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Abstract

Introduced in the early 1970s, repeated reading has a history of helping
students build oral reading fluency spanning almost 40 years. Partic-
ipants in original repeated reading studies had to meet specific read-
ing rates (i.e., fluency criteria) before considering a passage complete.
Since its inception, researchers have employed different fixed reading
fluency criteria for a variety of reasons. The current literature review
examines fluency criteria origins and rates and subsequent reading out-
comes. Results uncovered three distinct groupings of fluency criteria:
researcher/teacher imposed, norm/grade-level referenced, and behav-
ioral fluency rates. Repeated reading goal rates ranged from 30 to 210
correct words per minute with some requiring students to make less
than a specific number of incorrects per minute (range 2-10) or simply
focusing on words per minute (i.e., combining correct and incorrect
words read). As a result of repeated reading to a fluency criterion, stu-
dents demonstrated fluency improvement with the highest rates hov-
ering around the fluency criterion used. Future directions for research
follow a discussion focusing on the different components and effects
of various repeated reading goal rates.

Keywords: decoding fluency, reading fluency criteria, repeated read-
ing, review, reading practice

Once neglected, oral reading fluency has
received increased attention from the educa-
tional community (Allington, 1983; Kubina
& Morrison, 2000; National Reading Panel,
2000; Pikulski & Chard, 2005). While flu-
ency in general has steadily acquired import
in reading, some variations occur with the
definition. Definitions of reading fluency in-
clude the ability to read quickly, accurately,
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and with expression while other definitions
emphasize speed and accuracy of reading
(Kuhn, Schwanenflugel, Meisinger, Levy, &
Rasinski, 2012). Focusing only on reading
speed and accuracy (i.e., decoding fluency)
provides a simple, observable measure for ed-
ucators and researchers (Archer, Gleason, &
Vachon, 2003). While reading research offers
slight differences in the definition of fluency,
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uniform agreement surrounds the benefit of
reading fluency. Notably, a student’s ability
to read fluently provides a quality measure of
overall reading ability (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp,
& Jenkins, 2001).

The National Reading Panel (2000) cat-
egorized fluency as an essential component
when reviewing reading. Based on available
research, the Panel found that students im-
prove oral reading fluency to a greater extent
with systematic, guided practice, rather than
independent sustained silent reading or en-
couraging students to read more. In addition,
students across grade levels participating in
guided practice enhanced both word recog-
nition and comprehension (National Reading
Panel, 2000). Many researchers and teachers
have used a guided, explicit practice method
identified by the Panel and other research
summaries as effective for developing oral
reading fluency, repeated reading.

Origin and Theory of Repeated Reading

Repeated reading originated from the
work of Dahl (1974), Chomsky (1976), and
Samuels (1979). Rather than focusing on
beginning readers, Dahl hypothesized ways
to improve intermediate level readers; stu-
dents who could decode printed text, but read
slowly. During repeated reading, students
practiced reading a single grade-level passage
many times until reaching a criterion (i.e., 100
words per minute). Once attained, students
initiated the process anew with an addition-
al grade-level passage. Dahl surmised that
students’ needed to focus their attention on
small amounts of reading, rather than spread
their practice among many different passag-
es. Her results indicated that as students in-
creased their reading rate, they subsequently
improved their reading accuracy. Dahl further
conjectured intense practice would facilitate
another important outcome. Specifically, the
ability to decode fluently would motivate stu-
dents to comprehend the passage’s meaning

based on the theory of automaticity (LaBerge
& Samuels, 1974).

A critical component of the reading pro-
cess involves decoding printed words quickly
and accurately. Samuels’ (1987) assertion
provides a starting point for the theory of
automaticity. LaBerge and Samuels (1974)
suggested that individuals have only so much
attention to spend while reading. Students un-
able to decode text fluently have difficulties
comprehending text. Samuels (1987) defines
skillful readers as those who can decode and
understand simultaneously. While reading
fluently sets the stage for comprehension (Al-
lington, 1983; Pikulski & Chard, 2005; Samu-
els, 1987), students must first demonstrate de-
coding fluency before moving to other levels
of reading (Samuels, 1987). Thus the focus of
repeated reading directly entails improving a
student’s decoding fluency.

Efficacy of Repeated Reading

Previous literature reviews (Chard,
Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002; Kuhn & Stahl, 2003;
Meyer & Felton, 1999) indicate repeated
reading works effectively facilitating oral
reading fluency for all students regardless of
disability. All students in early grades (e.g.,
15t-2nd) profit from practice. Students with
reading problems, however, particularly
benefit from repeated reading practice (Kuhn
& Stahl, 2003). While the overall research
on repeated reading falls short in meeting a
proposed method of determining an instruc-
tional method evidence-based, the authors of
the review (Chard, Ketterlin-Geller, Baker,
Doabler, & Apichatabutra, 2009) encourage
practitioners to continue to employ repeated
reading interventions due to the positive
outcomes. Kavale (2005), for example, re-
ported a.76 effect size gain for students with
specific learning disabilities who engaged in
repeated reading.



A Review of Fixed Oral Reading Criteria /25

Repeated Reading Procedures

Repeated reading follows a basic format
originally described by Dahl (1974) and
Samuels (1979). A student reads a grade-level
passage multiple times until reaching a goal.
Once reached, the student reads a different
grade-equivalent passage to the same goal
(Meyer & Felton, 1999). The process can
continue with incrementally more difficult
text or stop as the student reads new passages
fluently. Researchers have modified and test-
ed varied procedural components which can
include combinations of number of re-reads
per session (e.g., O’Shea, Sindelar, & O’Shea,
1987), error correction (e.g., Daly & Martens,
1994), performance feedback (e.g., Smith,
1979), and/or reading formats such as reading
while a teacher or peer reads (Kuhn, 2005) or
reading without assistance (Compan, lamsup-
asit, & Samuels, 2001; see Chard et al., 2002,
and Chard et al., 2009, for examples).

One repeated reading procedural compo-
nent entails the process by which a student
either finishes working on a single passage
and/or moves onto the next passage (i.e.,
the aforementioned goal). Previous research
provides a few options. Researchers have had
students read a passage a fixed number of
times (e.g., Begeny, Daly, & Valleley, 2006), a
fixed number of times within a certain amount
of time (e.g., O’Connor, White, & Swanson,
2007), or until reaching a predetermined rate
criterion (e.g., Dahl, 1974; Samuels, 1979)
before proceeding to additional passages.

The goal of having a student move onto
another passage appears to have an associated
outcome. A student reading a passage for a
fixed number of repetitions usually contained
within one session permits the student to en-
counter a broad range of reading material over
the course of a few sessions. However, moving
a student to another passage after a fixed num-
ber of repetitions produces variability in ter-
minal reading outcomes by not guaranteeing
student reading speed or accuracy (i.e., rate).

Having students reach a fixed performance
criterion expressed as a rate, rather than fixed
number of repetitions, offers an alternative for
progressing to new reading passages. With an
objective criterion for fluency, a student must
meet a reading performance threshold as de-
fined by the pre-set quantitative production
criterion. The fluency criterion component
has a student spend extended amounts of time
with fewer passages, rather than less time
with more passages (Dahl, 1974).

In practice, then, repeated reading devel-
oped with two options for goals. Option 1
involves having a student read a text passage
a set or fixed number of times with an unde-
fined reading performance improvement goal
(i.e., unspecified rate). For example, Shannon
reads a third grade passage on Jackie Rob-
inson three times in one session. A result of
option 1 means each student will achieve a
variable reading performance in regards to
speed and accuracy. For the example with
Jackie, she may end with a performance of 71
words correct and 4 words incorrect read in a
minute (95% accuracy).

Option 2 has students read a passage un-
til reaching specific reading improvement
or fluency criterion (i.e., quantified reading
performance goal before moving onto oth-
er passages). As an example, Macie reads a
passage about favorite summer vacations. Her
performance improvement goal came to 135
correct words with 0 to 1 incorrects in one
minute. Macie read the passage 10 times over
4 instructional days and met the aim with a
136 correct and 0 incorrect per minute per-
formance. Another student who shared the
same fixed fluency criterion would vary in the
number of rereads necessary to meet the goal.

While the research base has yet to directly
compare the two procedures, a meta-analysis
(Therrien, 2004) reported relevant results.
The results show the contributing effects of
repeated reading intervention components on
fluency and comprehension gains. The fixed
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number of passages goal of three to four
rereads and error correction demonstrated a
positive effect. Reading until reaching a fixed
performance criterion, however, accounted
for the highest effect-size (ES = 1.74) during
practice. What other benefits may students re-
ceive when reading to pre-set or fixed fluency
criterion as previously described? Research
from the Precision Teaching literature may
prove useful.

Precision Teaching. Precision Teaching
began in 1960s (Lindsley, 1964) and hun-
dreds of peer-reviewed studies have appeared
in the social sciences (e.g., psychology,
special education, sociology) demonstrating
its effectiveness and application (Kubina &
Yurich, 2012). Precision Teaching, similar to
other progress monitoring approaches, does
not dictate what or how to teach content. Un-
like other progress monitoring approaches,
Precision Teaching has developed into a sys-
tem with specialized methods for monitoring
performance, defining instructional targets,
and facilitating decision making (White,
2005). Furthermore, a large body of research
has emerged that describes the relationship
between well-practiced behavior and behav-
ioral fluency (Binder, 1996; Kubina, 2010).

Precision Teachers commonly use per-
formance criteria conveyed by rate or fre-
quency during the practice of both social and
academic behaviors (Binder, 1996). Previous
data suggests that individuals, who reach pre-
set fluency criteria or performance standards,
have associated critical learning outcomes
(i.e., retention, endurance, and application to
more complex behaviors) important to suc-
cessful and competent future performance
(Kubina & Morrison, 2000). Retention
measures the degree to which a learner can
respond from one frequency to the next sep-
arated by an interval of time (Binder, 1996).
A student might read a passage, for instance,
and answer comprehension questions in
reading class and then again the following

day. The student’s score on the second read-
ing represents that student’s retention of
correctly answered comprehension ques-
tions. Students who demonstrate endurance
persistently perform behaviors in the face of
distraction and over longer periods of time
without a reduction in performance (Binder,
1996). And individuals display application
by demonstrating improvements in complex
behaviors (i.e., decoding) due in part to fluent
component skills such as phonemic aware-
ness and the alphabetic principal (Carnine,
Silbert, Kame’enui & Tarver, 2010; Kubina,
Commons & Heckard, 2009).

Purpose and Research Questions

Reading fluency criteria appear in the
original model of repeated reading (Dahl,
1974; Samuels, 1979) and research confirms
their critical importance as a component of
repeated reading (Therrien, 2004). Addition-
ally, evidence from the Precision Teaching
database also demonstrates the relationship
between performance standards, or fluency
criteria, and associated positive learning out-
comes (Binder, 1996, 2005; Kubina & Yurich,
2012). The performance standards represent
a quantitative and qualitative marker indic-
ative of masterful, fluent performance. The
need to continue searching for effective
reading practices suggests a close examina-
tion of repeated reading studies would yield
benefits. Namely, employing fixed fluency
criteria as the end goal of repeated reading
may result in differential performance and
learning outcomes. Specific questions to the
present study include, What fluency criteria
do participating students reach? Where do
those fluency criteria originate? What out-
comes do participants display when reading
to a fixed fluency criterion?



A Review of Fixed Oral Reading Criteria /27

Methods

Three computerized databases (i.e., Psy-
cINFO, PsyARTICLES, and ERIC) provided
the foundation for the initial search. Descrip-
tors and all possible truncations included re-
peated reading or reading fluency and fluency
criterion. An ancestral search of identified ar-
ticles and pertinent literature reviews (Chard
et al., 2002; Kuhn & Stahl, 2003; Therrien,
2004) followed the computerized search. An
additional step involved a hand search of the
Journal of Precision Teaching and Celera-
tion; a journal that oftentimes reports research
using performance criteria for various aca-
demic and social behaviors.

To meet criteria for the review, all articles
had to:

1. Appear in a peer-reviewed journal or
constitute one of the seminal repeat-
ed reading studies (e.g., Dahl, 1974,
Samuels, 1979). Book chapters (i.e.,
Moseley, 1993) did not meet inclu-
sion criteria.

2. Include a repeated reading compo-
nent noting a pre-determined static or
fixed range reading fluency criterion
condition. Studies reporting a vari-
able reading fluency criterion (e.g.,
Nelson, Alber, & Gordy, 2004) or a
reading fluency criterion based solely
on student baseline performance (e.g.,
Lo, Cooke, & Starling, 2011) did not
meet inclusion criteria.

3. Report directly measuring the effects
of at least one independent variable
(i.e., a repeated reading method) on a
primary dependent variable of a spe-
cific reading behavior (e.g., increases
in words read).

4. Use connected text during repeated
reading instead of studies focused on
word lists (e.g., Berends & Reitsma,
2000).

5. Include participants who attended
kindergarten through 12% grade at the
time of the study rather than adults
(e.g., Levy, Di Persio, & Hollings-
head, 1992).

6. Employ a single-subject, experimen-
tal or quasi-experimental design rath-
er than a qualitative approach (e.g.,
Roundy & Roundy, 2009).

The initial search of on-line databases
generated 3062 articles of which 20 met in-
clusion criteria. An ancestral search of perti-
nent literature reviews and all articles meeting
criteria generated four additional articles and
five additional articles resulted from the hand
search. The qualifying 29 articles, noted with
an asterisk in the reference section, meeting
review criteria contained 31 studies published
in 15 journals.

Coding and Studies Meeting Inclusion
Criteria

Initial coding for the review resulted
in a division of the identified studies into
three sub-groups based on the source of the
reading fluency criteria used (See Appendix
Tables). Eleven studies (Anderson & Alber,
2003; Dahl, 1974; Dowhower, 1987; Her-
man, 1985; Joseph & Schisler, 2007; Martens
et al., 2007; Polk & Miller, 1994; Samuels,
1979; Selfridge & Kostewicz, 2011; Spence,
2002; Tam, Heward, & Heng, 2006) report-
ed reading fluency criteria based on input
from classroom teachers, students, and/or
researchers. Fourteen studies from 12 arti-
cles (Carroll, McCormick, & Cooper, 1991;
Chafouleas, Martens, Dobson, Weinstein, &
Gardner, 2004; Gibson, Cartledge, Keyes, &
Yawn, 2014; Mercer, Campbell, Miller, Mer-
cer, & Lane, 2000; Musti-Rao, Hawkins, &
Barkley, 2009; Staubitz, Cartledge, Yurick,
& Lo, 2005; Therrien & Hughes, 2008; Ther-
rien, Kirk, Woods-Groves, 2012; Therrien &
Kubina, 2007; Therrien, Wickstrom, & Jones,
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2006; Weinstein & Cooke, 1992; Yurick,
Robinson, Cartledge, Lo, & Evans, 2006)
reported fluency criteria based on grade-lev-
el or reading-rate norms. Fluency criteria
from the behavioral fluency literature appear
in six studies (Kostewicz & Kubina, 2010;
Kostewicz & Kubina, 2011; Kubina, Amato,
Schwilk & Therrien, 2008; McDowell, McIn-
tyre, Owen & Keenan, 1998; Sweeney, Ring,
Malanga & Lambert, 2003; Teigen, Malanga
& Sweeney, 2001).

Results

Specific Reading Fluency Criteria and
Origins

Researcher/Teacher  Imposed  Rates.
Researchers (Dahl, 1974; Dowhower, 1987,
Herman, 1985; Joseph & Schisler, 2007; Mar-
tens et al., 2007; Samuels, 1979; Tam et al.,
2006) and teachers (Anderson & Alber, 2003;
Selfridge & Kostewicz, 2011; Polk & Miller,
1994) created student-specific rates or used
one rate school-wide (Spence, 2002) in 10
studies. Oral reading fluency criteria ranged
from 75 (Tam et al., 2006) to 200 (Selfridge
& Kostewicz, 2011; Polk & Miller, 1994)
words (WPM) and correct words per minute
(CWPM). The original criterion of 100 WPM
(Dahl, 1974) came from curriculum-based
criteria (i.e., 35-50 WPM).

Students in early repeated reading stud-
ies read to a WPM goal and researchers also
reported accuracy (Dahl, 1974; Dowhower,
1987; Herman, 1985) or number of word rec-
ognition errors (Samuels, 1979) but did not
incorporate either into the fluency criterion.
Students participating in more recent research
read to, at minimum, a fixed CWPM fluency
criterion (Martens et al., 2007; Spence, 2002;
Tam et al., 2006). Joseph and Schisler (2007)
and Selfridge and Kostewicz also had students
meet criterion in two consecutive sessions
with researchers from three studies (Ander-
son & Alber, 2003; Selfridge & Kostewicz,

2011; Polk & Miller, 1994) incorporated a
maximum number of errors per minute into
their fluency criterion. Therefore, students not
only met the CWPM criterion, but also read
the passage with no more two (Selfridge &
Kostewicz, 2011) or five errors (Anderson &
Alber, 2003; Polk & Miller, 1994).

Normative/Grade-level Rates. Research-
ers incorporated fluency criterion rates based
on grade-level (Mercer et al., 2005; Staubitz
et al., 2005; Weinstein & Cooke, 1992; Yurick
et al., 2006), student reading rate norms (Cha-
fouleas et al., 2004; Gibson et al., 2014; Mus-
ti-Rao et al., 2009; Therrien & Hughes, 2008;
Therrien et al., 2012; Therrien & Kubina,
2007; Therrien et al., 2006), and reading rates
of a proficient reader (Carroll et al., 1991)
in nine studies. Citied from previous publi-
cations (e.g., Carnine, & Silbert, 1979; Has-
brouck & Tindal, 1992; Koorland, Keel, &
Ueberhorst, 1990; Shapiro, 1996), the CWPM
and WPM criterion rates varied considerably
(i.e., 30-180) depending on grade-level or
reading age of students. Three studies (Mus-
ti-Rao et al.,, 2009; Staubitz et al., 2005;
Yurick et al., 2006) reported a WPM criterion
and, in addition to Staubitz et al. (2005) and
Yurick et al. (2006), Carroll et al. (1991) and
Chafouleas et al. (2004) included errors into
fluency criteria. Chafouleas et al. (2004) also
specified that students had to meet criterion
over three consecutive sessions to move to the
next passage.

Behavioral fluency rates. Criteria from
six studies (Kostewicz, & Kubina, 2010;
Kostewicz & Kubina, 2011; Kubina et al.,
2008; McDowell et al., 1998; Sweeney et
al., 2003; Teigen et al., 2001) reported using
oral reading fluency criteria taken from the
behavioral fluency (Binder, 1996; 2005) and
Precision Teaching literature bases (Freeman
& Haughton, 1993; Kubina & Starlin, 2003).
The fluency criteria had a smaller variance
ranging from 180 to 210 CWPM (Sweeny et
al.; Teigen et al). Researchers tallied student
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reading errors in five of the studies (Koste-
wicz, & Kubina, 2010; Kostewicz & Kubina,
2011; McDowell et al.; Sweeney et al.; Tei-
gen et al.), but only Kostewicz and Kubina
(2010, 2011) incorporated number of errors
(i.e., 2 or less for 99% correct accuracy) into
the criterion.

Study Outcomes and Effectiveness

Researcher/Teacher imposed rates. Stu-
dents improved oral reading fluency scores in
each of the 11 studies, but the highest reading
performances remained near criterion rates.
The amount of reading or the amount of read-
ing time necessary for students to meet crite-
rion varied widely. One student met criterion
(i.e., 150 CWPM) a few times during initial
one-minute reading (Spence, 2002) while an-
other student met criterion (i.e., 100 CWPM
with 5 or fewer IWPM) after almost 3 hours
of reading over 23 sessions which included 15
sessions of 10-minute peer-mediated practice
(Anderson & Alber, 2003).

Reviewing specific study outcomes, Sam-
uels (1979) reported a student’s data which
showed an improvement to initial WPM
scores on successive passages (i.e., 30, 50,
55, 58, 67). The student also decreased the
number of test readings to reach criterion on
successive passages from seven in the first to
three in fifth (Samuels, 1979). Herman (1985)
reported student mean reading rates improved
from 47.38 (SD 2.83) to 93.38 (SD 9.38) on
story one and 69.63 (SD 11.73) to 92.13 (SD
4.85) on story five. While starting on third
grade-level passages, students finished the
study reading passages between fourth and
thirteenth grade-level (Dahl, 1974). Dowhow-
er (1987) noted student increases to WPM
but found little difference between assisted
and unassisted repeated reading. Polk and
Miller (1994) reported five students spent an
average of nine sessions moving from initial
reading scores ranging from 30-100 CWPM
to criterion rates of 140-200 CWPM. With a

criterion of 100 CWPM, Martens et al. (2007)
found students could maintain reading fluen-
cy scores two days later (approx. 97 CWPM
on both reads). Spence (2002) compared two
types of instruction on fluency building sug-
gesting fluency with phonic sheets, rather than
sight word vocabulary fluency, had greater
effects on oral reading fluency. Selfridge and
Kostewicz showed three students able to meet
criterion faster on the second passage as com-
pared to the first. Finally, Joseph and Schisler
(2007) reported no significant reading fluency
gain differences after adding either whole-
word and phonic analysis to repeated reading.

Normative/Grade-level rates. Students
demonstrated improvements to reading flu-
ency. As with previous findings, students met
criterion following a wide range of reading
time. Therrien and Kubina (2006) found stu-
dents in intervention met criterion after an
average of 1.8 one-minute trials, while Stau-
bitz et al. (2005) noted one student required
approximately five hours of reading (i.e., 23
ten-minute peer-mediated reading practice
sessions, 20 sessions of 3 one-minute test
reading, and 3 sessions of 3 twenty-second
test reading) to meet criterion on one passage.
Researchers demonstrated effective use of
repeated reading to build oral reading fluency
when used in peer-mediated formats (Mus-
ti-Rao et al., 2009; Staubitz et al; Yurick et
al., 2006), and when implemented by parapro-
fessionals (Mercer et al., 2000). Students also
demonstrated greater levels of oral reading
fluency with words in- rather than out-of-
context (Therrien & Kubina) and when asked
to generate questions based on their reading
(Therrien & Hughes, 2008; Therrien et al.,
2007; 2012). For example, students in the
intervention group improved from approx. 68
to 81 CWPM and from 78 to 80 CWPM in the
control group (Therrien et al., 2007). Finally
comparing two types of criteria (i.e., fixed
vs. set number of fluency improvements),
student reading scores reached higher CWPM



30 / Reading Improvement

with fixed rates (100-110 CWPM) rather
than meeting criterion with three consecutive
improvements (60-70 CWPM; Weinstein &
Cooke, 1992).

Behavioral fluency rates. As with previ-
ous studies, students demonstrated fluency
gains. Excluding incomplete and non-dis-
aggregated data, students reached criterion
on a passage within a range of 16 minutes
(Kostewicz & Kubina, 2011) to 58 minutes
(Kubina et al., 2008) of reading. Kostewicz
and Kubina (2011) found students improved
reading fluency on difficult science mate-
rial, often jumping from approximately 70
CWPM to the criterion of 200 within 6-9
sessions of repeated practice and subsequent
retell scores more highly correlated with
CWPM rather than number of minutes read-
ing. McDowell et al. (1998) demonstrated
a student with reading delays could reach
high CWPM criteria with difficult passages
improving from 100 to 200 CWPM. Other
studies showed oral reading fluency gains for
an individual student (Tiegen et al., 2001) to
many students receiving intervention from
pre-service teachers (Sweeney et al., 2003).
The other two studies (Kostewicz & Kubina,
2010; Kubina et al., 2008) reported various
comparisons. Retention scores for students
reading to different criteria (i.e., 200 v. 123
CWPM) decreased at a similar rate over
time (i.e., 3.5 months). However, students
reading passages to 200 CWPM had higher
terminal reading rates than students who met
the 123 CWPM criterion (Kubina et al.).
Kostewicz and Kubina (2010) compared tra-
ditional repeated reading to a fluency criteri-
on and interval sprinting and found similar
one-minute test scores and number of trials
to criterion. Students improved from initial
reading scores ranging from 62-95 CWPM
with 1-9 IWPM to criterion meeting scores
0f 200-229 CWPM with 1-4 IWPM.

Discussion
Specific Fluency Criteria

Reading fluency criteria in the reviewed
studies ranged from 30 to 210 words or cor-
rect words per minute. Some criteria allowed
for no more than 2-10 errors per minute (e.g.,
Staubitz et al., 2005) and others had students
meet criteria multiple sessions in a row (e.g.,
Chafouleas et al., 2004). Two main findings
emerge. First, fixed fluency criteria greatly
differ in absolute number. Second, how re-
searchers measure fluency differs. A discus-
sion on absolute difference bridges into reader
outcomes covered later in the discussion with
the measurement or focus of different criteria
covered next.

Three major dependent measures consti-
tute fixed fluency criteria. Students reached
criterion by reading a certain number of words
per minute (correct plus incorrect words per
minute; e.g., Samuels, 1979), correct words
per minute (e.g., Martens et al., 2007), or a
combination of a certain number of correct
words per minute in conjunction with no
more than a certain number of incorrect words
per minute (e.g., Anderson & Alber, 2003).
At face value, each seems to represent oral
reading fluency, however only measurement
of one type of criterion meets an accepted
definition of oral reading fluency.

Authoritative reading sources (e.g., Ar-
cher, et al. 2003; Fuchs et al., 2001) assert
decoding fluency manifests objectively as
the speed and accuracy of reading text. Main-
taining a criterion of words per minute covers
half the equation, reading speed, but ignores
the second part. Students reading to a WPM
criterion do not have to attend to errors nor
do they count against reading skill level. Hy-
pothetically, students could read 100 words
incorrectly, yet still meet criterion. Correct
words per minute alone fails to attend to ei-
ther aspect of the oral reading fluency defi-
nition. Reading fluency combines corrects
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and incorrects to garner reading speed, albeit
the fewer errors the reader makes the better.
Students can read with 50% accuracy when
meeting criteria that focus strictly on CWPM.
Only by measuring and attending to both
correct and incorrect words per minute in iso-
lation does a fixed fluency criterion meet the
definition of oral reading fluency. A reading
score of 150 CWPM with 1 IWPM clearly
denotes both speed and accuracy (99.3%).

While criteria accounting for CWPM ap-
pear often (66% of studies), errors receive less
direct (i.e., included in the criterion) attention
(37% of studies). Initially considered a sec-
ondary concern (Dahl, 1974), measuring and
accounting for errors plays an important role.
For example, Daane, Campbell, Grigg, Good-
man and Oranje (2005) reported students
making the fewest errors on oral reading flu-
ency tests correlated with higher comprehen-
sion scores. Additionally, Kostewicz and Ku-
bina (2010) showed the data for one student
who improved CWPM while also increasing
the number of IWPM demonstrating the inde-
pendent nature of behavior (Lindsley, 1990);
CWPM and IWPM do not have to balance
out during repeated reading interventions.
Students can steadily improve CWPM while
also increasing IWPM potentially decreasing
reading accuracy. Therefore, researchers not
measuring and displaying both reading vari-
ables, and more importantly including them in
a fluency criterion, fail to provide the proper
picture of decoding fluency.

Fixed Fluency Criteria Origins

Based on citation and other explana-
tions, three distinct rate categories emerged
from the current literature base: researcher/
teacher-imposed, normative/grade-level, and
behavioral fluency. The initial fixed criterion
rates imposed on students resulted from a
normal course of scientific study. Dahl (1974)
and Samuels (1979) made logical choices
(i.e., referring to curriculum-based criteria)

in establishing reading criteria rates. Others
(e.g., Dowhower, 1987; Herman, 1985) sim-
ply cited the rates used in previous research
(i.e., Samuels, 1979). Since the 1990s, the
majority of researchers (over 70% of remain-
ing studies) explicitly reference fixed fluency
reading criteria from published reading rates,
either norm-referenced/grade-level or behav-
ioral fluency rates maximizing our advance-
ment of a science of reading.

Oral reading fluency rates receive atten-
tion for a variety of reasons. Hasbrouck and
Tindal (1992) published readings rates of
many different students in different grades
providing a snapshot of the distribution of
reading scores. Kubina and Starlin (2003)
display a range of reading rates that have as-
sociated reading outcomes. In both cases, the
rates displayed guide fluency criteria choice
and stimulate research and practice. With both
types referenced within the reviewed body of
studies, the vast difference in absolute num-
ber (i.e., 180 words) may speak more to intent
and use of proposed rates.

Two interactions with students rely on oral
reading fluency criteria rates: assessment and
practice. Reading fluency tests (e.g., curricu-
lum-based measurement; CBM) measure cur-
rent performance and reading growth (Way-
man, Wallace, Wiley, Ticha & Espin, 2007).
Reading fluency practice (i.e., repeated read-
ings) builds oral reading fluency (Chard et
al., 2002). In both instances, researchers and
practitioners refer to published fluency rates
to maximize interpretation and/or practice.

CBM, often conducted as one to three
one-minute readings of a previously unread
passage, allows students’ scores to readily
compare to normative reading rates (Has-
brouck & Tindal, 1992). The role of reading
rate becomes a comparison - a yard stick - to
evaluate where the student currently reads
with normative rates as a referent. CBM
assessment outcomes possibly identify an
area of need and can prompt practitioners



32 / Reading Improvement

to implement reading fluency practice (e.g.,
repeated reading). Educators working with
students actively and systematically engaged
in building decoding fluency maintain a
different agenda. Unlike CBM and a few
cold readings of a passage, students spend
extended periods of time with the same pas-
sage reading toward a static fluency criterion
(Kubina & Starlin, 2003).

Normative/grade-level rates fit well in an
assessment model. The rates vary by grade,
age, and ability and provide ready access for
comparison (Hasbrouk & Tindal, 1992). Be-
havioral fluency rate ranges, derived for the
observed outcomes of practice, do not vary
by age and present performance level. Fowler
(1993) suggests that students must decode
at a minimum of 200 words per minute to
comprehend. Considering reading speeds
necessary for comprehension, research and
practitioners should have students practice
until reaching reading speeds mirroring those
outcomes. Supported by the outcome data
from the current literature base, it does not
seem plausible that students reading orally
80-90 CWPM will smoothly transition to si-
lently reading 200+ CWPM. Researchers and
practitioners determining fluency criteria for
practice should refer to lists of criteria that
publish practice fluency criteria.

Reader Outcomes Based on Different
Fluency Criteria Rates

Fluency criteria sources and absolute rates
play a role guiding rate choice. However, the
many questions of fluency criteria choice
distill to one: what outcomes do students
experience as a result of reading quickly and
accurately at a given rate? The literature base
suggests that students rarely read faster or
more accurately than required (i.e., fixed flu-
ency criterion). Students also needed a wide
range of practice time, 1 (Spence, 2005) to
300 minutes (Staubitz et. al., 2005) to reach
different criteria. Additional findings (i.e.,

unrelated to a specific criterion) suggest pos-
itive reading improvements to normative test
(e.g., Spence, 2002) and comprehension-re-
lated scores (e.g., Dowhower, 1987). Direct
comparisons of outcomes associated with
different fluency criteria appear limited in
the literature.

Overall, students asked to reach fluency
criteria consisting of more CWPM and fewer
IWPM display faster and more accurate read-
ing. That does not mean a student participat-
ing in studies with other criteria could not read
faster. They just did not under practice condi-
tions which ceased. Another criterion-related
finding comes from Kostewicz and Kubina
(2011). Student retell scores more highly cor-
related to words read than times reading the
passage placing an importance on criterion
choice. In addition to noted difference, one
specific criterion comparison did emerge.

Martens et al. (2007) reported students
maintained oral reading fluency gains two
days following reaching a 100 CWPM cri-
terion. Kubina et al. (2008) showed students
reaching both 123 CWPM and 200 CWPM
on separate passages decreased reading scores
similarly over time (2 weeks, 2 months, 3.5
months). Scores on passages read to 200
CWPM consistently outperformed scores on
123 CWPM with students still scoring greater
than the lower fluency criterion 3.5 months
out. While limited, practitioners can ask how
long out and how fast would they like stu-
dents to perform a critical reading skill: 2 or
98 days later?

Another question related to outcome re-
volves around potential reading productivity.
A student able to read at 30 CWPM (e.g.,
Mercer et al., 2000) encounters considerably
less text over time than a student who can read
fluently at 210 CWPM (e.g., Sweeny et al.,
2003). Over the course of a day, students may
read for two to three hours in total. Reading
behavior at 30 CWPM allows a student to in-
teract with 5,400 words daily. At 210 CWPM,
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the number rises to 37,800; approximately
one and a half times what a student reading at
30 CWPM reads over a school week. Building
reading fluency through practice should strive
for the greatest immediate and long-reaching
gains for the individual student. Aligning
practice fluency choice with advantageous
practice criteria seems paramount.

Future Research Directions

Two avenues of research lay open for ex-
amining reading fluency criteria in repeated
reading interventions. First, researchers can
continue to examine the effects of different
criteria in comparison. For example, both
Kubina et al. (2008) and Martens et al. (2007)
examined the retention effects of RRFC in-
terventions. However, Kubina et al. report a
direct retention outcome comparison of more
than one criteria (i.e., 123 and 200 CWPM).
Other RRFC outcomes require direct com-
parisons between multiple criteria such as
reading transfer between passages, number
of sessions or minutes to criterion, and other
generalization measures (i.e., recall or other
comprehension measures). Researchers can
use various publications (e.g., Carnine, &
Silbert, 1979; Freeman & Haughton, 1993;
Hasbrouck & Tindal, 1992; Koorland, et al.,
1990; Kubina & Starlin, 2003; Shapiro, 1996)
as rationales for the different suggested read-
ing fluency rates.

Second, a noticeable direction exists in
the RRFC literature base: a direct comparison
between reading to fixed fluency criteria and
reading a fixed number of repetitions, the
aforementioned options one and two. The
comparison can examine the same outcomes
noted above (i.e., reading transfer, retention,
application on comprehension tasks, etc.). An
obvious and difficult aspect of the compari-
son will be the balance of practice time. Once
controlled for, the results may further guide
repeated reading research.

Conclusions

One form of reading fluency, decoding
fluency (Kuhn et al., 2012), results from prac-
tice and more specifically, systematic practice
(Archer et al., 2003). One important aspect
of reading practice involves the inclusion of
a reading fluency criterion (Therrien, 2005).
First examined almost 40 years ago, research-
ers and practitioners have employed a wide
range of oral reading fluency criteria for a
variety of reasons (e.g., normative/grade-lev-
el, behavioral fluency). In all cases, students
demonstrated an improvement to reading flu-
ency, however, students rarely read faster or
more accurately than the criterion used. Cer-
tain fluency criteria seem more appropriately
matched with practice, the singular goal of
repeated readings and produce more positive
student outcomes. Regardless, the inclusion
of a static fluency criterion with repeated
reading allows students a clear marker for
practice and improvement.



34 / Reading Improvement

References

Studies noted with an * were included in the review.

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

*Anderson, L. L., & Alber, S. R. (2003). Precision teach-
ing in a day treatment facility. Journal of Precision
Teaching and Celeration, 19(1), 35-37.

Archer, A. L., Gleason, M. M., & Vachon, V. L. (2003).
Decoding and fluency: Foundation skills for strug-
gling older readers. Learning Disability Quarterly,
26, 89-101. doi:10.2307/1593592

Begeny, J.C., Daly, E.J., & Valleley, R.J. (2006). Improv-
ing oral reading fluency through response opportu-
nities: A comparison of phrase drill error correction
with repeated reading. Journal of Behavioral Educa-
tion, 15,229-235. doi:10.1007/s10864-006-9028-4

Berends, L.E., & Reitsma, P. (2006). Remediation of Flu-
ency: Word Specific or Generalised Training Effects?
Reading and Writing, 19, 221-234.

Binder, C. (1996). Behavioral fluency: Evolution of a
new paradigm. The Behavior Analyst, 19, 163-197.

Binder, C. (2005). Behavioral fluency. In M. Hersen, G.
Sugai, & R. Horner (Eds.), Encyclopedia of behavior
modification and cognitive behavior therapy. Volume
III: Education applications (pp. 1185-1188). Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Carnine, C. W., & Silbert, J. (1979). Direct instruction
reading. Columbus, OH: Merrill.

Carnine, C. W., Silbert, J., Kame’enui, E. J., & Tarver,
S. G. (2010). Direct instruction reading (5th ed.).
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall/Merrill.

*Carroll, C. L., McCormick, S., & Cooper, J. O. (1991).
Effects of a modified repeated reading procedure on
reading fluency of severely disabled readers. Journal
of Precision Teaching and Celeration, 8(1), 16-26.

*Chafouleas, S. M., Martens, B. K., Dobson, R. L.,
Weinstein, K. S., & Gardner, K. B. (2004). Fluent
reading as the improvement of stimulus control:
Additive effects of performance-based interventions
to repeated reading of students’ reading and error
rates. Journal of Behavioral Education, 13, 67-81.
doi:10.1023/B:JOBE.0000023656.45233.6f

Chard, D. J., Ketterlin-Geller, L. R., Baker, S. K., Do-
abler, D., & Apichatabutra, D. (2009). Repeated
reading interventions for students with learning
disabilities: Status of the evidence. Exceptional Chil-
dren, 75(3), 263-280.

Chard, D. J., Vaughn, S., & Tyler, B. (2002). A synthesis
of research on effective interventions for building
reading fluency with elementary students with learn-
ing disabilities. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 35,
386-406. doi:10.1177/00222194020350050101

Chomsky, C. (1976). After decoding: What? Language
Arts, 53, 288-296.

Compan, B., lamsupasit, S., & Samuels, J. (2001). Effect
of repeated reading and self-directed behavior on
reading skills and generalization of reading skills of
third-grade Hill tribe students (Report No. CS-014-
494). (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
EDA458531).

Daane, M. C., Campbell, J. R., Grigg, W. S., Goodman,
M. J., & Oranje, A. (2005). Fourth-grade students
reading aloud: NAEP 2002 special study of oral
reading (NCES 2006-469). U.S. Department of
Education. Institute of Education Sciences, National
Center for Education Statistics. Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office.

*Dahl, P. R. (1974). An experimental program for teach-
ing high speed word recognition and comprehension
skills. (Final Report Project #3-1154). Washington,
DC National Institute of Education (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED099 816).

Daly, E. J., & Martens, B. K. (1994). A comparison of
three interventions for increasing oral reading per-
formance: Application of the instructional hierarchy.
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 27, 459—469.
doi:10.1901/jaba.1994.27-459

*Dowhower, S. L. (1987). Effects of repeated reading
on second-grade transitional readers’ fluency and
comprehension. Reading Research Quarterly, 22,
389-406. doi:10.2307/747699

Fowler, T. (1993). Fluency in reading: Risk success.
Reading Improvement, 30, 109-112.

Freeman, G., & Haughton, E. (1993a). Building reading
fluency across the curriculum. Journal of Precision
Teaching, 10, 29-30.

Fuchs, L. S., Fuchs, D., Hosp, M. K., & Jenkins, J. R.
(2001). Oral reading fluency as an indicator of
reading competence: A theoretical, empirical, and
historical analysis. Scientific Studies in Reading, 5,
239-256. doi:10.1207/S1532799XSSR0503_3

*@Gibson, L., Cartledge, G., Keyes, S. E., & Yawn, C. D.
(2014). The effects of a supplementary computerized
fluency intervention on the generalization of oral
reading fluency and comprehension of first-grade
students. Education and Treatment of Children, 34,
25-51.

Hasbrouck, J. E., & Tindal, G. (1992). Curriculum-based
oral reading fluency norms for students in grades 2
through 5. Teaching Exceptional Children, 24(3),
41-44.

*Herman, P. A. (1985). The effect of repeated reading on
reading rate, speech pauses, and word recognition
accuracy. Reading Research Quarterly, 20, 553-564.
doi:10.2307/747942



A Review of Fixed Oral Reading Criteria / 35

*Joseph, L. M., & Schisler, R. A. (2007). Getting the
“Most bang for your buck”: Comparison of the ef-
fectiveness and efficiency of phonic and whole word
reading techniques during repeated reading lessons.
Journal of Applied School Psychology, 24, 69-90.
doi:10.1300/J370v24n01_04

Kavale, K. A. (2005) Effective intervention for students
with specific learning disability: The nature of spe-
cial education. Learning Disabilities, 13, 127-138.

Koorland, M. A., Keel, M. C., & Ueberhorst, P. (1990).
Setting aims for precision learning. Teaching Excep-
tional Children, 22(3), 64-66.

*Kostewicz, D. E., & Kubina, R. M. (2010). A com-
parison of two reading fluency methods: Repeated
reading to a fluency criterion and interval sprinting.
Reading Improvement, 47, 43-63.

*Kostewicz, D. E., & Kubina, R. M. (2011). Building
science reading fluency for students with disabilities
with repeated reading to a fluency criterion. Learn-
ing Disabilities: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 17,
89-104.

*Kubina. R. M., Amato, J., Schwilk, C. L., & Therrien,
W. J. (2008) Comparing performance standards on
the retention of words read correctly per minute.
Journal of Behavioral Education, 17, 328-338.
doi:10.1007/510864-008-9071-4

Kubina, R. M., Commons, M., & Heckard, B. (2009).
Using precision teaching with direct instruction in a
summer school program. Journal of Direct Instruc-
tion, 9, 1-12.

Kubina, R. M., & Morrison, R. S. (2000). Fluency in edu-
cation. Behavior and Social Issues, 10, 83-99.

Kubina, R. M., & Starlin, C. (2003). Reading with pre-
cision. European Journal of Behavior Analysis, 4(1
& 2),13-22.

Kubina, R. M., & Yurich, K. K. L. (2012). The Precision
Teaching Book. Lemont, PA: Greatness Achieved.

Kuhn, M. R. (2005). A comparative study of small group
fluency instruction. Reading Psychology, 26(2), 127-
146. doi:10.1080/02702710590930492

Kuhn, M. R., Schwanenflugel, P. J., Meisinger, E. B.
Levy, B. A., & Rasinski, T. V. (2012). Aligning The-
ory and Assessment of Reading Fluency: Automa-
ticity, Prosody, and Definitions of Fluency. Reading
Research Quarterly, 45, 230-241. http://www.jstor.
org/stable/20697184

Kuhn, M. R., & Stahl, S. A. (2003). Fluency: A re-
view of developmental and remedial practices.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 3-21.
doi:10.1037/0022-0663.95.1.3

LaBerge, D., & Samuels, S. J. (1974). Towards a
theory of automatic information processing
in reading. Cognitive Psychology, 6, 293-323.
doi:10.1016/0010-0285(74)90015-2

Levy, B.A., Di Persio, R., & Hollingshead, A. (1992).
Fluent rereading: repetition, automaticity and dis-
crepancy. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory & Cognition, 18, 957-971.

Lindsley, O. R. (1964). Direct measurement and prosthe-
sis of retarded behavior. Journal of Education, 147,
62-81.

Lindsley, O. R. (1990). “Our aims, discoveries, failures,
and problem.” Journal of Precision Teaching, 7,
7-17.

Lo, Y., Cooke, N. L., & Starling, A. L. P. (2011). Using a
repeated reading program to improve generalization
of oral reading fluency. Education and Treatment of
Children, 34, 115-140. Doi: 10.1353/etc.2011.0007

*Martens, B. K., Eckert, T. L., Begeny, J. C., Lewand-
owski, L. J., DiGennaro, F. D., Montarello, S. A. et
al. (2007). Effects of a fluency-building program on
the reading performance of low achieving second
and third grade students. Journal of Behavioral Ed-
ucation, 16, 39-54. doi:10.1007/s10864-006-9022-x

*McDowell, C., Mclntyre, C., Owen, B., & Keenan, M.
(1998). Even more challenging reading. Journal of
Precision Teaching and Celeration, 15(2), 6-11.

*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, 179-189. doi:10.1207/
SLDRP1504 2

Meyer, M. S., & Felton, R. H. (1999). Repeated reading
to enhance fluency: Old approaches and new direc-
tions. Annals of Dyslexia, 49, 283-306. doi:10.1007/
s11881-999-0027-8

Moseley, D. (1993). Visual and linguistic determinants
of reading fluency in dyslexics: A classroom study
with talking computers. In S. F. Wright & R. Groner
(Eds.), Facets of dyslexia and its remediation (pp.
567-584). London: Elsevier.

*Musti-Rao, S., Hawkins, R. O., & Barkley, E. A. (2009).
Effects of repeated reading on the oral reading fluen-
cy of urban fourth-grade students: Implications for
practice. Preventing School Failure, 54, 12-23.

Nelson, J., Alber, S., & Gordy, A. (2004). Effects of sys-
tematic error correction and repeated readings on the
reading accuracy and proficiency of second graders
with disabilities. Education and Treatment of Chil-
dren, 27(3), 186-98.

National Reading Panel (2000). Teaching children to
read: An evidence-based assessment of the scientific
research literature on reading and its implications
for reading instruction. Washington, DC: National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development.



36 / Reading Improvement

O’Connor, R. E., White, A., & Swanson, H. L. (2007) Re-
peated reading versus continuous reading: Influences
on reading fluency and comprehension. Exceptional
Children, 74, 31-46.

O’Shea, L. J., Sindelar, P. T., & O’Shea, D. J. (1987). The
effects of repeated reading and attentional cues on
the reading fluency and comprehension of learning
disabled readers. Learning Disabilities Research, 2,
103-109.

Pikulski, J. J., & Chard, D. J. (2005). Fluency: The bridge
between decoding and comprehension. The Reading
Teacher, 58, 510-519. doi:10.1598/RT.58.6.2

*Polk, A. L., & Miller, A. D. (1994). Repeated reading
and precision teaching: Increasing reading fluency
and comprehension in sixth through twelfth grade
boys with emotional disorders. Journal of Precision
Teaching and Celeration, 12(1), 46-66.

*Selfridge, K. A., & Kostewicz, D. E. (2011). Reading
interventions for four students with learning disabil-
ities. Journal of Precision Teaching and Celeration,
27,19-24.

*Samuels, S. J. (1979). The method of repeated reading.
The Reading Teacher, 32, 756-760.

Samuels, S. J. (1987). Information processing abilities
and reading. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 20,
18-22. doi:10.1177/002221948702000104

Shapiro, E. S. (1996). Academic skills problems: Direct
assessment and intervention. New York: Guilford
Press.

Smith, D. D. (1979). The improvement of children’s
oral reading through the use of teacher modeling.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 12, 172-175.
doi:10.1177/002221947901200309

*Spence, 1. (2002). Reducing the time required by dys-
lexic readers to become fluent: A comparison of two
approaches. Journal of Precision Teaching and Cel-
eration, 18(1), 2-9.

*Staubitz, J. E., Cartledge, G., Yurick, A. L., & Lo, Y.
(2005). Repeated reading for students with emotional
or behavioral disorders: Peer- and trainer-mediated
instruction. Behavioral Disorders, 31, 51-64.

*Sweeney, W. J., Ring, M. M., Malanga, P., & Lambert,
M. C. (2003). Using curriculum-based and repeated
practice instructional procedures combined with
daily goal setting to improve elementary students’
oral reading fluency: A preservice teacher training
approach. Journal of Precision Teaching and Celer-
ation, 19(1), 2-19.

*Tam, K. Y., Heward, W., & Heng, M. A. (2006). A read-
ing instruction intervention for English-language

learners who are struggling readers. The Journal of

Special Education, 40, 79-93. doi:10.1177/0022466
9060400020401

*Teigen, T., Malanga, P. R., & Sweeney, W. J. (2001).
Combining repeated reading and error correction to
improve reading fluency. Journal of Precision Teach-
ing and Celeration, 17(2), 58-67.

Therrien, W. J. (2004). Fluency and comprehension gains
as a result of repeated reading: A meta- analysis. Re-
medial and Special Education, 25,252-261. doi:10.1
177/07419325040250040801

*Therrien, W. J., & Hughes, C. (2008). Comparison of
a repeated reading and question generation on stu-
dents’ reading fluency and comprehension. Learning
Disabilities: A Contemporary Journal, 6, 1-16.

*Therrien, W. J., Kirk, J. F., & Woods-Groves, S. (2012).
Comparison of a reading fluency intervention with
and without passage repetition on reading achieve-
ment. Remedial and Special Education, 33, 309-319.

*Therrien, W. J., & Kubina, R. M. (2007). The impor-
tance of context in repeated reading. Reading Im-
provement, 44, 179-188.

*Therrien, W. J., Wickstrom, K., & Jones, K. (2006).
Effect of combined repeated reading and question
generation intervention on reading achievement.
Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 21, 89-
97. doi:10.1111/).1540-5826.2006.00209.x

Wayman, M. M., Wallace, T., Wiley, H. 1., Ticha,
R., & Espin, C. A. (2007). Literature synthesis
on curricular-based measurement in reading.
Journal of Special Education, 41, 85-120. doi:
10.1177/00224669070410020401

*Weinstein, G., & Cooke, N. L. (1992). The effects of
two repeated reading interventions on generaliza-
tions of fluency. Learning Disability Quarterly, 15,
21-28. doi:10.2307/1510562

White, O. R. (2005). Precision teaching. In M. Hersen, G.
Sugai, & R. Horner (Eds.), Encyclopedia of behavior
modification and cognitive behavior therapy. Volume
III: Education applications (pp. 1433—1437). Thou-
sand Oaks, CA: Sage.

*Yurick, A. L., Robinson, P. D., Cartledge, G., Lo, Y., &
Evans, T. L. (2006). Using peer-mediated repeated
reading as a fluency-building activity for urban learn-
ers. Education & Treatment of Children, 29, 469-506.



A Review of Fixed Oral Reading Criteria / 37

skep ¢

o3essed .,z U1 U0 sABp 10Md] . . IS M (1107) Zo1ma)soy]
SSOIO® -INdMI T uet INdMI -INdMD : ’
Surnnbai soFessed g U0 UOLILID PAYOBAI JUIPMIS OB . -6 PaSe sjuapnys e agpuye
I 4 HI9ILID pay pms yoeyq 20U 01 “INdMD 00T 0r-6 P P [eWo) € % 95PLYIeS
. pear 0} Surures]
soFessed 9AISSII0NS UO SIOLID 19MQJ (SaFes A S8 SI0119 AynoLgIp & ey oYM uonsp (6161) SpEnuTES
-sed 9A1S5900NS U0 2109s FUIPLAI N M [BDIUT IOYSTH uonIug00a1 pIop INdM vl _S.c I~ EonE.m v
(#1-G 93uer) suoIssas
6 Jo oAe ‘xoidde ue Surnnbai (§-z o5uer) saSessed } gnurw 1od (aq ym #661)
¢ Jo "aA® "xo1dde ue UO UOLINIIO PAYOLAI SJUIPMYS MO 00Z-071 S[1919Y ‘INdMI SNIMD 0K 8T-11) SIUSPNIS oL § TN 29 M[od
‘uonjudAIul Surpear pajeadal yoam ¢ ) JuLng
I101e] sAep ¢ sured asoy) (uonjeonpo [eroads ( )
paurejurew pue Aouany Surpeal [e1o pasoidwr ‘[onuod INdMD 001 INdMD SUIAIOIQI G YIIM SIOPRIS 1, . mcwomm
01 pa1edwiod se ‘UONUIAINUI TUIAIIOI SJUSPNIS 01 PUB ,Z 07) SIRPMIS (¢ ey HEN
oy
: (S991AI9S UOTJBINP
*SUOT}IPUOD Q1Y) [[& sSuipear oAnn  [euononysul Jo ynuiwr 1od : : (L002)
[e10ads SUIATO03I §7 YNM SID
Iopun A[[enba Aouony Surpeal [e10 paroidur sjuopmy§  -03su0d 7 uo NdMD 06 NdMD Jo ueawr dnoin I 19[s1Y9S 29 ydosor
: : . -Peid € 10 ‘g 1) SIUIPTUS 09 :
NdMD Jo uedy dnoin
‘Apuedyiusis
IQJJIp 10U PI UE | 410q JO SPEAI [EUL] ‘AOBINOOE (810112 3[qe3da00e
P 3 X PP S ﬁ [ [p0q jo speal [eul] PUE “S1001I00-J[35 + 1001
PUR ‘SaNOSIW “9Jel UO 19)19q AJUBOYIUTIS PII0dS INdM 05-G€ Surpeal
WM S8 -100) AoBINOOE PauIqUIO)) (6861) urwIOy
Sjuapmys G pue | A103s Jo speal [eniur oy Sulredwo) . : SJUOpNIS APeI3 9 10 4G 4 8
. e : {(SI0113 [[®) SANOSIW [BI0],
G pue [ A101S 410q JO peal [RIIUI O} SNSIOA PBAI [RUL . .
tsosned yooadg SNdM.
91} UO SIOLID JOMIJ dPeU PUE 12)SEJ PBaI SJUIpNIS
*dnoi3 posisse oy} 10J $2109s uorsudydxd .
o : SaInseaw KoeIndoe 9,68 ‘wnur
-Wi00 UeaW AYS{ "dNOIS PAISISSE A 10§ UOLIILIO O} J1p0oso1{ ‘suonsanb [eoax -TUIW JB “YHm B (. ) IoMOyMO,
S3UIPEaI UBOWI JOMI ] "SJUPNIS PIISISSEUN "SA PI)SISSE WdM 001 o.cac mhwomh.woo . Il o1 M < MM :HAMH\MW % sP L861 mod
10} $2109s SUIPLAI UBdW [BUY PUR [RITUI IOYSTH popteun - V-NdM } 91qP SIUOPTIS 9P puC L1
(oSessed
PpIom-(Q] Peal 0) parnbal suoIssas Jo Joquinu pue . wreigoxd ur siopear
SI0L19 UONIUS0921 PIoM) $1S9, SUIpeay [BIQ PIWI], Ay} NAM 001 Aoeinooe SUIpEay TN 1sa100d ‘syuapnys apeI3 7 7€ (vLo1) 1Hed
U0 99UBIYIUSIS PIMOYS 199JJ2 UTew s3uIpear pajeaday
SUOISSS €7 UL NdMI INdMI § uey ¢ (€002)
¢ 1IM 9[eW OA
1 /INdMD 20T OV INdMI L /INdMD T1 woly pororduwry  10MJ Yim NdMD 001 INAMINIAND agineal st 13q[y % uosiopuy
sawodnQ UoLIdLID) SIINSBIA] syuedpnaed Apms

xipuaddy

SAIPN}S ey pasodur] JOYIBIL/IIYIIBISIY



38 / Reading Improvement

nurw 19d spiop = INdM

‘oynurr 1od sprom 3091100U] = NJM] omurr 1od spIom 3091100 = INdMD ‘9ouBqIMSIp [euonowy = 4 SoniIqesip Surures] ogyrads =qIS 210N

(01-¢ o3uer)

suoIssas ¢ "xoidde Jo 93eIdAR UB I9)JE UOLIOILIO PAYOLdl (NdMD L “5) Apoaioo pasomsue (spasu (9002)
. . T juopmys 1od sojeruorr  suonsanb uorsuoyard Teroads yym ¢ ‘ofewr ¢ pue
sjuopmg “sagessed UOLIOILID ¢ PUE ‘,7 ] Y} WOl Suraouwt oL poUILLIoND dXa  -WoN ¢ i : : PR, Te 30 weL,
NI JOM3J OPBUI PUE NI “IAE AI0W Peal SJUIpNIS JLIO pIuIULIRIOp "dXH D -INdMI -INdMD SO[BUIOY 7) SIUopMs 0K [1-6 G
'S9109S JUSWIAARIYOY d3urY IPIA\ pue Aouonyj Surpear [9A9] 9peI3 puIyaq
paAoxdwr syuopnys [y "SAep § AI9A9 UOLIDIIO 0} soFessed INdMD 0S1 INdMI SAdAD s1e9A §°¢ JO o5eIoA® SuIpear (2007) 2ouadg
pajodwios pue s3urpeal [eniul pasoxdu syuapns sjdwes (opei3 Pe-yig) suapms G¢
sawoanQ UL SIINSBIA[ syuednaed Apmg

(‘yu0)y) sa1pmy§ ey pasodu] JAYIBI /IYIILISIY



A Review of Fixed Oral Reading Criteria / 39

‘uorjeIdudd uorsonb uey a1ow UOISUAY
-o1dwos enyoey pasoidwr s3urpear pajeadar pored
-Wwod udym pue Asuany Surpear daoidwl sjuapn}§

"SUOISSas / Jo “oAe "xoidde ue Sunye)
soSessed ¢ JO "0AL UB UO UOLIALIO JoUl SJUSPMIS

"SYIRWYOUI] Jedk

-JO-pUud [OBAI JOU PIP I0AMOY ‘Spudpnig “donoeld

Kouanyy Surpeal Jo 3 nsal e se duleseq 0) pareduwiod
se syuowoAoIdwr oyl SuIpear pamoys suapmys [y

‘sureS 10Jea13 opew 193uo] payedionted oym jusp
-mS "uOnONISUT Aouany SUIPLaI JO J[NSAI © S [9A9]
oped Surpeal ur suresd JuedoyIugis opewl SUIPNIS [y

‘(11 oseyq) eLe)Io Jurpear 10y3siy

Speay WNWIxen
¥ 10 SINdMD $11 opeid
w€ NdMD 76 9peIS g

SIOLID JOMIJ IO ()] IIm
SIOpRIS 4,9 10J INdM 081
Pue SI9peI3 i 10J INdM SP 1

s1opeId  10J INdM
811 ‘SI9PeIS ¢ 10 INdM
011 ‘S19peI3 .7 10J INdM 06

INdMI
SS9 10 7 pue pIg INdMD
081-001 “puT %] NdMD
001-08 ‘T K782 INdMD

08-09 “sT 28] INdMD 09-0t

5T K118 INAMD 01-0€

suorsang) [enuaIdu]
pue [ened JWdMD

pazomsue suonsonb

uorsudyardwo)) AdM

INdM

INdMIT TNdMO

‘sogessed

[0A9]
ape1d mo[aq s1eak om) Suipear  (8007) seysSny
€1-6 paSe syuapmys 4] ‘Suipear ur 29 USLLIdY ],

AIS WM g1-6 PISe sjuapms g|
as (5002)

10J YSLI-]e JO Y)IM [[e SO[etof ¢
‘sojewl §7) 0K [-6 paSe syuapms 9

(IHO pue ‘@ds

‘A’1S “o'1) spasu [eroads noym
9 pue yim 9 (So[ewd) £ ‘sojew
G) 0AZ1-6 pasSe syuapms 7|

‘Te 10 Z3iqness

(6002) 'Te
19 oBY-1ISNIAl

(0002)
Te 319 ISJIdIN

ais
YHA SHUSPTIS [00YOS APPIW 6y

1M PaLnooo safessed uonezijerauasd uo sured ( UOEZI[EIRUAT U0 dnunu SORINOLIIP
i p teztl : NdMO 1od spiom [[o301 pue uorsuayaxdwos pue Aouany (7102)
103u0ms 19A0MOY ‘(] 9Se ) UOnuAIUI SULINp  (f) 9peId ] IO JJewyouog : ‘[e 19 uosqIn
y Co INdMD ‘emuru sad Surpear yym s1opeis IsIy § :
soessed o[diynuw Uo UOLIDILIO PAYILAI S JUSPNIS ’ : :
: . SpIom [[9301 pue INdMD
(AdMI € /NdMD
g e o AP o 1 o 133800 £ 580 1 AN ¢ : (saad poge-ous wopA T (400D) 1
1saysiy ¥ Jep SJuopmys [euy oy, "uonip € PW NIMI € INAMI -INdMD -Peal 0K 6-8) SIUOPMIS J[BWd) £ 1O Seajnoyey)
ouoe Y oY} 1opun (INIMI [ /INdMD SET) 1s9Ise]  uey) dI0u ou Yitm NdMD 09
PEOI IOYIOUE PUE JSIT UOLIOILID JOUT JUIPN)S OUQ)
‘NdMD Y31y € st €Z71-G/ pue NdMD
MO] © Se [ -] wolj pagues juopnyg ‘sofessed ¢ uo Tomal 10 - WNdMI INdMI SNdAD 1m0 Z[-]]) SIOPMS uﬁw_,mm el Awwmm_v
om} pue sagessed g U0 UOLIALIO JOUI SJUSPNIS OM ], 3 10 € WM INMO 001 R CInTD) syuepms opett v 1839 T10418D
sauodInQ UOLIILID SIINSBIA] syuedonaeg Apmg

SIIPN)S BY [IAJ[-IPLID)/IAIIBULION]



Kouony urpeay 10 STAIIA =1J0d ‘nurw 19d SpIop
= INdA ‘omnurur 1od spIom 3021100U] = NJMI omnuru 13d sprom 3001100 = NJMD ‘Siuduaredwr [jeay 1oy = [HO ‘Sdedrpuey [eIOTABYSq 9I0AS
= HdS 9oueqINISIp [BUOIIOUId AIAAJS = (IS ooueqImsIp [euonowy = (4 ‘SonIfiqesip Suruied] ogroads = IS ‘seniiqesip Suruied| = Q7 270N

40 / Reading Improvement

9°/, JO UOLIOIID
0) SUOISSas JO Joquinu A3eIdAE Ue y)m soFessed 'z uo
UOLIILID PAYOBAI PUB 96 0} AoBINOOR paroiduur syuopmg

LS JO UOLIOJID
0} SUOISSAS JO Joquinu a3eIoAe Ue Yiim soSessed 47/ uo
UOLIQ)LIO PAYOBAI PUB %G O} AoBINDOE parordwr syuspng

$'G JO UOLILIO
0) SUOISSas JO Joquinu 23eIdAE Ue )M soFessed ¢ ¢ uo
UOLIO)LIO PAYOBAI PUB 9,66 0} AoeINdoe pasoidwr syuapmg

'SUOISSas uLmp WdmMD
IoySTY Yoral PIp INq ‘UOLISILID sjuswdAoIdw o) uey) Ioter
PaXY oY) Yoeal 0} s[el} Surpeal arow paxmbar syuspng

"[01U0D UBY) J)SE] PEAI PUE UOLIDILIO OBl
0} speaial {7 paSeroae dnoid UONUSAISIUI OY) UT SJUSPNYS

1991100
suonsonb uorsuayaxd
-WO0J PUB SIOLID M)
1001 pue JNdM 081

1091100
suonsanb uorsuayaxd
-WOJ PUE SIOLId JOMIJ
1001 pue INdM St

1991100
suornsonb uorsuayaxd
-WO0J PUB SIOLID M)

1001 pue NdM 081

syuowdAoxdw NI MD
ySrens ¢ SINdMD 06

[0A9]
Surpear Juarno Joj
INdMD 911Ud13d 0S

suorn
-sanQ) uoisuayaidwo)
‘04, AOBINOOY SINd M.

suon
-sonQ) uorsuayarduwo))
‘0, KoBINOIY SINdM

suor)
-sanQ) uoisudyardwo)
‘04, AOBINOOY SINd M

WdMD

A11021109
pa1omsue suonsanb
uorsuayardwo)) ‘NdMD

s1ope1sd 9

SIOpRI3 € 8

(a1
)M 7 ‘S9[eWId) { pUB SI[BW

¥ 0K [1-01) s1opeis S §

aT s
(0K (1-L) yuapmys drew §

(s1opeid 8 [ pue

wl 9 @S 01 ‘ub €1) ATS 10§
YSLI J& 10 [IIM SJudpms ()¢

3

(sorewt

¢ Apwis - (9007)
‘Te 39 Jorunx

7 Apms - (9007)
‘Te 19 Young

1 Apras - (9007)
‘Te 39 yorunx

(2661) 400D
29 UI9ISUIOM

(9002)
‘Te 39 UdLLIdy I,

'SISI] PIOM UBY) JOYJLI JX0JUO0D Ul SPIOM UOLIOILIO e SolEUol ¢ ‘SIoPEIS (L007) eu
Surpear uoym UOLILID 0} S[eLl) JomMIJ parmbar syuopmg WdMO €6 S[etl], ‘s1ouy NdMD e 1oy § -S1op -1qny 29 USLLIdY
S T PUB p€ $1) SIUPMIS 9

SpeaJal

‘sured Aouany Surpeas [eIo Je[ruwis  WNWIXeW [OAJ] ( ) opeisd ¢ (z102)

paonpoid s3urpear aannadai-uou pue s3urpear pajeadoy Surpear Juarnod Joj WMD) J40d PUB ‘b ‘i€ UT SJUIPMIS (¢ ‘[e 30 USLLIdY ],
INdMD 911Ud1d 0S

sowodnQ UOLILID) SAINSEBIIA] syuednied Apms

(*3U0))) SAIPNIS BY [PAI[-IPBIL)/DANBUWLION



A Review of Fixed Oral Reading Criteria / 41

-onuiw 1ad sp1om 1091100U] = NJM] ‘Inur 1ad spIom 1991100 = NdMD
‘1oures] a8enSuey ysiSuyg = 714 ‘syuowredwr yreay oy1Q = [HO SONI[IqesIp [eI0IABY] [euonowy = qgd ‘soniiqesip Surured] ogyroads = QIS 220N

"UOISSOS 6 ) Surmp ) . (1002)
INdMD 012-081 INdMI -INdMD A'TS ym ofew ok O
INAMI T /INdMD 8TT JO 21038 B TRIM WITE JoUl JUSpm§ ’ ’ Te 30 UaSIoL,
"Aprys Joom ¢ oy SuLmnp .
: 9 0
(9 ueyy a10w J0u Inq ‘ouo ueyy d1ow) sadessed ojdnnuw uo : . ‘onEonpa [e100ds _E :M{mw_om‘_ww (€002)
UOLISILIO oW SJUSpMYs [dnnjA syuopnys [[e 10J pasearoul NdMO 012081 WNAMI-WNdMO . Sﬂow o Eww o1 ‘Te 10 Auoams
soje1 Aouonyj Surpeal Moys suoneId[ad Surpear paqidwo)) ey P PEIS u¥ 6€
‘uoIssas yoed ynurw Jod sjoey oFessed ||
Kroyewnrxoxdde pa[eoay ‘INdMD 60T JO 2109s Y31y © s INdMD 00T amuur sod sou} pueq (8661)
mcom.mom ¢ pue 9 1oy soSessed om) uo wre 5& Eov&m 18334 -WdMI -NdMD swa ¢ Butpeai dpwt 0K €] 1PMOMIN
. Stpuow SAep 9ANNJISU0D T 10J add (8002)
G'¢€ puE sipuols 7 "s3joom 7 3 INdMD €C1 SA 00T 03 peal Em?.o 00T PUE €71 WdMD [ STeW [ pue TS M dfewioy 1o ruIqNY]
soFessed uO $9100S UONULIAI JOYSIY PAUTLIUTEW SYUIPMIS [[V [ pue o[ew | S)UOPNIS 0KG ¢ ! :
‘sogessed 9A1SS900NS JO STUIPLAL
Tentut uo INJdM Surseardsp a1y pue WdM D Sutaoxdur opeis ( )
pakerdsip sjuopns Mo, ‘suoissos § “xoxdde 19)e yoeo SIOLIQ SS9 spiom W o ﬂ;» eut MSN
soSessed 9ATINOOSUOD INOJ UO UOLIDIIID PAYOLAI SJUSPMIS 10 7 M INIMD 007 11919 INdMI SNdMD GEHW@v whwmm_%w_ o %M%Mm L o0 \.,Muwow
TV "[00qIx2) 20ua10s & woij sagessed uo sjuawussasse-jsod :
03 -a1d wo1y INdMD pue Aoeinode pasoxduwl sjuapnig
-oFessed .7 (s9o1A108 (
0} ;] Wolj 19jsuer) Jurpear pake[dsIp S}uopN}S "“UOHIPUOD SIOLIO SS9 . [ 9L, SUIAIO991 JUIPMYS OpeId eut W_omv
Surpear payeadal o) J9puUN SOWN ¢ PU. SOWI} ¢ UOHIPUOD 10 T Yum INdMD 00T WNAMI-WNdMO ol 1 STHO 10 @IS Yim sjuapnis o1 \.,Mo w_o%
Sunurds [eAIOUI Y} JOpUN UOLIAILIO Y} JOU JSIT SJUSPMIS o[ew dpeId iy 7) SHUIPNIS d[BW ¢ RSO
sauodNnQ UOLIILID SIINSBIA[ syuedonaeg Apmg

SAIPN)S ey Adudn|] [BIOIARYIY



