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2
Prevention and Early Identification
of Students with Reading Disabilities

Sharcn Yauph Jearne Wanzek
Althed L. Woadruff, and Sylva Linan-Thom psan

he imparanee of ensuring that children avquire adequare lireewcy skalls i
I the primary grades has been well-des wmented: studeres who de nar learn
s -_-.,-_1,‘{ in the Are anid -,|_-.\_|||'||.| |_||r_:||3|_'l. are ||.|\.c'|-| O Crari i B '\-I:Ill.y:_tll.'
with reading (Jucl, 19088 Marrn, S, & Fernoy, [FFRW il e ar hagher mss
for academic Failure amel sclossl deopaoin chan Jldren whoa develiop prohiciens
I"I."-.idllhj.:. hl:l"-. 13 ||:||_l '!"lr-\..,'_ T, .:lj'l:||.|||:g| \I.IIIII'IIll'lr_. .[-|1.I|. RLY MM [I!li:l!ll_'. '.l'll:II.'I ot d.“
stusdenin reading a0 or ahawe prode Tevel i alsn well-docsmented: The Macsnal
Amgssment af Fducarsonal Progress, oar swriona] opert card, smdicaees thar mare
than vz ghards of fosrgh ol el geaslers e she Usited Seares cannae handk:
challenging texes 11 proticient levels {PBarsomal Lonter for Tehicannon Seacisciis
[MCES], 200030, Fven more alarming, the peroentage ol studenes reading, ac these
borw Tevels lhas cemuaimed relavively sialsle owver the pass 10 vear More specilical l
ﬁl]l}' Lt ol fourtls |I_|J_.||_1_'|-.. :|¢|i|_|.-|4'||:|.' E TR reacl ai o Basic |l."¢'l-'| thar 1. |-|'|'-':-'
canm read aned undersiand a shoay paeigraph of the tepe Fund incsomple chil-
dren’s boaks [N ES. 20051 Reading failre s ovpecially prevalent among il
'*t'ﬂ |.|lr|r|F_ i PHIVERTY, !"n."\-'h.lﬁl.:. I-\.rn._-”[ o ariedenes Frem s -inigome tamulics i
the: foarily grade canmar reacd aabis Basic level [Lyon. ZI0F0 Tnoan elfor e -
profe ||'|l: I'E.:Idi.llg aeluievemient ol sevadedirs, the ar d il 1 it Behimel Ace ot 20007
1!"1. MOT- 116 s incorperated st Far e early ilennificarion and incerven-
o sttide s at sk for Tl.'l.di'l!.:, -;,!H:rll.'llllll."\-.

.F'“"hﬂ evideroe of the need for carly isdentificatien of children s mak o
“ﬂ;.n: |=i-||-IFl! Cabityes Bromn daea o the [rrvress il knlelien whio xre demm kil —
'!"F"ﬁ"}' afmge | 2 L il r-:.l-.|i|||.: |'Ji|||r|_- Ak |'|.|'..'i||:_: I I'I:Jn:lll'll_l-ll."..irl."lj -lji'l-hl'lilli‘.:l-'
and are peovicded wich spucial edugatisn services. Accosding roaorepor pablished

the CHiice o Spevaal Fducation and Behabiliative Servees LML appros-
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marcly 60% of sudents are identified 1o late to derive full benefit from special
education services. The long-term comsequences of late identification cannot be
underestimated. For example, only 2% of studenis receiving special or compen-
satory education for difficulvics learning o read will complere 3 d-year college
program (Lyon, 20010,

A Large percentage of clementary students with reading difficuliies qualify for
special education services based on 3 marked discrepancy berween their expected
performance lovel in reading and their acual reading levels. Thus, the issue of
resding difficultics also serves as an carly waming signal for risk that if not heeded
may lead 1w further problems and referral and placement in special education.

Twor of the most significant facrors associated with improved outcomes for
students ar risk for reading problems are carly idennficaon through 5.{I'|.1:|1in5 anid
early intervention. Screening measures that permit the early and relatively scourare
wlentification of students ar risk For resding Failure are now available. In addidan,
a large body of research exists on the types of interventions dhar are most effiective
for students whe encounter difficulty in mastering the basic compomsents of read-
ing, Thus, ar least For monolingual I;-:nglisj-..-g.l:.ﬁj.;jng students and increasingly for
bilingual students (Vaughn, Linan-Thompson, Mathes ex al., 2006; Viughn et al.,
2006), where is a growing database of validared carly intervention practices.

Whar is now needed are models of schoolwide programs thar incorporate
I""-'-H' p‘l‘-’utilﬂl—"} in all the crivical arcas mentsoned abuve——slferive I'I.'JIJiI:H IMSEru-
tion for all students; early identification of ssudents ar risk for reading problems;
cffective interventions For snsdents ar risk: prul'n.u.inn:l development; the elficieon
and effective El!‘l:llll.l'rlu'l:l'lfl'lt of school resouiroes to sustain the program; ad, inte-
grated into cach aspect of the program, the involvement of pasents and familics.

RESPONSE TO INTERVENTION:
EARLY IDENTIFICATION OF LEARNING DISABILITIES

Une of the issues in prevention and carly identification of reading problems is the
timing of referral for special education services. Under identification procedures
i muost states, students typically do now qualify for services within the category of
learning disabilities (LDY) wnil cheir academic Exilure is severe. This is dise in large
part 1o the use of the 1Q-score-achievement discrepance method for identifying
students with LI}, This method inherently requires that stadents fall behind 1o a
significane degree in areas such a5 reading before they can be considered eligible
far spocial services. Although this maodel has been questioned for vears on many
grounds, including whether it accurately discriminates poor readers from typical
readers or berween subgroups of low-performing readers (Flercher, Coubrer.
Reschly, & Vaughn, 2004; Flercher, Francis, Rourke, Shaywire, & Shaywitz, 1992;
Siegel. 1992; Stuecbing et al., 2002; Vellutine, Scanbon, & Lyon, 2000}, it remains
the primary procedure for iJEHIH‘}'iI'I.E studeris with LIV in che majarity of stacs,
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Aleernaives 1o the W -scorc—achievernent discrepance mocdel have heery pro-
ghat foces on bow 2 sudent responds o an inirial intervention as 3 means
o determising whether he or she neads special edication (Fuchs & Fuche, 1995
Gresham, 20021, A Response 10 Intervention (K1) appeeach 15 bassd on moni-
poring students’ progress, by means of curnculum-based mezsures, over the course
of their participation ifi Sppropriate interventions. Spudents who make mininal
ot o gains san be providad a more mrensive and specific intervention o deter-
mine their sesponse over time, Ssudents who fail 1o profic adequasely from this
e intensive intervention are those who may be cansidered by the whool dis-
arict amd parenes a5 having 2 learning disabilivy, Fssenoal v the effective imple-
menzion of an RTT swadel are 10 mediabde and valisd measures that are sensaiive o
interventon and can be administered muliiple times, 8 validated nienveniion
prewocels for targeied autcomes such as reading decading and comprehension
[Vaughm, 20023, and 3 schooldevel madels delinearing a coordimated sysem of
screening, Intervention, and placement. The primary thrust for msing whengifica-
o medels that incorporare RT1 is ro provide carly intervention amd/or prerefee-
ral services eardy to students who exhibat academic difficuliies. The goal is 1o re-
dusce inappropriate reberral and identification and 1o establish 2 prevention maded
for students. thus eliminating rhe “wart-to-fail” model in place in many schools
{Fletcher o al., 20041

Research on Response to Intervention

Srudics cxamining inrerventions for sudenes with reading disabilinies or difficul-
ties meveal that even when the intervention group as a whale makes significan:
gAINS, some stydents do not rr::l'lun.ql as well mo the interveniion. Thess studenis
may e considersd l.u:urﬂlp.slrr.nrrn pan the intervennion. I rodend years, il hias e
CHNIT in:n,—uingl:p commnn for authoss 1 repon the mumber af porodnrage of
nenresponders o she reporeed interventions. It is impartant w0 aoee that in al-
mast all cases, ssudens who are sefesred g0 as rlnnn.-.q'.lurlllrn are '.'I.::1I|l'.l||!-' gither
love responders imeaning the slope fos iheir response rate 15 1l stoep eiroigh 1o
aceclerate their progress so that they would eventially be ondevel readers) or their
start point for the intervention was so low thar even though they are responding
they are not making sefficient progress 1o meer grade-leve! benchmarks,

To provide 3 review of the ressarch that addresses RT1 Bor poung, stadents
with reading difficulrics, we identified the corresponding lieramure in three dages.
Firss, the 23 fneervention soodies mcluded in the !-'_!-'I'lll'hﬂi!- ol lTperature by
Al Ovaiba anad Fuchs (2002 encompassing the vears 10 2000 were abtiined.
Second, a theee-step process was wsed to wdentify srudies that ook phice from June
M- Auguse 2004, including | computer searches of Pavclnbo and FRIC for the
years 19992004, 23 hand searches of 10 major journals relazed 1o the wopic for
the vears 2001-2004, ard 31 examination of the reference section of 2 rebovant
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micti-analysis o ddentify additional studies ot caprured through the compurer
and hand searches (Nelson, Benner, & Gonzaber, 2003). Third, a search of [Hs-
servation Abstracts for the vears 1996-2003 was conducted.

The criteria for incdlugion of a sudy correspondad o the eriteria set by
Al Ohaiba and Fuchs (2002):
1. Ddissercations or snedies were published in peer-reviewed journals,
Participants ranged from preschool to thind grade.
Participants inchuded students ar risk for reading difficuliies (e.g., studenes
with low ability, low phonological awareness, low income, h“E"“F disanr-
ders, LI7).
4, Interventions targeted carly liveracy and were conducted in English.
5. Seudy ourcomes addressed reading outcomies.

6,  Smudics reported descriptions of students who were unresponsive oo interven-
tion. Studics reporting a percentage of nonresponders without providing de-
scriptive information on these nonresponders separately from the parvics-
pants as a whole were not included.

B
H

ol

A total of 42 studics mer critena for inclusion in the synthesis, Twelve suud-
ies described nonresponders withour statistical analyses, Twenty-five studies ex-
amined Facrors thar predicred nonresponse 1w reading intervention, Five studies
examined the characieristics of nonresponders afrer muldple interventions.
Unique charscrenstics of nonresponders in one study were reported in owo dif-
ferent publicacions, yviclding & cotal of 43 publications or disserraions, It is be-
vond the scope of this chaprer to review and analyee all of these studies; however,
Waneek (2005) provides a summary of all of the snsdics, A consistent definition
of nonresponse w intervention has nor been applicd in che field. Thus, nonre
sponse to intervention was defined in 3 variery of ways in the studies we located,
including lack of grade-level ourcomes, empirically derived criteria on specific
measures (.5, students below the 30dch percenile on a word reading measure),
and no progress or slow progress in intervention compared with other students.
CHfien, even the criteria o determine “grade level” or “show progres” were nos
specified. In is clear thar before BT can be used effectively as an identification
appraach, agreement on whar constitutes response and nonresponse o interven-
tion is needed. One suggestion for defining nonresponse has been o use both
the slope of progress and the performance level for students (Fuchs, Fuchs,
McMasver, 8 Al Oraiba, 2003). Using this definition, a student who is below av.
erage in achievement level and who makes minimal Progress in an intervention
is identified as not responding o the intervention. In contrast, a student who be-
gins ar a low performance level in an intervention and does not meet criterion by
the end of the intervention may still show evidence of responding o the iner-
vention if he or she displays a sufficient slope of progress. If the student’s slope
af [Propncss contimees o demonstrace response, then che studenc is rﬁpuum]i:m
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