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Difficulties: Prevalence

® 36% of students below “basic” reading proficiency (NAEP, 2002)
® 20% of all children have reading disability (Shaywitz et al., 1992)
® 70-80% of students with LD have reading impairment

* 74% of students with difficulty in 3" continue to have difficulty in 9" (Francis et al.,
1996)

The Evidence Base: Reading
Recommendations from the field in 5 main areas (NRP, 2000):
1) Phonemic Awareness (manipulating sounds)

® Best when connection between letters and sounds is explicit

* Not a complete program

® System is complicated; teachers’ skills need to be developed (Moats, 2001)
* Need to ensure that materials are carefully constructed

2) Phonics (Connection between letters and sounds, familiarity with patterns)
® Best when systematic and explicit; but not memaorization
® Teach speech to print (Moats,1998)
® Not a complete program
® System is complicated; teachers need more awareness (e.g., Moats, 2001)
® Teaching materials not always consistent (Stein, Johnson & Gutlohn, 1999)

3) Fluency (Accurate and quick reading of text)

* Repeated, monitored, & modeled oral reading is best mode of achieving
(Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002)

® Passages need to be at independent-reading level




4) Vocabulary
e Mostly learned indirectly: gleaned through oral language, reading, listening to
reading

* Some must be taught directly: extended instruction, repeated exposure, word
substitution

® Multiple methods work best

5) Comprehension (Purposeful, active, monitoring self: “how to think while reading”
(Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, Baker, 2001))

® Use of graphic organizers

® Question answering/generation

® Structure--fiction and expository (Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, & Baker, 2001)
® Summarization

* Mixed methods work best

Older Readers

® Reading skills crucial because of need to transact with text (Peterson, Caverly,
Nicholson, O’Neal, & Cusenbary, 2000)

® There is evidence of late-emerging reading disability (Leach, Scarborough, &
Rescorla, 2003)

® Students still need basics; higher level decoding (Moats, 1998)
* They also need ways to engage with complex ideas even if they cannot read it yet

The Evidence Base: Writing
e As with comprehension, students need to be taught how to complete a process and
regulate themselves through the process
e 5 step writing process still thought to be best (Harris & Graham, 1992)
e Higher achievement outcomes for teachers who adhere consistently to process and
quality (Whaton-MacDonald, Pressley, & Hampston, 1998)
e Use of comprehension techniques “in reverse” (graphic organizers, story structure
tools) (Harris & Graham, 1992)
e Handwriting and spelling can be significant barriers for students with disability and
need assistance
--Written and computers tools to accommodate for handwriting
--peer-assisted learning, mneumonics, strong phonics program to help
with spelling (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2004)




Literacy and Verbal Competency

e General linguistic competency accounts for more of literacy outcomes as students
acquire the basics (e.g., reading (Shankweiler et al., 1999))

e General verbal skills need to be taught and reinforced in many content areas

— Metalinguistic awareness
— Background knowledge (Shankweiler et al., 1999)
— Engagement with complex ideas (Beck, McKeown, Hamilton, & Kucan, 1998)

Overall
* There are more conclusive findings on general strategies than programs/curricula
* Expertise of teachers and fidelity of strategies seem to be key issues

* Rigor of instruction time important to consider (Chard & Kameenui, 2000; Vaughn,
Levy, & Coleman, 2002)

* Metacognitive strategies, ways to integrate skills especially important for special
needs (Vaughn, Gersten, & Chard, 2000)

* More research is needed, especially in the area of writing and adolescent literacy
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