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ABSTRACT

Reading problems are among the most prevalent concerns for general and Special edica-
tors wha teach culturally and linguistically diverse students with learning disabilities, in
this study, 80 students with serious reading problems were taught word recognition and
comprehension skills using the Failure Free Reading Program. This intervention is based
on effective teaching principles identified in successful reading programs. Key steps in the
program included (a) previewing the story, (b} listening to the story being read, (¢) present-

ing conient from the story, {d) reading the story,

and (e) reviewing the story. Improved per-

Jormance in letter and word identification, word attack skills, reading comprehension, and
dictation were observed after intensive intervention procedures were implemented, The
resulis showed thar discrepancies between inrellectual ability and reading achievement
decreased in more than half of the students. Discussion is focused on the implications of
the Failure Free Reading Program as an effective intervention program Sor improving the

reading achievement levels of ethnically diverse

Reading is fundamental to suceess in our society
(Snow, Bums, & Griffin, 1998). The ability to
read is highly valued and essential for academic,
social, and economic advancement. As a result of
positive efforts made by educational practitioners,
most children are learning to read fairly well.
However, in many schools today, targe numbers of
students are educalionally at rigk, rarely perform-
g ut the same level as their more advantaged
peers. Culturaily and linguistically diverse learn-
ers who are at risk meet serious problems in the
. ¢ducational system. They are more likely to (a)
experience continuous academic failure, (b) be
teterred and placed in special education programs
and lower track classes, and (¢) drop out of high

studenis with learning disabilities.

schooi (Winzer & Mazurek, 1998}, In this article.
we address problems of children whose educa-
tional careers are in danger beczuse they do not
read well enough to succeed in school, including
about 80% of stadents with learning disabilities
who have difficulty reading (Kirk & Elkins, 1973,
Lerner, 1997; Lyon, 1985 Snow et al., 1998
Yiseldyke & Algozzine, 1995: Ysseldyke,
Algozzine, & Thurlow, 2000).

When questions arise about how best to teach
early reading skiils to cuiturally and linguistically
diverse children, the Committee on the Prevention
of Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow
et al., 1998), suggested (a) using reading 10 obtain
meaning from print; (b) having frequent and

i
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iniensive opporiunities 1o read; {c) being exposad
1o frequent. regular spelling-sound relationships:
(d) learning about the nature of the aiphabetic
writing system; and (e) understanding the struc-
ture of spoken words. Furthermore, this Commit-
tee pointed out Lthat adequate progress in learning
to read bevond initial ievels depends on the fol-
fowing faclors:

+ a working understanding of how sounds
are represented alphabetically,

+ sufficient practice in reading to achieve
fluency with different kinds of (ext,

« sufficient background knowledge and
vocabulary to render written texts mean-
ingful and interesting,

v+ control over procedures for monitoring
comprehension and repairing misunder-
standings, and

« continued interest and motivation to read
for a variety of purposes. (pp. 3-4)

Efforts to improve reading and literacy skiily
also must avoid some pitfalls to be effective:

There are three potential stumbling blocks
that are known to throw children off course
on the journey to skiiled reading. The first
obslacle. which arises at the outset of read-
ing acquisition, is difficulty understanding
and using the alphabetic principle—the idea
thas written spellings systematically repre-
sent spoken words. It is hard to comprehend
connected text if word recognition is inac-
curale or laborious. The second obstacle is a
failure to transfer the comprehension skills
ol spoken language to reading and to
acquire new stralegies that may be specifi-
cally needed for reading. The third obstacle
to reading will magnify the first two: the
absence or loss of an initial motivation (o
read or failure (0 develop a mature appreci-
ation of the rewards of reading. (Snow et al..
1998, pp. 4=

Most Jiteracy schotars and the latest "Blue Ribbon
Panel” (i.e., the MNational Reading Panei) agree
that the majority of reading problems faced by
adolescents and young adults are the result of
stumbling blocks. obstacles, and problems that

should have been addressed during early elemen-
iary school years (el National Institute of Child
Health and Human Develepmant, 2000a. 2000k,
Clearly, focusing on a few fundamental facion
while avoiding challenges inherant in andfor cre-
ated by faulty fiteracy instruction makes the mot
sense as a method for overcoming reading prob-
fems of aterisk students. especiatty those from
diverse backgrounds (National Insuiute off Child
Health and Human Development. 2000a. 2000b:
Snow et al,, 1998: Winzer & Mazurek. 19981

The program evaluated in this study is grouny-
ed in much of the research on effective reading
instruction and tuteriai programs (cf. Lerner.
1997: Lockavitch, 2001, National Institwte of
Child Health and Human Development. 2000,
2000b; Snow et ai., 1998; Torgesen. 1993 Wasik
& Stavin, 1993). Its primary goat is to provide a
basic understanding of reading to nonreaders and
those with pronounced reading dilliculty by
employing age-appropriate materials, promoting
independence in readirg, and using a cansistent
approach with repetition and immediate perform-
ance feedback. The program controls three factors
critical for reading progress: repetition and prag-
tice within a meaningful context, easy and pre-
dictable sentence structures, and meaningful story
content, As Vadasy, Jenkins, Antil, Wayne. and
O'Connor (1997) indicated. some of these strale-
gies have been incorporated in one-10-one tutoring
programs thal are being used 0 prevent reading
failure, such as Reading Recovery (Clay. 1985)
and Success for All (Slavin, Madden, Dolan. &
Wasik, 19948), These approaches vary in their
emphasis on decoding straiegies and reading of
connected lexl, skills essential in programs for
nonreaders and those with extremely fow reading
ability (Snow et al, 1998; Wasik & Slavin, 1992,
Furthermore, because of their high cost. programs
like Reading Recovery and Success for All that
are delivered by specially trained and certified
teachers are available to only a smail portion of
elementary school students needing supplemental
Hteracy instruction.

The purpose of this research was o evaluale
the effects of a commercially available intensive
remedial intervention, Failure Free Reading. on
the reading performance of at-risk swudents,
incieding those from culturaily and linguisticaily
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diverse backgrounds. The approach was seleciad
because it offered several advuntages over other
special inethods typically used with students
risk-of" continuing and serious failure {e.g.,
Reuding Recovery, Success for All). The program
was designed for nomreuders and those with
extremely fow reading scores {¢.2.. number of
words known ranges from 2 (0 50, consistent per-
lormance below 50th percentile), For example, in
this research, all students reading below the 2351
pereentile were included, and students were ol
excluded or rejected based on performance during
mitial fessons. Failure Free Reading was designed
for small-group instruction of children with the
lowest rending levels using principles grounded in
best pructices in preventing difficulties while pro-
viding effective literucy instruction {cf. National
Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, 2000a, 2000b). Success rates with cultural-
fy and tinguistically diverse student populations
are fuvorable (Lockaviieh, 2001). The invesligi-
lors sought to answer (he following question: To
what extent is Failure Free Reading an effective
reading program with culturaily and linguistically
diverse swdents at serious risk of continued read-
ing faifure?

VMETHOD

PARTICIPANTS AND SETTING

A ol of 60 students from a suburban schoo! diy-
trict in a southwesiern siate participated in this
study. No students dropped out or were removed
from the study (i.e.. the auriton rate wits 09%),
Culturally and linguistically diverse students with
learning disabilities were taught reading using the
Failure Free Reading program to complement
seneral education classroom instruction for an
entire school year. The siudenty were randomly
selected from umong the lowest reading students
i several elementary schools 1o participate in thix
study, The gender ratio was approximately even,
with boys representing 53% of the sample.
Approximutely two thirds (63%) of the students
were White, 20% were Black, 15% were
Hispanic, and 2% were Asjan. Approximaiely
37% uppear 1o come from cufturally and linguisti-

cally diverse backgrounds. Euch studesst purtcy-
pated in third-, fourth-. or f fih-wrade special eudu-
catien programming, and was rerding 2 or muore
years below grude plucement. The specified wres
ol discrepuncy for the Parlicipating studenis was
reading. To participate in (he program. euch stu-
dent’s intelligence had (o 1] in the averase runge:
no differences were indicuted beiween [Q seores
or reading discrepancies fus students from mijor-
iy or minority backuraunds. Pretestpostiest con-
parisons of reading achievement and ability -
achievement discrepancies were compleled 1o
evaluate the effects of the supplemental reading
program on these culwrally und linguistivally
diverse learners with tearning disabilities (wee
Table 1).

The totat school enrollment in the sehuul dise
frict was approximitely 30,000 (2:41h fargestinhe
state) in 18 elementary campuses, 6 intermediae
schools (grades 6~8), and 3 comprehensive high
schools. Approximately 129 of the stutlents iy the
disirict received some ype of special educsijon
service, including speech and linguage therapy,
coteaching clusses, resource room arrangements,
helping teucher programs, vocutional preparation
oppoitunities, self-contained classes, collubury-
tive approaches, alternative educution chisses,
homebound services, und suppurted  Lingagge
development classes, Stdents with lesming dis-
abilities represenied 52% of the special education
population; eligibility criteria delined in Sectio
89.234 of the Ste Bowrd of Educerion Riddes fur

Special  Educetion treluling 10 Learning
Disabilities: Criteriz  Tor Determining  the

Existence of u Severe Discrepuncy) were Iypical
ol those used across the country:

(a) The multidisciptinary assessmens teqm
shail determine whether 4 severe dis.
crepuney  between  uchievement and
inteflectual ability exists in aceerdanee
with the provisions in 34 Code of
Federal Regulutiony $8300.530-300-
542

(b) The team shall determine the siuden:'
intellectual ubility bused on stundardized
inteiligence tests, and shall de@rmine
the studeat’s achievement level based on
standardized achievement tests in areas

RH
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TABLE 1
PARTICIPANTS INTELLECTUAL ABILITY, READING DISCREPANCY SCORES, AND
READING ACHIEVEMENT SCORES
Scenre . © Group
White Ethtically Diverse Studenity
WISC Full Scale M 83.61 88.95
SD 17.56 6.18
WISC Full Scale-Reading Discrepancy M 7.97 6.64
SD 1748 15.97
[Letter Word Hdentification {%ile) M 2818 22.00
SD 23.36 26.53
Letter Word Identification (Standard Score) - M 85.66 82.77
. AY)] 20.11 16.61
Ward Atlack {%ile) M 27.21 2191
5D 23.52 2124
Word Altack (Standard Score) M 85.39 8d.64
_ SD 1921 13.26
Comprehension (%ile) M 29.55 15.27
SD 25.03 20.82
Comprehension (Siandard Score) M 34.73 78.59
SD 23.94 13.66
~ Dictation (%tle) M 26.84 17.77
SD 20.33 18.49
Dictation {Standard Score) M 86.26 83.27
SD 18.27 10.82
Note, Dixerepancy represents difference berween 1Q seores and m'c*ragé Stenderd Scores across subtesis of
the Woadcock-Jolnson, Participating students were in ihivd, fourth, and fifth gradey,
M = Mean: SD = Standard Deviation.

i which the student has had appropriate intellectual ability. The team’s report
learning experiences. The two sets of shall include a statement of the degree of
standardized scores shall be compared. discrepancy and the method of computa-
The team shali find that a severs dis- tion used in determining the severe dis-
crepancy exists when the students’ crepancy.

assessed intellectual ability is above the

mendally retarded range, bul where the Participants were combined for all subsequent
student’s assessed educational achieve- analyses and treated as al-risk students, including
ment in areas specified is more than one those from culturally and linguisticully diverse
standard devialion beiow the student’s buckgrounds, Overall, the sample demonstruted
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average inteilectual ability, and reading discrepan.
cies were substantigl (i.e.. more than cne-half
standard deviation differencel. As a measure of
severity in learning disubilities in purticipating
students, diserepancies between uverage reading
achizvement Standard Scores and WISC-R Full
Scuie 1Q Scores were caleulated {WISC-R Verbal
and Performunce Scores were not avaiiable [or
anutysis). Al ihe beginning of the study, 27% of
the students exhibiied severe (i.e., greater thun ane
stundurd deviation) diserepancies between ability
and achievement {i.e., average reading perform-
ancel.

PROCEDURES

The Failure Free Reading program way developed
to give sudents with severe reading difficulties
the opportunity to immedialely experience suc-
cess (Lockavitch, 2001). The muaterials were
specifically designed to allow teachers o place
nonreading students in age- and grade-appropriate
reuding passages regurdless of current levels of
reading performance. The product includes a
teacher’s manual with scripted  lessons and
instructional readers and independent reading
booklets aw varying levels of difficulty, us well as
fasheurds and independent reading activities for
addlitional practice. Talking software is also avail-
able, The progrum controls and emphasizes three
elements crucial w reading success: repetition,
sentence structure, and story content. Lassons in
Fuilure Free Reading (a) provide high rates of
vocabulury repetition in sentences thal are not
vomplicated with inverted phrases and (b) control
dependent clauses, or incompiete thoughts that
confuse and frustrate emergent readers. The pro-
grum conent also controls the use of multiple-
meuning words, figurative speech, and complex
lunguuge in the content of each reading passage.
Culturally and linguisticaily diverse students
with feurning disabilides participated in a maxi-
mum instrectional pericd of 30 minutes each day
ol the week with a teacher trained in Failure Free
Reading. The special instruction was provided in
4 separsle reading laboratory by a teacher who
was luught 1o use the program in a series of inser-

vice workshops. Although the program provides
both printed malerial and computer sotiware, this
purticular sumple was instructed usiog prinied
muterial only. The upprouch reduced reading i its
sinplest form by controlling for context ol the
nsterial, sentence structure, and story content,
The primary tnstructional procedure nvolved
previewing material {0 be read: {b) listening (v the
teacher read; {¢) answering factual, infergniil,
and leading questions: (d) reading the muterl,
and (e) reviewing the muterial successtully. While
these activities are often included in classroum
reading instruction, their simultaneous application
within a structured remedial program was
unigue intervention for this group of students. The
approach was designed to improve word recogni-
tien and comprehension performance by having
students read contralled passages from a curelully
scripted commercial progrum,

A typical 30-minute session included the fut-
lowiny Hierucy activities:

LA reacher-led preteaching oral lunyuage les-
son (510 minutes). The leacher previews
malerial within a structured instructionad les-
son that sets the stage for the students with a
brief’ discussion of the story 10 follow {e.g.
“Today we are going (o continue reading our
story about going to the park, Who would like
o el me what we have already read?) und
other context-based activities. This lesson hus
1 strong language development companent,
incfuding intreduction and explanaton ol
new vocubulary as well as review of previous
words, The oral language lesson also includes
factual, infarential, and prediction compre-
hension questions. Factuul questions cover
specific story conlent to ensure thal studernis
comprehend all aspects of the story, including
vocabulary and theme. Inferential and leading
questions are used to increase students’ ubili-
ties to make meaningful context-based deci-
sions and predictions.

This lesson was used 10 (a) show huw
sounds are represenied alphabetically, ()
pravide background knowledge and vocubu-
lary to render written text meaninglul and
interesting, () illustrate the use of reading 10
obtain meaning from print. (d) t2ach he

a?
(=)
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naure of the alphabetic writing system. and

¢3 foster understanding of the siructure of

spaken words by relating malerial being read
1o a meaningful conlext. These are skills iden-
tified as critical 10 reversing the devastaling
effects of reading failure in young children.

20 A teacherded guided instructionul recteling
lesson ( 10-13 minuwses). The teacher engages
students i instructional activities using tar-
geted  words.  phrases, and  sentences,
Supervised oral reading practice is included.
and cloze activities using single words and
phrases {e.g.. | am going 10 the ) seram-
bled sentence activities (e.g., going am park |
the 10}, matching activities {e.g., | am going
Lo the fstore park school).). and other, similar
reading recognition tasks are completed with
the teacher providing supportive and corree-
live feedback. Actual reading passages are
designed to increase compelence and conli-
dence through increments in content. For
cxample. a student starts reading @ brief
phrase or sentence {e.g., Today we wen( to the
park.). Each following senlence extends each
preceding sentence (e.g., Today we went lo
the park with mother.), providing multiple
oceasions for practice. Frequent, intensive
opposturities 1o read, as well as high rates of
Muency and supervised engagement within
the context of vocabulary-controlled, high-
interest reading materials, were the targets of
this aspect of the program. Experts in reading
inctude these skills as essential to remedial
programs.

X An independent prini-based praciice lesson
(10<15 minutes). Pencil and paper activities
simifar 10 those used during the guided
instructional activities (e.g., cloze. scrambled
sentence. matching activities) are used (o
reinforce each lesson and provide practice in
reading text presented in different Formats,
Spelling activities are also included to rejn-
foree relationships between reading and writ-
ing as well as provide additional exposure o
sound-symbol relationships and provide
opportunities for monitoring progress, Again,
these skills are widely recognized as essential

in comprehansive reading tmprovemeant gre-
grams.

The students entered the program in September
and were pretested using the Wechsler intei-
ligence Test for Children-Revised and the follow-
ing Woodcock Johnson Tests of Achievemen
(1977 version) sublests: Letter Word ldentiti-
cation. Word Auack. Reading Comprenension,
and Dictation. At the end of the school vear., e
students were retested using the same four sub-
tests. Progress in the program was manitored
using o series of curriculum-based assessments.
At the end of the school year. comparisons of
reading performance and ability-achievement dis-
crepancies were completed: the level of signilt.
cance forall statistical wests was 0.0}

RESULTS

Posttest reading ability und pretesi/posiiest
achievement standard score comparisons are pre-
sented in Table 2. Average grade equivalen
improvement of § 1o 18 months was evident i
posltest reading ubility scores. Pretest/postiest
comparisons of slandard score improvemenis
were significant (p < 0.01) on each reading sublest
except Diclation: improvements were greater than
one-half standard deviation unit for the sample in

“each area. Letler Word [dentification improved 6

points (7%). Word Attack improved § paints (9% ).
and Comprehension improved |1 points (13%),
As illustrated in Center, Wheldail. Freeman.
Quthred, and McNaught (19951, the magnitude of
these differences was comparable to that resulling
from implementations of a large-scale remedial
inlervenlion (i.e.. Reading Recovery).
Pretest/postlest discrepancy analyses are pre-
sented in Table 3. Reductions in discrepuncies
between ability {WISC-R Full Scale) and reading
achievement were significant (p < 0.01) in ail
areas evaluated except Dictation. Decrenses in
Word Attack und Comprehension subtes: diserep-
ancies were most substantial. In alt cases. average
posttest discrepancies were less than one standard
deviation different and most were & one-half stan-
dard deviation unit or lower, At the conclusion of
the study, 17% of the students exhibited severe
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TABLE 2 |
POSTTEST READING ABILITY AND PRETEST/POSTTEST ACHIEVEMENT STANDARD
SCORE COMPARISQNS
Reading Abiliry Subtesi Percentile  Grade Equivalen: Standard Score
Letter Word Identification M 33.48 332 80.60
SO 27.30 1.74 15,18
Word Attack M 38.42 '3.39 9332
SO 28.19 2,67 15.75
Comprehensicn M 37.20 3.65 93.22
SD 28.38 . 2.06 1554
Dictation M 32,17 319 88.10
SD 25.95 .52 17.37
Reading Abiliry Subtest Pretest Posttext Obtained
Letter Word Identification M 34.60 90.60 -3.68%
SD 18.81 15.18
Word Attack M 85.43 93.32 —4.85%
SD 17.15 15,75
Comprehension M 82.48 93.22 -5.89%
: SD 20.85 15.54
Dictation M 85.17 38.10 -I.51
‘ SD 15.91 17.37
M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviesion,
*n < 0.0/
discrepancies in reading achievement (i.e., aver- Discussion

age reading performance); this represented greater
than a 50% drop from the beginning of the school
year in the number of students exhibiting this leve]
of discrepancy. More specifically, Letter/Word
Identification posttest discrepancies were equal to
or lower than pretest discrepancies for 77% of the
students; Word Attack posttest discrepancies were
cqual 1o or lower than pretest discrepancies for
80% of the students; Comprehension posttest dis-
crepancies were equal to or lower than pretest dis-
crepancies for 87% of the students; and Dictation
postiest discrepancies were equal to or lower than
pretest discrepancies for 70% of the students.

The primary purpose of this study was 10 evaluate
the effects of 4 structured program designed 1o
improve the reading achievement of culturally and
linguistically diverse elementary school siudents
who were at risk of serious reading failure. The
results demonstrated significant improvements in
reading performance as an academic ouleome ol
this intervention. In terms of overall magnituda.
reading improvements were comparable 1o those
reported for large-scale preventive early interven-
tion programs designed 1o accelerate ihe Progress
of young readers who have failed (o profiz from
reading instruction (cf. Center et al., 1993).

34
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TABLE 3

PRETEST/POSTTEST DISCREPANCY COMPARISONS

M = Mean: SD = Stundard Deviation.
n < (0.01]

Subtest/Discrepancy Pretest Postrest Ohtamed 1
Letter Word Identification/ M 21.32 16.24) 2.98#
WISC Full Scale SD 13.59 10.88

Word Attack/ M 6.47 -{.42 4,85
WISC Full Scale SO 17.54 16.55

Comprehension/ M 9.42 ~-1.32 5.89%
WISC Full Scale SD 30.42 16.54

Diclation/ M 6.73 3.80 .51
WISC Full Scale SD 15.63 18.34

One common element in most definitions of
teurning disabilities is the identification of u gap
between what students are capable of learning and
what they have actually learned {Lerner, 1997).
This discrepancy is highlighted in the operational
subsections of guidelines far identifying students
with learning disabilities in most states
(Frankenberger & Fronzaglio, [991). In this
sludy. the number of students with severe discrep-
ancies in reading decreased more than $0% ufter
sludents participaled i a structured remedial pro-
eram.

As Torgesen (1993) pointed aut, professional
knowtedge of word-level reading problems has
three tmplications for instruction. First, a body of
research suggests that children at risk for school
failure need early, direct instruction in alphabetic
reading skills. Second, these students need direct
instruction in integrating phonological skills in
conlex{ to practice finding the correct pronuncia-
tion of words. Third. students who are al risk need
instruction in phonological awareness prior o, or
simultancous wilh, phonies and connected text
reading. These implications are evident in the
seminat work of the Commitiee on the Prevention

of Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow
et al., 1998) and are also evident in the interven-
lion evaluated in this stedy.

Poor reading skills have been blamed l'or many
of society's ills (e.g.. chronic unemployment.
dropping out of school, juvenile delinquency:
Kirk & Eikins, 1975; Lerner, 1997. Lyon, i9835:
Snow et al., 1998). It is apparent that muny siu-
dents from cullurally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds are al conlinuing risk for reacing
fuilure (Winzer & Mazurek, [998). Improving
reading performance has been a continuing area of
focus in efforts to meet the needs of these leamers
as well as in the commitment of schools o see that
all studenis learn basic skilis (National [nstitute of
Child Heaith and Human Development. 2000a.
2000b; Snow et al.. [998; Wasik & Slavin, 1991
Wood & Algozzine. 1995),

LIMITATION

A major limitation of this study was the absence
of 4 contral group for comparison: however. as we
indicated in our earlier work. the effects ol thi
omission are minimized by resulls of previous
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research. For example, in earlier research, O'Shea
and Valcante {1986} compared the stability of dis-
crepancies between ability and achievement for
students with leurning disabilities and their low-
achieving peers. The performance level of sw-
dents with lezrning disabilities wuas approximately
ut grade fevel in second grade, but it was almost 2
vears below grade fevel in fifth grade. Reading
discrepancy scores for students with learning dis-
abilities and their low-achieving peers were simi-
lar in second grade but different by fifth grade.
Discrepancies for both groups were 34% higher in
fifth grade compared to second grade. Improve-
ments in reading achievement in the current study
resulted in significant reductions in discrepancies
between inteilectual ability and reading perform-
ance scores. [n many enses, studenss with learning
disabilities who previously met eligibitity criteria
were na longer qualified for special educatlion
services.

RESEARCH-TO-PRACTICE ISSUES

Recent research examining the instructional prac-
tices that support literacy in culturally and lin-
guistically diverse students with learning disabili-
lies highlights the importance of interactive learn-
ing that is print-rich and- incorporates a variety of
materials and activities. Failure Free Reading
engages studenis in active iiteracy experiences
und controls three factors critical for reading
progress: repetition and practice within a mean-
ingful comexi, using easy and predictable sen-
tence structures, and meaningful story content. It
is grounded in a set of fundamental beliefs:

» America’s schools are full of students who
have failed to learn to read at acceptabie lev-
ely based on their age and grade. Target stu-
dents for this program are the lowest-
performing of these readers. No studenis are
excluded and all students, regardless of cur-
rent reading level, are welcomed.

* Over the years, many theories regarding the
cause(s) of reading failure have been poputar.
Knowledge about reasons for previcus failure
and/for the extens of it are not critical o suc-
cess in this program. Students with alt per-

sonal, cultural, educational, and instructiony
histories are welcomed. '

* Acritical factor for success in reading is has -
ing sufficient background knowledge and
vecabulary 1o render written texts meaningluf
and interesting. In this program. swdents
move quickly into meuningful connected 1exi
to experience reading at age-approprizie lev-
els. :

* Reading success is highly relaled o repeti-
tion. (Sorne low readers require 50ta 100 rep-
etitions before recognizing some words.)
Good readers have had sufficient practice in
reading to achieve fluency with differens
kinds of text, High rates of structured praciice
in reading predictable content in controlled
sentences are a halimark of this program.

* Astumbling block to reading success is a tuil-
ure to transfer the comprehension skills of
spoken language o reading and to acquire
new strategies thal may be specifically needed
for reading. [n this program, students practice
comprehension as well as word recognition.

CONCLUSION

Over the years, reading improvement bandwagons
have come and gone. At times, debate aver their
value has achieved monumenzal proportion (e.g..
phonics vs. whole language) with e left afier
all the rhetoric has cleared but the expected swing
of the peadulum (cf. National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, 20001, 2000b;
Snow et al,, 1993; Winzer & Mazurek, 1998).
Failure Free Reading has had the same goul for
more than L3 years: Provide 4 basic undersianding
of the reading process 1o nonreaders and those
with pronounced reading difficulty by employing
age-appropriate materials, promoting independ-
ence in reading, and using a consistent approach
with repetition and immediate performance feed-
back {Lockavitch, 2001). [t appears, at least as «
result of the positive outcomes of this research.
that the prograrm is working.

Lt
o
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