Structured Literacy
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- interventions, he was referred fora 5

: Isabelle Rowe Ls an elementary level
special;¢ educatzoa teacher who is .

: begmmng ‘her second ‘year: of teachzng

Athird. grader named CllI‘tlS was o«

5 receatly ‘placed on her: caseload after

betng zdentzﬁed wzth dyslexza at. the

- endof Grade 2, In preparation for

(48 workutgivtth htm, Ms. Rowe read hzs
. file:She knew that. dzfﬁculaes with

: phoaermc awareness, decoding, and - -  details
¢ mtervenaons so:that she coald use thar ;
Fa mformatzon 1o help deszgn more. -

- «.spelling are central 1o dyslexza, aad a_s
she. anaczpated Curtis did have a

; hzstozy of these: kmds of problems As a: '

8% ‘beginning thzrdgrader Curtis should be -
~able to decode. most: orte—syllable and

o - two- syllable phonetzcallyu(egular words e
he also should be starting to: read more :

/ A complex types of. texts, such as. chapter
books, written at: an early—thtrd grade

‘ ftle showed that he had dszlculty
: decoduzg ‘many one- syllable word.
patterns; such as unfamzlzar szleat e
“words (e.g; ‘tame, smpe) but: hzs
abzlzty to-read common szght words was
 relatively good. He also had poor. .

3 spelling skills, and because e often

* omitted sounds in words or substituted. .

" other. sounds that dld not belong, Ms. -

_Rowe often could not even recogrize the -
" intended word in Curtis’s mzsspellzngs

~ Ms. Rowe was not surprtsed to
discover that Curtis-had'an excellent .
oral vocabulary.and good. lzstemng

comprehension, because’she knew that

such strengths are found in many
students with dyslexia, However, when
she revzewed his ‘history, sheawas +
somewhat: "puzzled to see: that Curtis
was perceived as doing well in reading

as.a kindergartrier and- throughout first - -

grade: ‘Hewwas not zdentzﬁed as needzng
‘ lnteruentzon until the begmnmg ofi -
Grade 2.

Ms. Rowe’s school uses a mulatlered- :

system’s-of- support model,; wzth
5umvegsal screening and tiered

interventions as part of the 'geaeral
_ edacaaon systen.: Unfortunately, -

’ -.ialthough Curtis ‘had received tiered'

- interventions throughouI Grade 2 he
‘had not:made good: progress in those

% mterueatzons Because of his. " -

znadeqaate response:to. tzered

comprehenswe evaluation for speécial -

education. He was found eligible for ¢l
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,‘seruwes asa stadent wzth a leammg :

tdzsabtlzty inthe.area of reading.

3 Although Ms. Rowe had had good ;
preseruwe preparatzon with considerable
4 exposure to evzdence-based instruction
- for students with reading difficulties,
.h ' expeaence ‘with speczfzc tnteroentzon.

effectiv speczal educatzon mstracaon

She alsodid some readmg on: emdence—‘ £

*based,uzteruentzons for students wzth

*'-dyslexla As part of her research, she.

- repeatedly encountered. the term :
. structured literacy (SL), so she decided
£5 t;.that she needed to find out more about
a0 ‘leveL However assessments in Curtis's

those mstrucaonal approaches

SL approaches are often

4 '~.recommended for students with
‘ -,dyslexra and othery poor decoders (eg,
3 Internanonal Dyslema Assocranon
~2017); These approaches are well
~‘supported by research evidence (espnitir,
; * Brady,: 2011; Fletcher Lyon ‘Fuchs, & . =
; Barnes, 2007 Foorman et al., 2016;

National ‘Readmg Panel, 2000).
Examples of SL approaches include the

Wilson Readmg System (Wilson, 1988)
" Orton-Gillingham (Gillingham & :
_ Stillman, 2014), the Lindamood

Phoneme Sequencing Program

(Lrndamood&Lmdamood 1998), and
" Direct: Instructlon (e. g “Carnine,
. Silbert, Kame enui, & Tarver, 2009). ’

Although these programs vary in some
ways, they all share several key -

; features

T Key Features of Structured
: theracy Approaches

Key features of SL approaches mclude '

. @ exphcn systemahc and sequential -
; teachrng of hteracy at' multxple levels— -

: phonemes letter—sound relanonshrps

vocabulary, sentence structure

L paragraph structure; and text structure;

{b). cumulatrve practice and ongomg

¢ b3 review: {c)a: hrgh level of student~
« teacher interaction; (d) the use of
. carefully chosen examples and

':nonexamples (e) decodable text and

(). prompt corrective feedback v

Explzczt means’ that important skﬂls ard 4
: concepts are taughts clearly and
by the ‘teacher; students are not

iexpostire or incidental; learning: {Archer i
& Hughes; 2011) Systematic and :
‘sequential means that skills and 5

3 rconcepts are taught ina loalcal order )
with. 1mportant>prerequlslte skills -
~ taught first (Torgesen, 2006). For

- example, before teachers expect

~ they teach decodmg of common one-

' to divide two-syllable words o
“facilitate- decoding them: The
‘sequential nature of SL. nmeans that .

' teachers require students to practrce :

: 'only what: they have' been explicitly . =

- taught. Again, before teachers expect
~students to- practlce decodmg specific -

#5in; readmg text, or:to recogruze specrhc ; E
. irrégular- words in text; they directly + -
»teach those skﬂls in isolation first. SL

~ previously learned skills, so that
_ students retain these skﬂls and develop

- {Archer & Hughes, 2011), is a high degree:
' of teacher-student interaction, with

instruction requires frequent responses
-.-from students, and the teacher provides

““correction” as: needed; The teacher -

~skills and leads students in'guided
" practice. Exphcu instruction also uses

; (words that have a vowel followed byan
G whrch changes the vowel: sound), they
. “present both VR words (e.g:;. barn, short,
~urm) and non-VR words {eg., trip, rag,
: 'fbmsh) for students to- drstmduxsh from
- each other. Examples-and nonexamples

- students-learn the concept being taught,

Key Features ¢
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expected to'infer them srmply from :

students:to decode two-syliable words e

syllable word patterns as well as how

phonics word patterns {e. g short-- 3
vowel words with consonant dtgraphs] i

approaches also bulld in'cumulative
‘practice and ongoing’ revzeu_; of-

automaticity. -
‘An-additional feature of SL and of
explicit teaching approaches in general

considerable time spent in direct 3
teachlng In these approaches,

unmedrate feedback with clear

provides step-by- step demonstrations of

‘nonexamples as well as examples For
instance, if teachers want students to
learn the vowel-r (VR) syllable pattern

would be carefully chosen to’ensurethat




- in this case, that the rin a VR syllable
must come:immediately after the vowel
not before it. £ ;

In, the early stages: of mstruchon

ien- students’ decoding skills are. ...
relatively lnmted most SL approaches
have students read decodable texts,

those constramed mostly to the speclflc :

phonics patterns that students have
been taught (e.g., consonant-vowel- -

consonant words with g, 1, -and o) Just :

as when students read words in- - -
isolation, SL teachers would provide
prompt: corrective. feedback to students’
‘decoding errors dunng oral text ‘
reading. Table 1 provides some = '
-examples of the kinds'of explicit .

instructional aCUVlUES that are: common'

in SL programs

‘Fit for Students with Dyslexia
SL is‘especially ’we_l_l suited to students
with dyslexia because it directly
addresses their core weaknesses in
phonological skills, decoding, and

spelling (Moats, 2017). Although most

students with dyslexia do not have core

weaknesses in higher. levels of llteracy, 5

h as vocabulary text
comprehension, and broad language.

-an mtrmsm learmng problem in those ‘
areas.
Many commercral programs

~exemplify SL and research has
. generally focused more o_n-effective

features ofinstruction thanon' -
comparing specific.commercial
programs.:For example, Kilpatrick
(2015) reviewed evidence suggesting’
that SL: programs that emphasize

development ‘of phonemlc awareness to .

- an advanced level {eg., programs that -
. train: students to mampulate, delete,

" and substitute phonemes rather than’

only to blend and segment phonemes)

‘ may be’ more ‘effective than ‘other SL

programs in helping poor decoders ;

' attain automatic word recognition. In.
any case,-all SL programs have marked

differences from the type of reading .

- instruction that i is common in Tier 1
: general educatton instruction and,

often, even-in nered mtervenhons
(Moats, 2017) :

In her readmgs on: SL ‘Ms. Rowe found »

studies showmg that SL interventions

clearly improve the reading achzevement ' :

of szudents with dyslexza (e.g., Simos -

et al., 2002; Torgesen et al.; 2001). She
also visited a special education class in .

SLis especially well suited to students with dyslexia
because it directly addresses their core weaknesses |

in phonological skills, decoding, and spelling.-

aspects of written expression- {Fletcher; ,

et al., 2007); their: weaknesses in
, phonologlcal skills, decodmg, and
i spelling often have secondary negative
effects on these. hlgher-level areas. For.
© example, inaccurate or, nonautomatic -
decoding may affect students’ readlng
comprehension, restlting in poor-
comprehension of text that students

would -easily'understand if it were read E

‘aloud to them. Likewise, poor or
geffortful spelhng can inhibit: students
ability to translate'a strong knowledge’
“base about a topic into their written
expression. Explicit teaching of higher -
' s of literacy:may therefore benefit
«.adents with dyslexia (as well as'other
~ students) even when they do not have

St

it neighboﬁ'ng district in, which an SL
‘.., program'ivas bemg used. Student data

showed: szgnzfzcant beneﬁts to students”

: readmg skdls after 1mplementaaon of
the. program Ms. Rowe'’s readmg as:
. well as Her observations of the class,
~convinced her that SL dlffered in
- fundamental ways from the Tier 1

literacy. znstmctzon at her.own school,

L Moreover .even the tiered interventions -
‘that Curtis had prevzously recewed dzd ‘
5 not generally use SL activities, such as’ ;
 the.ones shown in Table 1 or described
in'research studies. Although Curtis’s
tiered interventions had all'addressed .’
thomcs to some extent, ‘they did so in -

ways very different.from. SL. It was

: evident to Ms. Rowe that contrnued use

-of these types of programs-was not
‘likely to benefit Curtis. She went to her
~school principal, Ms: Watkins, and
.asked to participate in professzonal
development in.an SL dpproach. Ms.
- Rowe pointed out that this pmfesswnal
, development would enable her to help.
" both Curtis and other students in her :
-+ class more effectwely Luckzly, Ms.
* Watkins had the funds for Ms. Rowe’" s
* professional development and approved

the request

7 'Typlcal Literacy Practlces (TLP)

5 sJust as the'SL approaches descnbed- .
. previously vary from each other in some

ways, 50, ‘too, does the TLP commonly

“used in schools. Exarnples of these

non-sL literacy. approaches include
Guided Reading (e.g., Burkins & Croft,

; 2010) Reader’s Workshop (e:g., Calklns, .

2000) Balanced Literacy, Four Blocks -

© Literacy (Cunmngham Hall, & Slgmon
: :1999); Readmg Recovery (Clay, 1994),
' and the Leveled Literacy Intervention:

(Fountas & Pinnell, 2009). TLP do not

~include most of the Key features of SL.

Table 2 summanzes some important
differences’ between SL and the ‘ways that
literacy skills are more commonly taught.

TLP for Reading

In TLP for general educanon

" classroom time focused on. partner s
. -activities and 1ndependent readlng is

often prioritized over classroom time
spent in direct interaction with a -
teacher. 'Although‘s‘o‘rne phonemic
awareness and. phonlcs skills are often

: taught in TLP, they are not generally
’ emphasized even in londergarten or
" Grade 1. For example, in one popular

approach to Tier 1 literacy instruction | .
(Cunmngham etal 1999),: word

3 work” is.just-one of four components -
 of the program; in another popular -
+ approach (Fountas & Pinnell, 2017), it

is:oneof eight. Also, in-TLP, phonemic

‘awareness and phonics are- rarely
* taught in hrghly explicit; systematlc

ways with attention to important

*_ prerequisite skills, use of examples and
_ nonexamples, and ongoing review. = |

In TLP, beginning readers would. - -
usually read predictable:or leveled texts -

- that do not control for different phonics’
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: hxgh frequency hut structurally vaned
e words w1th few shared patterns.or . -
: ’?rules (e 8. Cunnmghamxet al,, 1999)

o il

conjuncnon wnh :

L,

4 ‘students

taught systemancally b 1
In fact rather than integrating spelling i
‘and decodmg instruction so that each
reinforces: the other, spellmg mstrucnon )
; Vm yusea completely dxfferentfprogram ,
~and a dlfferent set of Words than does '




e ——

- mstructton and intervention but also

TLP for ngher—level theracy

Some hlgher levels of: language structure
may be sporadrcally addressed in TLP but
seldom in systematlc ways thh attentton
to tmportant prerequlsne skills (Moats

2017). Sentence structure (syntax) is one -

important building block of readmg
comprehensron and. wntten ‘expression -
that is often overlooked (Nelson, 2013).
Yet, if students do not understand -
syntacttcally complex sentences or if they
do not know: how to wnte mdrvrdual
sentences that are clear and / :
grannnattcally correct, this w1ll certamly
undermme their hteracy performance
Do some students lear?r to'read and
write well with TLP? Of course: However,
TLP, such as the practices- descnbed, are
a poor fit forthe needs of - many students,
particularly those with: dysle;na In
addmon some of the core principles of .~
TLP may affect not only literacy

assessment and early 1dennﬁcanon of

© atrisk readers

Ms. Rowe'_'sﬁtill\waszpuzzled as to why
Curtis’s reading difficulties were not -
identified in kindergarten or Grade 1
because several Tier 1 assessments -

. showed that he had poor phonemic

awareness and decoding skills evert in
these grades. She had a sudden insight
about this issue one day when she was
asked to help some general education
colleagues administer oral reading
inventories (ORIs) to students The
ORIs involved a series of graded word
lists as well as short graded passages, -

administered individually, that. students

read aloud to the teacher. Then students
were asked a series of comprehenston '
questions to assess their undezstandmg
of the passage In Ms. Rowe’s school, .

the ORIs were weighted heavily in
determining which students should -
receive intervention. However, studerits’
oral reading in the passages was scored
quzte differently from the types'of

stardardized tests that Ms. Rowe was =

accustomed‘to*in speci_tiledubatiod'. :

Assessment of Oral Text Reading
Accuracy in'sL’ and TP

QRl_s can be useful in provtdmg )

- qualitative information about students’
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approach to reading text, such as

whether they: try to self-correct EITOrS: -
or apply decodmg sktlls They can also) 1
_help a teacher estrmate an appropnate ;
2 grade level of text to use for ;
mstructlonal and mdependent readtng :
(e.g., Morris, 2014). However, there are-
: multlple ways to score both students 7
: oral readmg €rrors: and their responses y
S comprehensron quesuons These :
: multtple ways of sconng result in

dtffermg esnmatrons of students skill.

" For students w1th dyslexta or other

types of decodmg problems the

o ;sconng of oral readmg accuracy in
+*~these kinds- of assessments is
: parttcularly relevant. ; /

" Assessing Errors -
7 Table 3 drsplays examples of some .
- different types of oral reading errors
.~ that students may make in readmg
. fitexts, mcludmg nuspronouncmg -
- “““word, substituting a ‘wrong word for .
“ithe correct word on: the page, msertmg -
- words’ that are not on the Dbage, and
zonuttmg words Most testing -
authorities agree that’
' .'rruspronunmattons of words due to
*. “articulation dtfhculttes dialect, or non- '

native accent (examples shown in the
secondand third row of the table)
should not count as errors. On most
standardrzed tests of oral reading ..

- accuracy, nearly all other devratrons

from the print that. are not self-
corrected count as errors

_In other approaches to sconng
students oral readmg, only deviations

" from the print that significantly change

the meaning of a text count. as errors.
Contextually approprtate substttunon

- errors, such as a for the or thts for that,
-as well as omissions and insertions -
*-that do: not substannally alter meaning,
" would not be counted as errors. The .

use of scoring criteria focused only on

; meanmg-changmg errors is a common’

option in many ORIs . (Nilsson, 2008) as
well as in TLP generally. This approach

- to scoring - stems from the . popularity of
g multtple-cmng systems” models of

readmg (Farrall 2012; Morns 2014)

“originally associated with the work of
“-authorities in the readrng field, such as
- Ken Goodman (1976). These models

proposed that skilled reading is

-associated with using a balance of

semantrc syntacuc, and i A

: graphophonemtc cues rather than c]ose
. attention to-all of the letters in prmted
, words

However, research on students :

'readmg development (Foorman et al,,
* 2016; National Reading Panel, 2000)
“has concluswely dtsproven the :

mulnple cumg-systems model Typu:al
begmmng readers such as those in’

: krndergarten or early. Grade 1 may rely
- on context cues to compensate for .

hmttattons in decodmg, however, o
success in readmg as students progress.

| (through the' early grades is strongly

assocrated w1th the development of.
accurate automattc decodmg, not wrth

: the abtltty to use multxple cuing

systeims. (Usmg context ‘cues to mfer' ,-

‘What a word means as opposed to
-guessing at words in decodingis a -

dtfferent matter; see Spear- Swerhng, £

.2015, for further discussion.) For
“example;in a large study of 1, 779 :
" fourth- grade students’ oral readmg,

subset of those partrcrpatmg in the
2002 National Assessment of
Educattonal Progress, researchers
found that students who' read with the
fewest word-reading ©ITors On a
grade-level passage demonstrated

* greater comprehension (Daane,

Campbell, Grigg, Goodman, & Oran]e
2005). Whether or not they were
contextually appraopriate, oral readmg
errors were negatively associated with
comprehenswn ‘Students who Tead at a
proficient level had, on average, word
accuracy from 98% to 100% Students
who read grade -level material with less
than 90% _accuracy read, on average, at
a below-basic level. Other research 3
(e.g., Good & Kaminski, 2011) also
shows that: students who meet grade- g
level benchmarks in readtng on

 standardized testing’ typrcally read text ‘
‘not only at a high rate but also witha
- very hrgh ‘degree of accuracy, espectally '

beyond the earlrest grades i

of course, when students. are
reading text, itis never desrrable for :
them to ignore meaning. If students

~ struggle to decode a word, after they ‘

have decoded it, they should also
check to make sure that what they
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little: resemblance 1o the actual pnnted
word (e:g:; blanket for quzlt) Ignormg i
' in. scormg made R
ot :Leueled:zbooks in the tiered
interventions. However he still tended o
1o rely heavily on context cues when
.lreadmg texts: orally H !ontmued to

these ‘k‘indszoﬁ erro
‘his t readmg accuracy appear much

" better than it was. In :addition, his good .
s1ght word knowledge enabled him'to. . .

do relatively well on the ORI graded
‘word lists.
Furthermore desplte nurnerous i
. errorsin readmg words, Curtis
] performed surpnsmgly well on -

comprehension questions because 2Rt
many of these questrons were passage

mdependent and did not requue
accurate readmg of the passage to

-answer correctly (Keenan, Bet]ernann s

. & Olson, 2008) For: example, they.
mcluded vocabulary questmns about

‘Wwords whose meamngs Curtrs already
knew and queshons tapplng common , -

sense or background knowledge
Because Curtis seemed todo well on
. the. ORI his. ﬁrst-grade teacher s

thought the drfﬁculues he manifested

on other. assessments in phonemlc
awareness and: out of context

decodrng of nonsense words were not "
stgnrfrcant It was not until he was 1n 20

Grade 2 and expected to read more
difficult-texts- that his oral readtng

difficulties: became more apparent and*'

he was. referred for intervention. The
pattern dlsplayed by Curtis is common
among students with dyslexra as well

as other poor ‘decoders who have good’

compensatory abilities'in areas such
as ‘broad language abrlrnes and -
vocabulary knowledge (Keenan et al
'2008) ' ; v

Curtis responded_ muich better to the SL -

. intervention that Ms. Rowe used with

him than he had to his prevzous tzered/ 7 ‘

zntementzons Progress monztonng
- assessments given when tie’ was at the
. end of Grade 3 showed thal he had’
learned to decode many one- Syllable
word pattems (short-vowel words wzth
consonant blends; words with: silent.e; -
vowel o). Although his progress in
spellmg lagged a bzt behmd his
’ decodmg progress he still made good
gains in spelling. Unfortunately, ar
howeéver, hzs progress in oral text- .
readmg accuracy was not nearly as
strong as were hzs gains. ln out-of-
context word decodmg
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Ms. Rowe. used decodable texts in - -

; ’oral readzng wzth Curtis; .and he read o

- than zn the

ords s such as

i 'a, the, hts, and this; evern though
M) Rowe knew he: could certamly read
o :rhese words correctly in zsolatwn He
- also sometimes made errors on other"
- words. that he could decode. accurately :
: -;zn isolation, if he looked carefally at the :
word, but that he. appeared to guess at

when readzng in text. Gwen these data,
Ms. Rowe realized that she needed to

. allocate-more time to oral text readzng
.in Cums s lessons. -

She aZso felt that she needed to fznd

© 'better ways to provzde correctwe . :
feedback to-Curtis when he was reading

_text. When he mlsread a word she tried

© just telling him the: word and having
-him:repeat it, but that did not seem'to ©

improve the accuracy of Cums s text .
reading. He would . get the sanie word
wrong in the very next line of text, or he
would repeat the word wzthout really

" looking at the print. When Ms. Rowe
~tried askzng Curtis questzons about

letters:and letter patterns to help him -

{ decode unknown words it detracted

fmm Curtis’s camprehenswn She' was

" not: sure how' to address these problems

~ Providing Feed'b‘ack’:to‘ Nt
Students Oral Readmg Errors
in Text

Research rev1ewed by the National
Readmg Panel (2000) supported the .

use of teacher—gulded oral readmg of

‘strategies, (Foorman et-al., 2016),.
~because this approach will not-work

prereqursrte for developmg ﬂuency

oy feedback in oral readmg, Heubusch
- and Lloyd (1998) found that, some
:types of teacher: feedback were more
' beneficial than others; including *
) :lmmedlate feedback toerrors: (rather
‘than: walung unul the student had’
: cﬁmshed readmg) and, feedback that

g Consrdenng the goals of instruction

" and: the charactens‘ucs of the learner

- ;also appeared 1mportant For’ example
~if the goal is to-help students with

~ability. to decode unfamiliar, words, -
'charactenstlcs of words -would be most

~helpful. Heubusch and Lloyd -

' ‘iconcluded that immediate teacher

: feedback to word: readmg errors, -

espec1ally if: bnef and concrse did not

= comprehenston

- .Table 4: This approach to feedback ‘
: '1ncorporates the research findings
; drscussed prevrously, and it rmght

~ whether the student will recognize the”

) ‘student is monltorlng comprehensron

for readlng advanced types of texts and‘
because accurate readmg isa

In a review of studles on corrective

promoted active student’ parucrpauon it

decodmg Weaknesses improve their

then feedback focused on,phonetic

necessanly 1§1terfere with students

‘ When a student struggles with
decodrng a word during oral readlng i
or reads a word- mcorrectly, one-useful
way to: scaffold feedback is outlrned in

help Ms. Rowe to improve Curtis’s
text-reading accuracy First, the
teacher’ allows a few seconds to see .

efror and attempt to self-correct. ..
Attempts to self—correct using . -
decodmg skrlls suggest ‘that the

Itis lmportant to expect students to read text
accurately durmg oral readlng as well as to prowde

| appmprlate feedback when they make errors

text in readtng 1nstrucuon However it
is 1mportant to expect students to read”

text accurately dunug oral readmg as

‘well'as to provrde appropnate feedback

'when they make errors. Studerits
should not. be encouraged to guess at
:words 1nstead of applymg decoding

“‘and attendlng to the pnnt and

- .does not attempt to self-correct or
” contlnues to struggle, the teacher uses

therefore, are-a positive sign even if
the student needs the teacher 8 help to
decode successfully If the student '

a pointing cue, pointing directl'y to the




Table 4.

:Sequence of Teacher Feedback to Studénts’ bécoding Errors in Text Reading

Repnnted wtth permission. Meadows Center for Preventmg Educatronal Rlsk (2016) Targenng the 2% bnef Instructronal o

; consrderanons for students w1th dyslexra Austin, Texas Author

word read mcorrectly (e g. the for hzs)

‘or the part of the word read

,1ncorrectly (e.g.; the letters dge ifa .

. ,student read badge as bad). 1f pomtmg
cues do not enable the student to read
the word successfully, the teacher
should follow up: wrth concise verbal
feedback For mstance if the student
in the. prevrous example continued to -
struggle with reading the word badge

“even after the teacher’s pointing cues,
*he teacher could follow up with

-edback, such as “Remember, dge
says fil-” Tellxng the student the word
should bea last resort except for

; words that are phonettcally 1rregular
or well beyond the. student s current

- level of decodmg Ifa student is.
'placed at an appropnate mstructronal
level;in an. approprlate type of text; -
few words :should be in thzs ‘category.
The final- step, after the: student ‘has-
_successfully decoded the word, is to

“have the child reread the sentence
contarmng ihe problematxc word to -
estabhsh ﬂuency and comprehensron
.(Spear-Swerlmg, 2011)

- Match of Text and Student

Another key rssue to consrder is the .use
of appropriate texts in oral readmg,
~ matched to students’ instructional needs

- and reading levels. For students wrth

dyslexia whose problems cénteron

- decoding, the match of the text to their

% 'decodmg levels is espec1ally unportant If

 there are too many words in-a'‘text that a .
dent cannot decode, reading will be

‘frustratmg and both ﬂuency and: -

"

* meet with other small groups of
~students for differentiated instruction.

z relanvely greater emphas1s on.,.
. comprehensron than foun
: sk:lls such as decodmg, 1

-comprehensron will suffer Instructronal :
" criteria for word accuracy in text readrng
vary somewhat by reading. authonty, but
- a minimal cntenon forstudents at,
‘beginning stages of readtng, lqndergarten _
" or Grade 1,is that they. should be able to
‘ decode Words ‘without teacher asmstance_
. @ thh at least 90% word accuracy fora
' text to be appropnate forusein -

instruction (Morns 2014) Decodable

texts can be especrally useful for students
- whose decodmg skills are very. hmJted
_ All students should read texts that

provide ample opportumnes for them to
apply’ the decodmg skrlls they have 4
learned

The Role of lndependent Reading '

in SL and TLP

- As shown m Table 2 TLP often
emphasrze students srlent mdependent A
'readmg as part of classroom

instruction, even for students 1n the ‘
earliest grades There i is, in part a
practrcal reason behrnd this emphasm

“in that general educators must teach
* large groups of students. If

subgrouprof students'is readmg
mdependently, theu the teacher can

However, the prominence of classroom

" independent reading also stems from

the core prmcrples of TLP, 1nclud1ng .'

emphasrs (as, compared to.SL) 3on

~ highly. explicit, systemattc teachmg
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In contrast SL approaches prrontrze
drrect teacher—student mteractlon
because expllctt systemanc teaclnng

- reqlures rt Also for students with

dyslexia’ and other serious decodmg

“problems, it is difficult for the teacher

to know durmg srlent 1ndependent

. reading the extent to which students

are reading words accurately.”

Therefore, SL- programs do not typically'

allocate s1gnrf1cant instructional tlme to

. mdependent readlng

However research has documented
numerous beneﬁts of mdependent .
pleasure read.tng in the development of
‘many hteracy-related ablhtles mcludmg
reading fluency, spelhng vocabulary, and
background knowledge (Mol & Bus, 2011;
Spear Swerling, Brucker, & Alfano 2010).

‘A comprehensrve review by Mol and Bus

(2011) concluded that 1ndependent
pleasure reading v was especially °
1mportant for I 'achrevmg readers,

. whose basic reading skills were even
.. more strongly related to pnnt exposure
‘than were those of higher-achieving
*“readers. Snmlarly, a review by Kilpatrick -
& (2015) concluded that provrdmg ample .
opportumnes for reading connected text

was one of the key elements of

~“successful readmg interventions. If -
- struggling readers can be motivated:to

read independently for enjoymet,. this .

‘canbea powerful mechamsm for funher

readlng growth .
, KStudents do not necessanly have to
read highly acadennc books or books

at grade level in order to obtain some .

beneflts from 1ndependent readmg,

?

T

T
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i
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even readrng more basm texts can gtve el

students mulnple ‘exposures to -
- common’‘w ords that. may enhance both :
thelr readmg fluency and their. spelhng
, students who struggle s
, greatly in decoding or who'can read

& only 00ks far below their' mterest levelv

~are not hkely to'be 1nduced to’ read for
pleasure.j However,‘ n thelr decodmg
~improves to, perhap a second- or *
third-grade level, more book series”
become avarlable that are'written
specrﬁcally for strugg 'ng older readers '
ith ‘the.help of: teachers and’ parents

history of decodrng problems ‘can

' potentrally ‘become miore 1nterested in

' -reading 1ndependently for en)oyment
Ms. Rowe mtght find Curtis niore

recepuve to 1ndependent pleasure e

readmg as his skills develop Atternpts '

o foster his out-of—school readmg

could then bea valuable addmon to T i

" hisSL 1nterventron

The Value of lncorporating SL
Practices in General Education

If schools mcorporated the kmds of SL
practices outlined in Table 2.as part of
Tier 1 general educauon mstructlon

- many students could beneﬁt not ]ust i
those with drsabrhtres The hrghly
explicit teachrng characteristic of SLi rs '

efféctive, for students at Tisk in hteracy .

for a variety of reasons, such as those _
rne backgrounds of -
Enghsh learners (Denton etal., 2010
Rivera, Mou ian, LeSaux, &
Francrs,
SL prac es mvolvmg phonemrc

2008). n the primary grades, 4

and because most students’, reading

: _problems dn‘these: grades centeron =, |’
*decodrng (Catts Compton, Tornbhn &

: N‘Brrdges 2012). Well'into’ the .

: ‘-.elementary grades an nnddle school

ny students would be helped by

: exphtnt systemanc teachmg of hrgher

- levels of literacy, such as sentence

| structure; text structure and discourse ~ ~
. -structure m wntrng asg_well as readmg

2 To ensure that 1n1portant

}prereqursrte slulls are addressed and
" that’ mstructlon is systernatrc as' well as s
' consistent ‘across teachers within AR
in fmdrng these books, students with a ..

grade, schools she :'provrde general '

_ -educators with. comprehensrve

tesearch- -based coré’ hteracy curricula.
General educators can differentiate -

~ mstructron for htgh-achtevmg students,

such as those who master the ’

- alphabetic code or basic writing skills
; qurckly and w1th ease. For example, S
g prunary grade students with strong
_ foundatronal readmg skrlls would hkely
' profrt more from lnstructronal time
- devoted to mdependent reading than _

students with srgmﬁcant decodrng '
: drffrcult1es such as Curtis.

At-risk ‘students also can bel 1dent1ﬁed
earlier if Gral reading : assessments are
scored with attention’ to’ nearly all

' p'word-readmg errors, rather than i 1gnorrng

contextually appropriate errors that
reveal a pattern of overreliance on-

context typically related to weaknesses in -
. decodmg Appropnate teacher feedback
 to students’ oral reading errors ‘would

also help. erisure that they transfer their \

developmg decodrng skills to text readmg

“and have the foundatron of accuracy they :
© needto bulld ﬂuent readmg wrth

T heﬂhrghly expholt;teachmg characterlsttc of SL is
. effectrve for. students atrisk in literacy fora: vanety
of reasons, such a s those from Iow—mcome S

. accurate oral readrng of text'
especrally crucral to pr entr

comprehensron (Foorman et al '2016)
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'system would likely

backgrounds o) Enghsh Iearners

comprehensmn Furtherrnore the

, effecnveness of Ueredmtewentrons

provrded as part of: the general educauon
.unproved if’ more
interventionists were grven ‘the Kind of
SL trarmng provrded to Ms. Rowe ‘

o cipip i
& Lourse Spear-Swerhng @ https //orcld
:org/OOOO 0003 3568 9031 ”

In sum; SL-offers a promising. . -
approach for educators interestad in . . .

: fmore effectrve‘ways to teach students °

.mstructton and ttered 1ntervent10ns SL
‘X’,"‘fpractrces may also prevent OpEY
- ameliorate a wrde range of other o
' readtng dtfﬁcultres S
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