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Table 7 

Total Frequencies and Percentages of Combined Instructional Focus for Reading Fluency 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Rate             

 Total 2 2 8 10 14 16 4 8 1 2 29 7 

 2nd 1 1 5 6 4 4 2 4 1 2 13 4 

 3rd 1 1 3  10 11 2 4 0 0 16 4 

Accuracy             

 Total 8 10 6 7 12 13 4 8 5 8 35 10 

 2nd 3 4 4 5 6 7 1 2 2 3 16 4 

 3rd 5 6 2 2 6 7 3 6 3 5 19 5 

Expression             

 Total 22 27 42 52 20 22 18 35 25 40 127 35 

 2nd 13 16 20 25 12 13 11 21 9 15 65 18 

 3rd 9 11 22 27 8 9 7 13 16 26 62 17 

Comprehension             

 Total 6 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 6 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 

Rate/accuracy             

 Total 30 37 0 0 31 35 8 15 27 44 96 26 

 2nd 19 23 0 0 20 22 0 0 27 44 66 18 

 3rd 11 13 0 0 11 12 8 15 0 0 30 8 

Rate/expression             

 Total 1 1 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 

 2nd 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 

 3rd 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 

Accuracy/expression             

 Total 2 2 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 

 2nd 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 

 3rd 2 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 

Rate/accuracy/expression             

 Total 3 4 13 16 5 6 13 25 0 0 34 9 

 2nd 1 1 5 6 5 6 13 25 0 0 24 7 

 3rd 2 2 8 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 3 

Expression/comprehension             

 Total 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 3 5 9 2 

 2nd 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 5 4 1 

 3rd 0 0 1 1 4 4 0 0 0 0 5 1 

 
(table continues) 

 



97 
 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Rate/comprehension             

 Total 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Accuracy/comprehension             

 Total 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 2 1 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Rate/expression/comprehension             

 Total 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 

 2nd 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rate/accuracy/comprehension             

 Total 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 

Accuracy/expression/comprehension            

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Rate/accuracy/expression/comprehension            

 Total 7 9 2 2 0 0 4 8 1 2 14 4 

 2nd 6 7 1 1 0 0 4 8 1 2 12 3 

 3rd 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 

Total             

 Total 82 100 81 100 89 100 52 100 62 100 366 100 

 2nd 44 54 41 51 47 53 32 62 43 69 207 57 

 3rd 38 46 40 49 42 47 20 38 12 31 159 43 

 
 

Combinations of Instructional Delivery  
Components Within Lessons 

This section reports on the combinations of the various instructional delivery components 

that were coded within each lesson. For example, some lessons might direct the teacher to explain 

or describe a skill, tell students how to do a skill, model that skill, and then provide guided 

practice. The eleven coding categories were grouped into the following new categories: (1) 

Explanation. This group includes skill mentioning, declarative knowledge, conditional 
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Total Frequencies and Percentages of Combined Delivery of Reading Fluency Instruction 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Explanation of skill/strategy (E)             

 Total 0 0 10 11 3 3 2 4 0 0 15 4 

 2nd 0 0 6 7 3 3 1 2 0 0 10 3 

 3rd 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 2 0 0 5 1 

Modeling (M)             

 Total 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 3 1 

 2nd 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 1 

Guided practice (G)             

 Total 8 10 0 0 30 33 8 15 2 3 48 13 

 2nd 2 2 0 0 19 21 0 0 2 3 23 6 

 3rd 6 7 0 0 11 12 8 15 0 0 25 7 

Independent practice (I)             

 Total 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

E/M             

 Total 6 7 16 17 0 0 7 13 12 19 41 11 

 2nd 4 5 10 11 0 0 5 9 3 5 22 6 

 3rd 2 2 6 7 0 0 2 4 9 15 19 5 

E/G             

 Total 12 15 16 17 8 9 8 15 2 3 46 13 

 2nd 10 12 9 10 0 0 8 15 1 2 28 8 

 3rd 2 2 7 8 8 9 0 0 1 2 18 5 

E/I             

 Total 0 0 11 12 3 3 2 4 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 7 8 3 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 

M/G             

 Total 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 5 1 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M/I             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
(table continues) 

 
E/G             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

G/I             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M/G/I             

 Total 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

E/M/I             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

E/M/G            

 Total 22 27 33 36 36 39 27 50 14 23 132 36 

 2nd 8 10 11 12 19 21 18 33 9 15 65 18` 

 3rd 14 17 22 24 17 18 9 17 5 8 67 18 

E/M/G/I            

 Total 0 0 4 4 6 7 0 0 3 5 13 4 

 2nd 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 1 2 4 1 

 3rd 0 0 1 1 6 7 0 0 2 3 9 2 

No coding             

 Total 33 40 0 0 1 1 0 0 27 44 61 17 

 2nd 19 23 0 0 1 1 0 0 27 44 47 13 

 3rd 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 4 

Total             

 Total 82 22 92 25 92 25 54 15 62 17 366 100 

 2nd 44 12 48 13 50 14 33 9 43 12 207 57 

 3rd 38 10 44 12 42 11 21 6 19 5 159 43 

 

 
more than half of all codings in Program D, two times those of Programs A and E. The 

explanation/guided practice groups (E/G) ranked second in all programs expect Program E. The 

third ranking group, explanation/model (E/M) ranked either second or third in Programs B, D, 

and E. Only 4% (13) of the lessons reported lessons included all four categories (E/M/G/I)  
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Figure 17. Total percentage of combined reading mode in five CRP’s teachers’ editions. 

 

text (listening and listening/guided practice accounted for an additional one-fifth of the lessons 

Only five percent (20 lessons) incorporated elements from all three categories. 

Combinations of reading modes by program and grade. Figures 18 and 19 display the 

percentages of reading mode combinations by program in two different formats. Figure 18 reveals 

the diverse range amongst programs within the different mode combinations. The greatest 

discrepancy occurred in the listening/guided practice combination in which the range of 

percentages was 38% between Programs A and D (4% and 42%, respectively.) The range of 

percentages between programs in the three categories of listening, guided practice and 

independent practice were less dramatic with 19%, 16%, and 21%, respectively At 11%, Program 

E reported almost double the percentage of lessons that included listening, guided practice, and 

independent practice. Figure 19 provides another visual breakdown of the various modes within 

programs, including the percentage of lessons with no coding for reading mode. These range from 

2% in Program D to 48% in Program A. 

A graphic representation of the percentages of reading mode combination is displayed in 

Figure 20. It seems that more lessons included guided practice and listening/guided practice 

activities in both grades 2 and 3. Only 2% of the lessons in grade 2 included all three categories 
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Table 9 

Total Frequencies and Percentages of Combined Reading Modes for Reading Fluency 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Listening             

 Total 10 12 16 20 1 1 1 2 12 19 40 11 

 2nd 3 4 9 11 1 1 1 2 3 5 17 5 

 3rd 7 9 7 9 0 0 0 0 9 15 23 6 

Guided practice             

 Total 11 13 21 26 11 12 14 27 7 11 64 17 

 2nd 6 7 13 16 0 0 14 27 7 11 40 11 

 3rd 5 6 8 10 11 12 0 0 0 0 24 7 

Independent practice             

 Total 1 1 5 6 18 20 11 21 0 0 35 10 

 2nd 0 0 4 5 3 3 2 4 0 0 9 2 

 3rd 1 1 1 1 15 17 9 17 0 0 26 7 

Listening/guided practice             

 Total 3 4 12 15 30 34 22 42 4 6 71 19 

 2nd 3 4 0 0 23 26 13 25 2 3 41 11 

 3rd 0 0 12 15 7 8 9 17 2 3 30 8 

Listening/independent practice             

 Total 3 4 2 2 5 6 0 0 1 2 11 3 

 2nd 3 4 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 5 1 

 3rd 0 0 1 1 4 4 0 0 1 2 6 2 

Guided practice/independent practice            

 Total 12 15 8 10 2 2 0 0 3 5 25 7 

 2nd 6 7 6 7 1 1 0 0 3 5 16 4 

 3rd 6 7 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 2 

Listening/guided practice/ 
independent practice 

            

 Total 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 6 7 11 20 5 

 2nd 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 2 3 4 1 

 3rd 3 4 2 2 4 4 2 4 5 8 16 4 

No code             

 Total 39 48 14 17 18 20 1 2 28 45 100 27 

 2nd 23 28 7 9 18 20 1 2 26 42 75 20 

 3rd 16 20 7 9 0 0 0 0 2 3 25  

Total             

 Total 82 100 81 100 89 100 52 100 62 100 366 100 

 2nd 44 54 41 51 47 53 32 62 43 69 207 57 

 3rd 38 46 39 48 36 40 19 37 19 31 159 43 
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Figure 21. Total percentage of instructional delivery combinations with repeated reading in five 
CRPs’ teachers’ editions. 
 
 
 
reading (E/M/G + RR). Another 25% had a summed total that consisted of combinations that 

included either guided practice, modeling, or a combination of both: Guided practice with 

repeated reading (G + RR); explanation/modeling with repeated reading (E/M + RR); 

explanation/guided practice with repeated reading (E/G + RR); modeling/guided practice with 

repeated reading (M/G + RR); and/or explanation/modeling/guided practice/independent practice 

with repeated reading (E/M/G/I + RR). 

 Instructional delivery combinations with repeated reading by program and grade 

level. Figure 22 indicates that the percentages of lessons that combined elements of scaffolded 

instruction with repeated reading of text varied greatly across programs. Program C, with 82%, 

and Program D, with 65%, reported the greatest percentages of summed totals; whereas, Program 

E had a summed total of 26%. The explanation/model/guided practice with repeated reading 

(E/M/G +RR) ranked highest in all five programs; however, Program C and Program D’s totals 

(38% and 31%, respectively) in this area were almost double those of Program A and E’s totals. 

The categories explanation/ guided practice with repeated reading (E/G + RR) and/or guided 

practice with repeated reading (G + RR) ranked second within the total percentages of the five  

E+RR, 0%
G+RR, 13%

E/M+RR, 2%

E/G+RR, 6%

M/G+RR, 1%

E/M/G+RR, 25%

E/M/G/I+RR, 3%

No Coding, 49%

+ Repeated ReadingE ‐ Explanation
M ‐Modeling
G ‐ Guided Practice
I ‐ Independent Practice
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Table 10 

Frequencies and Percentages of Instructional Delivery Combinations with 

Repeated Reading in Five CRPs’ Teachers’ Editions 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

E + RR             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M + RR             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

G + RR             

 Total 7 9 0 0 29 33 8 15 2 3 46 13 

 2nd 2 2 0 0 19 21 0 0 2 3 23 6 

 3rd 5 6 0 0 10 11 8 15 0 0 23 6 

I + RR             

 Total 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

E/M + RR             

 Total 4 5 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 6 2 

 2nd 3 4 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 1 

 3rd 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 1 

E/G + RR             

 Total 8 10 6 7 0 0 8 15 1 2 23 6 

 2nd 7 9 5 6 0 0 8 15 1 2 21 6 

 3rd 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 

E/I + RR             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M/G + RR             

 Total 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 1 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 4 1 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M/I + RR             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

E/I + RR             

 Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 2nd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3rd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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reading passages orally multiple times has been documented by research as positively affecting 

fluency development (NICHD, 2000). This section describes the number of encounters that 

students engaged in repeated reading of the same text, including repetitions on the same day as 

well as text read over multiple days of the week. Repeated reading text included varied lengths of 

text including paragraphs; multiple paragraphs and pages, as well as entire text selections. A 

lesson coded as one repetition represented a teacher having students read the passage twice, a two 

indicates more than one repetition, including the term “several.” Four plus (4+) indicates that the 

teacher was directed to have the students read the passage five or more times.  

 According to the percentages of same day repeated reading of text presented in Figure 24, 

one-fifth of the coded lessons suggested that the students read the passage repeatedly three or four 

times. Almost another fifth indicated that students repeat reading the text one time. The lowest 

percentages of lessons suggest that text be read with two repetitions. Nearly half of the lessons 

did not indicate the number of text repetitions.  

Same day text repetitions by program and grade level. Figure 25 shows the 

percentage of same day text repetition readings for the five programs. Lessons from four of the 

programs suggested that students repeat reading the text one time. This was recommended most 

by Program D. Half of the lessons in Program C suggest that text be read three or four times and a 

 

  
 Figure 24. Total percentage of same day text repetitions in five CRP’s teachers’ editions. 
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Table 12 

Total Frequencies and Percentages of Same Text Repetitions Across Days 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

1 time             

 Total 54 66 21 26 59 66 25 48 14 23 173 47 

 2nd 33 40 9 11 32 36 9 17 8 13 91 25 

 3rd 21 26 12 15 27 30 16 31 6 10 82 22 

2 times             

 Total 19 23 22 27 30 34 26 50 10 16 107 29 

 2nd 9 11 11 14 15 17 22 42 5 8 62 17 

 3rd 10 12 11 14 15 17 4 8 5 8 45 12 

3 times             

 Total 0 0 11 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 

 2nd 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 

 3rd 0 0 6 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 

4 times             

 Total 0 0 13 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 4 

 2nd 0 0 7 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 

 3rd 0 0 6 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 

5 times             

 Total 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

 2nd 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

NI             

 Total 9 11 13 16 0 0 1 2 38 61 61 17 

 2nd 2 2 8 10 0 0 1 26 30 48 41 11 

 3rd 7 9 5 6 0 0 0 0 8 13 20 5 

Total             

 Total 82 100 81 100 89 100 52 100 62 100 366 100 

 2nd 38 46 40 49 42 47 20 38 19 31 159 43 

 3rd 44 54 41 51 47 53 32 62 43 69 207 57 

  

 
more recent studies further support the use of repeated reading (e.g., Daly, Bonfiglio,  

Perampierie, & Foreman-Yates, 2006; Devault & Joseph, 2004; Hiebert, 2005, 2006; Kuhn & 

Stahl, 2003). The fact that half of the lessons coded incorporated guided repeated reading 

indicates alignment to the research on this instructional practice. Four years following publication 

of the NRP, Therrien (2004) conducted another meta-analysis that identified important 

instructional components within repeated reading interventions. The findings of this study 

indicate that passages should be repeated no more than three to four times in order to positively  



 
 

Table 13 

Crosstabulation of Frequencies of Repetitions of Same Day Text Reading Across Multiple Days 

 
Program A (# repetitions) 

─────────────────── 
Program B (# repetitions) 

─────────────────── 
Program C (# repetitions) 
─────────────── 

Program D (# repetitions) 
─────────────────── 

Program E  
(# repetitions) 
─────────  

Variable 1 2 3 or 4 4+ 1 2 3 or 4 4+ 2 3 or 4 4+ 1 2 3 or 4 4+ 1 2 Total 

1 day                   

 Total 8 4 6 7 1 1    38 9 12   1 9 1 173 

 2nd 4 3  7 1     20 9 4    7 1 91 

 3rd 4 1 6   1    18  8   1 2  82 

2 days                   

 Total 5 4 2  3 4 4 1 1 8 21 8 2 12  5 4 107 

 2nd 2 3   1 2 1 1   15 8 2 8  2 3 62 

 3rd 3 1 2  2 2 3  1 8 6   4  3 1 45 

3 days                   

 Total     5 2 3           11 

 2nd     2 1 2           5 

 3rd     3 1 1           6 

4 days                   

 Total     6 4            13 

 2nd     6             7 

 3rd      4            6 
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Three programs specifically mentioned “buddy reading” and “partner reading” in which student 

read with another individual. Rasinski and colleagues (2011) used these terms as well, but also 

referred to “paired reading.” The difference being, partner/buddy reading is with a fellow student 

or peer, and paired reading is usually with an adult. Several studies found paired reading with an 

adult showed gains in word recognition and comprehension (Rasinski 1994; Rasinski et al., 

2011). Unfortunately, no program suggested pairing students with an adult for fluency practice; 

however, several programs did suggest that teachers match or assign a less fluent reader with a 

more fluent reader. Therefore, two categories were used to delineate the coding of these two types 

of peer reading methods: Buddy Reading, in which the program suggested that the teacher have 

students read text orally together, and Assigned Partner Reading, in which the program directed 

the teacher to purposely assign a less fluent reader with a more fluent reader. It should be noted 

that all five programs reported the use of partner reading (see Part 1, Reading Mode); however, 

only Programs B and C mention this particular method in their lessons. Eight percent of the total 

lessons coded incorporated Buddy Reading; however, only 3% (12) of the lessons were coded as 

Assigned Partner Reading. 

Readers’ Theatre uses the components of guided repeated oral reading while students 

rehearse plays, speeches, poems or other appropriate text until they are able to perform it fluently 

and with expression for an audience. Providing students with opportunities to rehearse and 

perform text readings has been found to have a positive effect on student reading outcomes. 

(Corcoran & Davis, 2005; Griffith & Rasinski, 2004; Keehn, 2003; Rasinski et al., 2011). As 

shown in Table 14, only one program, Program B, incorporated Readers’ Theatre as a means for 

building fluency. This occurred in 6% of this program’s lessons. 

Two programs incorporated tape-assisted reading in which the students listen to and read 

along with an audio reading of text. The NRP (NICHD, 2000) and other studies indicate methods 

that incorporate technology to provide models of reading, practice and feedback are beneficial for  
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Table 14 
 
Total Frequencies and Percentages of Specific Reading Fluency Instructional Methods 

 Program A 
────── 

Program B 
────── 

Program C 
────── 

Program D 
────── 

Program E 
────── 

Total 
──────── 

Variable f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Buddy read             

 Total 0 0 9 11 18 20 1 2 0 0 28 8 

 2nd 0 0 7 9 13 15 1 2 0 0 21 6 

 3rd 0 0 2 2 5 6 0 0 0 0 7 2 

Assigned partner read             

 Total 0 0 7 9 5 6 0 0 0 0 12 3 

 2nd 0 0 3 4 5 6 0 0 0 0 8 2 

 3rd 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 

Readers’ theatre             

 Total 0 0 23 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 6 

 2nd 0 0 12 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 3 

 3rd 0 0 11 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 

Tape-assisted reading             

 Total 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 5 8 7 2 

 2nd 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 5 8 7 2 

Word practice             

 Total 12 15 1 1 0 0 8 15 28 45 49 13 

 2nd 3 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 28 45 32 9 

 3rd 9 11 0 0 0 0 8 15 0 0 17 5 

Total             

 Total 12 15 42 52 23 26 9 17 33 53 119 33 

 n 82  81  89  52  62  366 100 

 

 

increasing fluency (Rasinski, 1990). Programs B and E are the only programs that suggested the 

use of tape-assisted reading; however, the total percentage for both was less than 2%. 

 All but one program incorporated the use of word practice drills. Recent studies indicate 

that word and phrase drill combined with repeated reading produced substantial improvements in 

oral reading especially if students received word analysis and phonics instruction followed by 

reading practice with a high percentage of words that matched the word study (Begeny, Daly, & 

Valleley, 2006; Martens et al., 2007; Vadasy et al., 2006). Almost half the lessons (45%) coded in 

Program E included word list practice. Programs A and D both included word practice in 15% of 
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the lessons. Only one lesson in Program B and no lessons in Program C were coded for word 

practice. 

 Several methods were not mentioned by name; however, instructional elements of these 

practices were evident in many of the lessons found in the CRPs. Those that have already been 

discussed in this chapter include FORI, ORL, FDL, GRORF, and NIM. Other evidence-based 

practices that were not mentioned in the programs were RAVE-O, wide reading, scaffolded silent 

reading, shared book experience, cross-age tutoring, and computer-based reading. The absence of 

these practices does not necessarily indicate a gap in instruction; however, publishers may 

consider these methods for inclusion in future CRP publications. 

 Another aspect of determining curriculum alignment to evidence-based instruction to 

identify those methods that do NOT have research backing and were not named in the CRPs. 

Although two such practices may have been and still are prevalent in classrooms today, the 

current CRPs did not name or suggested the use of either Silent Sustained Reading or Round 

Robin Reading. Neither of these have sufficient evidence of a converging nature to warrant their 

use in classrooms (NICHD, 2000; Rasisnski et al., 2011). 

 
Summary 

 

 This study sought to describe fluency instruction in the teachers’ editions of five CRPs at 

the second and third grade levels. A sample of 366 lessons was coded according to five 

categories.  

 The first category was instructional focus. Based on fluency definitions and theory, each 

lesson was coded for rate, accuracy, expression and comprehension. A focus on expression 

occurred more often than the other three categories. Rate and accuracy were the focus for nearly 

thirty percent each in the overall coding of the lessons. When lessons were coded for multiple 

foci, expression alone ranked highest again; however, the focus combinations of rate/accuracy 
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and rate/accuracy/expression occurred as often as rate and accuracy alone. 

 The delivery of instruction was the next category examined based on the four elements of 

the explicit instruction model: Skill explanation, modeling, guided practice, and independent 

practice. Teachers were directed to provide guided practice more frequently than the other three 

elements. When the lessons were analyzed to determine the percentage of multiple uses of these 

areas, the combination of explanation/model/guided practice appeared in a third of the lessons 

that included any elements of explicit instruction. Only 4% of the lessons included all four 

elements in one lesson. 

 The third category by which lessons were coded was the mode of reading suggested to be 

done either by the teacher, the student, or a combination of both. Reading with a partner and 

students tracking the print while listening to the teacher read orally was suggested most 

frequently by the programs. Listening only to text being read, echo reading, and silent reading 

combined occurred in less than ten percent of the lessons. This was reflected as well in lessons 

that included multiple modes or reading. The combination of listening and guided practice 

occurred most frequently; whereas, the combination of all three, listening, guided practice and 

independent reading, was reported in only 5% of lessons. 

 The fourth coding category was text encounter-referring to how many times students 

repeatedly read the same text, either in the same lesson or over several days. Almost a third of the 

lessons, (31%) suggested the text be read with 3 or more repetitions. The majority of lessons also 

suggested that text be read over 1 or 2 days.  

The last category, specific instructional methods, identified five methods supported by 

research that were named by the different programs and ranked accordingly: Building 

automaticity through word recognition practice, partner reading, buddy reading, readers’ theatre, 

and tape-assisted reading.  

 The use of these different categories helped to answer the questions of this study as to 
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how fluency was suggested to be taught. In the next and final chapter, the significance and 

possible explanations for these results will be discussed. In addition, the limitations of the study 

and potential areas for future investigation will be addressed. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 
 Fluency was once considered the ultimate goal of reading instruction in early American 

schools (Smith, 2002). However, by the turn of the millennia, researchers were referring to oral 

reading fluency as the “neglected goal of reading” (Allington, 1983, p. 556; 2006a, 2006b; Smith, 

2002). Over the past decade, based on the findings of the NRP (NICHD, 2000) the ability to read 

orally with speed, accuracy, and expression was declared one of five essential components of 

reading instruction. Thus, elementary classroom teachers are now encouraged to include oral 

reading fluency development as an integral part of evidence-based reading instruction. As a 

result, oral reading fluency once again attained a position of prominence in reading instruction. 

This was so much the case, that in 2010, one western state legislature passed legislation requiring 

school districts to report annually to the state department of education oral reading rate and 

accuracy scores for all first, second, and third grade students.   

A recent survey published in 2007 (Dewitz et al., 2009) indicated that the majority (73%) 

of elementary schools in the US use a CRP for reading instruction. Given the fact that fluency is 

now considered an essential component of evidence-based reading instruction, one might assume 

that CRPs include many explicit lessons for teaching reading fluency; however, no studies have 

been conducted to investigate this assumption. Therefore, the purpose of this current study was to 

examine reading fluency instruction in five top-selling nationally disseminated CRPs’ teachers’ 

editions at the second and third grade levels. One thousand eight hundred twenty-two fluency 

lessons were identified and numbered. A random number generator was used to randomly select a 

20% sample from each program and grade, yielding a total of 366 lessons for inclusion in the 

study. A content analysis research design (Krippendorff, 1980, 2004) was used to answer the 

study’s research questions. 
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1. How are fluency skills taught? This may include: 

a. Recommendations as to how the teacher is to instruct and encourage students to 

practice these skills. 

b. Recommendations for tasks to assist students in learning about and practicing 

these skills.  

c. Patterns of instruction and practice such as consistency, frequency, and duration. 

2. How do reading fluency instructional practices in core programs compare to 

evidence-based reading fluency instructional practices defined in current research? 

The final chapter of this dissertation is divided into three major sections. Section one 

presents a discussion of the results from this study on suggestions for teaching reading fluency 

found in top selling, nationally disseminated CRP teachers’ editions. In the second section, the 

study’s limitations/delimitations are discussed. The final section of this chapter presents a 

summary, conclusions, and suggestions for future research. 

The investigator of this study decided the best way to share the findings of this study was 

through the eyes of a reading coordinator who might consult with a group of second and third 

grade teachers who were using any one of the five top-selling CRPs to discuss fluency 

development of the students to which they have charge. A major part of the discussion would be 

to look at the strengths of the programs including the format and content of the lessons as well as 

the delivery of instruction relative to those practices that theory and research findings indicate as 

having a positive impact on students’ fluency development. On the other hand, the discussion 

would also have to include aspects of the different programs that would necessitate the classroom 

teachers to develop and provide additional instruction, scale back or omit instruction, or alter 

lessons or portions thereof in order to adequately build students’ abilities to read fluently. With 

this in mind, both the strengths and concerns of the following areas will be discussed: (a) focus of 

instruction, (b) instructional delivery and reading modes done only by the teacher (explanation 
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and modeling), (c) instructional delivery and mode of reading done with teacher and students 

(guided reading procedures), (d) repeated reading of texts, and (e) reading mode done solely by 

students (independent reading).  

 
Focus of Instruction 

 

 This first section discusses the content or instructional focus prescribed in the CRPs and 

its alignment with the definition and theoretical constructs of reading fluency. The NRP (NICHD, 

2000) and other researchers (Thurlow & van den Broek, 1997) have described four characteristics 

of fluent readers: (1) they have the ability to read text accurately, (2) with appropriate speed, (3) 

and with proper expression, (4) while comprehending the text. All lessons were coded for one or 

multiple combinations of these four characteristics.  

 Several key findings from the codings for instructional focus emerged. First, virtually all 

lessons were classified as addressing one or more of the four characteristics of reading fluency. 

Interestingly, the findings indicate that more lessons taught rate and accuracy together than either 

of these two characteristics was taught separately. All five programs reviewed included a separate 

section for teaching comprehension skills and strategies; therefore, the codings for 

comprehension were only those included in and related to the fluency lesson. An example of a 

lesson that was coded as comprehension was from Program A: “Remind students that expression, 

or reading with feeling and emotion, makes text easier to comprehend and enjoy.”  

 Teachers and publishers of CRPs need to be aware of several concerns in the area of 

instructional focus. Although all lessons labeled as fluency were linked to fluency, a small 

number of them were mislabeled. For example, Program C labeled this lesson as rate: “Discuss 

how text is divided into sections, separated by headings, that discuss different aspects of schools 

all over the world. Explain that by reading the headings, the reader can anticipate what 

information is coming.” This lesson is actually focusing on the use of physical text features to 
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help the reader make sense of the text organization and should have been labeled comprehension. 

Secondly, teachers need to be aware that occasionally the directions for instruction included in 

several lessons labeled as fluency are unclear. For example, the contents in a fluency lesson 

labeled Phonics and Fluency in Program A was limited to the following: “/s/ spelled ce and ci_: 

voice, certain, place, city; /j/ spelled ge and gi_: managed.” One can assume that the intent of the 

lesson is to suggest that the teacher focus the students’ attention on specific spellings to aid 

accurate reading; however, the directions do not indicate so. 

Another interesting finding regarded the ratio of codings between the four characteristics. 

Surprisingly, more codings were recorded for expression than any of the other three 

characteristics, even in second grade. One possible explanation that codings for expression 

exceeded those of accuracy might be attributed to the selection process of lessons. Only those 

components labeled FLUENCY were included in the sample. Two programs (A and D) suggested 

that teachers develop automaticity of word recognition of words practiced during word study and 

labeled such lessons as fluency and or automaticity. The other three programs may have included 

similar word recognition practice during word study; however, these were not labeled as fluency 

and or automaticity and were not included in the sample. 

This finding of greater emphasis on expression may conflict with several fluency 

theories. Three theories emphasize the need for students to first develop rapid and accurate word 

recognition. LaBerge and Samuels’ (1974) theory of automatic information processing in reading 

and Stanovich’s (1980) interactive-compensatory model both strongly suggest the need to build 

automaticity before working on more complex processes. Furthermore, Stanovich also suggested 

that nonautomatic readers rely on other sources such as context to make meaning of what is being 

read. Similar to this model, Perfetti’s (1985) “verbal efficiency theory” also suggested that word 

recognition needs to be in place before students can perform higher level skills and that poor 

readers will use higher level skills to compensate for lower level skills which they lack (Rasinski 
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et al., 2011). 

This does not suggest that fluency instruction that focuses on expression and 

comprehension should be postponed until students are completely automatic in their reading. Two 

theories support fluency instruction that includes an emphasis on expression. Posner and Snyder’s 

(1975) theory of expectancy purported that the initiation of a higher level process does not require 

completion of all lower ones. In that automaticity consists of both rate and accuracy, young 

readers might benefit from both being taught in tandem. Schrieber (1980) suggested that that 

some reading fluency difficulties may be linked to the absence of prosodic markings. Without 

these markings, students may have difficulty transferring features of spoken language to written 

language. Rasinski and colleagues (2011) suggested that repeated reading may improve not only 

students’ word recognition abilities but text comprehension as well. The research is not clear that 

this is best practice for all second and third grade students, especially for students who are already 

fluent. However, teachers who work with numbers of students who read below expected reading 

rate norms need to determine if a greater emphasis on expression over automaticity is a benefit or 

hindrance to fluency development. 

 Two programs (Program A in both grades, and Program E in grade 2) included regular 

word automaticity practice using word lists. During the Reading First initiative, the schools in the 

state in which this study was conducted, were provided and expected to use “lesson maps.” These 

lesson maps were developed by the Reading First Technical Assistance Center for the purpose of 

intensifying each lesson of previously published CRPs that were used at the time. One of the 

main components of the lesson maps were word lists in which students practiced automaticity of 

words that would be encountered in the student anthology and decodable books. These lessons 

consisted of lists of words with common spelling patterns and high frequency words that the 

students would later encounter in the decodable readers; however, it was never indicated in the 

lessons to explicitly inform students that a main reason for practicing the words was to build 
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automaticity of words the students would encounter in soon-to-be read text. Research supports 

having students practice words that they will encounter in text. Two recent studies by Vadasy and 

colleagues (2005, 2006) reported that students who read text with a high percentage of words that 

matched previous word study showed significant gains in reading. However, repeated readings of 

word lists need to be used with caution. Findings from another recent study by LeVasseur and 

colleagues (2008) indicated that repeated readings with connected text resulted in greater gains in 

fluency than repeated readings of word lists.  

 
Instructional Delivery 

 

 In addition to providing a definition of fluency, the NRP (NICHD, 2000) also reported 

findings on two approaches for fluency instruction: (a) guided repeated oral reading practice and 

(b) independent or recreational reading. First, the findings indicated that guided repeated oral 

reading procedures were moderately effective in developing oral reading fluency in young 

children. These procedures include: FORI (Stahl et al., 1997), FDL (Rasinski et al., 1994), ORL 

(Hoffman, 1987; Reutzel & Hollingsworth, 1993); and NIM (Flood et al., 2005). These 

procedures were not specifically suggested in CRPs examined; however, these procedures share 

common elements of explicit instruction including teacher modeling fluent reading of the text, 

guided reading of the text with the teacher or a peer, and multiple readings of text. 

 Two recent content analyses of previously published CRPs that included limited findings 

for reading fluency, reported that the explicitness of instruction suggested in reading programs 

has improved since Durkin’s 1981 study (Dewitz et al., 2009; McGill-Franzen et al., 2006). The 

researchers indicated that when skills were mentioned, the teachers’ editions tended to give some 

explanation of the skill’s value or its procedure; however, the CRPs still stopped short of direct 

explanation. According to the recent study conducted by McGill-Franzen and colleagues, 

programs did not state whether the anthology was to be read aloud to students; read orally, 
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chorally, or in pairs by students; or read independently or silently by students.  

 So, how does instruction in the current CRPs compare to evidence-based practices in the 

area of instructional delivery? Based on Pearson and Gallagher’s (1983) model of gradual release 

of responsibility, each lesson was coded for (a) explanation of skill, including declarative, 

procedural, and conditional knowledge; (b) teacher modeling, with or without a script for a think 

aloud; (c) guided practice with feedback; and (d) independent practice. Seventeen percent of 

lessons were coded as not including any element of explicit instruction. These lessons that did not 

include elements of explicit instruction consisted mainly of suggestions that students were to 

practice automatic recognition of words in lists and non-related sentences. The good news for 

teachers who might use these most recently published CRPs is that 40% (145) of the lessons 

included some type of an explanation, a form of modeling, and/or guided practice with feedback 

from a teacher or peer. Many of these lessons were similar to this one from Program B that 

started with an explanation:  

Remind students that when they read aloud, they should use expression to show 
characters’ thoughts and feelings and to interpret the event. Tell them that when they 
read they should think about what is happening in the story. Is the mood happy? Sad? 
Exciting? Scary? Notice when characters are speaking and think about how they are 
feeling. 
 
Next, the teacher is instructed to model the skill:  

Think aloud: I am going to read part of the story aloud. I am going to change the tone 
and expression in my voice when different characters speak and to show how they are 
feeling. I am also going to pay attention to the mood of the story and change my 
expression to show the mood. 
 
The teacher provides guided practice, in this case, echo-reading:  
 
Echo read and model a page. Then reread it, having students echo-read. When you have 
finished, ask students to read each sentence aloud, guiding them to include the 
appropriate expression in their voices. 
 

 Interestingly, Day 3 of the programs seemed to be the day when programs provided the 

most explicit instruction. It might be assumed that the reason that fluency is relegated to the third 
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day is that other components of reading such as phonics or comprehension receive more attention 

during the first two days of the weekly lesson cycle. 

 
Explanation and Modeling 

 

 FORI, FDL, and ORL suggest that the teacher model fluency by reading aloud the text 

while students track the print followed with a discussion of the text. Though several lessons 

included isolated elements of explicit instruction, less than one-fifth of lessons included an 

explanation (declarative knowledge, procedural, conditional knowledge) and/or modeling. Many 

of these, as seen in the previous example, provided adequate direction for teachers. Two 

programs (D and E) also included phrased parsed text or “chunking” as part of the modeling 

process in which slashes are used to indicate natural phrasing boundaries as seen in this example 

from Program E. 

Explain that the punctuation in a text helps readers know when to pause or stop. Display 
transparency and explain that the single slashes show pauses and the double slashes 
show stops. Model reading aloud the section on the transparency. 
 
On occasion programs also included the use of nonexamples as part of modeling as 

demonstrated in a lesson from Program D. 

Explain that when good readers read they read at a speed that is just right. Read some 
sentences too slowly and read some too quickly. Ask children to tell why neither displays 
fluent reading. Read each of the sentences together with children monitoring their 
reading rate. Then read the remainder of the story aloud. 
 

 The guided oral repeated reading methods, FORI, FDL, and ORL, also suggested that the 

teacher discuss the contents of the text as part of the modeling process. Four percent of the 

codings reported a focus on comprehension and only a portion of these actually suggested that the 

teacher discuss the text; however, one might assume that the CRPs suggested that the text 

selections be discussed during comprehension instruction. 

 Educators who use these new programs need to be aware of several concerns regarding 
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recommendations made by programs in the areas of explanation and modeling. Similar to 

Durkin’s (1981) finding of brevity of instruction, such was the case for several of the lessons in 

these programs as well. The directions for fluency instruction for several lessons in Program C 

were limited to: “Read and discuss the fluency instructions. Then have students read several 

sentences 3 or 4 times.” Prior to a read-aloud in Program E, the teacher is instructed to: “Ask 

students to listen carefully as you read aloud. Tell students to listen to your phrasing, expression, 

and tone of voice.” There were no codings that directed the teacher to follow up with this 

instruction at the conclusion of the read aloud. Though these are certainly appropriate practices 

for fluency instruction, these examples demonstrate the limited level of directions for fluency 

instruction for one day afforded teachers. As a side note, it was interesting that a few lessons 

included read alouds in which the students did not see the text as it was being read to them. The 

manual instructed the teacher to draw students’ attention to features of the text such as this 

example from Program A: “As you read, model fluent reading by pausing briefly after commas 

and periods. Tell students to notice that you do not pause at the end of a line without 

punctuation.” It is unclear why the teachers’ editions would make such suggestions when 

students are not able to see the print and see the connection of how the text was read.  

 Even though many of the lessons suggested modeling of skills, a major concern from the 

findings was the lack of think-alouds included in the lessons. Both Programs A and D reported no 

lessons that were coded for incorporating think alouds and only 4% of lessons suggested or 

provided scripts for teachers to actually think out loud and model cognitive processes of reading 

fluently in Programs B, C, and E. Also of concern is the rarity of lessons that provided the why 

and the when (conditional knowledge) for using a particular fluency skill. This is unfortunate for 

students who are nonfluent readers who might benefit from highly scaffolded instruction. 

 Recently, Reutzel (2006) developed an instructional framework that provides a high level 

of scaffolded fluency instruction to help students develop fluency. Teachers might find this model 
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of fluency instruction beneficial as they scrutinize lessons included in the CRPs. The Fluency 

Development Workshop (FDW) incorporates many aspects of high-quality comprehension 

instruction including explicit and systematic instruction, teacher modeling including the use of 

teacher think-alouds, and guided oral repeated reading of appropriately challenging and varied 

texts. Unique to this framework is providing students the metalanguage of fluency. Coined by 

Reutzel as “metafluency,” students’ awareness of the multiple facets of fluency provides students 

with the strategies to monitor their fluency and to “fix-up” ineffective or inefficient fluency 

behaviors (p. 70).  

 
Guided Reading Procedures 

 

 Another important element of guided oral repeated reading procedures which also aligns 

with the component of the gradual release of responsibility model is providing opportunities for 

students to practice the skill with the teacher and receive corrective feedback. Many 

recommendations for teacher guided practice seemed adequate as in this example in Program C 

Follow along as I read these pages. I will try to read with an appropriate rate. I want to 
read just the way I speak. 
 
Guided practice:  
 
Have children read the pages with you. Then have them reread the pages as a group 
without you until they read with no hesitation and no mistakes. 
 
Corrective feedback:  
 
Is there a lot of dialogue? How would a person in real life say these words? Try to read 
as if you are speaking.”  
 
Choral reading: Model as students track. Have children read along with you. 
 
Monitor and provide feedback. Check comprehension: 
 
Have children describe what happened to the robot. Ask them why they think the author 
wrote this story. 
 
Lessons such as this do provide teachers with detailed recommendation for guided 
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practice. The problem is that only a fourth of the lessons included guided practice and even less 

suggested that student performance be monitored and feedback provided to students.  

The level of scaffolded instruction was reflected in the type of reading suggested by the 

program. Hoffman and colleagues (1994) reviewed the instructional components of five first 

grade programs and reported that the programs advised that the teacher first read the story aloud, 

then the teacher and students should read the story together, followed by students reading the text 

multiple times. Hoffman also reported that the use of “round-robin reading” in which individual 

students orally read unrehearsed passages of text prevailed in the reviewed programs (Hoffman, 

1987; Hoffman & Segel, 1983). The good news is that the practice of round robin reading was 

never suggested by any of the five programs!  

In her 1981 study, Durkin indicated that five CRPs she reviewed suggested that the 

selections in the students’ readers be read silently first, followed by oral reading of the text. 

Twelve of 16 lessons (Program A) coded as silent reading followed the same format as described 

in Durkin’s study in which the students first read the text silently followed with oral reading of 

the same text. This practice does not seem to align with the gradual release of responsibility 

model in that students are reading text on their own prior to reading the text with the teacher. 

However, in defense of these lessons, the silent reading occurred as a component of guided 

practice, rather than when students were left to read independently on their own. 

 The mode of reading recommended by programs varied. Partner reading was more 

prevalent than choral or echo reading. In fact, the percentages of students reading with the 

teacher, (choral reading and echo reading) were almost half those of students reading with a peer. 

This is not to say that partner reading is poor instruction. Stahl and colleagues (2005) in a recent 

follow-up study of FORI, reported the purposes for partner reading were twofold. First, it 

provided an alternative to round robin reading for reading practice; and second, it also provided 

opportunities for teachers to listen to and monitor students’ oral reading. However, Therrien’s 
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(2004) meta-analysis indicated that fluency and comprehension effect sizes for students in 

interventions conducted by adults were more than three times larger than those conducted by 

peers. A problem with partnering students for fluency practice is that the fluency abilities of one 

or both partners may not be sufficient to provide adequate modeling of the skill or appropriate 

corrective feedback. The findings of a study by Meisinger, Schwanenflugel, Bradley, and Stahl 

(2004) suggested pairing a fluent reader with a less fluent reader as recommended in five lessons 

in Program C. However, the findings of this same study report the benefits of allowing students to 

select partners. It seems that when students are allowed to choose their partners, social 

cooperation was better than in partnerships in which student pairs were determined by the teacher 

(Rasinski et al., 2011, p. 105). The study provides another possible way to strengthen the 

effectiveness of partner reading which is to explicitly teach partner reading routines as seen in 

this example from Program B. 

Explain that good readers take time to make sure that they read words correctly. Tell 
students that they should practice reading aloud on their own, stopping as necessary to 
correct them. Ask students to open books. Model work with a partner. Read aloud to a 
volunteer, deliberately mispronouncing one or two words. Invite volunteers to raise a 
hand to stop you when they hear a word that has been mispronounced. Then have the 
volunteer correct the pronunciation of that word before you read on. 

 
Unfortunately, these lessons that taught aspects of partner reading routines were isolated cases. 

Interestingly, as well, related to this topic is that in no program were teachers directed to pair 

students with another adult. It cannot be assumed that all schools have additional adults to assist 

in classrooms; however, many schools do have access to community volunteers. Many schools 

also allocate resources to hire paraprofessionals. Teachers who have access to the assistance of 

volunteers and paraprofessionals might consider partnering adults with less fluent readers to 

provide guided practice and corrective feedback. CRPs might consider recommending these 

practices to teachers in future editions of programs. 

Studies suggest that alternate methods of guidance and feedback that provide 
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opportunities for students to rehearse and perform text positively impact student outcomes 

(Hiebert, 2005; NICHD, 2000). The findings from two recent studies (Corcoran & Davis, 2005; 

Keehn, 2003) supported the use of Readers’ Theatre as a means to improve students’ reading 

rates. Surprisingly, only one program (Program B) suggested its use. However, a fourth of the 

lessons for that program incorporated readers’ theatre. One might ask if this is too much of a good 

thing. Another method similar to readers’ theatre is radio reading in which students rehearse and 

perform expository text as if the reader were a radio or TV announcer. Each week, programs 

included a paired selection with the main selection that varied in genre and type but was related in 

topic; therefore, students encountered expository text on an almost weekly basis. No lessons in 

any of the programs suggested the use of radio reading or other forms of performance reading of 

expository text. Though the research is somewhat limited for both practices, they are methods that 

teachers and developers of future publications of CRPs might consider for fluency instruction. 

A second method includes the use of audio and other technical devices. One such method 

identified was that of tape-assisted reading in which students read along with a tape-recorded 

version of the text multiple times. Only 2% of the lessons referred to this method of fluency 

practice. However, it must be noted that this percentage may be low due to the fact that most 

technical and online materials made available to teachers were listed in the ancillary materials 

which were not coded for this particular study.  

 
Repeated Reading 

 

The NRP (NICHD, 2000) also supported the use of repeated reading procedures. Just 

over half (51%) of lessons in the CRPs investigated in this study that included guided practice 

recommended the use of repeated reading with guidance and feedback. Twenty-eight percent of 

the lessons combined explicit instruction including guided practice (choral reading, echo reading, 

partner reading) with repeated readings of the text.  
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 The findings from a more recent meta-analysis by Therrien (2004) suggested that text 

read three to four times seemed to have the greatest positive effect on students’ gains in reading 

fluency. Based on the pattern of text use during a weekly plan, most lessons suggested that a text 

be read one to four times each day over the course of 1 or 2 days. This would put the number of 

repetitions of text reading at or near the recommended three to four repetitions. However, there 

were numerous lessons that suggested that a text be read four or more times within a lesson, for 

as many as four days. This could put the number of repetitions of text reading well over the 

recommended three or four. If the benefits of reading texts are not demonstrated after three or 

four repetitions, does it make sense for student to read it more times, especially for students who 

already fluently read and comprehend text at or above grade level?  

 Rather than all these repetitions of text reading, it seems that students might spend the 

time reading a variety of other texts with fewer repetitions. Findings from two recent studies 

indicate that wide reading in which students read a wider range of text a single time positively 

affects student reading outcomes when accompanied with instruction, teacher guidance, and 

corrective feedback (Kuhn, 2005; Kuhn et al., 2006; O’Connor et al., 2007). No significant 

differences were reported between the practices of repeated reading and wide reading. A recent 

study (Reutzel et al., 2008) that compared Scaffolded Silent Reading (ScSR) to guided oral 

repeated reading extended this understanding even further. Reutzel and his colleagues reported 

that guided silent nonrepetitive reading improved third grade students’ reading fluency and 

comprehension growth just as effectively as guided repeated oral reading. None of the core 

programs reviewed for this dissertation included the practice of wide reading either orally or 

silently. This should be no surprise in that these studies are fairly recent and it generally takes 

publishers 3 to 5 years to create a new program (Dewitz, Leahy, Jones, & Sullivan, 2010). 

However, teachers and publishers need to be aware of the similar effectiveness of these two 

methods compared to those of guided repeated reading procedures when planning and developing 
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independent reading activities. 

 
Independent Reading 

 

 In addition to its findings on guided oral reading procedures, the NRP (NICHD, 2000) 

also reported on a second major approach which included those formal efforts to increase the 

amount of independent or recreational reading that children engage in, including sustained silent 

reading programs. The Panel was unable to find a positive relationship between curricula that 

encouraged large amounts of independent reading and improvements in reading achievement, 

including fluency. This was due to that fact that rigorous research designed to assess the specific 

influences that independent silent reading practices have on reading fluency…has not been 

conducted” (p. 13). This is “…what many have come to characterize as a knee-jerk suppression 

of silent reading practice in school classrooms across the United States” (Hiebert & Reutzel, 

2010, p. xi).  

 This sway away from independent and silent reading is reflected in the current CRPs. 

Only a tenth of the lessons coded suggested the use of independent oral reading, and when this 

occurred, it was mostly a repetition of previously read text. No lessons recommend that students 

read multiple texts one time. Silent reading was recommended even less than independent oral 

reading. In fact, virtually no lessons recommended that students engage in silent reading in four 

of the five programs. Pikulski and Chard’s (2005) definition of fluency suggests that silent 

reading comprehension is the end goal of fluent reading. Furthermore, independent and silent 

reading is the “Principal way in which most accomplished adolescent and adult readers read” 

(Hiebert & Reutzel, 2010, p. xi). It might be assumed that this lack of lessons that suggest the 

use of independent reading is due to the CRPs’ writers’ interpretation of the NRP’s failure to 

find sufficient evidence to recommend the practice of silent (independent) reading (Hiebert & 

Reutzel, 2010; Reutzel et al., 2008). Recently, Allington and McGill-Franzen (2010) expressed 
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great concerns about the emphasis on oral reading proficiency and the lack of silent reading 

instruction, even in the primary grades. They suggest that teachers incorporate a “better blend of 

oral and silent practices” (p. 47). 

 
Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

 

 There were several limitations and delimitations to this study. A major limitation is that 

only the current five top-selling CRPs were selected to be reviewed. One might assume that there 

are a number of reading programs from which schools and teachers may choose. However, it did 

not seem feasible to identify, obtain, and analyze every CRP that is available for use by teachers 

to instruct reading. Thus, the findings of this study cannot be generalized to include ALL CRPs. 

 There were two major delimitations to the study over which the investigator had control: 

(a) the study did not include all fluency instruction in the CRPs; and (b) the findings of the study 

were based on frequencies of specified elements of instruction. 

 Four factors contribute to the first delimitation that not all fluency instruction contained 

in the CRPs was included in the study. First, only 20% of the lessons were selected for coding. 

Due to the random sampling method, the investigator had little control over which lessons would 

be included in the sample. It is hoped that the size of the sample included a sufficient number of 

lessons to provide an adequate and fair description of fluency instruction in the programs. 

Secondly, only lessons labeled as reading fluency were coded. Any word practice or text reading 

such as those contained in such sections as phonics or comprehension were not coded unless the 

lesson was specifically intended for and/or labeled as fluency. Thirdly, lessons were limited to 

those found only in second and third grade CRP teachers’ editions. The study did not include 

lessons that were in kindergarten and grade 1 or in grades 4 and above. Thus, the study did not 

report on fluency lessons designed for students in the early stages of reading development or for 

those students in the intermediate grades who might already be considered fluent readers. Lastly, 
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this study included only those lessons intended for the general student population. Instruction 

designated for small group, differentiated instruction (on-, below-, or advanced-level), students 

identified as English language learners, or students with special needs were not included. 

Ancillary materials, such as facsimiles of workbooks or worksheets, assessments, teacher 

resource books, or materials available on-line were excluded as well. Therefore, the findings of 

this study are not based on all potential materials that CRPs provide for teachers to instruct 

reading fluency. 

The second delimitation of the study relates to the method of coding instruction. The 

coding form was developed by the investigator and used to document whether or not lessons 

contained specified elements of fluency instruction. The codes were then totaled and frequencies 

reported. Even though these data provided valuable information, this type of coding may not 

capture subtle nuances of the quality of instruction. Furthermore, a different investigator seeking 

to answer the same two questions of this study might select other categories and methods for 

collecting data. Thus, the findings may be limited and are based on the coding guidelines 

developed by the investigator. 

 
Summary 

 

This content analysis closely examined fluency instruction in the most recently published 

five top-selling CRPs, and as such, the findings of this study should be of interest to teachers, 

school administrators, stakeholders, and policy makers who use these programs to plan and 

provide fluency instruction in classrooms. This is particularly important for educators who work 

with second-grade students, the grade at which most students typically make the greatest gains in 

reading rates (Hasbrouck &Tindal, 2006; Hiebert, 2005; Torgesen, 2004).  

Current CRPs have made considerable progress in the area of fluency instruction. What 

was “rarely” taught in previous editions, the most current teachers’ manuals include fluency 
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lessons 4 or 5 days a week in second grade, and 3 to 5 days a week in third grade. The findings 

did not report a ratio of fluency instruction compared to that of other essential components of 

reading and writing instruction found in current CRP teachers’ manuals. Nor did the findings 

assert whether or not the number of fluency lessons per week is sufficient or adequate for most 

students’ fluency development; however, the trend from previous CRP teachers’ manuals showed 

substantial improvement. 

One strength of the new CRPs was the alignment of the instructional focus with the 

accepted definitional components of reading fluency. Although the fluency lesson focus was not 

always explicitly named in each lesson, the stated instruction for each lesson could be linked to 

aspects of fluent reading (i.e., rate, accuracy, expression, and/or comprehension). Even lessons 

that were coded as comprehension were not always teaching comprehension strategies per say. 

Instead they were often focused on how automaticity and prosody facilitate understanding of text 

and vice versa. The fact that more lessons focused on expression than accuracy and rate in second 

grade raised several questions. Could an increased focus on expression hinder the development of 

automaticity in less fluent readers? On the other hand, should accurate readers with appropriate 

reading rates in grade 2 not be exposed to the importance of expression? These questions 

exemplify some of the types of problems of the one-size-fits-all curriculum outlined in many 

CRPs (Allington & McGill-Franzen, 2010).   

Another area of marked progress in the new CRPs is way the programs scaffold fluency 

instruction. The fact that three fourths of lessons included at least some elements of explicit 

instruction; and almost half included explanation, modeling, and guidance; and a third combined 

guided practice with repeated reading indicates improvements from findings of 30 years ago 

when fluency skills were only “mentioned.” Although these improvements may be reason to 

celebrate, several concerns remain. The infrequent use of instructional scaffolding such as think-

alouds, and echo reading over other forms of practice such as partner reading raises questions 
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such as: Are current levels of instructional scaffolding provided in CRP fluency lessons adequate 

to facilitate fluency development for most second and third grade students who are less fluent? 

On the other hand, might these same levels of instructional scaffolding provided in CRP fluency 

lessons sufficient or even excessive for students who are making adequate progress? Obviously 

more research is needed to answer these questions. 

 
Conclusions 

 

 The intent of the first question of this study was to describe fluency instruction in current 

CRPs. Second and third-grade teachers who use current CRPs can expect to find a fluency 

curriculum that is improved over previous programs. Weekly lessons focus on the attributes of 

fluent reading, namely rate, accuracy, expression and/or comprehension. Many lessons 

incorporate elements of explicit reading instruction, including teacher explanation and modeling, 

and guided practice with feedback from the teacher and/or peer. These programs provide 

opportunities for students to repeatedly read text from the student anthology, decodable books, 

and projectable texts (transparencies). 

The purpose of the second question of this study was to compare the instructional 

practices and methods prescribed by current CRPs with evidence-based fluency instruction with 

feedback, and repeated reading of texts. Based on the findings of this study, it can be assumed 

that the instruction outlined in the reviewed CRPs is fairly aligned with the findings of the NRP 

(NICHD, 2000). The report characterized fluent reading as being able to read with appropriate 

rate, accuracy, and expressions. The vast majority of lessons focused on these three areas. The 

NRP (NICHD, 2000) also concluded that instruction incorporating guided repeated reading of 

text with feedback was effective in promoting fluency development in students. Half of the 

lessons coded in this study incorporated elements of guided oral repeated reading, including 

teacher modeling, guided practice with feedback, and repeated reading of texts. As also with the 
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NRP, which did not recommend nor discourage independent/silent reading, the CRPs rarely 

recommended that students read independently, either orally or silently.  

Second and third grade teachers need to remember, however, that the findings of the NRP 

were published over 10 years ago and more recent studies report findings that extend previous 

understandings of effective practices for developing fluency in young readers. Studies that 

compared the effects of wide reading of text to those of repeated reading, when accompanied with 

guided instruction and practice, reported no significant differences in student reading outcomes. 

Finally, if students are ultimately expected to read text independently and silently as well as 

understand its meaning, teachers and publishers need to address the lack of instruction and 

recommended guided practice in current CRPs that is designed to facilitate this mode of reading. 

 
Suggestions for Future Research 

 

 Several times during the discussion of the findings, the investigator raised concerns as to 

whether or not the fluency instruction met the needs of both struggling and striving readers. 

According to the section on delimitations and limitations, the study did not examine differentiated 

instruction intended for either below- or above-level readers. Nor did the study examine 

instruction for English Language Learners. Further research needs to extend the findings of this 

study and examine how current CRPs differentiate fluency instructions for students in grades two 

and three who read above or below expected reading norms as well as instruction designed for 

students whose first language is not English. 

 In addition, two question arise that would also extend the findings of this study 

concerning fluency instruction in contemporary CRPs. The first one: To what extent do teachers 

implement the instructional methods, procedures, and materials recommended and provided by 

the CRPs? Even programs that align highly with validated research are only as effective as the 

level to which implementation occurs. The use of classroom observations, surveys, and 
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interviews of students and teachers would provide pertinent information regarding the degree of 

program implementation. The second and more important question: When implemented with 

fidelity, what impact does the instruction recommended in CRPs have on students’ fluency 

development and overall reading achievement? As with the first question, even the most highly 

aligned curriculum and instruction is inconsequential if student outcomes are not positively 

impacted. Answers to this question need to also include the impact that the instruction has on 

various student subgroups, particularly those students who come from homes of poverty, students 

whose first language is other than English, and students with special needs. 
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Table A-1 
 
Frequency Table for Post-NRP Studies 

RESULTS FREQUENCY  PERCENTAGE  

1.  Location of Studies (n = 18)    

  a. Northeast U. S.3,10 2 11%  

  b. Northwest U.S.16 1 6%  

  c. Southeast U.S. 7 1 6%  

  d. Midwest U.S. 11,18 2 11%  

  e. New England 15 1 6%  

  f. Connecticut 9 1 6%  

  g. Florida 2 1 6%  

  h. Georgia 8,15 2 11%  

  i. Mississippi 12 1 6%  

  j. New Jersey 8 1 6%  

  k. Rhode Island 9 1 6%  

  k. Central Texas 6 1 6%  

  m. Southern California4,5 2 11%  

  n. Not Indicated1,13,14,17 4 22%  

2.  Community (n = 18)    

  a. Urban5,8,10,11,16 5 28%  

  b. Suburban3,4,8,9,18 5 28%  

  c. Rural1,6,9,12 4 22%  

  d. Not Indicated 2,7,13,14,15,17 6 33%  

3.  Number of Schools in Studies (n = 18)    

  a. 1 2,3,6,7,10,11,12,13,18 9 50%  

  b. 2-35,9,14,15 4 22%  

  c. 5-124,8,17 3 17%  

  d. Not Indicated1 1 6%  

4.  Grade Levels Represented in Studies  
(n = 18) 

   

  a. Grade 23,6,7,8,9,12,15,16 8 44%  

  b. Grade 3 1,14,18 3 17%  

  c. Grades 2 and 32,10,11,17 4 22%  

  d. Grades 2 and 413 1 6%  

  e. Grades 3-64,5 2 11%  

(table continues) 
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RESULTS FREQUENCY  PERCENTAGE  

5.  Number of Classrooms included in each Study (n = 
18) 
 

   

  a. 1 2,12,18 3 17%  

  b. 2-53,6,7,14,16 5 28%  

  c. 6-104,13 2 11%  

  d. 20-308,15,17 3 17%  

  e. Not Indicated1,5,9,10,11 5 28%  

6.  Treatment Setting (n = 18)    

  a. Classroom 6,8,12,14,15 5 28%  

  b. Non-classroom1,3,4,9,10,11 6 33%  

  c. Hallway11,18 2 11%  

  d. NI 2.5,7,13,16,17 6 33%  

7.  Socioeconomic Status of School/Participants (n = 18)   

  a. 100% Free/Reduced (F/R) Lunch5,10,18 3 17%  

  b. 75%-99% F/R Lunch3,8,11

 
3 17%  

  c. 50%-74% F/R Lunch 6,7,14

 
3 17%  

  d. 5%-49% F/R Lunch 8,15 2 11%  

  e. Not Indicated 1,2,4. ,9,12,13,16,17 8 44%  

8.  Ethnicity (n = 18)    

  a. 100% Minority5,10,11 3 17%  

  b. 75% -99% Minority 5,7,8,15,18 5 28%  

  c. 50%-74% Minority 6,13,15,17 4 22%  

  d. 12-49% Minority2,3,4,14,16,17 6 33%  

  e. 0% Minority 1,12 2 11%  

  f. Not Indicated 9 1 6%  

9.  Study Design (n = 18)   

  a. Group Experimental 7,8,10,13,16,17 6 33%  

  b. Single Subject 1,3,11,12,18 5 28%  

  c. Methods Comparison 9,14 2 11%  

  d. Immediate Effect2,4,5,15 5 28%  

10.  Description of Treatment/Control (n = 18)   

  a. Repeated Reading (RR)
1,3,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18 
 

15 83%  

(table continues) 
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RESULTS FREQUENCY  PERCENTAGE  

  b. Wide Reading (WR) 7,8,13,14 4 22%  

  c. Phrase Drill/Isolated Words/Word List1,9,16,17 4 22%  

  d. Feedback/Error Correction 3,10,12 3 17%  

  e. Independent Reading14,18 2 11%  

  f. Neurological Impress Method4,5 2 11%  

  g. Readers’ Theatre2,6 2 11%  

   Listen only 7 1 6%  

11.  Number of Participants in Studies(n = 18) 
(M=56.8; SD=83.1) 

   

  a. 11 1 6%  

  b. 2-103,11,12,18 4 22%  

  c. 11-30 2,4,5,7,10,17 6 33%  

  d. 31-72 6,9,13,14,16 5 28%  

  e. 209-349 8,15 2 11%  

12.  Age of Participants (n = 18)    

  a. 8-9 1,3,8,10,12,18 6 33%  

  b. Not Indicated2,4,5,6,7,9,11,13,14,15,16,17 12 67%  

13.  Participants’ Reading Ability Level (n = 18)    

  a. Below Grade Level3,4,5,7,11,12,13,16,17 9 50%  

  b. Multiple Levels 14,15,18 3 17%  

  c. Not Indicated1,3,6,8,9,10 6 33%  

14.  Exceptionality (n = 18)    

  a. Learning Disabled1,2,12,13 4 22%  

  b. Not Indicated 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,14,15,16,17,18 14 78%  

15.  Sample Selection Criteria (n = 18)    

  a. Disfluent/struggling reader3,7,12,11,18 5 28%  

  b. Below grade level on CBM or State 
Assessment4,5,10,13 

 

4 22%  

  c. Below 37%ile on Standardized 
Assessment13,16,17 

 

3 17%  

  d. Not Indicated 1,2,6,8,14,15 6 33%  

16.  Assignment to Groups (n = 18)    

  a. Random Assigned School 16 1 6%  

  b. Random Assigned Class3,6,7,8,17 5 28%  

 
(table continues) 
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RESULTS FREQUENCY  PERCENTAGE  

  c. Random Assigned Student 2,4,5,10,13,14

Stratified Random (Reading Ability)2,14 

Matched Pairs10 

6 33%  

  d. NI1,9,11,12,15,18 6 33%  

17.  Number of Participants in Groups (n = 18)    

  a. 1 1,4,5,11,12,16,17 7 39%  

  b. Small Group3-8,3,7,9,10,18 5 28%  

  c. Whole Class2,6,8,13,14,15 6 33%  

18.  Treatment Provider (n = 18)    

  a. Experimenter 1,3,7,9,10,18 6 33%  

  b. Teacher2,6,8,11,14,15 6 33%  

  c. Student Teacher4,12 2 11%  

  d. Trained Adult (Non-Educator)5,13,16,17 4 22%  

19.  Student/Teacher Ratio (n = 18)    

  a. 1:1 1,4,5,10,11,12,13,16 8 44%  

  b. 2-4:12,9 2 11%  

  c. Not Indicated3,6,7,8,14,15,17,18 8 44%  

20.  Session Length (n = 18)    

  a. 5-20 Minutes3,4,5,7,9,11,12,13,18 9 50%  

  b. 25-40Minutes 6,8,10,14,16,17 6 33%  

  c. Not Indicated 1,2,15 3 17%  

21.  Duration of treatment (n = 18)    

  a. 1-12 Weeks 2,3,4,5,6,9,10,11,12 9 50%  

  b. 12-18 Weeks 13,16 2 11%  

  c. School Year 8,14,17 3 17%  

  d. Not Indicated1,15,18 3 17%  

22.  Procedure Fidelity (n = 18)    

  a. 95-100% 3,12,14,16,17,18 6 33%  

  b. 90-94% 8 1 6%  

  c. Deemed “high”13 1 6%  

  d. Not Indicated1,2,4,5,6. 7.9.10,15 9 50%  

23.  Texts used in Treatment (n = 18)    

  a. Grade level 1,3,7,8,11,14,16,17 8 44%  

  b. Independent Level4,5,14 3 17%  

  c. Instructional Level2,6,7,10,12,13 6 33%  

  d. Frustrational Level4,5,15 3 17%  

(table continues) 
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RESULTS FREQUENCY  PERCENTAGE  

  e. Decodable/Targeted words (matched instruction)
11,16,17 

 

3 17%  

  f. Expository 8,17 2 11%  

  g. Narrative 8,9,18 3 17%  

  i. Cued Text9 1 6%  

24.  Overall Findings (n = 18)    

  a. RR improves ORF 1,2,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18

 
15 83%  

  b WR improves ORF 7,13 2 11%  

  c. WR=RR 8,13,14 3 17%  

  d. Phrase Drill=RR1,9,10 3 17%  

  e. Neurological Impress Method improves ORF4,5

 
2 11%  

  f. Readers’ Theatre improves ORF2,6 2 11%  

   Improved comprehension4,5,6,7,13,14 5 28%  

  i. Prosody improved 6,14 2 11%  

  k. Feedback enhances ORF3 1 6%  

  m. Error Correction reduces error rate12 1 6%  

   word practice interventions1,9,16,17

(e.g.,phrase drill error correction). 
4 22%  

25.  Explicit Instruction Components    

   Model, Guided Practice, Feedback, 
Independent2,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,14,15,16 

11 61  

   Guided Practice and Feedback11,17,18 3 17  

   Feedback1,3,15 3 17  

   Not indicated13 1 6  
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Data Summary of Post-NRP Studies  



 
 

Table B-1 
 
Data Summary of Post NRP Studies 
 

 
Study Study design Results 

Part 
(n = 960) GR 

Participants’ reading 
levels 

Texts used in 
treatments Other 

1 Begeny, J. C., Daly, E. J., & 
Valleley, R. J. (2006).  
 

SINGLE SUBJECT 
 Alternating Treatment 

RR produced gains 
Phrase Drill 
produced gains 
 

1 
(>.01) 

3 Grade 1 and 2 (Inst.) 
LD 

Grade Level   

2 Corcoran, C. A., & Davis, A. D. 
(2005). 

IMMEDIATE EFFECTS 
Pretest-Posttest 

Readers’ Theatre 
produced gains 

12 
(.01) 

2-3 LD Instructional level   

3 Eckert, T. L., Dunn, E. K., & 
Ardoin, S. P. (2006).  
 

SINGLE SUBJECT 
Brief Experimental Analysis 
Multielement design. 
(Alternating Treatment) 

Feedback produced 
gains 

6 
(.01) 

2 Below GR 2 level 
(40 WCRPM) 

Grade Level   

4 Flood, J., Llapp, D., & Fisher, 
D. (2005a). 

IMMEDIATE EFFECTS 
Pretest-Posttest 

NIM produced 
gains 

20 
(.02) 

3-6 Below GR level on 
state achievement 
tests 

Independent 
progress to 
frustrational level 

Gains in comprehension 
and silent reading 

5 Flood, J., Llapp, D., & Fisher, 
D. (2005b).  
 

IMMEDIATE EFFECTS 
Pretest-Posttest 

NIM produced 
gains 

20 
(.02) 

3-6 Below GR level on 
state achievement 
tests 

Independent 
progress to 
frustrational level 

Gains in comprehension 
and silent reading 

6 Keehn, S. (2003).  
 

IMMEDIATE EFFECTS 
Pretest-Posttest 

Readers’ Theatre 
(RT) produced 
gains  
RT +Fluency 
Instruction=RT 

66 
(.07) 

2 NI Instructional Gains in comprehension 
and prosody 

7 Kuhn, M.R. (2005). 
 

GROUP EXPERIMENT 
Quasi-experimental 

RR>C and Listen 
Only 
WR>C and Listen 
Only 
 

24 
(.03) 

2 Disfluent Grade Level Gains in comprehension for 
WR 

8 Kuhn, M.R., Schwanenflugel, 
P.J., Morris, R.D., Morrow, 
L.M., Woo, D., Meisinger, B., et 
al. (2006). 

GROUP EXPERIMENT  
Randomized experimental 

FORI>C 
WR>C 
FORI=WR 

349 
(.36)) 

2 NI GR level texts 
Content area 

T1 and T2 -Gains in 
comprehension 

9 LeVasseur, V. M., Macaruso, P., 
& Shankweiler, D. (2008).  
 
 

METHODS COMPARISON
Pretest-Posttest 

Text RR>Word List 
RR 
Cued Text 
RR>Word List RR 

36 
(.04) 

2 NI Word lists 
Cued tests 
(spacing between 
phrases/sentences 

Cued Text improved 
prosody 



 
 

 
Study Study design Results 

Part 
(n = 960) GR 

Participants’ reading 
levels 

Texts used in 
treatments Other 

 Text RR=Cued Text 
RR  

Standard text 

10 Martens, B. K., Eckert, T. L., 
Begeny, J. C., Lewandowski, L. 
J., DiGennaro, F. D., 
Montarello, S. A., Arbolino, L. 
A., Reed, D. D., & Fiese, B. H. 
(2007).  

GROUP EXPERIMENT  
Randomized experimental 
Adapted changing criterion 
design 

RR>C 
RR w/Feedback>C 
100 WRCPM 
Criterion  

30 
(.03) 

 

2-3 NI Instructional   

11 McComas, J. J., Wagner, D., 
Chaffin, M. C., Holton, E., 
McDonnell, M., & Monn, E. 
(2009).  

SINGLE SUBJECT 
Brief Experimental Analysis 
Multielement design.  
(Alternating Treatment) 

 RR produced gains 3 
(>.01) 

2-3 Below GR level on 
ORF 

Grade level 
High overlap 
words 
Match instruction 

  

12 Nelson, J. S., Alber, S. R., & 
Gordy, A. (2004).  

SINGLE SUBJECT 
Multiple-baseline 

Error Correction 
RR>Error 
correction 

4 
(>.01) 

2 2 years below GR 
level 
LD 

Instructional   

13 O’Connor, R. A., White, A., & 
Swanson, H. L. (2007).  

GROUP EXPERIMENT 
Randomized experimental 

RR>C 
WR>C 
RR=WR 

48 
(.05) 

 

2-4 Struggling readers 
LD 

Instructional Gains in comprehension 
and silent reading 

14 Reutzel, D. R. Fawson, P. C., & 
Smith, J. A. (2008).  

METHODS COMPARISON 
Pretest-Posttest w/ 
qualitative data 

GROR=ScSR 72 
(.08) 

3 Varied T1-Grade Level 
T2-Independent 

T1=T2 in comprehension 
and prosody 

15 Stahl, S. A., Heubach, K., & 
Cramond, B. (2005). 

IMMEDIATE EFFECTS 
Pretest-Posttest 

FORI produced 
gains 

209 
(.22) 

 

2 Varied Frustrational   

16 Vadasy, P. F., Sanders, E. A., & 
Peyton, J. A. (2006a). 
 

GROUP EXPERIMENT 
Quasi-experimental 

RR+Word Study>C 31 
(.03) 

2 At or below 37%ile Grade level 
matched with 
taught word 
features 

  

17 Vadasy, P. F., Sanders, E. A., & 
Peyton, J. A. (2006b).  
 

GROUP EXPERIMENT 
Randomized experimental 

RR+Word Study>C 21 
(.02) 

 

2-3 At or below 37%ile Grade level 
matched with 
taught word 
features 

  

18 Yurick, A. L., Robinson, P. D., 
Cartledge, G., Lo, Y., & Evans, 
T.  
L. (2006).  

SINGLE SUBJECT 
 Multiple baseline across 
participants 

Paired RR > Silent 
Reading 

8 
(.01) 

3 Half on grade level Fiction  
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Table C-1 
 
Summary of CRP Studies 
 

Year Study Focus Grade # prog. 

1977 Beck, I. L. (1977, May) Comprehension 1st -3rd 1 

1979 Beck, I. L., McKeown, M. G., McGaslin, E. 
S., & Burkes, A. M. (1979) 

Comprehension 1st -6 2 

1981 Durkin, D. (1981) Comprehension K-6th  5 

1987 Flood, J. & Lapp, D. (1987) Text Type/Genres K-6th  6 

1990 Durkin, D. (1990, December) Comprehension  K-6th  NI 

1990 Durkin, D. (1990, February) Phonics K-6th  NI 

1990 Schmitt, M. C. & Hopkins, C. J. (1990, 
November) 

Comprehension  2nd, 4th, 
6th  

8 

1993 Hoffman, J. V., McCarthey, S. J., Abbott, J., 
Christian, C., Corman, L.,, Curry, C., 
Dressman, M., Elliott, B., Matherne, D., & 
Stahle, D. (1993) 

Text Readability 1st  5 

1993 Miller, S. D., & Blumenfeld, P. C. (1993) 
 

Comprehension: Main idea & 
Cause/effect 

1st -5th  2 

1999 Stein, M., Johnson, B., & Gutlohn, L. (1999) Phonics 1st 7 

2001 Jitendra, A. K., Chard, D., Hoppes, M. K., 
Renouf, K., & Gardill, M. C. (2001) 

Comprehension  
Text Readability 

2nd, 4th, 
6th  

4 

2001 Smith, S. B., Simmons, D. D., Gleason, M. 
M., Kame’enui, E. J., Baker, S. K., Sprick, 
M., Gunn, B., Thomas, C. L., Chard, D. J., 
Plasencia-Peinado, J., & Peinado, R. (2001) 

Phonological Awareness K 4 

2002 Hoffman, J. V., Sailors, M., & Patterson, E. 
U. (2002) 

Vocabulary 
Text Readability  

1st 5 

2002 Moss, B. & Newton, E. (2002) Text Type 2nd, 4th, 
& 6th  

6 

2004 Foorman, B. R., Francis, D. J., Davidson, K. 
C., Harm, M. W., & Griffin, J. (2004) 

Text Readability 1 st  6 

2005 Hiebert, E. F., Martin, L. A., & Menon, S. 
(2005) 

Text Type/Genres 1st  3 

2005 Otaiba, S. A., Kosanovich-Grek, M. L., 
Torgesen, J. K., Hassler, L., & Wahl, M. 
(2005) 
 

Comprehension 
Vocabulary 
Fluency 
Phonics/Spelling 
Phonological Awareness 

K-1st 6 

2006 McGill Franzen, A., Zmach, C., Solic, K., & 
Zeig, L. J. (2006) 
 
 
 
 

Comprehension 
Vocabulary 
Fluency 
Phonics/Spelling 
Phonological Awareness 
Writing 

3rd 2 

2007 Maslin, P. (2007) 
 

Phonics 
Text Readability 

1st 5 

2009 Dewitz, P., Jones, J., & Leahy, S. (2009) Comprehension: 3rd- 5th  5 
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CODEBOOK 
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of this codebook is to outline the steps and to provide operational definitions needed 
to code fluency lessons in Grades 2 and 3 teachers’ manuals of the core reading programs. The 
following will be included to describe how to: Locate fluency lessons, determine each 
instructional move, and code each instructional move.  
 
I. Locate fluency lessons 

Review the table of contents and/or an overview of the theme or week’s lessons which identifies 
reading components and accompanying page numbers. Refer to those components named 
FLUENCY. Verify that the pages listed actually provide teachers directions for teaching fluency.  
 
Scan each page of each manual for fluency lessons as well as instruction included in the sidebars. 
To be coded, the lesson must be intended and labeled as fluency. Code only instruction intended 
for regular classroom instruction. Do NOT code the following: 

1. Any segments intended for “special” populations of students including below-, on-, 
or advanced levels; English language learners (ELL); gifted students  

2. Any references or facsimiles of literacy centers, worksheets, or workbooks  
3. Activities or materials labeled or intended as assessments. 

 
Lessons or parts of lessons that use text that is not connected text will excluded as well. These 
include letter-sound correspondence, decoding, and word list activities.  
 
Use a separate coding form for each day/lesson. Complete the top portion of the form by 
indicating the program, grade level, theme/unit, lesson/day, and page number. 
 
II. Determine instructional moves 
 
An instructional move is defined as instructional moves as units, or segments, bounded by a shift 
or “change in the type of instruction or topic of instruction” within a lesson. This may also 
include a change in materials or the type of practice required of students. An instructional move 
might be contained in just one sentence, for example, “Have students reread pages 14-15 with 
partners.” A sentence or short paragraph might contain two or more instructional moves: “After 
reading aloud stanzas 1 and 2 with appropriate expression while students following along in their 
own texts (move 1), have students practice reading the stanzas individually 3-4 times. (Move 2. 
This is a different instructional move because the students first followed along in the text, then 
“moved” to reading the text individually). 
 
III. Coding 
 
Each instructional move in the selected reading lessons will be coded in five areas. Use a separate 
line on the coding form for each instructional move. 

1.  METHOD (Column 1) 
Code any methods that are named specifically in the teachers’ manuals. Moves that do 
not identify a specific method will be left blank. Use the following abbreviations and 
record in column 1. 
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CAT-Cross-age Tutoring 
CB-Computer-based Reading 
CTV- Closed-caption TV  
FDL-Fluency Development Lesson 
FORI-Fluency Oriented Reading Instruction  
GRF-Guided Repeated Oral Reading with Feedback 
NIM-Neurological Impress Method 
ORL-Oral Recitation Lesson 
PR- Paired Reading (Student reads with an adult) 
APR-Assigned partner reading 
BR-Buddy Reading (Includes small groups of students reading together) 
RAV (RAVE-O)-Retrieval, Automaticity, Vocabulary, Engagement, and 
Orthography 
RT- Readers’ Theatre 
SBE-Shared Book Experience 
ScSR-Scaffolded Silent Reading 
SSR-Silent Sustained Reading 
TR- Taped Assisted Reading 
WR-Wide Reading 
 

2. FOCUS (Columns 2-5) 
Code for content of instruction: rate, accuracy, expression, or comprehension.. An 
instructional move may focus on one, two, or all three foci.  
Other terms may infer to a particular focus as well: 
 Rate: speed, words per minute, automaticity 
 Accuracy: words correct, number of errors, percent correct, automaticity 
 Expression: Intonation, stress, pitch, inflection, volume, pausing, attend to 

punctuation, natural sounding, appropriate voice 
 Comprehension: Comprehend, understand, make sense of, meaning 
 
Any lesson component labeled as “fluency” with a content instructional goal other than 
rate, accuracy, or expression will be marked “other.”  
 
DECISION RULE  
Any mismatch between the section label and content/methods of instruction should be 
coded to reflect the contents. For example, if the lesson is labeled automaticity but the 
teacher is instructed to use punctuation to aid phrasing, the focus should be coded as 
Expression. This same rule applies to other and all sections as well. 

 
3. INSTRUCTIONAL DELIVERY (Columns 6-17) 

Code each instructional move by what the teacher is directed to do. :  
a. Skill mentioned: The manual mentions a skill or the teacher tells students to 

perform the skill but does not provide further directions, models, explanations. 
b. Declarative Knowledge: The manual names the skill and provides a definition or 

explanation of that skill. 
c. Conditional Knowledge: The manual provides reasons why the skill or strategy is 

important and provides situations when skill or strategy might be used 
appropriately. 

d. Procedural knowledge: The manual describes the steps necessary to perform the 
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skill or strategy. 
e. Direct explanation: The manual provides an explanation of skill and provides 

declarative, procedural, and conditional information.  
f. Modeling: The teacher is instructed to model the skill but the manual does not 

provide the language for a think-aloud.  
g. Modeling + think-aloud: The manual instructs the teacher to model and provides 

the language for a think-aloud. 
h. Guided practice: The manual suggest practices that encourage the teacher and 

students to practice the skill together as the teacher provides scaffolded supports. 
i. Monitor progress/Feedback from teacher: The manual instructs the teacher and/or 

peers to monitor student acquisition of skill and provides suggestions possible 
useful responses to students. 

j. Monitor progress/Feedback from peer: The manual suggest opportunities for 
students to either provide or receive feedback to and from peers. 

k. Independent Practice: The manual provides suggestions that foster individual 
practice. 

l. Transfer: The manual provides suggestions that foster skill use in unfamiliar texts 
or situations. 
 

4. READING MODE (Columns 18-23) 
 
Code for the type or mode of reading (if any) that the manual requires of the students: 

a. No reading-Students listening to text only 
b. Listening to text being read while following text 
c. Choral reading 
d. Echo reading 
e. Reading orally and independently (including performance) 
f. Reading silently 

 
5. TEXT ENCOUNTERS (Columns 24-26) 

 
Repeated Reading: Code for the number of encounters that are suggested that students 
have with text:  

a. Indicate the number of repetitions students read text during each instructional 
move. If manual does not specify the exact number of repetitions (e.g. several or 
many times), write 2+ in the box. 

b. Indicate the number of days across which students read the same text 
c. Wide reading (Students read text one time) 

 
ROUTINE CARDS 
In the event that the manual directs the teacher to instruct according to a format outlined in a 
routine or instructional card, record those components as if they were included in the manual on 
the lines marked “Routine Card.” 
 
COMMENTS 
Space is provided at the bottom of the form for comments with corresponding moves. Any 
questions, clarifications, explanations, or development of instructional patterns should be noted. 
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Appendix E 
 

Coding Form 



 
 

 Lesson Coding Form 

 Publisher:  Harcourt StoryTown  □     Hougton Mifflin Journeys  □      Macmillan/McGraw Hill Treasures □   Scott Foresman Reading Street □    SRA Imagine It  □ 
 
Grade:  2nd □    3rd □     Theme/Unit:  _____     Vol.  _____     Lesson/Week:  _____     Day: ____     Pg.: ____     Sample #:  _____ 

 1 
Meth. 

2 
FOCUS 

3 
INSTRUCTIONAL DELIVERY 

4 
READING MODE 

5
TEXT  
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1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

2                             
3                             
4                             
5                             
6                             
7                             
8                             

Ro
ut

in
e 

Ca
rd

  #
  

                           
                            

 
Move #         Comments: 

     

    
 

    
 

    

*Method: FORI-Fluency Oriented Reading Instruction; WR-Wide Reading; ORL-Oral Recitation Lesson; FDL-Fluency Development Lesson; SBE-Shared Book Experience; RAVE-0Retrieval, 
Automaticity, Vocabulary, Engagement, and Orthography; SSR-Silent Sustained Reading; ScSR-Scaffolded Silent Reading; GRF-Guided Repeated Oral Reading with Feedback; NIM-Neurological 
Impress Method; PR- Paired Reading; BR-Buddy Reading; CAT-Cross-age Tutoring; TA- Taped-assisted Reading; CB-Computer-based Reading; RT- Readers’ Theatre 
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CURRICULUM VITAE 
 
 

BRADY DONALDSON 
 

   

EDUCATION 
 

Doctor of Philosophy     2011 
 Utah State University 
 Major: Curriculum and Instruction Area of Emphasis: Reading and Writing 

 Dissertation: Fluency Instruction in Contemporary Core Reading Programs 
 
  MASTER OF EDUCATION     1990 
 Utah State University  
 Logan, Utah 
   Master’s Project: Teaching Healthy Lifestyles Using Cooperative Learning 
 
 BACHELOR OF SCIENCE 1978 -1979 
 Utah State University Logan, Utah 
 Major: Elementary Education  Minor: Math/Science 
 
 ASSOCIATE OF SCIENCE 1974-1975, 1977-1978 
 College of Eastern Utah   

 ENDORSEMENTS/CERTIFICATIONS 
 Utah Educator License: Level II, Elementary Education, Grades 1-8 
 Utah Level I and II Reading Endorsements 
 English as a Second Language Endorsement 
 Gifted and Talented Education Endorsement 
 C.L.I.P. (Collaborative Literacy Intervention Project) Early Reading Intervention 
 

EXPERIENCE 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPERIENCE 
 Salt Lake City School District Salt Lake City, Utah 
 Literacy Coach 2008-Present  
 Reading First Grant Coordinator/Literacy Coach 2004-2008 
 
 Utah State Office of Education Salt Lake City, Utah 
 Education Specialist, Reading Intervention 2003-2004 
 
 Carbon School District, Price, Utah 
 Reading Excellence Act Grant Coordinator  2000-2003 
 District Literacy Coordinator 2002-2003 
 
 ELEMENTARY EDUCATOR  
 Salt Lake School District, Salt Lake City, Utah 
 Backman Elementary, Reading Coach  2005-2006 
 Backman Elementary, Grade 1  2004-2005 
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 Carbon County School District, Price, Utah 
 Creekview Elementary, Grade Five 1997-2000 
 Castle Heights Elementary, Grade Three 1993-1997 
 Durrant Elementary, Grades One and Five 1987-1993 
 Sally Mauro Elementary, Grades Two and Two/Three Split 1981-1987 
 Durrant Elementary, Grades Two and Six 1979-1981  
 
 ADJUNCT INSTRUCTOR 
 Utah State University, Logan, Utah 
  Advanced Comprehension 2000-present 
  Content Area Reading and Writing 
  Reading Assessment and Intervention 
 University of Utah Salt Lake City, Utah 
  Foundations in Reading 2008-Present 
   Assessment and Intervention for Reading Difficulties 2011 
  Southern Utah University, Draper, Utah  
  Reading Assessment and Intervention 2011 

 
PRESENTATIONS 
 

 Reading First Summer Reading Institute, 2004, 2005, 2006 
 Utah PTA Reading Summit, UVSC,2005 
 English Language Learners Conference, 2004 
 Tooele School District Parent Literacy Night, 2004 
 Fluency Training, Reading First Bidders’ Conference, Principal’s Institute; 2003; Ogden 

School District, 2004 
 Phonemic Awareness and Phonics Training, Duchesne School District, 2003; Salt Lake City 

School District, 2004 
 Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), Carbon School District, 2002; 

Backman, 2004, Salt Lake City School District, 208-2011 
 Carbon School District, Reading and Writing Workshops, 1992-2003 
 Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI) Trainer for USOE, 2000-2003 
 International Reading Association, San Francisco, 2002 
 Reading Assessment Presenter, USOE, 1998-2002 
 National Title I Conference, Phoenix, Arizona, January 2001 
 Central Utah Educational Services, 1998-2001 
 Northern Utah Educational Services, 1998-2001 
 Southwest Educational Development Center, 1998-2001 
 Tooele School District, 2000 
 Southeast Education Service Center, 1997-2000 
 Improving America’s Schools Conference, Sacramento, California, 2000 
 Apache Junction Unified School District, Arizona, Fall 2000 
 USOE State Level Reading Excellence Act Training, 1999-2000 
 Utah Rural Schools Conference, 1997-2000  
 Presented Reading/Writing Workshops at Rural Schools Conference, 1998 and 1999 

 
SKILLS 
 

 Assisted in development of USOE Reading Intervention Rubric 
 Co-authored and directed Carbon District Reading Excellence Act Grant, 1999-2003 
 Utah Elementary Language Arts Core Revision Team, 2000-2003 
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 Trained in Six-Trait Writing and Writing Process 
 Trained in Talents Unlimited 
 Creekview Reading Peer Tutoring Supervisor, 1997-2000 
 Member of Regional Reading Network, 1997-2002 
 Member of District Math Committee, Carbon School District,1993-1996 
 District Math Specialist, Carbon School District, 1995-1996  


