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Over the past few decades, reading as-
sessment has been pushed to the forefront of
the national discussion about education. The
most recent reauthorizations of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (1994, 2001)
made assessment a priority as administrators
and teachers are attempting to meet increasing
accountability standards, but measuring read-
ing ability is a difficult task (Anderson, 1972;
Duke, 2005; Pearson & Hamm, 2005; Sweet,
2005). Part of the difficulty lies in the com-
plexity of the reading process itself. Reading
is most often viewed as a multidimensional
construct, as suggested by models of reading
that focus on different levels of understanding
(Davis, 1944, 1968; Kintsch, 2004; Perfetti,
2007). Moreover, reading is a complex pro-
cess that changes depending on the type of
text, purpose for reading, and reading topic
(Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Pressley, 2000;
RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). The
complexity of the reading process makes it
challenging to assess exactly what is happen-
ing when readers read and understand text.

Part of this challenge could be that re-
search into the assessment and treatment of read-
ing difficulties has developed a focus on maxi-
mizing intervention effects. Though ensuring
that reading interventions have the strongest im-
pact on student performance, the focus on per-
formance has arguably migrated the field away
from interventions that are based on reading
theory (Compton, Miller, Elleman, & Steacy,
2014). In fact, reading assessment may have
been developed to maximize differentiation of
students over theory (Suchey, 2009). Both the-
ory and student performance are important foci,
but maximum effect sizes in intervention re-
search and maximum differentiation in assess-
ment research could drift to align more closely
over time as intervention research uses the tests
designed to differentiate. This could potentially
narrow the functioning construct of reading in
assessment and intervention to become unidi-
mensional, which could lead to ignoring impor-
tant aspects of reading that are more difficult to
measure or change through intervention. In this
article, we provide an overview of the need for
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and purpose of reading assessment, summarize
each of the articles in the special series, and
explore the need for assessment and intervention
that is aligned with specific components of read-
ing, as well as general reading ability.

Developing Appropriate Reading
Assessments

Because reading is a complex process to
assess, it is difficult to develop measures that
result in reliable data and valid decisions
(Campbell, 2005). The most commonly used
assessments for accountability that report re-
liability and validity data, such as the Stanford
Achievement Test (SAT10; Pearson Assess-
ments, 2007) and the Iowa assessments
(Hoover et al., 2003), are norm-referenced
tests. Despite the fact that these types of read-
ing outcome measures have normative data
and data on reliability and validity, they are
not meant to be used to provide information on
individual students’ reading abilities that may
help teachers make instructional decisions
(Salvia, Ysseldyke, & Bolt, 2012; Wixson &
Carlisle, 2005).

It is critical to use reading assessments
that can be used to help teachers make instruc-
tional decisions because teachers can better
address the instructional needs of their stu-
dents by assessing their students’ reading abil-
ities and differentiating their instruction
(Fuchs, Deno, & Mirken, 1984; Fuchs, Fuchs,
& Stecker, 1989). State-mandated reading as-
sessments, whether norm-referenced tests or
state-developed criterion-referenced tests, are
limited in their instructional relevance primar-
ily because they are not designed to be used
diagnostically. Instead, the purpose of these
tests is to evaluate instructional programs and
provide information on educational account-
ability (Hambleton & Zenisky, 2003). In ad-
dition, subtests of criterion-referenced tests
are not generally reliable enough to examine
specific skill strengths and deficits (Hambleton
& Zenisky, 2003; Salvia et al., 2012). Couple
this with a several-week or -month delay in
result reporting, and in short, these assess-
ments do not provide ongoing timely informa-
tion on students’ reading skills and, therefore,

teachers cannot make instructional decisions
based on the assessment results.

Curriculum-based measures (CBMs)
represent one approach in widespread use to
teachers’ need for time-efficient reading as-
sessment that is technically adequate and pro-
vides information useful for formative deci-
sion making. CBMs are quick and easily ad-
ministered and have been shown to be a valid
and reliable indicator of overall reading ability
(Deno, 1985; Reschly, Busch, Betts, Deno, &
Long, 2009; Wayman, Wallace, Wiley, Ticha,
& Espin, 2007). The original CBM for reading
has developed several pseudonyms, including
CBM-R, Passage Reading Fluency (PRF), and
Oral Reading Fluency (ORF). It consists of the
student reading aloud from a passage of con-
nected text for 1 minute while the examiner
records the number of words read correctly
in 1 minute (Hosp, Hosp, & Howell, 2007).
We will be using the term oral passage read-
ing (OPR) for reasons that will be presented
later in the article. OPR can provide teachers
with a valid, reliable, efficient, and ongoing
assessment of students’ overall reading ability
and can help teachers adjust instruction to
better meet their students’ needs (Deno, 1985;
Reschly et al., 2009; Wayman et al., 2007).

Articles in the Special Series

The four articles included in this special
series all relate to the assessment of oral read-
ing. They illustrate some of the advances yet
to be made in the field in order to continuously
define best practice.

In the first article, Smith et al. (this is-
sue) examine the relations between a measure
of word reading automaticity (easyCBM word
reading fluency, WRF) and measures of OPR
(easyCBM PRF) and reading comprehension
(SAT10). One hundred fifty students in
Grade 1 completed fall, winter, and spring
assessments across WRF and PRF, as well as
spring assessments with the SAT10. Smith et
al. used sequential multiple regression to ex-
amine the relation of WRF to the other two
measures using both initial level and fall–
winter gain. They found that both initial level
and gain predicted the outcomes but the ef-
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fects of gain were attenuated for students with
a high initial level.

Thornblad and Christ (this issue) col-
lected daily OPR performance from 40 sec-
ond-grade students for 6 weeks to examine the
quality of trend estimates. Consistent with
prior research, they found that the trend esti-
mates were more reliable, valid, and precise as
the number of data points increased. However,
even after 6 weeks of monitoring, the quality
of the estimates was only marginal. This rein-
forces the notion that for higher-stakes deci-
sions, an increased number of data points are
necessary to provide increasingly reliable,
valid, and precise estimates of trend.

Knight-Teague, Vanderwood, and
Knight (this issue) expanded the research on
word callers (students whose word reading is
sufficiently automatic but who still struggle
with comprehension) to a sample of English
learners (ELs). The third-grade (n � 199) and
fifth-grade (n � 196) ELs were assessed with
an OPR measure (AIMSweb Reading Curricu-
lum–Based Measurement, R-CBM) and a read-
ing comprehension test (California Standards
Tests—English language arts–reading compre-
hension subtest). The authors found that the pro-
portion of word callers was similar to that typi-
cally found for native English speakers, though
slightly higher at Grade 3. A similar pattern of
the proportion of word callers being found at
higher grades was also noted.

In the final article, Mitchell and Begeny
(this issue) evaluated a fluency-building inter-
vention. The Helping Early Literacy with
Practice Strategies (HELPS) program was im-
plemented by parents during summer recess to
determine whether it could ameliorate summer
reading loss, as well as maintain fidelity, if
implemented by a parent rather than a teacher.
The HELPS program consists of 8 research-
based fluency-building strategies (see Ther-
rien, 2004). Using a one-group pre–post quasi-
experimental design with two nonequivalent
dependent variables (math and phonemic de-
coding), the authors found moderate to strong
effects on the reading outcomes (OPR, Gray
Oral Reading Test–Fluency, Gray Oral Read-
ing Test–Comprehension, and Sight Word Ef-
ficiency from the Test of Word Reading Effi-

ciency) with no effect on the nonequivalent
dependent variables. In addition, parents were
able to implement the program with high fi-
delity and reported high acceptability.

The articles in this special series illus-
trate the importance of OPR as a measure for
screening and progress monitoring. They also
show the importance of fluent reading as a
skill to predict important outcomes and one
that can be taught. Given the decades of re-
search, the recent advances as represented by
the articles in this special series, and the in-
creased need for accountability and data-based
decision making, why does controversy still
surround OPR?

What Is Reading?

As discussed earlier, there are many dif-
ferent theories of reading. One of the most
common guiding research, policy, and practice
today is the framework presented by the Na-
tional Reading Panel (2000). From an exten-
sive review of the literature, it proposed a
five-factor model of reading instruction: pho-
nemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabu-
lary, and comprehension. Although this pro-
cess and framework have not been without
controversy, much of the framework aligns
with other theories of reading.

Nearly all theories of general reading
ability include comprehension and word read-
ing. These are the two components of the
simple view of reading (Gough & Tunmer,
1986), as well as the component model of
reading (Perfetti, 2007). The component
model posits that all components of reading
that have to do with deciphering text are sub-
sumed under word reading (i.e., alphabetics,
which includes phonemic awareness and pho-
nics from the National Reading Panel frame-
work). This includes subword processes that
are orthographic or phonologic, as well as
morphologic, words and even up to phrases,
clauses, and sentences. Some authors may re-
fer to this as decoding; however, decoding has
been used as a narrower term to imply a cer-
tain approach to word reading that might not
include the orthographic mapping that makes a
word become a “sight word” (Ehri, 2005). In
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the component model, decoding is a part of
word reading, as is the alphabetic principle
and phonemic awareness (Perfetti, 2007).

The other half of the simple view of
reading is comprehension. There are numer-
ous theories that subdivide and delineate com-
prehension into different types (e.g., Davis,
1968; Kintsch, 2004), but at their core, all
theories define comprehension as some type of
understanding and making inferences from
text. Other components that relate to under-
standing, such as vocabulary, are sometimes
subsumed under comprehension, or they are
considered part of background knowledge.

Many researchers, teachers, and policy-
makers describe comprehension as the ulti-
mate goal of reading (Perfetti, 1985). How-
ever, most also consider that the other compo-
nents are important prerequisites to facilitate
comprehension. A component of reading that
has been described as the link between word
reading and comprehension is fluency (Bashir
& Hook, 2009; LaBerge & Samuels, 1974).

Reading Fluency—The Missing Link

Numerous studies on the validity of us-
ing OPR to assess reading ability have shown
direct correlations between OPR and specific
reading skills of phonemic awareness, decod-
ing, vocabulary, and reading comprehension
(see reviews by Reschly et al., 2009; Wayman
et al., 2007). The correlations that indicate
moderate to strong relations between OPR and
specific reading skills support the use of OPR
as an indicator of overall reading ability. How-
ever, although research indicates a strong cor-
relation between OPR and overall reading
ability, there is much debate in the field of
reading as to the appropriateness of using OPR
as a measure of reading comprehension in
particular (Paris, Carpenter, Paris, & Hamil-
ton, 2005; Pressley & Hilden, 2005). Paris et
al. (2005) agree that the components of fluent
reading, including rate, accuracy, and prosody,
are essential for comprehension to occur, but
they argue that OPR is only a direct measure
of fluency and cannot be used as a measure
(either directly or as an indicator) of reading
ability or reading comprehension.

Paris et al. (2005) question the extensive
body of research that supports using OPR as
an indicator of comprehension. They state that
OPR may measure other influences on reading
development, such as inadequate prior knowl-
edge, poor vocabulary, unfamiliarity with the
English language, unfamiliarity with the genre
of text, or motivational issues. All of these
issues can affect readers’ ability to compre-
hend; therefore, using simple correlations be-
tween fluency scores and comprehension
scores may mask the influence of multiple
variables on reading comprehension. These
arguments have contributed to resistance
within the reading field to using OPR fluency
as a measure of comprehension.

Reading Fluency or Reading Fluently?

There are many terms in education that
develop different meanings for different pur-
poses or groups. For example, the term assess-
ment is sometimes used to refer to a specific
instrument, a process of collecting informa-
tion, or a process of data-based decision mak-
ing (Hosp, 2011). Reading fluency is another
term suffering from this definitional variation.
Most definitions are variations on a theme that
use accuracy, rate, and prosody to encompass
skilled word reading to facilitate comprehen-
sion. However, seemingly minute differences
can create large difficulties when operational-
izing a construct for assessment or instruction.
Kuhn, Schwanenflugel, and Meisinger (2010)
differentiate these varied uses into four defi-
nitions as discussed below.

First, fluency is defined as accurate and
automatic word reading. A student being fluid
with word reading has been argued as vital to
skilled reading because rather than having to
expend cognitive effort or resources on the
mechanics of accessing the text, the reader can
focus his or her resources on constructing
meaning from the text and relating it to his or
her corpus of prior knowledge (LaBerge &
Samuels, 1974). This definition is largely rep-
resented in the research and development of
OPR (and other approaches to CBM that are
all based on the premise of automatic produc-
tion of basic skills as an indicator of general
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ability). In part, this is because accuracy and
rate (representing automaticity) are readily ob-
servable and measurable. Facility of measure-
ment provides an instrument with greater util-
ity and social validity because it will be trans-
parent to teachers and not take much time
from instruction.

Second, fluency is defined as prosody.
Prosody is considered the “expression” with
which a student reads text and generally in-
cludes pacing, phrasing, inflection, and into-
nation (Hudson, Pullen, Lane, & Torgesen,
2009). This is best represented by the defini-
tion incorporated by the National Assessment
of Educational Progress operationalized as a
four-point fluency rating (Daane, Campbell,
Grigg, Goodman, & Oranje, 2005).

Third, fluency is defined as skilled read-
ing. This might be considered the broadest
definition because it encompasses being able
to decode and comprehend simultaneously, as
well as using proper expression, while reading
with accuracy and sufficient speed (Samuels,
2006). Given all these components, it would
require a multiconstruct focus in assessment,
whether that was included within an omnibus
reading measure with many specific subtests
or an aggregation of multiple measures of the
different subskills into a composite score.

Fourth, fluency is defined as the bridge
from word reading to comprehension. In a
sense, it represents LaBerge and Samuels’
(1974) concept of automaticity as a means to
facilitating comprehension through shifting ef-
fort and attention. However, it also includes
the reciprocal nature of the relation between
word reading and comprehension by recogniz-
ing that comprehension can also facilitate
word reading (Klauda & Guthrie, 2008).

Kuhn et al. (2010) provide their own
definition of reading fluency that encompasses
all four of the differentiated definitions. It in-
cludes accuracy, speed, and prosody of word
reading, as well as the reciprocal nature of the
relation between word reading and compre-
hension. Making the switch as a field to this
definition of fluency while eliminating others
would solve some problems yet create others.
Solutions include that it would provide a uni-
fying construct from which to work and elim-

inate sources of confusion. This conceptual
clarity would also help in consistency of as-
sessment and intervention development and
selection. Problems created include the diffi-
culty of creating assessments of this new def-
inition of fluency because it is so multidimen-
sional. Some components are easily measured
(e.g., rate and accuracy), whereas others are
not (e.g., prosody and comprehension). Ex-
plicitly measuring the facilitation from one
component to the other would also be
problematic.

We propose that the Kuhn et al. (2010)
and National Reading Panel definitions more
accurately describe reading fluently, which is
more consistent with the skilled-reader defini-
tion of fluency and includes the others as well.
It is comprehensive in that it places the com-
ponents of fluent reading within a broader
definition of reading (specifically the compo-
nent model of reading) in that word reading
and comprehension are the two main compo-
nents but automatic reading of connected text
is a facilitator between the two components.

What has traditionally been considered
fluency within the CBM literature might more
accurately be called automaticity. It is a foun-
dational principle from which CBM was de-
veloped (Deno, 1985) and has guided inter-
vention research. OPR has never been a direct
measure of comprehension or even general
reading ability; rather, it is a robust indicator
because it is a unitary task that encompasses
many different components and skills, can be
summarized in one or two metrics, and can
reliably predict general reading ability or com-
prehension (Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp, & Jenkins,
2001). As such, the results can be used forma-
tively to monitor student progress toward
more distal goals on meaningful, outcome in-
struments rather than serve as the goals them-
selves (Deno, 1985). Ultimately, the goal is to
predict how well a student can comprehend
what he or she reads.

Comprehension Assessment

It is difficult for many reading research-
ers to accept a measure of reading automatic-
ity as an indicator of reading comprehension
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because the former is an observable reading
outcome and the latter is an internal process
(Carpenter & Paris, 2005; Perfetti, 1985). The
resistance to accept reading automaticity as an
indicator of comprehension is in contrast to
special education and school psychology
where researchers have a long history of using
OPR as an indicator of overall reading ability,
including comprehension (Fuchs, Fuchs,
Hosp, & Jenkins, 2001; Reschly et al., 2009).

Resistance is compounded by the fact
that OPR has low face validity as a measure of
comprehension (Jenkins & Jewell, 1993;
Markell & Deno, 1997). Researchers acknowl-
edge that low face validity stems from the task
itself. OPR measures the rate and accuracy of
a timed reading. This task looks very different
from measures that more explicitly address
comprehension. Comprehension is tradition-
ally measured by asking questions about a
passage that has been read. OPR does not
include questions about the passage, which
has contributed to the skepticism over gener-
alizing OPR to measure other reading skills.

Although the debate over OPR may
have started among educational researchers, it
has spilled into schools and classrooms as
general educators have begun to use OPR to
assess and monitor reading ability (U.S. De-
partment of Education, 2008). The low face
validity of OPR as an indicator for reading
comprehension may have deterred classroom
teachers from using OPR as an overall reading
measure in their classrooms despite the re-
search that shows moderate to strong correla-
tions between the two skills. Even when OPR
is used, teachers may remain unconvinced of
its value in assessing overall reading ability
and may see it as a measure of fluency only.

If OPR is to be used by teachers as a
measure of automatic word reading and an
indicator of reading comprehension, then OPR
should reflect different levels of understand-
ing. One way researchers have conceptualized
levels of understanding is to characterize com-
prehension consisting of component parts. For
example, Davis (1944, 1968) differentiated lit-
eral from inferential comprehension. It would
make sense, for example, if OPR correlated
with literal, but not inferential, understanding

of a selection. It could be that inferential un-
derstanding requires text processing different
from what could be demonstrated through an
OPR measure.

The original characterization of compre-
hension as having literal and inferential com-
ponents has expanded. Some commercial tests
have expanded on the original concept of lit-
eral and inferential comprehension and use
terms such as factual understanding, inference
and interpretation, and analysis and general-
ization to distinguish between the different
comprehension components (Hoover et al.,
2003). Kintsch (2004) uses the terms textbase
and situation model to distinguish between
different levels of understanding in his prom-
inent theoretical model for reading compre-
hension. We will discuss these terms in more
detail below.

Literal and Inferential Understanding

The oldest and most common way to
differentiate levels of understanding of com-
prehension is through the terms literal and
inferential (Davis, 1944, 1968). The most ba-
sic definition of literal comprehension refers
to readers’ ability to understand information
explicitly stated in the text, whereas inferen-
tial comprehension refers to the reader’s abil-
ity to understand information that is not stated
explicitly in the text but requires some level of
reasoning and thinking (Davis, 1968).

Anderson (1972) addressed the com-
plexities associated with constructing ques-
tions to measure literal and inferential com-
prehension. Anderson argued that questions
should be constructed to distinguish between a
reader who can phonologically, orthographi-
cally, and semantically encode the textual in-
formation and a reader who has only phono-
logically or orthographically encoded the ma-
terial. The former task, measured by
inferential comprehension questions, is more
complex than the latter, measured by literal
questions, and has the greater capacity to de-
termine the reader’s ability to comprehend
based on the ability to semantically interpret
the text. Asking different types of questions,
including literal and inferential, can assist in
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differentiating literal from inferential under-
standing in readers.

Literal questions address only one di-
mension of comprehension, and to fully mea-
sure comprehension, researchers believe that
we must also be able to assess readers’ ability
to use inference to understand the meaning of
what they are reading. For example, Samuels
and Kamil (2002) state that inference is re-
quired for even the simplest form of compre-
hension. They provide the example of the sen-
tence “The hiker’s carelessly dropped ciga-
rette led to one of the worst fires in the state’s
history” (p. 208). They state that for this sen-
tence to be understood, a minimum of two
inferences must be made: that the hiker was
walking in a wooded area and they are de-
scribing a forest fire, and that the cigarette was
lit. The reader’s ability to infer these facts is
essential to understanding the sentence.

Kintsch’s Levels of Understanding

The construction–integration model of
text comprehension (Kintsch, 2004) is a model
that expands the literal/inferential model of
comprehension. It makes a distinction among
levels of representation that translates into
reading comprehension.

The first level of representation, text-
base, falls within the definition of surface-
level memory, or “the memory for the actual
words and phrases of the text” (p. 1273). This
is not necessarily word-for-word memory of
the text but is proximal to the actual text read.
The other level of understanding, the situation
model, describes the information expressed in
the text integrated with the reader’s back-
ground knowledge (e.g., the hiker was walk-
ing in a wooded area). It is at this level that
readers must make higher-level inferences by
combining their prior knowledge with text in-
formation. Kintsch (2004) classifies inference
into categories that include retrieval and gen-
eration. Retrieval refers to the process of add-
ing to the text preexisting knowledge stored in
long-term working memory. Generation, on
the other hand, refers to the production of new
information by deriving it from the text.

Research on Assessing Comprehension

Some reading researchers are resistant
to the idea of using OPR as a measure of
comprehension, but studies by special educa-
tion and school psychology researchers have
investigated the role OPR plays in reading
comprehension. Studies that specifically ex-
amined passage reading speed and accuracy as
they relate to comprehension assessment were
varied in the types of comprehension tasks that
were used.

Research on the relation between OPR
and comprehension has used several different
types of comprehension assessment tasks:
cloze, modified cloze (maze), multiple choice,
true–false, short answer, and recall measures.
Regardless of the type of comprehension task,
there were statistically significant correlations
between OPR and reading comprehension that
ranged from 0.37–0.93 (Wayman et al., 2007).

Suchey (2009) examined the relations
between OPR (using passages from the Dy-
namic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills, Sixth Edition; Good & Kaminski,
2002) and the Reading Comprehension Sub-
test of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS,
Level 9, Form B; Hoover et al., 2003) in 1,016
third graders and found a correlation of
r � 0.67, with similar correlations for literal
and inferential comprehension (r � 0.61 and
r � 0.59, respectively).

The ITBS was further examined with a
factor analysis (Suchey, 2009). Despite being
developed with a three-factor model (factual
understanding, inference and interpretation,
and analysis and generalization), neither a
three-factor nor a two-factor model (modeling
Kintsch’s textbase/situation model or Davis’
literal/inferential) adequately modeled the
structure of the test. Only a one-factor model
did so, which suggested that comprehension
on the ITBS was unidimensional. Part of the
explanation can be uncovered through blind-
expert item classifications. Three expert read-
ing comprehension researchers were asked to
classify each item using a two-factor model
(textbase/literal and situation model/inferen-
tial). Interrater reliabilities among the experts
were between 0.28 and 0.43, and even after
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attempts at face–to–face reconciliation, agree-
ment did not exceed 0.60 (Suchey, 2009). On
further examination and inspection by addi-
tional experts, all five experts (the three exter-
nal experts and the authors) agreed that nearly
all the items were inferential and that only one
or two could reasonably be considered literal
(i.e., able to be derived directly from the text
without prior knowledge or additional
inference).

Although the unidimensional nature of
the ITBS data was of concern because it does
not align with theoretical structures of com-
prehension, it was explainable when consider-
ing test construction. Test developers gener-
ally develop a large pool of items, test the
items, and then select those items that best
discriminate between someone who knows
that piece of information and someone who
does not (Downing & Haladyna, 2006). Be-
cause literal items do not require external in-
formation or inference, they are more likely to
be able to be answered correctly by readers
who have difficulty with inference, as well as
skilled readers. This minimizes their utility for
discrimination and would result in their being
eliminated from the final version; this ulti-
mately leads to a test that is exceptionally
good at discriminating good from poor readers
but is constructed to not provide explicit in-
structionally relevant information.

Conclusions

Reading assessment is an increasingly
important task in schools. Ever-increasing ac-
countability provisions demand accurate and
appropriate data on the basis of which to make
instructional decisions. Although OPR is in
widespread use, there is still much confusion
about what it is and does, and resistance to its
use often occurs because of this confusion.
Part of the problem might be related to the
different uses of the term fluency in relation to
reading. Although OPR is straightforward, ob-
servable, and measurable, it only aligns with
one common use of the term fluency. When
researchers and practitioners use the term flu-
ency to refer to skilled or fluent reading, con-
fusion with reading fluency can occur. Clari-

fication of terms is important, but so is ensur-
ing that our assessment instruments and
intervention programs are well aligned with
reading theory and the empirical evidence to
support it.

The articles in this special series all con-
tribute to the body of research on assessment
and intervention of fluent reading. The articles
by Smith et al. and Thornblad and Christ ex-
amine characteristics of assessment of word
reading automaticity at the word and passage
levels, respectively. Both support the technical
adequacy of using the measures as indicators of
comprehension or general reading ability. This
provides direct evidence for theories of automa-
ticity (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) and the com-
ponent model of reading (Perfetti, 2007).

Knight-Teague, Vanderwood, and
Knight examined the presence and prevalence
of EL word callers using an OPR instrument.
While confirming that the rates for their sam-
ple were similar to those from previous studies
using native English speakers, they provide
support for the separate constructs of word
reading and comprehension, whereby a por-
tion of the sample shows high word reading
automaticity yet poor comprehension. This
finding either illustrates the role of automatic
word reading as a necessary but not sufficient
condition for good comprehension or shows
that comprehension and word reading are re-
ciprocally related. Is it that a lack of automatic
word reading inhibits comprehension or that
poor comprehension inhibits automatic word
reading? Mitchell and Begeny illustrate that an
intervention designed to increase fluent read-
ing does so but also has ancillary effects on
word-level reading and passage comprehen-
sion while not improving phonetic decoding (a
subword-level skill).

As reading assessment and intervention
advance in the field, it is important to develop
clarity regarding what specific tasks directly
measure or serve as a predictive indicator for.
School psychologists should be aware that as-
sessment instruments are valid for specific
purposes and aligning those purposes with the
decisions we need to make will increase the
accuracy and efficiency of the decision-mak-
ing process (Hosp, Hosp, Howell, & Allison,
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2014). A similar directive is important for inter-
ventions, which are also validated for specific
purposes. Understanding the research behind
both assessment instruments and intervention
procedures will help researchers and practitio-
ners alike make better decisions and improve the
effectiveness of our work helping students who
struggle to become fluent readers.
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