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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to determine if using repeated reading as an intervention is 

effective at increasing participants’ oral reading fluency scores when measured using the 

DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) progress monitoring passages. The researcher 

also wanted to determine how effective the repeated reading intervention was in increasing 

participants’ oral reading fluency scores. It was hypothesized that the participants in the repeated 

reading instructional intervention group would increase their DIBELS ORF scores and would do 

so at a greater percentage rate than when compared to participants’ scores when not participating 

in the intervention. Two research questions guided this study: Is participation in repeated reading 

practice effective at increasing DIBELS ORF scores? and to what extent is repeated reading an 

effective practice for increasing DIBELS ORF scores? Twenty-one students, ages 10 and 11, 

from a single fifth-grade classroom participated in the study for six weeks. During Phase I, all 

participants received regular reading instruction from the general education classroom, and a 

repeated reading intervention session was implemented by the researcher during Phase II. Of the 

21 participants, 19 had increased DIBELS ORF scores from the Phase I post-test to the Phase II 

post-test and this supports the researcher’s first research question and hypothesis. Only six 

participants had a significant percent change while 15 participants did not have a significant 

percent change, which does not support a significant extent of effectiveness between repeated 

reading and increasing DIBELS ORF as addressed in the second research question and 

hypothesis.  

Keywords: repeated reading, fluency, intervention 
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The Effectiveness of Repeated Reading Practice on Fifth Grade DIBELS 8th Edition 

Progress Monitoring Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) Scores 

 Students today are exposed to a wide variety of educational concepts, skills, and 

strategies, but most content throughout the day revolves around the three primary focuses which 

have existed for decades - reading, writing, and arithmetic. As a requirement of the Common 

Core State Standards, teachers are expected “to prepare all students for success in college, career, 

and life by the time they graduate from high school” (English Language Arts Standards, 2010, 

para. 1). Teachers must be prepared to provide students a variety of opportunities to increase 

their literacy cognition to meet these rigorous standards. Reading is a complex process that 

requires multiple processes occurring simultaneously for comprehension to exist. There are many 

reasons people read which could be summarized into two main categories. People read to gain 

knowledge and for entertainment. Whichever category a person is engaged in is irrelevant. What 

is relevant is that the reader can decode, encode, synthesize, and predict all within a few seconds 

of each other for comprehension accuracy and connecting to the text. 

 Increasing fluency is one way to increase a reader’s ability to reallocate cognitive 

resources for text analysis to facilitate comprehension. Accuracy, rate, and prosody are the three 

primary components of fluency, as agreed upon by multiple researchers (Amendum et al., 2017; 

Hosp & Suchey, 2014; Rasinski, 2014a: Rasinski et al., 2016). Rasinski’s research (2014a) 

reported the significance of increasing a student’s automatic word recognition creating a causal 

effect of freeing cognitive resources for comprehension and text analysis. According to Rasinski 

and Samuels (2011), “Disfluent readers are not automatic in word recognition and have to devote 

significant portions of their finite cognitive resource to that task” (p. 95). Fluency is the bridge 

that connects individual word reading with comprehension and is a means to increase 
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knowledge. A student who is lacking a strong fluency level will struggle with grade level reading 

tasks in all subjects. Working to increase student fluency is necessary for students to achieve 

proficiency with reading tasks both in their present academic careers and to prepare them to be 

fully literate as adults. 

 Using fluency scores as data for this action research project will help identify the 

effectiveness of using repeated readings for increasing fluency. If the research shows a positive 

correlation between using repeated readings as an instructional strategy and increasing fluency 

scores, more teachers are likely to adopt this practice and see greater student oral reading fluency 

growth. Targeting the fifth-grade class for this study will supply a population who should be 

successful enough in phonemic awareness and phonics skills, encoding fluency in encoding and 

decoding, to demonstrate basic fluency as compared to using a lower level grade. Reading 

teachers in many districts have the ability to not only influence student success but can also be 

instrumental in providing teachers with strategies to improve instruction. The study was guided 

by two research questions. The questions are as follows: 

1. Is participation in repeated reading practice effective at increasing DIBELS ORF scores? 

2. To what extent is repeated reading an effective practice for increasing DIBELS ORF 

scores?  

The researcher hypothesized that the participants in the repeated reading instructional 

intervention group will increase their DIBELS ORF scores, and the participants in the 

intervention group will increase their DIBELS ORF scores at a greater percentage rate when 

compared to participants’ scores when not participating in the intervention. 
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Learning to Read 

Learning to read as a child should be expected when a student is enrolled in any U.S. 

school. However, sixty-five percent of fourth grade students are not meeting proficiency levels 

(National Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP], 2019). The mastery of reading skills as 

early in life as possible can be the difference in a child who develops a lifelong love for literacy 

and acquiring knowledge and one who loathes while likely avoiding the process. The enjoyment 

of reading should be shared with children from as early an age as possible. This can be done 

through oral story reading as well as developing oral communication skills by engaging in 

discussion. Beginning to hear stories read aloud from family and caregivers prior to formal entry 

into school can give students a head start in literacy endeavors. Reading is a complex process 

which involves acquiring a variety of skills and strategies over time to reach levels of 

proficiency. The process requires a student to move through stages with levels of proficiency 

which include phonemic awareness, letter naming, letter-sound correspondence, decoding, 

encoding, and culminates with an ability to fluently read complex text while making sense of the 

words (NRP, 2000). Students are then able to transfer the knowledge throughout a variety of 

experiences and content.  

The focus of reading fluency, specifically in the elementary classroom, has remained at 

the forefront of educational experts’ interest for many decades. Literacy best practices have 

changed over time as well as the reasoning for developing fluent readers. Reading fluency is a 

component that allows a reader to transfer skills from learning to read into those of reading to 

learn and progressing from word list reading to text reading (Altani et al., 2019). Students exiting 

third-grade should demonstrate fluency proficiency. This is indicated by a mastery of 

foundational reading skills including phonemic awareness, phonics, and oral reading fluency by 
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the middle to the end of the second-grade year. Early diagnosis of reading difficulties as well as 

effective, research-based strategies implemented could potentially avoid frustrations for students 

in later years. The purpose of this research follows the interest of many educational researchers. 

The significance of identifying effective ways to increase student fluency has never been more 

important when comparing results of NAEP (2019) and the National Reading Panel (NRP, 2000) 

reports. The purpose of this study is to identify the effectiveness of a commonly used oral 

reading fluency intervention known as repeated reading, which is one effective research-based 

and evidence-based strategy used in classrooms throughout the United States. This literature 

review will examine the research base that exists which provides evidence that repeated reading 

is a successful instructional practice for increasing fluency. 

Defining Fluency and Examining Fluency Components 

The concept of fluency varies depending upon who is supplying the definition. Fluency in 

its simplest understanding is an ability to read words accurately and at a rate which conveys 

meaning (Kuhn et al., 2014). The rate should sound as close to conversational speech as possible. 

A fluent reader will also be able to modify prosody to appropriately match the intended purpose 

as designed by the author. Rasinski and Samuels (2011) include automaticity as a component 

when defining fluency while Lee and Yoon (2017) list automaticity as an indicator of reading 

fluency. As a student increases their time spent reading, they are going to become more fluent 

and increase their automaticity. A reciprocal effect emerges when the repeated reading practice 

time is performed accurately. This gives the reader time to develop proficiency and confidence 

like that of an athlete or musician practicing their talents until levels of proficiency are reached 

(Samuels, 1997). Reading fluency is significant for oral reading and silent reading. The 

differences between oral and silent reading as processes are obvious in that one includes reading 
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aloud and one is reading silently in one’s head. Although this study’s focus is aimed at 

increasing oral reading fluency, addressing how this connects to silent reading fluency is 

necessary. Rasinski and Samuels (2011) stated that silent reading should allow the reader to hear 

an internal voice. Without being proficient in oral reading, it will become much more difficult 

for students to access that internal voice which facilitates comprehension during silent reading. 

Many researchers agree that there are three primary components that constitute fluency - 

accuracy, rate, and prosody (Amendum et al., 2017; Hosp & Suchey, 2014; Rasinski, 2014a; 

Rasinski et al., 2016). These three components are requirements which must be achieved at 

developmentally appropriate levels for a reader to move onto the ultimate reading goal of 

comprehension. Prosody is an often-forgotten component of fluency by researchers as it is not as 

easily assessed as accuracy and rate. Prosody also assists in developing the internal voice heard 

by students during silent reading (Rasinski & Samuels, 2010). Ardoin et al. (2013) focused their 

research on prosody in the context of repeated readings and teacher feedback. Their definition of 

prosody includes components such as sounding like regular conversational speech, appropriate 

pausing and phrasing, accurate articulation, and varying pitch. Although the present study will 

not focus on prosody as a component of fluency for instructional or assessment purposes, it is 

important to note that as a fluent reader, the teacher researcher will demonstrate accurate prosody 

when participating in the choral reading component of the repeated reading instruction. Accurate 

prosody is one way to effectively model the oral reading of the text for students. Ardoin et al. 

(2013) reported that whichever component, either rate or prosody, students were expected to 

focus on, there was an increase in that component. They stress that teachers should be mindful of 

this when developing instructional practices so that the desired component is explicitly taught. 

Rasinski and Samuels (2011) expound upon the importance of fluency in connection with 
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prosody in that students must have the ability to understand the text while they read in order to 

know when, how, and for how long to pause as well as when and how to adjust the pitch of their 

voice to reflect the author’s intent.  

The primary reason for reading is either to acquire knowledge or engage in an enjoyable 

experience through the process. Altani et al. (2019) expand that for fluency achievement to be 

reached in complete text format, which includes reading sentences and passages fluently, the 

reader must be able to maintain both speed and accuracy on individual words. This alludes into 

two separate but related fluency structures - word reading and text reading. Word reading 

fluency would provide practice and assessment by presenting single words. Text reading fluency 

would provide sentences and passages to be utilized for practice and assessment purposes. Text 

reading fluency is dependent upon the readers ability to fluently read words in isolation. If a 

student can read a given text fluently, then it would be assumed that he would also be able to 

read words in isolation at the same level fluently. As students develop skills based on phonics 

instruction as well as phoneme manipulation, they are able to move beyond word reading fluency 

into text reading fluency (Altani et al., 2019; Kim, 2015; Rasinski, 2014a; Rasinski et al., 2016). 

Significance of Fluency Instruction 

 Fluency instruction is a key component to developing reading abilities at an automatic 

level. When a person reads with high levels of fluency, the comprehension process can occur 

more easily due to the cognitive load shifting to the analytical process rather than decoding and 

encoding. Rasinski (2014a), Rasinski and Samuels (2011), and Wexler (2019) emphasized that 

readers who are automatic can read with minimal usage of their cognitive resources. They are 

supported by a landmark study conducted by Samuels (1997) as well as Shanahan (2017) and 

Kim (2015) when explaining that fluent students can use their cognitive resources for more 
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important top-down processes, such as reading comprehension. Students who engage in repeated 

reading practices can increase their fluency on subsequent readings becoming proficient and 

moving on to higher level texts (Samuels, 1997). Samuels (1997) identified that as students 

participated in fluency instruction practice using repeated readings that they became more 

accurate while increasing their reading speed.  

 It is important to remember that reading rate, accuracy, or prosody alone are not the most 

important components of reading instruction. A well-rounded literacy foundation will include all 

three components as part of regular fluency instruction to help students develop automaticity. 

Fluency is a significant component for reading proficiency and must be included as part of 

regular reading and literacy instruction (Rasinski, 2017; Swain et al., 2017). Kostewicz and 

Kubina (2020) describe the completion of academic endeavors with “grace and fluidity” (p. 86) 

which is an accurate way to describe how oral reading should sound. This description when 

applied to fluency wraps all three components into a perfect presentation. Swain et al. (2017) 

compare oral reading fluency to a thermometer in that it is a signal of strength or weakness. 

Typically, students with lower reading rates as a weakness are expected to have difficulties in 

comprehension. A reading rate that is too fast may be considered a weakness when the student 

fails to attend to meaning and comprehend the text (Rasinski & Samuels, 2011).  

Successful Fluency Instruction 

 Kuhn et al. (2014) integrated multiple instructional components to identify successful 

qualifiers for effective fluency instruction. These qualifiers include reading connected text, 

teacher modeling, scaffolding, and feedback, as well as repeated readings. Reading connected 

text is an important component of reading instruction for building a solid knowledge base. 

Teacher modeling, scaffolding, and feedback are discussed in the following section of this 
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literature review and will be limited in the present study to teacher modeling through choral 

reading during the instructional session passage. The successful fluency instructional practice 

presently being examined is that of repeated readings. Lee and Yoon (2017) reported that 

repeated readings combined with other interventions provided the greatest benefit for students. 

However, the purpose of this study is to solely focus on repeated readings while recognizing that 

teachers have a variety of effective and successful strategies which can be used to differentiate 

instruction for all students. Teachers should ensure that the strategies selected match their 

students’ strengths and weaknesses as well as the constraints and freedoms found within their 

school days in order to craft an efficient fluency structure to be used regularly (Rasinski & 

Samuels, 2011).  

 The concept of a repeated reading is basic: a student will read a passage or given text 

multiple times. These repeated readings may be timed for a designated amount of time (usually 

one minute), untimed, or the elapsed time of completion may be documented. Repeated readings 

can be scored for accuracy or simply a practice to assist students in increasing their fluency. 

Repeated readings prove most beneficial for students when completed during one day sessions 

(Kuhn et al., 2014; Rasinski, 2014a). When students increase fluency quickly, they are more 

motivated to try new and more challenging texts. Samuels (1997) reveals the increase of student 

initial reading scores on future passages because of participating in repeated reading instructional 

practices. To continue increasing future fluency success, students should continue receiving 

regular practice with a repeated reading fluency protocol (Swain et al., 2017). It is important to 

note that regular fluency practice should be a consistent component of reading instruction for 

elementary, middle, and high school students (Rasinski & Samuels, 2011). Teachers should not 
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limit their thinking that fluency instruction should be utilized only in elementary classrooms or 

with students who struggle in reading.  

 The National Reading Panel (2000) identified 14 studies which supported using repeated 

reading to improve reading. The focus of the studies was typically related to fluency or 

comprehension improvement. In most of the studies, repeated reading was the sole instructional 

practice while repeated reading was combined with other practices in some studies. Rasinski 

(2010) explained the benefit of combining repeated reading practice with other oral and silent 

reading strategies when attempting to develop effective fluency practices. Interestingly, the NRP 

(2000) discovered that attempts to have students simply read more did not provide the same 

results in student improvement as an explicit instructional practice such as repeated reading.  

Student Cascading, Teacher Scaffolding, and Reading Comprehension 

 There is no denying that reading comprehension is an indicator of reading proficiency. 

Students are given weekly, quarterly, and annual assessments that evaluate their ability to 

analyze text, identify key elements within the text structure, and be able to effectively decode the 

printed words prior to completing the analysis tasks. As they are reading, their brain is involved 

in a complex, multi-faceted process identified by Altani et al. (2019) as cascading. This process 

requires a reader to decode, blend, process, and analyze at an almost instantaneous time. A 

student who is more proficient in phonemic awareness, has a better grasp on phonics skills, and 

demonstrates proficiency regarding the various aspects of fluency will more easily cascade their 

analytical processes during reading.  

Cascading and scaffolding, within the context of reading, are two different processes and 

are both necessary for reading achievement. Scaffolding is provided by a teacher, or another 

person qualified to assist with instruction. It is an opportunity for the students to activate prior 
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knowledge, become aware of key vocabulary meanings, and gain assistance during the decoding 

process as needed. Scaffolding can also take the form of read alouds and assisted reading to help 

establish a solid base for students when approaching new text (Rasinski, 2010). Most often 

scaffolding will take place when the text level is at or below the students’ instructional levels. As 

a higher level of text is presented to a student, a greater level of scaffolding and support will be 

necessary to achieve success (Kuhn et al., 2014). Text complexity will be addressed in more 

detail later in the literature review.  

 There is a connection between a student's cascading, teacher’s scaffolding, and accuracy 

in comprehension. As readers gain exposure to a wide variety of texts, there is a reciprocal effect 

which develops. Readers become more effective when reading also creates meaningful and 

lasting connections to words which enables them to perform at higher levels. This process is 

what enables a child to increase levels of text difficulty and become a more proficient reader. 

The key to creating these connections, which function bidirectionally, is the development of 

fluency and automaticity for the reader (Hosp & Suchey, 2014; Kim, 2015). A reader who is able 

to implement and utilize the strategies and skills which have been acquired through repeated 

readings should be effective in applying those strategies and skills to new texts with greater 

confidence and efficacy (Rasinski, 2014a) as well as develop automaticity to allow for an 

increase in comprehension (Powell & Gadke, 2018). Rasinski and Samuels (2011) describe 

fluency, including both automaticity and prosody as components, as a bridge that connects 

phonics with comprehension. This is a significant reason that fluency instruction in schools must 

be both intentional and explicit. Students who are not proficient in their fluency will struggle 

with the analytical and synthesizing processes of reading.  

  



            

13 

 

Text Complexity 

   As a reader becomes more fluent in their instructional level of text, they will begin 

working on texts that are of greater complexity and difficulty. A student who reads a text at their 

frustration level will expend a great deal of effort attempting to decode multiple words and the 

meaning of the text will be lost (Rasinski, 2014a). As previously stated, students require greater 

scaffolding and support when attempting to read a text at their frustration level. Reading a text at 

one’s frustration level should not be avoided, if the appropriate scaffolding opportunities are 

provided prior to, during, and following the reading of the text. When the focus of a reader is 

solely on decoding and blending, their attention is limited to these isolated skills and they cannot 

cascade into additional skills effortlessly which will impede comprehension (Rasinski, 2014b). 

Teachers must ensure that they are providing sufficient and effective support if a student is 

expected to have success reading text above, and sometimes even at, his instructional level 

(Raskinski, 2014a; Rasinski et al., 2016). Powell and Gadke (2018) identify another facet of text 

complexity as the “responsibility to learn more difficult content at a faster pace” (p. 1276) which 

is a direct result of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS).  

 Previously noted, students must be able to have success with word reading fluency prior 

to text reading fluency. This would prove true when determining appropriate text complexity for 

a reader. If a student is unable to accurately read instructional level word lists with appropriate 

fluency, expecting them to achieve text reading fluency at the same instructional level will likely 

prove frustrating. This could result in a refusal to continue reading and should be avoided if 

possible. Altani et al. (2019) examines the sequential processing from word reading fluency to 

text reading fluency. Their research identifies the need for students to have proficiency in their 

accuracy in individual-word list reading, multiple-word list reading, and text reading before 
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speed can be increased effectively. The correlation between accuracy and speed can be reflected 

in repeated readings of individual-word lists, multiple-word lists, or written text. As students 

become more accurate and confident in their abilities, they can increase their speed to an 

appropriate rate. Teachers must ensure that when providing word lists and texts to a student for 

the first time, that the level selected will provide the student with initial success. If the words or 

text are too difficult from the beginning, the student may enter refusal at the frustration level. In 

slight contrast, Kim (2015) suggests that if students are reading text as opposed to word lists, 

there is a connection that allows comprehension to occur as a result of the text structure being 

complete text as opposed to word lists. This could imply that reading a more difficult text with 

less fluency would not necessarily indicate lower comprehension, which could be facilitated by 

the reader’s prior knowledge. A typical pattern emerges when the complexity or difficulty of a 

text increases. There is a decrease that is observed in accuracy and speed as complexity or 

difficulty increases (Amendum et al., 2017; Ates, 2019). An effective teacher will find the 

appropriate balance to prevent the complexity of text from being too difficult which causes 

accuracy and speed to decrease to a level which inhibits fluency and comprehension.  

Summary 

Fluency is a significant means to be utilized and improved consistently to reach the 

desired and goal of accurate reading comprehension. While there are multiple strategies that can 

be used to provide fluency instruction, it is imperative that teachers select strategies that are 

appropriate for their classroom based upon the needs of each individual student. Teachers should 

model for students regularly appropriate fluency and should provide opportunities for students to 

practice orally presenting whether in a whole class, small group, or partner situation to build 

efficiency and stamina. While students can become more fluent readers through silent reading to 
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oneself, it is also expected and necessary for students to practice oral reading to develop their 

oral fluency in addition to their silent reading fluency.  

Increasing reading fluency should lead to reading more complex and diverse texts which 

allow for more meaningful connections to be developed by the reader. These connections 

become ingrained in the student’s schema and can be utilized during future retrieval to recall 

additional prior knowledge. Students increase their knowledge of key vocabulary and concepts 

through reading more complex and more diverse text while likely developing interests in topics 

they might not have otherwise been interested in (Kuhn et al., 2014). Expanding student interests 

can facilitate developing relationships and increased communication with others who share 

similar interests. Gaining knowledge through the variety of reading skills expected of students at 

the elementary level, and later at the high school level, will allow students to participate in a 

global community more easily. It is imperative for teachers of all subjects and grades to 

implement reading skills practice within the context of the curriculum to provide students 

opportunities throughout all facets of their education to develop stronger reading skills.  

The focus on fluency maintains importance because of the connectivity it provides 

between the foundational skills of phonemic awareness and phonics with the higher-level skills 

of vocabulary acquisition and comprehension. Rasinski (2010) identified personal experience 

with students who were proficient in listening comprehension, able to decode and encode 

accurately, and a solid vocabulary but were unable to understand what they read. This supports 

the significance of increasing fluency instruction through an effective strategy such as repeated 

reading to help students develop a more thorough understanding of the texts they read. The 

components of accuracy, rate, and prosody regarding reading fluency are the key which can 



            

16 

 

unlock the door which allows a child to enter into a lifelong journey through knowledge and 

enjoyment. 

Methods 

 This quantitative study utilized a quasi-experimental design over a six-week period.  The 

study consisted of Phase I and Phase II. All participants were a part of Phase I which received 

regular reading instruction from the general education teacher during the first three weeks of the 

study. Student pretest scores were compared to posttest scores to determine the percentage and 

mean change with only regular classroom instruction.  All participants were a part of Phase II 

which included repeated reading practice sessions implemented by the teacher-researcher. The 

practice sessions lasted for three weeks and took no more than 20 minutes while occurring no 

more than two times per week.  

Participants and Setting 

The participants in the study were purposely selected from the fifth-grade classroom at 

the teacher researcher’s school in Metropolis, Illinois. The sample consists of 10 and 11-year-old 

boys and girls. The class consists of 21 students - 11 boys and 10 girls. Students range in 

socioeconomic status and reading ability. One student has an IEP for reading and math, three 

students receive Tier 2 RTI reading services, and two students receive Tier 2 RTI math services. 

One student, who receives RTI reading services, is enrolled in remote learning.  

 The location of this study was a fifth-grade classroom at Maple Grove Elementary, which 

is in a rural community near Joppa, Illinois. The elementary facility houses grades pre-

kindergarten through sixth and is the only feeder school to the Joppa-Maple Grove UD #38. 

Students enrolled in seventh through twelfth grades are enrolled at Joppa Jr./Sr. High School 

located approximately three miles away. The 2019 Illinois School Report Card indicated that the 
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143 students include 91.6% White, 1.4% Black, and 5.6% two or more races (Illinois State Board 

of Education, 2019). The student population includes 90.9% students classified as low-income 

and 11.9% of students have an IEP or 504 plans (Illinois State Board of Education, 2019). 

Data Source and Research Materials 

 The teacher researcher used one instrument for assessment (DIBELS 8th Edition Oral 

Reading Fluency probes) and one instrument for the repeated reading instructional intervention 

(Reading A-Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z). All repeated reading passages 

used during the instructional intervention will be leveled appropriately for fifth-grade students 

during the fall semester. Levels X, Y, and Z each contain four separate fluency practice passages. 

The two passages with the lowest word count were selected from each of the three levels to be 

used for the repeated reading intervention sessions. 

Participants’ pretest scores gathered before the intervention were compared with post-test 

scores to determine if the repeated reading practice is effective. Participants engaged in choral 

reading practice as well as timed one-minute reads and individually timed readings, three times 

for each mode. Participants documented on the fluency data tracking table (Appendix C) the 

number of words read for each one-minute timed reading and the total elapsed time for each 

unlimited timed reading. Appendix D includes all DIBELS 8th edition passages used for 

assessment (pre-test and post-test scores) and progress monitoring scores. Scores are reported as 

words correct per minute (WCPM). Progress monitoring was administered weekly for 

participants in both the control group and the treatment group by the teacher researcher to ensure 

consistency in scoring. Appendix E includes passages which were used during the repeated 

reading intervention sessions obtained from Reading A to Z’s website,  https://www.readinga-

z.com/.  

https://www.readinga-z.com/
https://www.readinga-z.com/
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A distinction should be made to the differences in one aspect of the repeated reading 

instruction and the progress monitoring assessment. When the participants were assessed, the 

passage used had not been viewed previously. During the repeated reading interventions, the 

participants were given repeated exposure to the same text. This difference is important to note 

because it provided the participants with different reading opportunities. 

Data Collection 

 The projected time frame for this study was six weeks. The teacher researcher collected 

baseline data by administering a DIBELS 8th ORF progress monitoring probe. Participants were 

in two groups – Phase I with regular classroom reading instruction and Phase II which involved 

repeated reading practice sessions. Phase I included weeks one through three, and Phase II 

included weeks four through six. Please see table 1 for the summary of the six weeks’ data 

collection. 

Week One 

During week one, Phase I participants were assessed on day one using DIBELS 8th 

Edition Progress Monitoring Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) passage 5.3. All participants were 

assessed, and participant 10 was assessed remotely using Google Meet with the screen sharing 

option. Data from passage 5.3 was used for pre-test purposes for Phase I. Participants were 

provided regular classroom instruction for week one except for participant 10 who received 

paper packet reading instruction. Progress Monitoring ORF passage 5.4 was administered on day 

four due to school not being in session on day five. Participants 9 and 10 were absent and lacked 

data for the end of week one.   
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Week Two 

In week two, participants were provided regular classroom reading instruction, and 

participant 10 continued to receive paper packet reading instruction. Participants were assessed 

for progress monitoring purposes on day five using DIBELS ORF passage 5.5. Participant 11 

was absent and lacks data for the end of week two. Participant 10 was assessed remotely using 

Google Meet with the screen sharing option and reported after completing the assessment having 

difficulty seeing the top half of letters on the final line of text read aloud.     

Week Three 

 In week three, participants were provided regular classroom reading instruction, and 

participant 10 continued to receive paper packet reading instruction. Participants were assessed 

on day five for Phase I post-test data purposes using DIBELS ORF passage 5.6. All participants 

were assessed, and participant 10 was assessed remotely using Google Meet with the screen 

sharing option. Prior to assessing, participant 10 was asked to scan the passage to ensure all 

letters were completely visible.     

Week Four 

During week four, Phase II began, and participants were assessed on day one using 

DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring ORF passage 5.7. All participants were assessed. Data 

from passage 5.7 was used for pre-test purposes for Phase II. Participants were provided regular 

classroom instruction and the repeated reading intervention for week four. Repeated reading 

intervention sessions occurred on day one and day two using Level X passages (Appendix E). 

Passage titles can be found in Table 1. All students were present for the repeated reading 

intervention sessions on day one. All participants were present for the week four day two 

repeated reading session except Participant 13. Participant 13 was late for the repeated reading 
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intervention session week four number two and missed all three choral readings and the first one-

minute timed reading which resulted in no data recorded for those readings.  Progress 

Monitoring ORF passage 5.8 was administered to all participants on day four due to school not 

being in session on day five. It should be noted that during week four, participant 10 returned to 

in-person instruction in the classroom, and limitations regarding how this may impact the study 

are addressed in the appropriate section.  

Week Five 

In week five, participants were provided regular classroom instruction and the repeated 

reading intervention for week five. Repeated reading intervention sessions occurred on day two 

and day four using Level Y passages (Appendix E). There was no student attendance on day one 

due to a holiday, and participants were engaged in remote learning from home on day three. 

Passage titles can be found in Table 1. Participants 13 and 18 were absent for the repeated 

reading intervention session on day two, and participant 1 was absent for the day four session. 

Progress Monitoring ORF passage 5.9 was administered on day five with no data for participant 

1 due to absence at school.  

Week Six 

During the final week of Phase II and the final week of the study, participants were 

provided regular classroom instruction and the repeated reading intervention for week six. 

Repeated reading intervention sessions occurred on day one and day two using Level Z passages 

(Appendix E). Passage titles can be found in Table 1. Participant 10 was absent for the repeated 

reading sessions on week six day one and Participant 16 missed all choral reading practice and 

the first one-minute timed reading due to being late to class. Participants five, 13, and 20 were all 

absent from the repeated reading intervention session for week six day two. Progress Monitoring 
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ORF passage 5.10 was administered on day five and was used as the post-test data for Phase II. 

All participants were present for the post-test data collection. 

Intervention Sessions and Progress Monitoring 

During the intervention, participants were engaged in practice sessions which lasted no 

longer than 20 minutes per session. The initial intervention session lasted approximately 35 

minutes due participants’ lack of understanding of the process, and the remainder of the sessions 

lasted between 15 and 25 minutes, with faster times occurring as the procedures became more 

familiar for participants. The practice sessions used the following format: one choral reading 

with researcher, two choral readings without researcher, three times with one-minute time limits, 

and three times with unlimited length timed readings. Accuracy during intervention practice 

sessions was not considered. Only during assessments (pre-test, post-test, and progress 

monitoring) did fluency scores reflect WCPM. Participants documented the number of words per 

minute (WPM) read during each of the one-minute timed sessions as well as elapsed time 

recorded in seconds from start to finish for each of the three unlimited length timed readings 

using Appendix C. The blank tables on the Reading A to Z passages were not completed.  

All participants were assessed weekly using sequential DIBELS 8th ORF Progress 

Monitoring probes after both intervention sessions were conducted. The title of the passage was 

read by the researcher to each participant prior to beginning reading and the one-minute timed 

sessions began when the student read the first word of the passage. Participants were allowed the 

opportunity to track print as they felt necessary. If participants hesitated on a word for more than 

three seconds, the word was given and scored as incorrect. Participants who self-corrected words 

within three seconds were given credit for the correct pronunciation. Words inserted were not 

counted as miscues and did not receive extra points when calculating the final WCPM. 
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Repetitions and words blended correctly were not counted as miscues. Words mispronounced 

based on context as well as omissions were each counted as miscues. Words which were read out 

of order were counted as one miscue, so long as there were only two words flipped. If more than 

two words were read out of order, the number of miscues reflected the total number of words out 

of order. Miscues were subtracted from the total number of words read to calculate the WCPM. 

Table 1 

Six Weeks Data Collection  

Week # Data Collection Group Intervention Notes 

Week 1 

9/14-9/18 

Day 1 - Administer 

Phase I 

baseline/pretest - PM 

ORF 5.3 

Day 4 - Administer 

PM ORF 5.4* 

Phase I Classroom Instruction 

Only; Participant 10 - 

remote learner, paper 

packets for reading 

instruction 

*PM completed Day 4 

because the school was 

not in session on Day 5. 

 

9/17 - Two participants 

absent (#9, #10) for PM 

ORF 5.4 

Week 2 

9/21-9/25 

Day 5 - Administer 

PM ORF 5.5 

Phase I Classroom Instruction 

Only; Participant 10 - 

remote learner, paper 

packets for reading 

instruction 

9/24 - Participant 11 

absent for PM ORF 5.5; 

Participant #10 

administered remotely - 

reported trouble seeing 

the top half of letters on 

the last line of text read. 

Week 3 

9/28-10/2 

Day 5 - Administer 

Phase I posttest - PM 

ORF 5.6 

Phase I Classroom Instruction 

Only; Participant 10 - 

remote learner, paper 

packets for reading 

instruction 

All participants present 

for Phase I posttest. 

Week 4 

10/5-10/9 

(No School 

on 10/9) 

Day 1 - Administer 

Phase II 

baseline/pretest - PM 

ORF 5.7; 

Intervention Session 

Day 2 - Intervention 

Session 

Day 4 - Administer 

Phase II Week 1 Repeated 

Reading Fluency 

Intervention - Level 

X 

“Crime Scene 

Investigators” 

“Avalanche Disaster” 

*PM completed Day 4 

because the school was 

not in session on Day 5. 

 

10/5 - Participant 10 

returned to in-person 

instruction. 

10/6 - Participant 13 late, 
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PM ORF 5.8 missed all choral reading 

and 1 one-minute timed 

reading 

Week 5 

10/12-10/16 

(No School 

on 10/12) 

Day 2 - Intervention 

Session 

Day 4 - Intervention 

Session 

Day 5 - Administer 

PM ORF 5.9 

Phase II Week 2 Repeated 

Reading Fluency 

Intervention - Level 

Y 

“Safety First, Gold 

Next”  

“The Edible 

Schoolyard” 

 

*Intervention session 

completed on days 2 and 

4 because the school was 

not in session on days 1 

and 3. 

 

10/13 - Participants 13, 

18 absent from 

intervention session 

10/15 - Participant 1 

absent from intervention 

session 

10/16 - Participant 1 

absent for PM ORF 5.9 

Week 6 

10/19-10/23 

Day 1 - Intervention 

Session 

Day 2 - Intervention 

Session 

Day 5 - Administer 

Phase II posttest - PM 

ORF 5.10 

Phase II Week 3 Repeated 

Reading Fluency 

Intervention - Level Z 

“Haunted House” 

“Finding Refuge” 

All participants present 

for Phase II posttest. 

 

10/19 - Participant 10 

absent from intervention 

session; Participant 16 

late, missed all choral 

reading and 1 one-

minute timed reading 

10/20 - Participants 5, 

13, 20 absent from 

intervention session 

PM ORF = Progress Monitoring Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS passage) 

Data Analysis and Results 

The data was analyzed quantitatively using descriptive analysis of the pre-test, end of 

each week, and post-test scores from the DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency Progress 

Monitoring passages. The study was conducted in two phases. Phase I included the first three 

weeks of data collection in which participants received regular reading instruction in the general 

education classroom by the classroom teacher. Phase II included the following three weeks of 

data collection which included repeated reading intervention sessions implemented by the 
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researcher in addition to the regular reading instruction in the general education classroom by the 

classroom teacher. The sample size included 21 participants aged 10 and 11 who are enrolled as 

fifth grade students at the researcher’s employing school. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher used descriptive analysis to analyze the data quantitatively. Each week the 

researcher collected progress monitoring data on the last student attendance day of the week. 

Pre-test data was collected on day one of each phase, and post-test data was documented using 

the progress monitoring data from the last student attendance day of week three for Phase I and 

week six for Phase II. Data collected from all assessments was organized and reported as raw 

scores using bar graphs, line graphs, and tables.  

Two bar graphs were created to show participants’ pre-test and post-test scores for Phase 

I and Phase II. The first bar graph shows participants' pre-test and post-test scores for Phase I 

which occurred during the first three weeks of the research and included general education 

reading instruction provided by the classroom teacher. The second bar graph shows participants’ 

pre-test and post-test scores for Phase II which lasted the final three weeks and included the 

general education reading instruction as well as a repeated reading intervention session 

implemented by the researcher two times per week.  

The researcher hypothesized that participants would increase their DIBELS ORF scores 

during the repeated reading intervention sessions and that increase would be at a greater 

percentage than when the intervention was not being utilized. In order to support or reject the 

hypothesis, tables showing the mean and standard deviation of participants’ scores for Phase I 

and Phase II were created. A line graph showing the percentage change for each individual 

participant from Phase I percentage growth or decline compared to the Phase II percentage 
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growth or decline was also created. Individual participant assessment data for Phase I and Phase 

II can be found Appendix I and J, respectively, and will be discussed in the following section. 

Following is an analysis of the results of the study based on the research questions. 

Results 

 The overall results reported that 19 participants increased their DIBELS ORF scores from 

Phase I post-test to Phase II post-test. This supports repeated reading as an effective strategy for 

increasing DIBELS ORF scores as addressed in the first research question and hypothesis. 

However, the overall results reported that only six participants had a significant or positive 

percent change while 15 participants did not have a significant or positive percent change. This 

does not support a significant extent of effectiveness between repeated reading and increasing 

DIBELS ORF as addressed in the second research question and hypothesis. The overall results 

indicate that while repeated reading is an effective strategy when comparing Phase I post-test 

scores to Phase II post-test scores, repeated reading may not be the most effective strategy when 

examining the percent change participants made during the study.  

Figure 1 shows participants’ Phase I pre-test and post-test scores. Phase I provided three 

weeks of participant assessment when receiving general education reading instruction provided 

by the classroom teacher. Of the 21 participants, 13 participants increased their DIBELS ORF 

scores from pre-test to post-test. Participant 3 increased from 107 WCPM on the pre-test to 114 

WCPM on the post-test. Participant 4 increased from 76 WCPM on the pre-test to 83 WCPM on 

the post-test. Participant 6 increased from 191 WCPM on the pre-test to 222 WCPM on the post-

test. Participant 7 increased from 96 WCPM on the pre-test to 99 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 8 increased from 154 WCPM on the pre-test to 172 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 9 increased from 78 WCPM on the pre-test to 82 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 
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10 increased from 46 WCPM on the pre-test to 50 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 12 

increased from 94 WCPM on the pre-test to 113 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 14 

increased from 100 WCPM on the pre-test to 105 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 15 

increased from 88 WCPM on the pre-test to 92 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 17 increased 

from 48 WCPM on the pre-test to 54 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 18 increased from 99 

WCPM on the pre-test to 109 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 20 increased from 69 WCPM 

on the pre-test to 70 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 16 had no change in their score of 122 

WCPM from pre-test to post-test. Seven participants decreased their ORF scores from pre-test to 

post-test during Phase I. Participant 1 decreased from 142 WCPM on the pre-test to 124 WCPM 

on the post-test. Participant 2 decreased from 53 WCPM on the pre-test to 48 WCPM on the 

post-test. Participant 5 decreased from 104 WCPM on the pre-test to 92 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 11 decreased from 145 WCPM on the pre-test to 142 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 13 decreased from 122 WCPM on the pre-test to 89 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 19 decreased from 98 WCPM on the pre-test to 71 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 21 decreased from 78 WCPM on the pre-test to 67 WCPM on the post-test. Sixty-one 

percent of the participants demonstrated growth, and 33 % had a decrease in their scores.  
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Figure 1.  

Phase I Pre-test and Post-test Scores for All Participants 

 

 Phase II pre-test and post-test scores are reported in Figure 2. Phase II provided 

three weeks of participant assessment when participating in repeated reading intervention 

sessions two times per week lead by the researcher in addition to the general education reading 

instruction provided by the classroom teacher. Seven of the 21 total participants increased from 

their pre-test to post-test DIBELS ORF scores during Phase II. Participant 1 increased from 162 

WCPM on the pre-test to 170 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 3 increased from 158 WCPM 

on the pre-test to 162 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 8 increased from 167 WCPM on the 

pre-test to 173 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 9 increased from 97 WCPM on the pre-test to 

104 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 11 increased from 159 WCPM on the pre-test to 186 

WCPM on the post-test. Participant 14 increased from 125 WCPM on the pre-test to 128 WCPM 

on the post-test. Participant 19 increased from 92 WCPM on the pre-test to 99 WCPM on the 
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post-test. Participant 15 had no change in their score of 122 WCPM from pre-test to post-test. 

Thirteen participants decreased their ORF scores from pre-test to post-test during Phase II which 

equals 61 percent of the participants. Participant 2 decreased from 61 WCPM on the pre-test to 

52 WCPM on the post-test. Participant 4 decreased from 99 WCPM on the pre-test to 92 WCPM 

on the post-test. Participant 5 decreased from 134 WCPM on the pre-test to 110 WCPM on the 

post-test. Participant 6 decreased from 245 WCPM on the pre-test to 209 WCPM on the post-

test. Participant 7 decreased from 114 WCPM on the pre-test to 113 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 10 decreased from 82 WCPM on the pre-test to 69 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 12 decreased from 140 WCPM on the pre-test to 124 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 13 decreased from 126 WCPM on the pre-test to 115 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 16 decreased from 153 WCPM on the pre-test to 138 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 17 decreased from 80 WCPM on the pre-test to 49 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 18 decreased from 139 WCPM on the pre-test to 107 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 20 decreased from 93 WCPM on the pre-test to 80 WCPM on the post-test. 

Participant 21 decreased from 98 WCPM on the pre-test to 90 WCPM on the post-test. Thirty-

three percent of the participants demonstrated growth, and 61% had a decrease in their scores. It 

should be noted that the comparisons between isolated Phase I and isolated Phase II data are not 

indicative of the effectiveness of the repeated reading intervention and is a means to provide 

information on individual participant performance during each phase. 
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Figure 2.  

Phase II Pre-test and Post-test Scores for All Participants 

 

 Tables 2 and 3 both show a summary comparison of participants’ mean scores for each 

assessment given during Phase I (see Table 2) and Phase II (see Table 3). Participants increased 

their mean score during Phase I only slightly when comparing pre-test and post-test scores after a 

large increase in WCPM during week 1 and week 2 followed by a sharp drop to end the data for 

Phase I. Although participants’ mean scores for the post-test of Phase II was lower than the pre-

test of Phase II, it is significant to note the mean increase from the Phase I post-test to the Phase 

II post-test. The comparison of post-test data points indicates that participants were successfully 

increasing their ORF scores during the repeated reading intervention. 
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Table 2  

Participants’ Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for Phase I n=21 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Phase I     Mean    Standard Deviation 

 

Pre-test    100.48   35.56 

End of Week 1   129.37   51.37 

End of Week 2    130. 35  40.48 

Post-test/End of Week 3  100.9   40.45 

______________________________________________________________________________

Table 3  

Participants’ Mean and Standard Deviation Scores for Phase II n=21 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Phase II    Mean    Standard Deviation 

 

Pre-test    126   39.91 

End of Week 4   106.48   39.66 

End of Week 5   116.6   45.77 

Post-test/End of Week 6  118.67   41.58 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

  Participants 9 and 10 were absent for the end of week one progress monitoring, 

Participant 11 was absent for the end of week two progress monitoring, and Participant one was 

absent for the end of week five progress monitoring. See Appendix G for a chart containing all 

participant attendance in pre-test, progress monitoring, and post-test assessments. Participant 13 

was late for the repeated reading intervention session week four day two and missed all three 

choral readings and the first one-minute timed reading which resulted in no data recorded for 

those readings. Participants 13 and 18 were absent for week five day one, and Participant one 
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was absent for week five day two. Participant 10 was absent from the week six day one 

intervention session, and Participant 16 was late and missed all three choral readings and the first 

one-minute timed reading for the week six day one intervention which resulted in no data 

recorded for those readings. Participants five, 13, and 20 were all absent from the intervention 

session for week six day two.  See Appendix H for a chart containing all participant attendance 

during intervention sessions. The next section discussed the details of the results of the study 

based on the research questions. 

IS PARTICIPATION IN REPEATED READING PRACTICE EFFECTIVE AT 

INCREASING DIBELS ORF SCORES? 

 All students in the fifth-grade class were participants in both Phase I and Phase II of the 

research. No requests for exclusion were received, and no questions or comments were asked by 

participants’ parents or guardians. All 21 students were present for pre-test and post-test data in 

both Phase I and Phase II. Appendix I and J contain individual participant raw scores for each 

assessment in Phase I and Phase II, respectively. 

 Figure 3 uses a bar graph to show a comparison of individual participant scores for Phase 

I post-test (see blue bars) and Phase II post-test (see red bars). Of the 21 participants, 19 had 

increased DIBELS ORF scores on the Phase II post-test which equals 90 %. This supports the 

researcher’s hypothesis that participating in repeated reading intervention sessions would 

increase the participant’s DIBELS ORF scores. Both Participant 6 and 17 showed decreases in 

their Phase I to Phase II post-test scores. Participant six went from a score of 222 WCPM for 

Phase I post-test to 199 WCPM on the Phase II post-test. Both scores were higher than any other 

participants score on the post-tests for both phases. It could be inferred that this participant has 

significant success with their ORF whether involved in repeated reading or not and could present 
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an opportunity for future research to determine if there is a point at which repeated reading is not 

effective for all students, especially those with elevated ORF levels. Participant 17 scored a 54 

WCPM on the Phase I post-test and a 49 WCPM on the Phase II post-test. This five-point 

decrease results in a nine percent decrease. This participant also has a mean score of 60 WCPM 

with the highest score being 86 WCPM and the lowest being 48 WCPM.  

Figure 3.  

Participants’ Post-test Scores 

 

TO WHAT EXTENT IS REPEATED READING AN EFFECTIVE PRACTICE FOR 

INCREASING DIBELS ORF SCORES?  

 Before being able to calculate the effectiveness of the repeated reading intervention 

sessions on DIBELS ORF scores, the percentage of change must be calculated for individual 

participants in each phase. Figure 4 shows the percent change for each participant during Phase I. 

The percentage change for both phases were calculated by taking the post-test score, subtracting 
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the pre-test score, then dividing by the pre-test score. This was done for each phase in order to 

create Figure 4 and Figure 5. Thirteen participants had a positive percentage change during 

Phase I, with the greatest percentage increase being 20% and the lowest percentage increase 

being one percent. One participant had no change in ORF score from pre-test to post-test. Seven 

participants had a negative percentage change and ranged from negative one percent to negative 

28%. 

Figure 4  

Participants’ Percentage Change from Pre-test to Post-test in Phase I 

 

 Phase II percentage changes are reflected in Figure 5. There was also a single participant 

who had zero percent change during Phase II, while seven participants had positive percentage 

changes and 13 had negative percentage changes. Positive percentage changes ranged from 2% 

to 17% during Phase II, and negative percentage changes ranged from negative one percent to 

negative 39%. 
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Figure 5  

Participants’ Percentage Change from Pre-test to Post-test in Phase II 

 

 To support or refute the researcher’s second hypothesis, the difference in percentage 

change from Phase I and Phase II must be considered. Figure 6 was created by taking each 

individual participants’ Phase II percent change (see Figure 5) and subtracting the participants’ 

Phase I percent change (see Figure 4). Only six participants had a positive percent change while 

15 participants had a negative percent change. This reveals 29% of participants with significant 

percent changes and 71% with not significant percent changes. The researcher’s hypothesis that 

the participants in the intervention group will increase their DIBELS ORF scores at a greater 

percentage rate when compared to participants’ scores when not participating in the intervention 

is not supported based on the percentage changes when comparing Phase I and Phase II. 
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Figure 6  

Participants’ Percentage Change from Phase I to Phase II 

 

Findings, Implications, and Limitations 

Findings 

 Repeated reading intervention sessions proved to be an effective way to increase 

participants’ ORF scores based on data comparisons of Phase I and Phase II post-test scores. 

Nineteen of 21 participants had greater Phase II post-test scores than Phase I post-test scores 

which equal 90 percent of participants having increased scores among the two data points. Only 

two participants had lower Phase II post-test scores than Phase I post-test scores. 

 The purpose of the study was to identify if repeated reading interventions would provide 

an increase in participants’ ORF scores as opposed to only receiving regular reading instruction 

from the general education teacher. The research questions guided the study to determine if 

repeated reading interventions would increase a participants’ ORF scores and to what extent the 
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repeated reading interventions were effective. It was hypothesized that the repeated reading 

interventions would increase participants’ ORF scores. The study concluded that 90% of 

participants increased their Phase II post-test scores when participating in the repeated reading 

interventions as compared to their Phase I post-test scores when only regular reading instruction 

was provided. 

 The second hypothesis was that scores would be increased at a greater extent than using 

the regular reading instruction only. This was analyzed using a comparison of participants’ 

percent change from each phase’s post-test scores minus pre-test scores then divided by the pre-

test score. The Phase I percentage was then subtracted from the Phase II percentage to calculate 

the percentage change for each participant between the two phases. Only six participants had a 

significant percent change while 15 participants did not have a significant percent change. This 

reveals 29% of participants with significant percent changes and 71% with not significant 

percent changes. The second hypothesis is not supported as most participants did not have a 

significant percentage change between the two phases. 

Implications 

 Educators must be effective in determining which activities, procedures, and lessons will 

provide students with the greatest benefit. During this study, it was evident that implementing 

repeated reading interventions twice per week took little time from the whole of the day. Seeing 

that 90 percent of the students has increased post-test scores in Phase II compared to post-test 

scores in Phase I supports the use of repeated reading as an effective practice for increasing oral 

reading fluency. Implementing the repeated reading interventions, which can vary tremendously 

based on content and grade level, prove to be an integral part of increasing not only fluency 

scores but building self-confidence in the reader. 
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 The significance of fluency is often overlooked at the expense of other instructional 

activities such as comprehension or vocabulary. It is important for educators to realize that an 

increase in fluency will assist comprehension and vocabulary skills because of increased ability 

to read complex text. Educators have multiple options for determining what types of repeated 

reading practice to use in their classrooms. A variety of poems, readers’ theaters, short passages, 

or even single pages from a text can each provide opportunities to quickly practice repeated 

reading. 

 Educators should consider research by Lee and Yoon (2017) when determining how to 

proceed with repeated readings and include other types of fluency interventions or support. Lee 

and Yoon (2017) suggest including word preview, listening passage preview, error correction, 

performance feedback, peer-mediated reading, and textual factors as additional strategies for 

increasing reading fluency when paired with repeated reading. These additional strategies would 

lead to more time dedicated to the repeated reading practice but provides educators with options 

to incorporate phonics, comprehension, or vocabulary components within the intervention. It also 

allows educators to plan custom lessons tailored to their content or grade level as well as provide 

a variety of options to keep the repeated reading interventions engaging.  

Limitations 

 For Phase I, participant 10 was provided paper packet regular reading instruction and was 

assessed remotely which both present limitations to the effectiveness of the instruction and the 

assessment data. This participant returned to in-person instruction during week four which also 

presents limitations to the study due to the change in regular classroom instruction method and 

assessment administration.  
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Limitations to the study include variations in the timeline of intervention sessions and 

progress monitoring because of student attendance days and non-attendance days. Future 

research should explore the effect of administering progress monitoring immediately after the 

second session as well as the results of varying the number of intervention sessions. Another 

limitation consideration is the validity of the participant reported data for the intervention 

sessions. Documentation of words per minute and the elapsed time for each repeated reading 

were not confirmed by the teacher researcher due to time constraints for the intervention 

sessions. For this to occur, the intervention sessions would have been lengthier.  

Another limitation to consider regarding the effectiveness of repeated reading 

interventions is participants who missed or were late to sessions. No additional time to provide 

absent participants with the same interventions was made available and should be considered as 

part of the effectiveness of the implemented intervention. Participants missing multiple 

intervention sessions are likely to have less effectiveness when compared to those who were late 

or missed fewer sessions. 

Reflection and Action Plan 

Reflection 

 Repeated reading interventions, when analyzed using both phases’ post-test data as 

comparison points, proved to be effective at increasing participants’ DIBELS ORF scores. This 

supported the researcher’s hypothesis for the first research question. The researcher observed the 

participants engaged in the process during the intervention sessions and appeared to enjoy the 

challenges of increasing their words per minute during timed one-minute reads and decreasing 

the time it took them to read the entire passage. Participants’ struggled in the beginning with the 

process, but they quickly caught onto the expectations.  
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 The researcher realized that participants had success or struggled with different DIBELS 

passages based upon their own experiences. This directly impacted their success with a given 

passage and could be a consideration for variations in scores. Overall, the study was an effective 

use of the researcher’s time as it allowed for an effective research-based strategy to be 

implemented and analyzed using familiar participants. This should help convince the 

researcher’s co-teachers to become confident in implementing this strategy in their classrooms, 

as well as taking on their own action research studies. 

Action Plan 

 The researcher plans to encourage and support all grade level teachers at the school to 

implement repeated reading as a regular component of fluency instruction. Presenting model 

lessons in various classrooms will also be provided for teachers who desire seeing the 

intervention in action. The research also plans to present the results to the school district’s Board 

of Education at a future meeting. The data and findings of the study will be presented to an 

action research committee at Eastern Illinois University using Power Point slides with video 

embedding and a professional poster.  

 The researcher suggests that more research should be done on combining repeated 

readings with other forms of fluency instruction as well as the impact of increasing or decreasing 

the frequency of repeated reading sessions. Alterations to the repeated reading format are also 

considerations for future research as well as the impact of when assessments are conducted in 

relation to the intervention sessions. Research including different or multiple grade levels, more 

participants, altering the length of the study, and using different types of passages for repeated 

readings would be beneficial for increasing the research base about repeated reading 

interventions. Future research could also examine the impact of participant rate about the 
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effectiveness of the strategy with an example being found in participant six’s data from Figure 3. 

This future research should investigate if there is a level at which a participant may excel in the 

case of participant six in their ORF endeavors at a point that repeated reading would not be an 

effective strategy for increasing scores. The researcher will use knowledge gained from the study 

to assist students in becoming more fluent readers by incorporating repeated reading and 

encouraging fellow teachers to do the same. 
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Appendix A – Letter of Approval from Principal 
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Appendix B – Letter to Inform Parents 

September 14, 2020 

 

Dear Parent/Guardian, 

 

I will be conducting an action research project in your child’s classroom this semester as a 

requirement for my master’s degree course at Eastern Illinois University. The title of my action 

research project is The Effectiveness of Repeated Reading Practice on Fifth Grade DIBELS 8th 

Edition Progress Monitoring Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) Scores. 

 

The study will last approximately six weeks. I will be gathering data regarding students’ baseline 

and progress monitoring scores using the DIBELS 8th edition Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 

assessment passages. Students will participate in regular reading instruction for the first three 

weeks and then will participate in an instructional intervention of repeated reading practice for 

the following three weeks. The instructional intervention will include students participating in 

multiple weekly sessions to practice repeated readings of grade level text. Sessions will last no 

longer than 20 minutes and will occur no more than two times per week. The goal is to identify if 

a student who participates in the instructional intervention group increases their ORF score at a 

greater percentage than those who do not participate. 

 

The results gathered from this study will only be used for the purpose of the action research 

project. Data collected will be kept confidential, maintained in a secure location, and no 

identifying information will be used when presenting the results of the study. There are no 

identified risks associated with the study and the benefits are an increase in reading fluency as 

well as increased confidence in reading ability for the student. As a parent/guardian of a student 

in this classroom, you have the right to exclude your child from the study. If this is your wish, 

please contact me via email or phone using the contact information below. 

 

I welcome any questions or concerns you may have about your child’s participation in this 

project or the project itself. I look forward to completing this project and seeing the growth your 

children all make this year in school! 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Lacey Wright 

lwright@joppa38.com 

618-543-7434 ext. 1210 

  

mailto:lwright@joppa38.com
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Appendix C – Action Research Fluency Tracking Sheet 
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Appendix D – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth Grade 
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade
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Appendix D (continued) – DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Passages for Fifth 

Grade 
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Appendix E – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z 
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix E continued – Reading A to Z Fluency Practice Passages for Levels X, Y, and Z
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Appendix F – Institutional Review Board Approval Letter 

 

September 10, 2020 

  

Lacey Wright 

Sham'ah Md-Yunus 

Teaching Learning and Foundations 

  

Thank you for submitting the action research protocol titled, “The Effectiveness of Repeated 

Reading Practice on Fifth Grade DIBELS 8th Edition Progress Monitoring Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) Scores” for review by the Eastern Illinois University Institutional Review Board (IRB). 

The protocol was reviewed on 9/10/2020 and has been certified that it meets the federal 

regulations exemption criteria for human subjects research.  The protocol has been given the IRB 

number 20-089. You are approved to proceed with your project. 

The classification of this protocol as exempt is valid only for the research activities and subjects 

described in the above named protocol. IRB policy requires that any proposed changes to this 

protocol must be reported to, and approved by, the IRB before being implemented. You are also 

required to inform the IRB immediately of any problems encountered that could adversely affect 

the health or welfare of the subjects in this study. Please contact me in the event of an 

emergency.  All correspondence should be sent to: 

  

Institutional Review Board 

c/o Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 

Telephone:  217-581-8576 

Fax: 217-581-7181 

Email: eiuirb@eiu.edu 

  

Thank you for your cooperation, and the best of success with your research. 

  

Compliance Coordinator 

Office of Research and Sponsored Programs 

Telephone:  581-8576 

Email: eiuirb@eiu.edu 

  

  

Thank you, 

Mary Mattingly 

Research and Sponsored Programs 
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Appendix G – Progress Monitoring Student Attendance Chart 

Participant # PM 5.3 PM 5.4 PM 5.5 PM 5.6 PM 5.7 PM 5.8 PM 5.9 PM 5.10 

1 Present Present Present Present Present Present Absent Present 

2 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

3 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

4 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

5 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

6 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

7 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

8 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

9 Present Absent Present Present Present Present Present Present 

10 Present Absent Present Present Present Present Present Present 

11 Present Present Absent Present Present Present Present Present 

12 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

13 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

14 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

15 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

16 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

17 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

18 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

19 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

20 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

21 Present Present Present Present Present Present Present Present 

Date 9/14/2020 9/17/2020 9/24/2020 10/2/2020 10/5/2020 10/8/2020 10/16/2020 10/23/2020 

 

_____________         
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Appendix H – Repeated Reading Intervention Student Attendance Chart 

  Week # -- Intervention Session # 

Participant 

# 

4 -- 1 4 – 2 5 -- 1 5 -- 2 6 -- 1 6 -- 2 

1 Present Present Present Absent Present Present 

2 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

3 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

4 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

5 Present Present Present Present Present Absent 

6 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

7 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

8 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

9 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

10 Present Present Present Present Absent Present 

11 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

12 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

13 Present Late Absent Present Present Absent 

14 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

15 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

16 Present Present Present Present Late Present 

17 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

18 Present Present Absent Present Present Present 

19 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

20 Present Present Present Present Present Absent 

21 Present Present Present Present Present Present 

Date 10/5/2020 10/6/2020 10/13/2020 10/15/2020 10/19/2020 10/20/2020 
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Appendix I – Participants’ Raw Scores for Phase I DIBELS ORF Assessments 

 

Participant 

# 

5.3 Pretest Phase 

I 

5.4 End Week 

1 

5.5 End Week 

2 

5.6 End Week 3/Post 

Test Phase I 

1 142 185 201 124 

2 53 49 69 48 

3 107 159 159 114 

4 76 87 109 83 

5 104 131 124 92 

6 191 252 216 222 

7 96 114 143 99 

8 154 204 187 172 

9 78 Absent 110 82 

10 46 Absent 50 50 

11 145 197 Absent 142 

12 94 112 123 113 

13 122 140 119 89 

14 100 129 143 105 

15 88 116 133 92 

16 122 152 154 122 

17 48 54 86 54 

18 99 118 156 109 

19 98 85 117 71 

20 69 90 100 70 

21 78 84 108 67 
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Appendix J – Participants’ Raw Scores for Phase II DIBELS ORF Assessments 

 

Participant 

# 

5.7 Pretest Phase 

II 

5.8 End Week 

4 

5.9 End Week 

5 

5.10 End Week 6/Post 

Test Phase II 

1 162 171 Absent 170 

2 61 48 70 52 

3 158 126 161 162 

4 99 74 95 92 

5 134 116 128 110 

6 245 191 199 209 

7 114 102 99 113 

8 167 169 193 173 

9 97 95 118 104 

10 82 47 69 69 

11 159 160 171 186 

12 140 86 137 124 

13 126 112 111 115 

14 125 110 117 128 

15 122 91 144 122 

16 153 133 155 138 

17 80 52 64 49 

18 139 102 123 107 

19 92 99 10 99 

20 93 77 87 80 

21 98 75 81 90 

 


