most important factors contributing to the reading achievement gap
between students from high-SES families and low-SES families. What
teachers do during the final month of the school year can increase the
odds that students will choose to read over the summer.

Why Opportunity to Read
Is Important for Every Student

sure and information. We all want students who are excited about shar-

ing exp  nces ant to increasingly
text IIw stud ue rea as a source of
for cs of and as

The f any curricu
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opment of readers who can read and who choose to read. In order to reach
this goal, instruction in the most essential reading skills is necessary
but not sufficient. Only with the practice and expertise that comes from
adequate opportunities to engage in reading will students develop
their full reading potential.
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