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This study examines the role of teacher knowledge about reading
Sluency in students’ fluency growth. Specifically, the effects of teacher
knowledge on fluency with nonsense word reading and oral passage
reading were examined. Students’ vocabulary was also considered as
a predictor of fluency development. Results demonstrated that teacher
knowledge about reading fluency is a significant predictor of first-
grade students’ decoding growth and second-grade students’ oral
reading fluency growth. Effects on third-grade students’ reading
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growth are less pronounced. Implications for future research and
professional development practice are discussed.

Reading fluency is a critical component of reading proficiency. Since the
publication of the National Reading Panel (NRP) report (National Reading
Panel, 2000), reading fluency has garnered much attention in the professional
literature. Although many definitions of reading fluency exist, it can be
broadly defined as the ability to read with accuracy, automaticity, and pros-
ody (Hudson, Lane, & Pullen, 2005). According to Wolf and Katzir-Cohen’s
(2001) more comprehensive definition, reading fluency is “a level of accu-
racy and rate where decoding is relatively effortless, where oral reading is
smooth and accurate with correct prosody, and where attention can be allo-
cated to comprehension” (p. 219). Even more broadly, in addition to defining
fluency as “the ability to read quickly, accurately, and with proper
expression” (p. 3—5), the NRP states “the fluent reader is one who can per-
form multiple tasks—such as word recognition and comprehension—at the
same time” (p. 3—8). Ultimately, the purpose of achieving a fluent level of
reading is to free cognitive resources to be devoted to understanding text,
or as Harris and Hodges (1995) explain, fluency achieves “freedom from
word identification problems that might hinder comprehension” (p. 85).

Fluency is considered one of the essential elements of reading, due
mainly to its influence on comprehension (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp, & Jenkins,
2001; Jenkins, Fuchs, van den Broek, Espin, & Deno, 2003). Fluency is, indeed,
an important contributor to comprehension, especially in the primary grades
(Schatschneider et al., 2004), but it is also cited as important for motivation
(Good, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 2001; Smith, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 1998),
syntactic development (Chomsky, 1972), and vocabulary development
(Nathan & Stanovich, 1991). Fluent readers are exposed to more text in the
same amount of time, and exposure to text promotes both fluency and com-
prehension (Spear-Swerling, 2000). Thus, the consequences of disfluent read-
ing go beyond the inherent breakdown in comprehension. Disfluent reading
may lead to problems with other aspects of language and literacy. The disflu-
ent reader is also more likely to be unmotivated to engage in reading and,
therefore, has less exposure to text and fewer opportunities to practice, which
can lead to the ever-widening gap between good readers and poor readers
that Stanovich refers to as the Matthew Effect (Stanovich, 1986).

Research on reading fluency has yielded numerous recommendations of
instructional practices to promote fluency during early reading instruction.
These recommended practices include developing word recognition to the
point of automaticity (Ehri, 2005); teacher modeling of fluent oral reading
(Blevins, 2001; Rasinski, 2003); providing recorded fluent models (Carbo,
1992; Dowhower, 1987; Hasbrouk, Thnot, & Rogers, 1999); repeated readings
of connected text (Rasinski, 2003; Samuels, 1979); timed readings (Mercer,
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Campbell, Miller, Mercer, & Lane, 2000); encouraging extensive independent
reading of text at an appropriate level (Allington, 2000); and cueing phrase
boundaries to promote prosody (Rasinski, 2003).

Just as there are many ways to develop students’ reading fluency,
numerous methods for assessing reading fluency have been developed.
Although the most common method of assessment is timing oral reading
rate and accuracy, there are other means of measuring one or more ele-
ments of fluency. For example, accuracy may be assessed using a running
record and miscue analysis (Clay, 1984, 1993), and prosody may be
assessed through attention to phrasing, smoothness, and pace (Pinnell
et al., 1995; Zutell & Rasinski, 1991).

The NRP (2000) lamented that “despite its importance as a component
of skilled reading, fluency is often neglected in the classroom” (p. 11). In stu-
dies of teaching practices (Allington & Johnston, 2000; Pressley et al., 2001),
exemplary teachers have been observed implementing many of the practices
recommended to enhance fluency. In these same studies, more typical
teachers did not implement the recommended practices consistently. The
problem is a challenging one, because the reasons for limited implemen-
tation of instructional practices to promote reading fluency are unclear. Tea-
chers’ understanding of the construct of fluency, including its components
and its importance, and their knowledge of effective pedagogy, including
research-based methods for assessment and instruction, may play a role.

A study of reading courses in teacher education programs indicated that
they seldom include any emphasis on the development of reading fluency
(Walsh, Glaser, & Wilcox, 2006), so new teachers are unlikely to begin their
careers with the knowledge and skills necessary to promote fluent reading.
Teachers commonly rely on basal reading programs for guidance in designing
and implementing reading instruction (Barr & Sadow, 1989; Blok, Otter, Over-
maat, de Glopper, & Hoeksma, 2003; Pressley et al., 2001). Basal reading pro-
grams have traditionally focused on word recognition, vocabulary, and
comprehension (Allington, 1983; Stein, Johnson, & Gutlohn, 1999), and until
recently, most programs have not included a component to address fluency
instruction (Osborn, Lehr, & Hiebert, 2003). Because fluency is emphasized
neither in programs designed to prepare teachers to teach reading nor in basal
reading programs, many teachers may have limited knowledge about fluency.

Studies of teacher knowledge about reading have consistently demon-
strated gaps in knowledge about reading that have potentially serious impli-
cations for practice (Brady & Moats, 1997; Mather, Bos, & Babur, 2001,
McCutchen, Harry, Cunningham, Cox, Sidman, & Covill, 2002; Moats, 1994;
O’Connor, 1999; Spear-Swerling & Brucker, 2004; Troyer & Yopp, 1990).
Studies that have examined the role of professional development in increas-
ing teacher knowledge or improving practice have had mixed results (Bos,
Mather, Narr, & Babur, 1999; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999; Cunningham,
Perry, Stanovich, & Stanovich, 2004; Hiebert, Gallimore, & Stigler, 2002;
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McCutchen, Abbott, Green, Beretvas, Cox, Potter, Quiroga, & Gray, 2002;
McCutchen, Harry, Cunningham, Cox, Sidman, & Coyill, 2002; Moats &
Foorman, 2003; O’Connor, 1999). Bridging the gap from research-based
knowledge to instructional practice is one of the greatest challenges in the
field of education (Carnine, 1997, 1999; Gersten & Dimino, 2001; Hiebert
et al., 2002).

Reading First is the largest and most comprehensive effort in our nation’s
history to bridge the research-to-practice gap in literacy education. Reading
First is a nationwide federal initiative, established under the No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB, 2001), and “dedicated to help states and local school dis-
tricts eliminate the reading deficit by establishing high-quality, comprehen-
sive reading instruction in kindergarten through grade 3” (U.S. Department
of Education, 2006). Reading First is intended to improve instructional prac-
tice in reading achievement in low-performing schools. A primary focus of
Reading First has been teacher professional development that emphasizes
the implementation of research-based practices in reading instruction. Much
of this professional development has revolved around the findings of the
National Reading Panel related to phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and comprehension.

Florida was one of the first states to receive Reading First funding and to
implement the initiative statewide. The Florida Department of Education has
been awarded $300 million over six years to implement Reading First across
the state. In Florida, 587 elementary schools participate in Reading First. In
these schools, more than 14,000 educators serving more than 350,000 stu-
dents have taken part in Reading First professional development activities.
These activities have included statewide Reading Academies and Leadership
Conferences, as well as district-based professional development activities
and school-based coaching. All teachers in Reading First schools in Florida
participate in the Reading Academies, and each Reading First school has a
reading coach to provide and facilitate ongoing, site-based professional
development. Regional coordinators provide ongoing professional develop-
ment and support to the school-based reading coaches. Reading First tea-
chers in Florida have received professional development related to reading
fluency through the Reading Academies and from their reading coaches,
and coaches have received professional development related to reading
fluency from their regional coordinators.

We were interested in how teachers and students in Reading First
schools were doing in the area of reading fluency. Specifically, given the
focus of Reading First on professional development, we were interested
in what teachers knew about reading fluency, one of the five key areas of
reading emphasized in Reading First. We were also interested in the reading
fluency development of their students. Finally, and most importantly, we
were interested in the relationship between teachers’ knowledge of reading
fluency and their students’ growth in rate and accuracy.
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METHOD

Student and teacher data were collected in 11 schools in nine Reading First
school districts in Florida. The nine districts were selected to represent the
broad spectrum of population demographics in Florida. Three were large,
urban districts; three were medium-sized districts; and three were small, rural
districts. The selected districts were also distributed throughout various geo-
graphic regions of the state. (Table 1 contains a summary of participating
schools.) Schools were selected to represent the population of students in
Reading First schools in each district.

PARTICIPANTS
Teachers

All teachers in kindergarten through third grade at the selected schools
were invited to participate in the study. Of 146 teachers, a total of 133 tea-
chers completed the survey. Of these, student reading data were available
for 117. The remaining teachers were in support roles (e.g., special edu-
cation, Title I, reading coach) and therefore did not have classroom assign-
ments. The sample included 27 kindergarten teachers, 29 first-grade
teachers, 20 second-grade teachers, and 24 third-grade teachers. The
majority of teachers in the sample was female (95%), Caucasian (73%),
and held a bachelor’s degree (75%). The range of teaching experience
was 0 to 36 years, with an average of 11.88. Table 2 summarizes teachers’
demographic information.

TABLE 1 Summary Data for Participating Schools

Percent of

Number of students receiving free

School teachers participating District size Region or reduced-price lunch
1 4 Medium Central 58
2 8 Small North 81
3 7 Large South 61
4 11 Medium Central 50
5 12 Small Central 56
6 11 Large South 97
7 18 Small North 72
8 10 Large North 87
9 6 Large South 92
10 16 Large South 60
11 14 Medium Central 66
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TABLE 2 Summary of Teacher Demographic Data

Gender Race Highest level of education Years of teaching experience
111 female 85 Caucasian 88 held a bachelor’s degree 37 had 0—4 years
6 male 22 African-American 27 held a master’s degree 20 had 5-9 years

6 Latino 2 held a specialist degree 27 had 10—19 years

4 Other 25 had 20—29 years

7 had 30 or more years

Note. Some teachers did not provide all demographic data.

Students

All students who were enrolled in each of the participating teachers’ class-
rooms across the state of Florida were participants in this study (N=1,717
students in first through third grades). Of these students, 816 were in schools
in large, urban districts; 353 were in schools in medium-sized districts; and
548 attended schools in small, rural districts.

The sample had 880 boys and 835 girls in grades 1 (n=0694), 2
(n=532), and 3 (n=491), with two students who are unidentified as to
gender. Using information from school records, 36% of the children were
identified as Caucasian, 38% as African American, 1% as Asian/Pacific
Islanders, 20% as Hispanic, 3% as Multiracial, and .3% as American Indian,
with 2% of the sample unreported. Using socioeconomic status information
provided by school personnel, 71% of the participants were eligible for
free or reduced-price lunch (66 students unidentified). According to school
records, 85% had no identified disability label, .2% had a primary disability
identification of mild mental retardation, 7% had a speech/language
impairment, 1% was emotionally handicapped, and 6% had a specific
learning disability; 3% were identified as gifted. Many of the students were
served in programs for speakers of English as another language. Twelve
percent were currently enrolled, 4% had been in enrolled and were exited
within the last two years, and 1% had been in enrolled and were exited
more than two years ago.

MEASURES AND PROCEDURES
Teacher Measure

We were interesting in examining teachers’ knowledge about the construct of
reading fluency, their understanding of why it was an important element of
reading development, and their pedagogical knowledge related to assess-
ment and instructional practice. Participating teachers completed a survey
of knowledge about reading fluency. The survey was developed and refined



Teacher Knowledge About Reading Fluency 63

through a series of pilot administrations. The survey comprised the following
open-ended questions:

What is reading fluency?

Why is it important for children to develop reading fluency?

What knowledge and skills do children need to become fluent readers?
How can reading fluency be assessed?

What instructional methods could be used to develop reading fluency?

These questions allowed for a broad examination of teachers’ understanding
about the important aspects of fluency. The questions were intentionally
broad to capture as much as possible of what teachers knew on the topic
and were not tied to any specific professional development objectives. Ques-
tions were open-ended to allow teachers to demonstrate their knowledge
without prompts that would be provided with other types of questions.
The survey also included a request for demographic information, including
gender, race, highest level of education, and years of teaching experience
(see Table 2).

Surveys were group-administered by Reading First regional coordinators
at the school sites. All teachers of kindergarten through third grade at parti-
cipating schools were invited to participate in the study. Teachers who
elected to participate individually completed the survey that day in the group
setting. Teachers were not provided time to prepare or study for the assess-
ment and, during survey administration, teachers were not permitted to dis-
cuss their responses with others or use any resources to develop their
answers. Completion of the survey took between 20 and 50 minutes.

Teachers’ responses were scored using a rubric (see Appendix A) to
assign a point value to the response for each question. Each survey was
scored by two of the researchers, and scores were compared. Initial inter-
scorer agreement was 94%. All surveys in which there were disagreements
for scores on particular items were scored by a third researcher, and a final
score was assigned for each item. In addition to the survey questions pre-
viously listed, teachers were also asked to identify the methods they
employed in their classroom. Sample responses at each level of the rubric
are presented in Appendix B. These responses were recorded and tabulated
(see Table 3). The most common methods teachers identified were modeling
fluent reading, repeated readings, practicing with peers, timed reading,
choral reading, and readers’ theatre.

Student Measures

We were also interested in student reading fluency development and how it
related to teacher knowledge and other aspects of reading growth. Students
in Reading First schools in Florida are administered several measures of
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TABLE 3 Methods Used for Promoting Fluency as Reported by Teachers

Number of teachers

Method who named method
Modeling fluent reading 46
Repeated readings 44
Practice with peers 33
Timed readings 26
Choral reading 23
Readers’ theatre 20
Books on tape 16
Decoding practice 15
Poems, chants 14
Echo reading 13
Phrasing practice 12
Independent reading 6
Sight word practice 5
Computer-assisted methods 4

reading each year. All student assessment data are entered into the state’s
Performance Monitoring Reporting Network (PMRN) database, and we
retrieved student data for this study from the PMRN.

We used two subtests of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS, Kaminski & Good, 1996). The Nonsense Word Fluency
(NWF) subtest provides an indicator of the development of efficiency
in decoding skills. Students are presented with vowel-consonant and
consonant-vowel-consonant nonsense words to decode in a one-minute
timed format. The Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) subtest provides an indicator
of students’ accuracy and rate while reading connected text. The ORF is also
administered in a one-minute timed format. These measures were conducted
at four time points evenly spread across the school year from the beginning
to the end, which allows for an examination of growth.

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT, Dunn & Dunn, 1999) was
also used as a student measure. The PPVT provides an indicator of students’
receptive vocabulary and is generally considered to provide a reasonable
gauge of students’ verbal abilities. The PPVT was administered at the end
of the school year in participating schools.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using latent growth models (LGM) (Hancock &
Lawrence, 2000; McArdle & Epstein, 1987) and multilevel latent
growth models (MLGM) (Duncan et al., 1997). All models were fit to the
data using MPLUS 4.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2000). In the first part of the
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analysis, unconditional LGM (i.e., latent growth models without predictors)
were used to determine the shape of growth of decoding fluency as mea-
sured by Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) and reading fluency as measured
by Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) across four measurement occasions during
one academic year. From the three samples of students obtained (first-,
second-, and third-graders), NWF was measured in the first- and second-
grade samples, while ORF was measured in all three grades. Kindergarten
students were not assessed on any one measure across the entire school year
to allow examination of student growth, so only teacher knowledge data are
reported for the purpose of comparison across grade levels.

The first analysis evaluated the shape of the students’ growth using an
unconditional LGM. This is an important preparatory step to MLGM because
it is easier to identify misspecified growth shapes in simpler models. With the
LGM, student data were analyzed while ignoring the teacher variable because
only the shape of growth was of interest, and it was assumed not to vary
between students who were taught by different teachers. In this study, one
latent growth model was fit for each combination of grade and outcome vari-
able (decoding fluency and reading fluency). The linear growth model fit to
the data is displayed in Figure 1. The LGM is similar to a confirmatory factor
analysis model, but the indicators are the outcome variables measured at dif-
ferent time points. The factor loadings are fixed to values that correspond to
the hypothesized growth shape. In this study, the factor loadings were fixed
at —3, —2, —1, and 0, which correspond to a hypothesized linear growth
shape for the NWF and ORF. Because the factor loading of the last measure-
ment occasion was fixed at 0, the intercept is interpreted as the status of NWF

Intercept of
growth of
NWF/ORF

Slope of
growth of
NWF/ORF

NWF/ORF at NWF/ORF at NWF/ORF at NWF/ORF at
time 1 time 2 time 3 time 4
i f ) [
&
€il €y i Eiy

FIGURE 1 Linear latent growth model of decoding and oral reading fluency with no predic-
tors. Abbreviations: NWF = Nonsense Word Fluency subtest of the Dynamic Indicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS); ORF = Oral Reading Fluency subtest of DIBELS.



66 H. B. Lane et al.

and ORF at the end of the academic year. Defining the intercept at the last
measurement time facilitates the interpretation of the effect of teacher-level
variables on the intercept. The appropriateness of the hypothesized growth
shape was evaluated using the chi-square statistic and fit indices (i.e., CFI,
TLI, and RMSEA).

After a well-fitting growth shape was identified for both decoding flu-
ency and reading fluency using LGM, multilevel latent growth models were
used to identify the effects of different aspects of teacher reading fluency
knowledge (i.e., definition, importance, skills, assessment, and instruction)
on the intercept of the students’ growth on each of decoding fluency and
reading fluency while controlling for the students’ vocabulary as measured
by the PPVT.

MLGMs are a combination of multilevel structural equation models
(Muthén, 1994) with latent growth models. They decompose the total variance/
covariance matrix of decoding fluency and reading fluency into a within-
teacher variance /covariance matrix and a between-teacher variance/covariance
riance matrix, and fit a latent growth model to each matrix. The MLGMs used are
equivalent to three-level hierarchical linear models (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002),
where the first level outcomes are the students’ decoding fluency and reading
fluency scores measured at multiple time points, the second level outcomes
are the students’ intercepts and slopes, and the third level outcomes are the tea-
chers’ intercepts (Duncan et al., 1997). Vocabulary was included in the model as
a covariate to account for the within-teacher variance /covariance matrix, which
is due to differences between students.

The main focus of this study is on teacher reading fluency knowledge
variables, which were included to account for the between-teacher variance/
covariance matrix, which we hypothesize to be, at least in part, due to differ-
ences in knowledge about reading fluency. We used each of the questions
on the teacher knowledge measure as a separate independent variable
because both theory and the low inter-item correlations suggested that they
measured separate constructs. The only significant correlations were
between questions 1 and 3 (r=.23), questions 1 and 4 (r=.28), and ques-
tions 2 and 3 (r=.43). Thus, we included knowledge of each element:

Q1: the definition of reading fluency,

Q2: why reading fluency is important,

Q3: what skills are needed for reading fluency,
Q4: how to assess reading fluency, and

Q5: ways to provide instruction in reading fluency.

The MLGM models used are shown in Figure 2.

The data set used in this study contained missing values in both depen-
dent and independent variables for student-level variables. The missing
values in the dependent variables were addressed using full information
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Within-teacher model:

PPVT

Intercept of
growth of

Slope of
growth of
NWF/ORF

-3
NWF/ORF at NWF/ORF at NWF/ORF at NWF/ORF at
time 1 time 2 time 3 time 4
T f ) T
E .
811 gi2 3 gi4
Between-teacher model: Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

Teacher NWF/
OREF intercept

Teacher NWF/
OREF slope

Students' NWF/
OREF intercepts
at time 1

Students' NWF/
OREF intercepts
at time 2

Students' NWF/
OREF intercepts
attime 3

Students' NWF/
OREF intercepts
at time 4

FIGURE 2 Multilevel latent growth models of within-teacher and between-teacher effects on
decoding and oral reading fluency. Note. The correlations between latent residuals {, and (g
were fixed at zero to increase the number of degrees of freedom. Abbreviations:
Q1 =definition of reading fluency; Q2 =why reading fluency is important, Q3 = what skills
are needed for reading fluency; Q4 =how to assess reading fluency, and Q5 = instructional
methods for reading fluency. PPVT = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; NWF = Nonsense
Word Fluency subtest of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS);
ORF = Oral Reading Fluency subtest of DIBELS.

maximum likelihood (FIML) (Enders, 2001) for model estimation, which uses
all the available data for each student. However, FIML cannot be used with
missing data in the independent variables, and cases with missing data on
independent variables were excluded from the analyses. The percentage of
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cases with missing dependent variable values in first and second grade
on decoding fluency ranged from 18—20% and 15—20%, respectively. On
reading fluency, the missing values ranged from 18—20% (first grade),
14—19% (second grade), and 15—23% (third grade). For the vocabulary
measure, 7% of cases in first and second grade were missing values and
9.6% were missing in third grade. There were no missing data for the
teacher data.

Descriptive Statistics

Teachers’ knowledge survey scores varied substantially across teachers,
grade levels, and survey questions. Means and standard deviations for tea-
chers by grade level and question are presented in Table 4. In general,
third-grade teachers were the most knowledgeable about fluency, followed
by second-grade teachers, and so on. Figure 3 illustrates this pattern. The
correlation matrix for the teacher survey questions is presented in Table 5.
The descriptive statistics for the students’ decoding and reading fluency
can be found in Table 6.

Growth Models

Latent growth models were used to test the hypothesis that the growth of the
NWF and ORF was linear. The chi-square statistics and fit indices for these
linear growth models are shown in Table 7. The values of the chi-square stat-
istic and the RMSEA indicate that the linear models do not fit the data well,
while the CFI and TLI indicate that the fit is adequate. However, Leite &
Stapleton (20006) has found that the chi-square statistic and RMSEA are very
sensitive to slight departures of linearity of growth, while the TLI and CFI
are sensitive to moderate and strong nonlinearity of growth shape, respect-
ively. Therefore, we decided to retain the linear model based on the values
of the CFI and TLI.

The unconditional LGM produced estimates of the means and variances
of intercept and slope, and the correlation between intercept and slope,
but these are fixed-effect estimates that ignore the nesting of students within

TABLE 4 Means and Standard Deviations for Teacher Scores on Survey Questions

Teacher grade level Q1M (SD) Q2M(SD) Q3M(SD) Q4 M (SD) Q5 M (SD)

Kindergarten 1.47 (74 0.97 (.55) 1.47 (.76) 1.45 (.69) 1.36 (.81)
First 1.74 (.59) 1.13 (.56) 1.37 (.66) 1.48 (.75) 1.56 (1.21)
Second 1.90 (.55) 1.25 (.70) 1.55 (.60) 1.73 (.57) 1.80 (.71)
Third 1.99 (.76) 1.36 (.76) 1.84 (.70) 1.60 (.58) 1.94 (.94)

Abbreviations: Q1 = definition, Q2 = importance, Q3 = skills needed, Q4 =assessment, Q5 = instruction.
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FIGURE 3 Mean teacher knowledge scores by grade level for each question. Abbreviations:
Q1 = definition, Q2 =importance, Q3 = skills needed, Q4 = assessment, Q5 = instruction.

teachers. Because this study focuses on the differences in student growth
between teachers, the fixed-effect estimates obtained with the unconditional
LGM are not reported.

The next step was to fit the multilevel latent growth model with vocabu-
lary as the student-level predictor and fluency knowledge variables as
teacher-level predictors. The data were centered at time 4, which makes

TABLE 5 Correlation Matrix of Teacher Survey Questions

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5
Q1 1
Q2 235* 1
Q3 265 484* 1
Q4 323* 133 160 1
Q5 .082 254* 236" 059 1
*p<.01.

Abbreviations: Q1 = definition, Q2 =importance, Q3 =skills needed,
Q4 =assessment, Q5 = instruction.
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TABLE 7 Fit Indices for Unconditional Linear Growth Models

Outcome Fit statistic/index Linear model

First grade

Decoding fluency Chi-square 59.569 (p < 0.05)
CFI 0.951
TLI 0.941
RMSEA 0.157

Reading fluency Chi-square 62.952 (p < 0.05)
CFI 0.973
TLI 0.968
RMSEA 0.162

Second grade

Decoding fluency Chi-square 46.960 (p < 0.05)
CFI 0.966
TLI 0.959
RMSEA 0.153

Reading fluency Chi-square 16.613 (p < 0.05)
CFI 0.995
TLI 0.994
RMSEA 0.081

Third grade

Reading fluency Chi-square 43.313 (p < 0.05)
CFI 0.978
TLI 0.973
RMSEA 0.155

Criteria for model rejection: p < 0.05, CFI/TLI < 0.95, RMSEA > 0.06, SRMR > 0.08 (Hu
& Bentler, 1999).

the intercept the mean student score on decoding fluency and reading flu-
ency at the end of the year. The slope is the amount of growth in decoding
or reading fluency expected to occur for each unit of the factor loadings that
define the growth trajectory. For the linear model, the units of the factor load-
ings correspond to the units of time between measurements, which implies
that the slope is the expected amount of growth between measurements.

Vocabulary

Vocabulary was found to predict the intercept of both decoding and read-
ing rate and accuracy in first and second grade (see Table 8 for the
regression coefficients). It was also found to predict the slope of reading
fluency in first grade. Students with higher vocabulary scores had higher
final decoding and reading fluency scores, and first-grade students with
higher vocabulary scores grew more in their reading fluency over the year.
This finding supports the contention by Hudson, Pullen, Lane, and
Torgesen (2009) in this issue and Wolf and Katzir-Cohen (2001), that
vocabulary is essential to rapid retrieval. That vocabulary was most relevant
for first graders is not surprising. As children are learning to decode, they
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TABLE 8 Coefficients of the Regression of the Intercept and Slope of Decoding and Reading
Fluency on Vocabulary

NWF intercept NWF growth slope ORF intercept ORF growth slope

Coef. p Std. Coef. p Std. Coef. p Std. Coef. p Std.

1st grade 14 00 21* —.00 .79 .02 28 .00 .34* .05 00 .29*
2nd grade .40 .00 .35* .01 .67 .05 53 .00 .51 .01 40 13
3rd grade 36 .00 37 .01 59 .10

*indicates statistically significant coefficients.
Abbreviations: Coef. =unstandardized regression coefficient, Std. = standardized regression coefficient.

rely on the words they understand to help them decipher the unfamiliar
words and they confirm or refute their attempts at decoding by asking
themselves if a word makes sense in the context. Children with larger voca-
bularies have more known words to rely on. However, the relationship
between vocabulary and fluency is very likely reciprocal. That is, not only
does a strong vocabulary help fluency improve, fluent reading exposes
children to more words, thereby increasing their vocabularies through
repeated exposure to words (Beck, Perfetti, & McKeown, 1982).

Teacher Knowledge

Overall, the teacher knowledge variables explained 25% of the variance
in the growth of decoding fluency and 11% of the growth of reading flu-
ency in their first-grade students. In the second grade, teacher knowledge
explained 59% of the growth in decoding fluency and 86% of reading flu-
ency. In contrast, the teacher knowledge variables explained no variance
in the reading fluency of the third graders in our sample (R* of .03). This
finding reflects developmental patterns of fluency growth. That is, the
period of greatest growth in decoding is first grade (Compton, 2000),
and the most growth in reading fluency occurs during second grade
(Hasbrouck & Tindal, 2006). Teachers who are knowledgeable about
these constructs may be more likely to provide appropriate instruction
to stimulate growth.

Relationships Between Single Predictors and Decoding
and Reading Fluency

We first examined the bivariate relationships between each of the teacher
knowledge questions and decoding fluency. The resulting regression coeffi-
cients are presented in Table 9. The coefficients represent the predicted
change in decoding fluency that is associated with a one standard deviation
change in each teacher knowledge variable.
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TABLE 9 Effects of Individual Teacher Reading Fluency Knowledge Elements on Intercept
and Slope of Growth of Decoding and Reading Fluency

NWF intercept NWF growth slope
Coef. p Std. Coef. p Std.

First grade

Q1: Definition —4.20 0.234 —0.231 —-1.15 0.212 —0.341

Q2: Importance 8.25 0.026 0.383* 1.95 0.030 0.511*

Q3: Skills needed 9.25 0.004 0.542* 1.70 0.030 0.564*

Q4: Assessment —1.80 0.568 —0.125 —0.70 0.368 —0.279

Q5: Instruction 5.50 0.004 0.628* 0.60 0.180 0.412
Second grade

Q1: Definition —5.60 0.362 —0.202 —2.85 0.116 —0.486

Q2: Importance 0.95 0.818 0.030 —0.70 0.478 —0.143

Q3: Skills needed 6.10 0.208 0.231 2.05 0.098 0.384

Q4: Assessment 5.40 0.358 0.196 2.10 0.080 0.380*

QS5: Instruction 2.50 0.59 0.105 1.60 0.162 0.331

ORF intercept ORF growth slope
Coef. b Std. Coef. p Std.

First grade

Q1: Definition —-1.95 0.638 —0.119 —-0.10 0.904 —0.031

Q2: Importance 1.50 0.576 0.078 0.70 0.204 0.190

Q3: Skills needed 5.20 0.100 0.345 0.60 0.396 0.211

Q4: Assessment —3.00 0.268 —0.231 —0.50 0.396 —0.206

Q5: Instruction 3.05 0.116 0.387 0.70 0.058 0.471
Second grade

Q1: Definition -0.35 0.952 —0.017 —0.10 0.920 —0.034

Q2: Importance 2.40 0.590 0.129 1.25 0.046 0.554*

Q3: Skills needed 4.15 0.254 0.212 0.60 0.358 0.251

Q4: Assessment 2.35 0.652 0.117 1.90 <.001 0.805*

Q5: Instruction —-1.70 0.690 —0.097 1.65 <.001 0.838"
Third grade

Q1: Definition 4.65 0.272 0.207 0.80 0.304 0.299

Q2: Importance 5.30 0.162 0.272 0.15 0.826 0.063

Q3: Skills needed 8.85 0.034 0.434" 0.70 0.226 0.270

Q4: Assessment 6.20 0.332 0.228 0.35 0.674 0.108

Q5: Instruction 7.35 0.038 0.459* 0.25 0.704 0.120
*p<.05.

Abbreviations: Coef. =unstandardized regression coefficient, Std. = standardized regression coefficient.

In the first grade, students whose teachers knew more about the impor-
tance of reading fluency, necessary skills for fluent reading, and instructional
methods to teach reading fluency finished the year with higher decoding flu-
ency than did students whose teachers knew less. For every standard devi-
ation increase in teacher knowledge, students finished the year 8.25, 9.25,
and 5.5 words higher than their peers, respectively. Teachers who knew
more about the importance of reading fluency and needed skills also had stu-
dents who grew more in decoding fluency throughout the year, 5.85 and 5.1
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words a year per standard deviation. With standardized coefficients ranging
from .38 to .63, the effects of these elements of teacher knowledge are fairly
strong. In the second grade, there were no significant effects of teacher
knowledge on decoding fluency.

In the first grade, the effect of teacher knowledge of instructional meth-
ods on the reading rate and accuracy of their students approached signifi-
cance (.058). In the second grade, three areas of teacher knowledge
resulted in significant, positive coefficients. The students of teachers who
knew more about the importance of reading fluency and methods of assess-
ment and instruction grew more on average than did students of teachers who
knew less (3.75, 5.7, and 4.95 words per year respectively). The effect sizes for
knowledge of assessment and instructional methods in second grade are quite
high (.81 and .84). In the third grade, greater teacher knowledge in the skills
needed for fluent reading (8.85 words) and instructional methods to teach it
(7.35 words) led to higher reading fluency scores at the end of the year.
The effects of teacher knowledge were moderate (.43 and .46).

Again, the relationship between the effects of teacher knowledge and
typical developmental patterns for the growth of decoding and reading flu-
ency is predictable. Teachers who know more about the skills needed for flu-
ent reading (i.e., skills such as decoding accuracy and automaticity with word
reading) have students with greater decoding growth in first grade, when
most decoding development occurs. Teachers who understand the impor-
tance of reading fluency and are knowledgeable about effective practices
for reading fluency assessment and instruction are more likely to employ
effective methods at the appropriate developmental phase. This is evident
in the results for the second grade. As reading fluency growth begins to
level off in the third grade, the effects of teacher knowledge become less
pronounced.

Model With All Predictors

We also analyzed the effects of teacher knowledge with all the predictors in
the model to examine the unique variance contributed by each element of
knowledge. With first-grade data, we controlled for differences due to years
of teacher experience by including it in the model as a covariate. In the first
grade, years of teaching experience was slightly negatively related to stu-
dents’ growth in decoding fluency. This finding may be due to the increased
emphasis in recent years on phonics instruction. That is, teachers with fewer
years of experience likely received their teacher preparation at a time when
decoding instruction was emphasized. The variable years of teacher experi-
ence was not included in the analysis of second- and third-grade data
because the number of teachers reporting their years of experience was
not large enough to allow models including this variable to be identified.
In this combined model, no teacher reading fluency knowledge variable
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was found to significantly predict the intercept of growth of decoding and
reading fluency on all but one of the slopes (see Table 10). In the second
grade, the effect of teacher knowledge of skills needed for fluent reading
on the decoding fluency of their students approached significance
(p=.051), and students whose teachers knew more about assessment of
reading fluency grew 4.35 more words per standard deviation increase in
teacher knowledge per year.

TABLE 10 Effect of All Teacher Reading Fluency Knowledge Variables and Years of Teacher
Experience on Intercept and Slope of Growth of Decoding and Reading Fluency

NWF intercept NWF growth slope
Coef. b Std. Coef. p Std.
First grade
Q1: Definition —0.034 0.970 —0.102 —0.017 0.462 —0.279
Q2: Importance 0.083 0.398 0.203 0.027 0.213 0.361
Q3: Skills needed 0.025 0.805 0.079 0.010 0.666 0.166
Q4: Assessment —0.072 0.093 —0.272 —0.018 0.100 —-0.359
Q5: Instruction 0.082 0.209 0.518 0.003 0.841 0.095
Teacher experience —0.002 0.906 —0.018 —0.010 0.026 —0.414"
Second grade
Q1: Definition —0.029 0.768 —0.056 —0.061 0.078 —0.495
Q2: Importance 0.035 0.793 0.074 —0.036 0.206 —0.328
Q3: Skills needed 0.135 0.202 0.271 0.047 0.051 0.404
Q4: Assessment 0.178 0.525 0.343 0.038 0.331 0.311
Q5: Instruction —0.134 0.608 —0.295 0.014 0.712 0.135
ORF intercept ORF growth slope
Coef. p Std. Coef. p Std.
First grade
Q1: Definition —0.041 0.764 —0.129 0.008 0.761 0.138
Q2: Importance —0.072 0.347 —0.187 0.012 0.589 0.158
Q3: Skills needed 0.041 0.689 0.139 —0.010 0.680 —0.176
Q4: Assessment —0.086 0.047 —0.346* —0.014 0.212 —0.296
Q5: Instruction 0.048 0.473 0.326 0.019 0.150 0.671
Teacher experience 0.048 0.228 0.384 0.001 0.867 0.055
Second grade
Q1: Definition 0.025 0.810 0.064 —0.009 0.643 —0.182
Q2: Importance 0.109 0.297 0.303 0.018 0.121 0.409
Q3: Skills needed 0.106 0.194 0.280 —0.001 0.895 —0.028
Q4: Assessment 0.223 0.144 0.566 0.029 0.039 0.603*
Q5: Instruction —0.260 0.063 —0.754 0.008 0.608 0.178
Third grade
Q1: Definition —0.001 0.996 —0.001 0.015 0.405 0.281
Q2: Importance —0.003 0.959 —0.008 —0.002 0.878 —0.044
Q3: Skills needed 0.111 0.281 0.269 0.012 0.379 0.240
Q4: Assessment 0.052 0.701 0.101 —0.003 0.859 —0.051
Q5: Instruction 0.090 0.323 0.287 —0.002 0.902 —0.049
*p<.05

Abbreviations: Coef. = unstandardized regression coefficient, Std. = standardized regression coefficient.
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In light of the relatively large regression coefficients that explain the
unique contributions of each variable, this lack of significance is likely to
be a result of a lack of sufficient power to detect effects. Despite the fact
we had a fairly large total sample of students, which provides sufficient
power to analyze student-level predictors, the number of teachers per grade
was not large (7 =26—32), which resulted in low power to detect effects of
teacher-level variables.

CONCLUSIONS

This study demonstrates that teacher knowledge about reading fluency mat-
ters. In general, teachers who knew more had students who read quickly and
accurately. There seems to be a developmental pattern at work in that the
effects of teacher knowledge are greatest in the areas in which students
are expected to demonstrate the greatest growth. First-grade effects were
greatest in decoding fluency, at the time when most decoding growth is
expected. That is, first-grade students with teachers who knew more about
fluency did better on measures of decoding rate and accuracy, the aspect
of fluency that is the focus of much instruction in first grade. Second-grade
effects were greatest in reading rate and accuracy, when growth was
expected. The focus in second grade typically shifts from learning to read
words to applying those skills in increasingly extensive reading of connected
text. Even though this focus would be expected in all second-grade class-
rooms, those students with teachers who knew more about fluency demon-
strated greater growth in oral reading rate and accuracy. Finally, third-grade
effects were smaller at a time when we expect fluency growth to begin to
level off. Students’ growth in reading rate and accuracy may have been less
because more emphasis tends to be placed on comprehension beginning in
third grade. Still, the third-grade teachers knew the most about fluency,
including its relationship with comprehension. Although it appears that the
teachers who knew the most needed the least knowledge, it could be that
their understanding of the role of fluency in comprehension contributed to
the shift in focus for students.

Overall, in the combined model, knowing what knowledge and skills
children needed approached significance, and knowledge of effective assess-
ment practices was significant. In the models that considered each knowl-
edge element separately, it mattered most if teachers knew why reading
fluency was important, knew what skills mattered most, and could identify
effective instructional methods. Understanding why reading fluency is impor-
tant demonstrates the capacity to provide appropriate emphasis on fluency
development. Teachers who know why they are teaching something may
be better able to determine when and for whom to provide instruction.
Knowing what skills matter most could help teachers match instruction to
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student needs, emphasizing the most important skills. Interestingly, these
two questions (i.e., importance and skills needed) were also the most highly
correlated. These questions reflect a deeper understanding of fluency,
beyond knowing a definition and being able to name effective assessments
or instructional methods. Perhaps it is the overall depth of teacher knowl-
edge, rather than knowledge about these specific elements of fluency, that
predicts students’ reading achievement. Finally, knowledge of effective
instructional methods is important in the selection and implementation of
those methods. Although we have no evidence regarding which methods
teachers actually employed, it seems reasonable to assume that teachers
would not implement a method they did not know about.

Although DIBELS has been demonstrated to be a good predictor of per-
formance on state reading tests (Buck & Torgesen, 2003; Carlisle, Schilling,
Scott, & Zeng, 2007; Good, Simmons, & Kame’enui, 2001; Shaw & Shaw,
2002), it should be noted that the use of DIBELS and other one-minute
assessments as a measure of fluency has been criticized by some researchers.
For example, Pressley, Hilden, and Shankland (2006) point out the limita-
tions of DIBELS in predicting performance in comprehension on tests other
than state reading tests. Carlisle et al. note that a substantial number of chil-
dren who are considered “low risk” using DIBELS benchmarks perform
below grade level on the ITBS; however, Roehrig, Petscher, Nettles, Hudson,
and Torgesen (in press) found that DIBELS was significantly related to per-
formance on the Stanford Achievement Test-10 in third grade. Perhaps the
most important concern about DIBELS is that it only measures rate and accu-
racy, with no concern for prosody, so it is limited as an assessment of flu-
ency. Despite these and other limitations, DIBELS provides a useful
indicator of student performance on specific reading-related skills. However,
caution should be used in the interpretation of the results.

There were some clear differences in student performance that were
related to teacher knowledge, but with the data from this study, we cannot
be certain why such differences exist. Teachers with greater knowledge
may be employing systematically more effective practices, but without class-
room observations, we cannot know this for certain. That teachers can name
effective practices does not ensure that they are using these practices. Further
study to explore the relationships among teacher knowledge, classroom
practice, and student learning is necessary to fully understand these findings.
Further research should also examine the content of professional develop-
ment activities and compare approaches to promoting increased teacher
knowledge and effective instructional practice. It is also important to con-
sider other explanations for the relationship. For example, teachers who
are motivated to learn more about fluency may also be motivated to put more
effort into developing students’ fluency. That is, teachers’ drive or motivation
may be a superseding factor that could explain both greater knowledge and
better teaching.
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Even without the certain connection to practice, the relationship
between teacher knowledge and growth and outcomes in decoding and
reading fluency suggest implications for improving professional develop-
ment. Because traditional professional development practices are insufficient
to produce changes in classroom practice, Denton, Vaughn, and Fletcher
(2003) recommend that professional development include sustained mentor-
ing to ensure that teachers apply their knowledge in the classroom. Gersten,
Chard, and Baker (2000) point out the importance of helping teachers under-
stand the difference between an educational fad and empirically supported
practices. They suggest that networks for professional discourse enhance
teacher understanding and increase the likelihood that effective practices will
be adopted. Reading First provides a framework for such networks, and
efforts to connect teachers for such purposes are evident, but it is unclear
whether the initiative has capitalized on the network opportunity to its
fullest extent.

Despite similar professional development experiences across the state
due to teachers’ involvement in Reading First (e.g., Reading Academies,
site-based coaches), teacher knowledge about reading fluency varied widely.
Most teachers had a limited view of reading fluency and did not incorporate
all three of the fundamental elements of fluency (accuracy, automaticity, and
prosody) in their definitions. Ensuring that all teachers understand fluency
and raising awareness of effective instruction practices would be warranted.
Few teachers demonstrated a deeper understanding of fluency, beyond pro-
viding a definition and naming assessment and instructional methods.
Clearly, professional development should delve deeper than the definition
and methods, and promote a more sophisticated understanding of impor-
tance of fluency, the skills needed for fluent reading, and methods for
evaluating students’ developing fluency.

REFERENCES

Allington, R. L. (1983). Fluency: The neglected goal. The Reading Teacher, 36
556—561.

Allington, R. L. (2000). What really matters for struggling readers: Designing
research-based programs. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Allington, R. L., & Johnston, P. H. (2000). What do we know about effective fourth-
grade teachers and their classrooms? (Report Series 13010). Albany, NY:
National Research Center on English Learning & Achievement.

Barr, R., & Sadow, M. W. (1989). Influence of basal programs on fourth-grade read-
ing instruction. Reading Research Quarterly, 24, 44—71.

Beck, 1. L., Perfetti, C. A., & McKeown, M. G. (1982). Effects of long-term vocabulary
instruction on lexical access and reading comprehension. journal of Edu-
cational Psychology, 74, 506—521.



Teacher Knowledge About Reading Fluency 79

Blevins, W. (2001). Building fluency: Lessons and strategies for reading success.
Scranton, Pa.: Scholastic Professional.

Blok, H., Otter, M. E., Overmaat, M., de Glopper, K., & Hoeksma, J. B. (2003).
Literacy programs for initial reading instruction: Do they make a difference in
learning outcomes? Educational Research and Evaluation, 9, 357—371.

Bos, C., Mather, N., Narr, R., & Babur, N. (1999). Interactive, collaborative pro-
fessional development in early reading instruction: Supporting the balancing
act. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 14, 215—226.

Brady, S., & Moats, L. C. (1997). Informed instruction for reading success: Foundations
Jfor teacher preparation. Baltimore, Md.: International Dyslexia Association.
Buck, J., & Torgesen, J. K. (2003). The relationship between performance on a mea-
sure of oral reading fluency and performance on the Florida comprehensive
assessment test. Technical Report #1. Tallahassee, Fla.: Florida Center for Read-

ing Research.

Carbo, M. (1992). Eliminating the need for dumbed-down textbooks. Educational
Horizons, 70(4), 189—193.

Carlisle, J. F., Schilling, S. G., Scott, S. E., & Zeng, J. (2007). Are fluency measures
accurate predictors of reading achievement? Elementary School Journal, 107,
429—448.

Carnine, D. (1997). Bridging the research-to-practice gap. Exceptional Children, 63,
513—-521.

Carnine, D. (1999). Campaigns for moving research into practice. Remedial and
Special Education, 20(1), 2—6.

Chomsky, C. (1972). Stages in language development and language and language
exposure. Harvard Educational Review, 42(1), 1—33.

Clay, M. M. (1984). Observing the young reader. Auckland, New Zealand: Heinemann.

Clay, M. M. (1993). Reading recovery: A guidebook for teachers in training.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Cochran-Smith, M., & Lytle, S. L. (1999). Relationships of knowledge and practice:
Teacher learning in communities. Review of Research in Education, 24,
249-305.

Compton, D. L. (2000). Modeling the growth of decoding skills in first-grade
children. Scientific Studies of Reading, 4, 219—259.

Cunningham, A., Perry, K., Stanovich, K., & Stanovich, P. (2004). Disciplinary knowl-
edge of K—3 teachers and their knowledge calibration in the domain of early
literacy. Annals of Dyslexia, 54, 139—167.

Denton, C. A., Vaughn, S., & Fletcher, J. M. (2003). Bringing research-based practice
in reading intervention to scale. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice,
18(3), 201—211.

Dowhower, S. L. (1987). Effects of repeated reading on second-grade transitional
readers’ fluency and comprehension. Reading Research Quarterly, 22(4),
389—406.

Duncan, T. E., Duncan, S. C., Alpert, A., Hops, H., Stoolmiller, M., & Muthén, B. O.
(1997). Latent variable modeling of longitudinal and multilevel substance use
data. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 32(3), 275—318.

Dunn, L., & Dunn, L. (1999). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test—III. Circle Pine,
Minn.: AGS.



80 H. B. Lane et al.

Ehri, L. C. (2005). Development of sight word reading: Phases and findings. In M. S.
Snowling & C. Hulme (Eds.), The science of reading: A handbook (pp.
135—154). Oxford: Blackwell.

Enders, C. K. (2001). A primer on maximum likelihood algorithms available for use
with missing data. Structural Equation Modeling, 8(1), 128—141.

Fuchs, L. S., Fuchs, D., Hosp, M., & Jenkins, J. R. (2001). Oral reading fluency as
an indicator of reading competence: A theoretical, empirical, and historical
analysis. Scientific Studies of Reading, 5, 239—256.

Gersten, R., Chard, D., & Baker, S. (2000). Factors enhancing sustained use of
research-based institutional practices. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 33,
445—457.

Gersten, R., & Dimino, J. (2001). The realities of translating research into classroom
practice. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 16, 120—130.

Good, R. H., Simmons, D., & Kame’enui, E. (2001). The importance and decision-
making utility of a continuum, of fluency-based indicators of foundational read-
ing skills for third-grade high-stakes outcomes. Scientific Studies of Reading, 5,
257—288.

Good, R. H., Simmons, D. C., & Kame’enui, E. J. (2001). The importance of decision-
making utility of a continuum of fluency-based indicators of foundational read-
ing skills for third-grade high stakes outcomes. Scientific Studies of Reading, 5,
257-288.

Hancock, G. R., & Lawrence, F. R. (2006). Using latent growth models to evaluate
longitudinal change. In G. R. Hancock & R. O. Mueller (Eds.), Structural equation
modeling: A second course (pp. 171—196). Greenwich, Conn.: Information Age.

Harris, T. L., & Hodges, R. E. (Eds.) (1995). The literacy dictionary: The vocabulary of
reading and writing. Newark, Del.: International Reading Association.

Hasbrouck, J., & Tindal, G.A. (2006). Oral reading fluency norms: A valuable assess-
ment tool for reading teachers. The Reading Teacher, 59, 636—644.

Hasbrouck, J. E., Thnot, C., & Rogers, G.H. (1999). “Read Naturally”: A strategy to
increase oral reading fluency. Reading Research and Instruction, 39(1), 27—38.

Hiebert, J., Gallimore, R., & Stigler, J. (2002). A knowledge base for the teaching pro-
fession: What would it look like, and how can we get one? Educational
Researcher, 31(5), 3—15.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation
Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.

Hudson, R. F., Lane, H. B., & Pullen, P. C. (2005). Reading fluency assessment and
instruction: What, why, and how? The Reading Teacher, 58, 702—714.

Hudson, R. F., Pullen, P. C., Lane, H. B., & Torgesen, J. K. (2009/this issue). The
complex nature of reading fluency: A multidimensional view. Reading &
Writing Quarterly: Overcoming Learning Difficulties, 25(1), 4—32.

Jenkins, J. R., Fuchs, L. S., van den Broek, P., Espin, C. L., & Deno, S.L. (2003).
Sources of individual differences in reading comprehension and reading
fluency. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 719—729.

Kaminski, R. A., & Good, R. H., III (1996). Toward a technology for assessing basic
early literacy skills. School Psychology Review, 25, 215—227.



Teacher Knowledge About Reading Fluency 81

Leite, W. L., & Stapleton, L. M. (20006, April). Sensitivity of fit indices of to detect mis-
specifications of growth shape in latent growth modeling. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Fran-
cisco, Calif.

Mather, N., Bos, C., & Babur, N. (2001). Perceptions and knowledge of preservice
and inservice teachers about early literacy instruction. journal of Learning
Disabilities, 34, 472—482.

McArdle, J. J., & Epstein, D. (1987). Latent growth curves within developmental
structural equation models. Child Development, 58(1), 110—133.

McCutchen, D., Abbot, R. D., Green, L. B., Beretvas, S. N., Cox, S., Potter, N. S., et al.
(2002). Links among teacher knowledge, teacher practice, and student learning.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 35, 69—80.

McCutchen, D., Harry, D., Cunningham, A., Cox, S., Sidman, S., & Covill, A. (2002).
Reading teachers content knowledge of children’s literature and phonology.
Annals of Dyslexia, 52, 207—228.

Mercer, C. D., Campbell, K. U., Miller, M. D., Mercer, K. D., & Lane, H. B. (2000).
Effects of a reading fluency intervention for middle schoolers with specific
learning disabilities. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 15(4), 179—189.

Moats, L. C. (1994). Knowledge of language. The missing foundation for teacher
education. Annals of Dyslexia, 52, 207—228.

Moats, L. C., & Foorman, B. R. (2003). Measuring teachers’ content knowledge of
language and reading. Annals of Dyslexia, 53, 23—45.

Muthén, B. (1994). Multilevel covariance structure analysis. Sociological Methods and
Research, 22(3), 376—399.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (20006). Mplus (Version 4.2). Los Angeles, Calif.:
Muthén & Muthén.

Nathan, R. G., & Stanovich, K. E. (1991). The causes and consequences of differences
in reading fluency. Theory into Practice, 30, 176—184.

National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching children to read: An evidence based assess-
ment on the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for
reading instruction. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001. (P.L.107—110 [20 U.S.C. 7801D.

O’Connor, R. (1999). Teachers learning ladders to literacy. Learning Disabilities
Research & Practice, 14, 203—214.

Osborn, J., Lehr, F., & Hiebert, E. H. (2003). A focus on fluency. Honolulu, HI: Pacific
Resources for Education and Learning.

Pinnell, G. S., Pikulski, J. J., Wixson, K. K., Campbell, J. R., Gough, P. B., & Beatty, A.
S. (1995). Listening to children read aloud. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Educational Statistics.

Pressley, M., Hilden, K. R., & Shankland, R. K. (2006). An evaluation of end-grade-3
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS): Speed reading with-
out comprehension, predicting little. East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan State Univer-
sity, Literacy Achievement Research Center. Retrieved July 21, 2007, from http://
www.msularc.org/docu/dibels_submitted.pdf

Pressley, M., Wharton-McDonald, R., Allington, R., Block, C. C., Morrow, L.,
Tracey, D., et al. (2001) A study of effective first-grade literacy instruction. Scien-
tific Studies of Reading, 5, 35—58.



82 H. B. Lane et al.

Rasinski, T. V. (2003). The fluent reader: Oral reading strategies for building word
recognition, fluency, and comprebension. New York: Scholastic.

Raudenbush, S., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: applications and
data analysis methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage.

Roehrig, D., Petscher, Y., Nettles, S., Hudson, R. F., & Torgesen, J. K. (2008). Accu-
racy of the DIBELS oral reading fluency measure for predicting third grade read-
ing comprehension outcomes. journal of School Psychology, 46, 343—360.

Samuels, S. J. (1979). The method of repeated readings. The Reading Teacher, 32,
403—408.

Schatschneider, C., Buck, J., Torgesen, J., Wagner, R., Hassler, L., Hecht, S., et al.
(2004). A multivariate study of individual differences in performance on the
reading portion of the Florida comprehensive assessment test: A brief report.
Tallahassee, Fla.: Florida State University, Florida Center for Reading
Research.

Shaw, R., & Shaw, D. (2002). DIBELS oral reading fluency-based indicators of third
grade reading skills for Colorado state assessment program. (Technical Report).
Eugene, Ore.: University of Oregon.

Smith, S. B., Simmons, D. C., & Kame’enui, E. J. (1998). Phonological awareness:
Instructional and curricular basics and implications. In D. C. Simmons & E. J.
Kameenui (Eds.), What reading research tells us about children with diverse
learning needs (pp. 129—140). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Spear-Swerling, L. (2006). Children’s reading comprehension and oral reading flu-
ency in easy text. Reading and Writing, 19, 199—220.

Spear-Swerling, L., & Brucker, P. (2004). Teachers’ acquisition of knowledge about
English word structure. Annals of Dyslexia, 53, 72—103.

Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of indivi-
dual differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly,
21, 360—406.

Stein, M., Johnson, B., & Gutlohn, L. (1999). Analyzing beginning reading programs:
The relationship between decoding instruction and text. Remedial and Special
Education, 20, 275—288.

Troyer, S. J., & Yopp, H. K. (1990). Kindergarten teachers’ knowledge of emergent,
literacy concepts. Reading Improvement, 27, 34—40.

U.S. Department of Education. (2006). Reading First. Retrieved November 26, 2000,
from http://www.ed.gov/programs/readingfirst/index.html.

Walsh, K., Glaser, D., & Wilcox, D. D. (2006). What education schools aren’t teach-
ing about reading and what elementary teachers aren’t learning. Washington,
DC: National Council on Teacher Quality.

Wolf, M., & Katzir-Cohen, T. (2001). Reading fluency and its intervention. Scientific
Studies of Reading, 5, 211—238.

Zutell, J., & Rasinski, T. V. (1991). Training teachers to attend to their students’
reading fluency. Theory into Practice, 30(3), 211—-217.



(ponuguo)

*(BUIpod9p 01 UOHUIMNE
SS9 910AJP [[IA SIDPEAT
sAes “3'9) uorsuoyardwod
s10033e Aouonyj
Aym 10 MOy sure[dxo
puUE S[IBIop [eUOnIppE
sop1aoi1] “uorsuayaidwod
J0J Juenodwr st

Adouanyy Suipeal sa1edIpu]

-9191dwod
puUE 21eINO0E St asuodsay

‘uonIuyop
Ul SEQTE 9211 [[& Sopnuf

‘[oA9] porreldp ‘doop e e
23Po[MOUN—a3Pa[MOuy JO
[9A9] 1odXo ‘JUI[[OXD SMOYS

‘uorsuoyardwod
S100JJe Aduanyj Aym JO Moy
JoU INg ‘S[Te19p [BUONIPPE
sop1aoid uorsuoyardwod
10§ Juenodur

SI Aouanyj SUIpeal SAEDIPU]

‘S[TEI9p SO
‘[eIouad pue andep

‘sprelap Aue apraoid jou
soop g uoisuayaidwod
10§ Juenoduwr s

Aouanyy Surpear sa1edIpu]

uerodur
st Aouonyj 3urpear s21edIpul
:s101BIpUT O1yIoadg

¢Kouanyy Surpeas dojoasp 01 uaIpyd Joj Juetodwr 11 st Aym :z uonsonb 1oj ouqnr Suriodg

‘A1o191dwod
10 Ao21100 paure[dxa st
B2IE OUO AJUO IN( ‘SEaTE OM]
UBY) 2JOow 0] $2Je[al1 asuodsay
‘(Aposoid pue
‘Aonewoine ‘AoeInooe)
Adouanfy Surpeas jo
Seare 0Mm] 01 sale[al asuodsoy

‘[oA9] 20BJINS
€ 1B 98pajmous]
—o3pa[mouy| JO [9A9]
o[qerdodoe  JO owos  sMmoys

"Apoa110d paure[dxd st
eaJe 2UO AUO INg ‘BaTE SUO
uey) 2JoW 0] sJe[ar asuodsoy

‘(Aposoid pue ‘Apnewoine
‘AoeIndoe) Aouanyy Surpeal
JO eaIE 2UO 0] saje[aI asuodsoy "IOMSUE 1091I00U] JO JOMSUE ON
¢Aouanyy Surpear st jeym T uonsanb 10y duqnr Surioog

"J091100Ul 9(
Aew UONBWIOJUT JWOS
pue 93pa[Mouy NI SMOYS

‘mouy Ao} yonw Moy [[o1
01 Trelop JuaIggnsur sopraoid
10 23pa[MOoUy OU SMOUS
sgunel pausdisse JO SUIUEW [BIdUDD

1 0

AaaIng Aouany Suipeay Jo a8pa[mouy] JOUdea ], 10J ouqny Sulods YV XIANAJIV

83



‘(Aposoxd

‘Aydnewoine ‘AoBIndoe)

Aduanyg jo syuouodwod

[Te SS2IppE spoylow pue

‘pauonuowW oIe SpoyloW
Paseq-[0Ieasar 210w JO 221,

Tre1ep
JUSIDIJINS YIIA STUDWISSISSE
oy1ads Jo soweu SOPIAOI]

‘Aouanyy
JO seale 2213 SS2IPpE 1y}
spoyiow o[dnnur sa1ed1puy

"JOMSUE 1001100 put o1e[dwo)
"S[oAJ] 23eNn3ue]
puUE piom oy} Ylog JOA0D
0] SeaJE JUDIPNS SIPIAOI]

‘(Aposoid ‘Ayronewoine

‘Aoranooe) Jusuodwod

SUO UBY] 2JOW SISSIPPE

pUE pauoOnUaW POYIOW
POSEQ-UDIEISIT QU0 UBY) IO

‘[reIop JURIIINS OB
‘sornpaooid Jo
s1s91qns ofads noqe
[re1op ou yia STIFIA
isnf 10 seaTE OM] SIEDIPU]

‘[reIop JUSIOINS SI{OLT
‘[oA9] 28en3ue]
JO [9A9] pIOM oY) OO JE
JOYIIO INQ ‘SEAIE DIOW SIPIAOI]

‘Aduanyy
Surpear jo jusuodwod
QUO $S2IPPE A[UO SPOUISIN

‘pauonuow
SpoYIoW Paseq-YdIeasal 7—I

“Aduanyj Suipeal ssaIppe
10U Op PaUOHUSW SPOYIDN

‘pauonuow
SPOYIoW PISEq-YdIEasal ()
is1078D1pUI O1y102dg

paledIpUl spoylow ) jo 3uner :¢ uonsanb J0j duqnr SulIodg

‘S[relep Jeuonippe
OU A B3IE SUO 18N $91LJIPUT

“uomnPNISUI INOJE S[[2)
JO $S9SSE 0] MOY

[[21 J,usoop—uonsanb
oY) JoMSUE 1,Us20(

‘[erouad pue ondeA

"109JI00UT JOMSUY
:s103€D1pUT O1y10adg

¢passasse o Aouanyj uipear ued moy ¥ uonsonb 1oj ouqnr Surniodg

‘S[relep Jeuonippe
OU A B3IE SUO 18N $91LJIPUT

"UIB9[ O) paau
SjuopnIs Jeym JOou ‘op
SIOUOEA] JBYM UO SISNOO,

‘uonsanb oy} Jomsue 1,Us20(]

‘[e19U3 pue ondeA

"109JI00UT JOMSUY
:s103B1pUT O1YIoadg

JSIOPET JUDN]J SWOI2( 0) PAU UIP[IYD OP S[[INS PUE Fpajmouy| Jeym ¢ uonsanb Joj ongni 3uriodg

0

panunuo) Y XIANAddV

84



(ponupuoD)

“Appob sprom 1oy10 10
2IN31j ued A2y] 0S peal Loy
SpIoM Q1) puelsiapun 0} J[qe
9 01 pa2u Os[e A2y,
‘SUONEBISIY INOYIIM 1XJ) PBI
01 9[qe 2 O} pasu Aoy pue
‘SIS JI2U) M DNBWOINE (|
0] paau A2y, "S[[I}[S SUIPOIIP
pue ‘98pajmour 1oqeyde
‘ssouareme drwouoyd ur
uonepunoj

PI[OS B PI2U UIP[IYD

‘SIOpEal JU2N[J AWO0d2( O],

"dlqeiofud arow

Surpeal soxew pue J2ISEd VOIS
-uoyardwod saxew uoissaIdxo
s A[uoowss pue A[91eIndoe
Surpeay puelsiopun

01 AJoyITun st oy ‘A[MOls

10 A]I09110JUT SPIOM SPEDI
PO ® J1 "uorsuoyardwod

01 P102UUO0D st Aouanyy

gonwr MOy St uoseal urewr oy,

‘uorsuoyaIdwod 01 pes|
01 uoIssaIdX2 pue UOHBUOIUT
Sursn pue o1er 9[qEOJWOD

€ 1 A[o1eIndde SuIpeay

‘spIom
1YSIs JI2U) MOUY O] PA2U OS[E
A9y, "s1opeal Juan[j o oAU
M A97) ‘SIS SUIPOdapP POO3
O “A[1091100 SpIom INO
puNoS 01 (e 2 O) PAAU UIP[IYD ‘SIS Surpoda ‘3uIpeal Jo 2A0] V
SIOPEAI JUDN[J SWOID(] O} PI2U UDIP[IYD Op S[[INS puk 283pajmouy] Jeym :¢ uonsanb 1oy dnqnr Surioog

“‘8urpodap noqe Sununy
Jo peaisur uorsuoyardwod
Uo SNDOJ Ued A2} Quonfj aIe
S1uapNIs JI ‘uoIsuayaIdwod
pue A>uanyj usomiaq Surpear s109)je AooIp
uone[II0d Y31y € ST 219y, Aouanyj eyl puUNOJ SeY [OJeasay  '$sa00ns Joj syuapnis aredard o,
¢Aouanyy urpear dofoasp 03 uaIp(IYd Joj Juenrodwr If st Aym gz uonsanb Joj onqni Surioog

.EOHWGDQDHQEOU

‘sprom ‘pE2I 01 MOy JuTuIed]
91 9POdIP PUE IX3) & Peal JO sjuauodwod DAl DUBYUD
ued ‘pEaI O} PISE UaYM Jel]} OS 01 pauSrsop werdord v
¢Aouanyy Suipear st jeym T uonsanb 10j duqni Sulioog

sgunel pausdisse JO SUIUEW [BIdUDD

‘o1es1 orerrdordde ue 1e pue
uorssa1dxa Yim pear o) Afiqe oy,

(4 1 0

Aaarng Aouanyg SuIpeay Jo 23pa[mouy Iayded], wolj sasuodsay ojdwes g XIANAJIIV

85



“90UIPHUOD

pue 21e1 2aoxdwr pue AoeIndoe
PIIng i
S3UIpeaI-21 pawn Op SjuSpNIs
91 SUIABH 'SpPUNOS Jopeal
JuaN(j B MOY puUe JuaN[j Sueq

Jjo 1doouod a1y puelsIopun ‘spiom Jy3is
ued SJuapmIs Jey) os Surpear Suronoerd ‘1xo) JeIIwe]
juaN[j [PPOW PNOYS IOYIEI) ¥ Surpearar ‘s3urpeal pawl], 1x9) Sutpearoy 019 ‘sowred ‘s1ondwiod ‘s1oua)

Pa3edIpUI spoylow oY) jo Sunel :¢ uonsanb 1oj ougni Sulods

suorssardxo yum peas Aoyl oq
JIOOWS PUNOS I $20(J "PBT
A1 uayM SPUNOS PIIYD B MOY
01 UDIST] UBD NOA ‘OSTY "S[IoMm
Pa9U SpIoM UOIYM INO 2Ny

0] SpJOdaI UIUUNI 2SN OS[E Aposoid 10j
Ued NOX "ADBINDOE PUE el 3uruasy ‘(paads 10J)
ssasse 01 Aem Pb e st STaGIA S3UIpPEaI ANUIW-2UQ "s3urun 2INUIW-2UQ LVDd
¢passasse o Aouanyy Suipear ued moy ¥ uonsonb 1oj ouqnr Sutiodg
¢ 4 1 0

penunuo) g XIANAddV

86



Copyright of Reading & Writing Quarterly is the property of Routledge and its content may not
be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's
express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual
use.



