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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effects of a multi-faceted literacy 

strategy on the oral reading fluency and reading comprehension skills of three, 6
th
 grade 

students who were at-risk for reading failure. The development of early literacy skills is 

essential to student comprehension of text material and requires an ability to identify 

unknown words in context and read words accurately, fluently, and with expression 

(Therrien, 2004). Students who do not demonstrate proficient oral reading fluency and 

who need to work on advanced word skills, while reading more difficult text, will lose 

comprehension, give up, and fall farther behind their peers in all academic areas, making 

these students at-risk  for academic failure (Bursuck & Damer, 2007). Over the course of 

eight weeks, study participants used repeated readings and story mapping activities to 

improve their oral reading fluency and reading comprehension skills. Findings indicated 

that all three pupils made noticeable improvements in their reading performance. 

Implications for research and practice are provided. 
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Introduction 

Reading is one of the first and most important academic skills taught to young 

learners. However, a large number of students in the U.S. continue to have difficulty 

learning to read. At least one in five students, for example, has significant difficulties in 

reading acquisition (Therrien, 2004). Reading difficulties are even more pronounced for 

students with special needs or students at-risk for reading failure, who often struggle with 

reading throughout their school careers and into their adult lives. These individuals lack 

proficient and essential literacy skills, such as oral reading fluency and comprehension, 

and thus, are unable to attain grade level standards. Student difficulties with fluency 

compromise their abilities to fully comprehend the text that they read. Teachers today are 

challenged by curricular demands and the wide range of reading abilities commonly 

found in classrooms, which makes it difficult to appropriately provide the necessary 

strategy instruction that struggling readers need in order to improve reading performance. 

Teachers have a limited amount of time to teach reading, it is critical that they use the 

time available as efficiently as possible to enhance students’ knowledge and 

understanding of what they read (Vaughn et al., 2000). Therefore, it is essential to find 

strategies that improve more than one reading skill at a time.  

According to the National Assessment of Educational Progress, 36% of fourth 

graders have not obtained a basic skill level in reading, and only 31% read proficiently. 

Additionally, 74% of children who are poor readers in third grade remain poor readers in 

ninth grade (Therrien & Hughes, 2008). Resulting in about one-third of American 4
th
  

graders reading proficiently at their grade level (Williams, 2005). Begeny and Martens 

(2006) stated that, “by fourth grade, students are expected to demonstrate sufficient 

mastery in phonological awareness and word recognition and to use these skills to read 
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with fluency and understanding”. However, statistics show that 34% of fourth graders fail 

to demonstrate basic reading proficiency that would allow them to read accurately and 

fluently and derive meaning from text. In other words, these students are at-risk for 

reading failure and will experience serious consequences, which will hinder their 

academic performance in fourth grade and beyond. Without remedial reading instruction 

these students are at-risk for falling further behind in reading each year and consequently 

have limited participation in the content area curriculum and restricted opportunities for 

employment (Calhoon, Sandow, & Hunter, 2010). 

Students exhibit poor reading skills primarily because they lack sufficient early 

literacy skills. Early literacy skills are important to aid students’ comprehension of the 

text being read and the ability to identify unknown words in context, but also the ability 

to read words accurately, fluently, and with expression (Therrien, 2004). To improve the 

reading skills of underperforming children, educators must identify and implement 

interventions that address the heterogeneity of reading difficulties among older children 

(Kim, Samson, Fitzgerald, & Hartry, 2009). In 2000, a report from the National Reading 

Panel identified five essential areas for reading instruction that included both higher and 

lower order skills: (a) phonemic awareness, (b) phonics, (c) vocabulary instruction, (d) 

text comprehension, and (e) reading fluency (Therrien, 2004). Although deficiencies in 

any of these areas can lead to reading failure, poor readers and students with reading 

disabilities seem to be particularly at-risk for reading fluency and comprehension 

problems. Students who do not master oral reading fluency will lose their comprehension 

skills and eventually give up, which will make them fall further behind their peers in all 

academic areas.    
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Rabren, Darch, and Eaves (1999) found that students with learning disabilities 

and those at-risk have difficulty monitoring their comprehension, use their strategies 

inappropriately, and/or have none to choose from. These students are limited in their 

appropriate reading strategies and struggle to connect and make sense of the text they are 

reading (Williamson, Dunn, Hinshaw, & Nelson, 2008). Fluency and comprehension are 

two skills that students need for success in school and life. Unfortunately, previous 

research has shown that teachers are doing little to engage students in text being read and 

idea processing strategies to help them master the reading process.  

A direct relationship was demonstrated between oral reading fluency and reading 

comprehension in previous research (e. g., O’Connor, White, & Swanson, 2007). The 

essentials of reading instruction should ensure that students: (a) understand that the 

sounds of speech are associated with the letters of the alphabet and be able to attend to 

these sounds as distinct from their meaning, (b) have an appropriate vocabulary, (c) are 

allowed sufficient practice in reading so they can become more fluent readers, and (d) are 

taught various reading-comprehension strategies (Bengy & Silber, 2006). Many students 

with reading problems require additional skills and strategies to enhance their reading 

fluency and comprehension (Vaughn et al., 2000). Teachers lack the expertise and time to 

explicitly instruct students in these two areas; therefore, the use of a multi-faceted literacy 

strategy would benefit both the teacher and the student.   

In order to promote success and to decrease the academic gap among students 

with disabilities, those at-risk, and their non-disabled peers, increased fluency and 

comprehension of text through the use of researched based instructional strategies are 

needed. The National Reading Panel (2000) identified five skills necessary for reading 

success; phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and text comprehension. The 
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panel further reported that, “Comprehension is critically important to the development of 

children’s reading skills and therefore to the ability to obtain an education” and “Fluency 

is one of several critical factors necessary for reading comprehension. Despite its 

importance as a component of skilled reading, fluency is often neglected in the 

classroom”. Utilizing a multi-faceted literacy strategy will provide support to two 

important skills, comprehension and fluency, which will begin to make the reading 

process seamless for struggling readers. The research question to be further discussed is 

as follows: Multi-Faceted Literacy Strategy: Can it Improve Oral Reading Fluency and 

Comprehension for At-Risk Elementary Students?  

Literature Review 

 The following empirical studies identified a number of effective interventions for 

oral reading fluency and reading comprehension separately. However, few studies have 

identified effective interventions that help improve oral reading fluency and reading 

comprehension in a combined strategic effort. This literature review examines the effects 

of repeated reading on students’ oral reading fluency, the effects of a visual imagery 

strategy and story mapping on students reading comprehension, and the use of a multi-

faceted literacy strategy to increase both students’ oral reading fluency and reading 

comprehension.   

Repeated Reading to Increase Oral Reading Fluency 

Samuels (1985) designed the Repeated Reading Technique, whereby a student 

reads a passage until a particular rate of words per minutes is achieved. The method of 

repeated reading consists of rereading short and meaningful passages several times until 

the desired level of student fluency is attained. The procedure is then repeated with new 

passages. Among various oral reading methods, repeated readings have been found to be 
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especially effective for helping children build fluency (Devault & Joseph, 2004). 

Repeated reading was shown not only to improve a students’ oral reading fluency, it also 

had a positive effect on vocabulary, word identification, accuracy, and comprehension of 

students at-risk for reading failure. The presumption was that repeated reading improved 

fluency by enhancing the automatic recall of words.  

The National Reading Panel (2000) defined reading fluency as the ability to read 

with accuracy, speed, and proper expression. Several studies have investigated the effects 

of repeated reading on fluency. Variations of Samuels’ original repeated reading 

procedures were investigated which included: peer-mediated repeated reading where 

participants worked together to improve oral reading rate, continuous reading verses 

repeated reading to compare the results, and repeated reading coupled with feedback and 

extrinsic rewards. Researchers used the different interventions to find the effects on 

participants’ oral reading rate, growth in word identification, vocabulary, and reading 

comprehension. 

In a study by Devault and Joseph (2004), repeated readings were combined with 

word boxes to increase fluency levels of high school students with severe reading delays. 

Repeated readings and word boxes were designed to help children increase fluency and 

acquire word identification skills. During this study word boxes were incorporated with 

repeated readings to provide students with a concrete corrective feedback strategy for 

attempting to identify unknown words. Word boxes consisted of a drawn rectangle 

divided into sections according to the number of sounds in a word. Letters were placed 

below the divided sections and the children were to slide the letters into the respective 

sections of the rectangle as each sound was articulated. During the study, students were 

presented with reading passages written at a level beyond their independent reading level 
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and given one minute to read the passage. The instructor recorded all words read 

incorrectly or omitted and calculated the words read correctly per minute. The instructor 

then printed all of the words read incorrectly or omitted on 3 x 5 index cards and taught 

the students the words using the word box technique. After students mastered the word 

box technique, they were given one minute to read the same passage. During following 

sessions, a different passage was presented and the same procedures as previously 

described were implemented. 

Study findings suggested that repeated readings coupled with the word box 

phonics technique showed promise for helping students increase their reading fluency. 

All students increased the number of words read correctly per minute from their initial to 

repeated reading of passages when they were provided with an opportunity to use word 

boxes to decode words that were read incorrectly or omitted during the initial reading of a 

passage. This technique coupled with repeated readings provided students with the 

opportunity to progress to more advanced grade level texts rather quickly. 

Comprehension of the passages was not assessed but is a very important skill to address 

if this investigation is replicated (Devault & Joseph, 2004). 

O’Connor et al., (2007) compared the differential effects of repeated reading and 

continuous reading on the reading rate and overall reading outcomes of struggling 

readers. During the continuous reading intervention, participants read pages in a book for 

15 minutes without rereading previous pages. During the repeated reading intervention, 

participants read a given page of a text three times. Participants in the intervention groups 

received 15 minutes to practice each intervention to a trained adult listener three times 

per week for 14 weeks, using the two intervention methods. Reading materials for both 

interventions were selected based on students’ instructional reading levels. All students 
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improved in overall levels. During the repeated reading intervention oral reading rate, 

growth in word identification, vocabulary, and reading comprehension all increased 

significantly. The authors believed that teachers should consider carefully how to 

incorporate oral reading practice in their instructional routines for poor readers 

(O’Connor et al. 2007).  

Musti-Rao, Hawkins, and Barkley (2009), as well as Yurick, Robinson, 

Carteledge, Lo, and Evans (2006) conducted studies to determine the effects of peer-

mediated repeated reading on the oral reading fluency. The participants were selected 

based on their performances on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 

(DIBELS); all 12 students were in need of intensive instruction to reach benchmark goals 

for 4
th
 grade. During each session participants sat across from each other and took turns 

reading and rereading each paragraph for 10 minutes. Participants then individually read 

the passage for 1 minute and recorded the number of words read correctly in their reading 

log. Researchers used a multiple-baseline design across participants to determine whether 

a functional relationship existed between oral reading fluency and paired repeating 

reading. Results indicated that paired repeated reading produced positive gains in oral 

reading fluency for all participants. The results confirmed that repeated reading was an 

effective fluency-building intervention for at risk learners (Musti-Rao et al., 2009). 

Chafouleas, Martens, Dobson, Weinstein, and Gardner (2004) examined the 

efficacy of adding performance-based interventions to a skill-based intervention to 

improve oral reading fluency for students exhibiting reading problems. All three 

participants were identified as having below grade-level reading skills and one participant 

was identified as learning disabled and attended a self-contained special education 

classroom. In repeated reading, students read an entire passage three times. The number 
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of correctly read words and the number of errors were collected during the third reading. 

During repeated reading with feedback participants read the passage three times and the 

examiner told them how many words they read correctly at the end of each passage. 

During repeated reading with feedback and contingent reward participants read the 

passage three times, told the number of words they read correctly after each passage, and 

were rewarded with a prize if they read at least one word correctly beyond the last 

reading. 

All three participants demonstrated improvement over baseline scores for all three 

interventions. For two of three participants repeated reading alone produced the largest 

increases in oral fluency, followed by repeated reading with feedback, and then repeated 

reading with feedback and reward. Those two participants were also able to master the 

repeated reading intervention within the first three sessions. Oral reading fluency and 

error rates also dropped for both participants. The authors stated that having two 

participants meet mastery criteria for repeated reading within the first three sessions 

suggested it was the most efficient instructional package. This also suggests that for 

students who are reading at low fluency but high accuracy levels, repeated reading alone 

may be the most effective intervention technique.  

As stated by Ranski (1989), “research has shown that repetition is most effective 

when students meet target words in a variety of texts or through repeated exposures to 

one text.” Dahl (1979) and Fowler (1993) found that repeated reading greatly enhanced 

decoding, and that reading speed was increased by 50% with errors cut in half 

(Olmscheid, 1999). Reading fluency is a necessary ingredient in reading comprehension 

as the reader is not struggling with decoding the text but, hopefully, internalizing it 

(Olmscheid, 1999). Nathan (1991) mentioned that when word recognition takes little 
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capacity, most of the readers’ cognitive capacity can be focused on the comprehension of 

text, criticizing it, elaborating and reflecting on it.   

Overall, past research studies involving repeated reading techniques alone and 

paired with other treatment packages have demonstrated an increase in oral reading 

fluency for students at low reading levels. Research has also indicated that using repeated 

reading interventions could improve other skills required to read a text. Repeated reading 

interventions demonstrated gains in a student’s oral reading rate, accuracy, and 

comprehension, and indicated that those gains could be generalized to unpracticed text 

(Yurick et al., 2006).  

It is crucial to identify and implement strategies to support students in improving 

their reading comprehension as well as their oral reading fluency. Students must have 

repeated access to comprehension strategies and instruction that will continue to assist 

reading as text structure changes and reading passages increase in difficulty. The studies 

described below discuss the use of story mapping and visual imagery strategies as a 

comprehension tool.  

Strategies to Increase Reading Comprehension 

For many years it was thought that once children acquired the basic ability to 

read, they would, automatically and without specific instruction, be able to understand 

whatever they could decode. However, later research has found that this is not the case. 

There are sources of comprehension difficulties that are independent of inadequate basic 

decoding and fluency skills, and researchers are beginning to recognize the need for a 

specific instructional focus on comprehension (Williams, 2005). Two general topics 

within comprehension that need to have a higher focus are vocabulary and 

comprehension strategies. Pressley and McCormick (1995) stated that, “Readers derive 
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more meaning from text when they engage in intentional thinking. That is, when people 

run into difficulties in understanding what they have read, the application of specific 

strategic cognitive processes will improve their comprehension. Studies have shown that 

instruction in comprehension strategies is effective in helping students learn strategies, 

and that when the strategies are applied, better comprehension follows”. 

Students who read fluently often do so while meta-cognitively making sense of 

text. Comprehension problems for students with learning and reading disabilities is 

amplified by the fact that most of these students are not actively participating or engaged 

strategically in their reading (Baker & Brown, 1994), as compared to their non-disabled 

peers. Students must have repeated access to comprehension strategies and instruction 

that will continue to assist their reading as text structure changes and reading passages 

increase in difficulty. The studies described involve lower to upper elementary students 

identified as learning disabled and at-risk, and discuss the use of visual imagery 

strategies, story mapping, and questioning all as a comprehension tool. 

Chan, Cole, and Morris (1990) conducted a study that investigated the 

comprehension of students at-risk for reading failure using a visual-imagery strategy. The 

visual imagery strategy involved imagining or “making pictures in the mind” of what was 

being read and aimed at promoting active processing and organization of text 

prepositions to enhance comprehension and recall. It was demonstrated that prior imagery 

training and supported imagery (providing pictures) enhanced the success of visualization 

instruction (Giesen & Peeck, 1984). Thirty-nine students had disabilities and were 

randomly assigned to one of three training conditions; visualization instruction only, 

visualization instruction paired with pictorial prompts, and a read-reread condition. 

Participants in the read-reread control condition were instructed only to read the story 
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once thoroughly, but were not prompted or given instructions to visualize. Participants 

were told to read through the text silently and to visualize components of the story while 

reading. They were then instructed to listen to the same story on a prerecorded tape and 

continue to ‘make a picture’ in their head, and finally, they were to reread the section 

again continuing with visualization. After all three interactions with the text, the story 

was collected and all participants completed a comprehension multiple-choice test. 

During the visualizations instruction accompanied by pictorial display, participants were 

instructed in the same method as the first condition but were also shown a magnetic 

board containing story pictures arranged in appropriate story sequence. During the 

prerecorded session, the figures were moved to show the story sequence and the 

participants were told to make a picture in their mind of what was happening in the story. 

While participants read the story for the third time, the magnetic boards and pictures were 

not manipulated. Again the participants completed a comprehension test at the end. In the 

read-reread control session, participants were instructed to read the story through and 

then listen to it on tape and then reread the story for a third time and complete a 

comprehension test. No visual or verbal prompts were issued to illicit imagery. Results 

indicated that participants with and without disabilities showed excellent comprehension 

during both sessions of the visual instruction with pictorial clues. As the pictorial clues 

were withdrawn a significant decrease in comprehension was exhibited by participants. 

The authors concluded that their results had critical implications for remedial student 

instruction. 

Idol (2001) conducted a study to determine the effectiveness of story mapping on 

comprehension of narrative story passages. Reading comprehension was measured in 

four ways: (a) percentage of 10 comprehension questions answered correctly in written 
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form, (b) Nelson Reading Skills Test, (c) percentile scores for reading comprehension, 

and (d) word meaning were examined for changes from tests that were given to the 

students before and after being taught the story map strategy. This intervention procedure 

included four phases: (1) teacher modeling of the story map and students independently 

answering 10 comprehension questions, (2) participants independently completing a story 

map and teacher-led discussion and completed a story map on an overhead by asking 

participants to provide answers from their independently completed maps, (3) the test 

phase - consisted of participants silently reading a passage using the story maps as 

previously instructed, turning in the maps and books, and then answering comprehension 

questions,  and (4) participants reading silently and immediately answering 

comprehension questions without using their story map (this did not begin until the 

criterion of 80% correctly answered comprehension questions were achieved from a 

group for two consecutive days).  

Results indicated improvement in reading comprehension for all students in both 

groups across phases including the fourth phase. Students showed improvements in their 

writing behavior and the teachers noted that there was generalization of the story map 

format seen after the intervention as compared to pre-intervention journal entries (Idol, 

2001). Implications for practice were that teachers should use the story map format as an 

aid for improving comprehension and for its structured format.  

Taylor, Alber, and Walker (2002) investigated the comparative effects of a 

modified self-questioning strategy and story mapping on reading comprehension. The 

story map response accuracy was measured by counting the number of story elements 

correctly recorded on a story map. Comprehension was measured by a 10-item test that 

included 5 inferential and 5 literal questions. During baseline, students were told to read 
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the passage and answer comprehension questions in written form. The story mapping 

intervention involved having participants read passages orally and complete a story map 

that detailed narrative elements. During the self-questioning intervention, participants 

read passages orally and responded to 10 story questions listed on preprinted cards. 

Participants’ responses were tape recorded. Results indicated that both interventions were 

highly successful in that they improved the number of comprehension questions 

answered correctly when compared to baseline levels. In measuring the inferential and 

literal question scores, however, researchers found that students scored higher on literal 

questions during baseline sessions and story mapping sessions but higher on inferential 

questions during the self-questioning sessions. The authors concluded that the use of a 

self-questioning strategy and story maps produced higher results on comprehension tests 

for students with disabilities. Teachers may choose to use the story mapping strategy for 

students who do well with visual prompts, while other students who require more 

repetition or perform better with auditory learning may choose to use the tape recorder 

and self-questioning method.    

Boulineau, Fore, Hagan-Burke, and Burke (2004) conducted a study that extended 

previous story map research for children with learning disabilities and found that it to 

increased their narrative comprehension. All participants were identified as learning 

disabled or at-risk for reading failure and were receiving special education services 

within a general education classroom. Measurement procedures included the completion 

of a blank story map given after each training session, which was scored for the percent 

correct out of eight possible answers. There was no baseline intervention provided. 

During phase B, students received explicit instruction in story grammar elements and 

how to use a story map to record narrative story elements. This phase continued daily 
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until each student completed a story map with 90% accuracy. During phase C, instruction 

was removed to measure student maintenance of story grammar elements. Results 

indicated that story mapping had a positive effect on story grammar comprehension. The 

explicit instruction in story grammar and story mapping improved student’s identification 

of story elements.    

Comprehension difficulties among students with reading disabilities are often 

related to their failure to participate actively and strategically in the reading process 

(Baker & Brown, 1984). Evidence has shown that these students benefit substantially 

from explicit prompts to use specific strategies that facilitate comprehension, such as 

sentence elaboration, self-questioning, summarizing-questioning-clarifying-predicting, 

and the use of visual imagery (Chan et al., 1990). Past research studies involving 

comprehension as a dependent variable and some form of story mapping as an 

independent variable have demonstrated an increase in reading comprehension of 

narrative text for students with learning disabilities and those at-risk. The research 

conducted here also demonstrated that story mapping and its format can be generalized to 

other curriculum areas. It is easily taught, implemented, and successful for all student 

populations, making it an ideal comprehension strategy to teach and for students to use. 

When story mapping is paired with repeated reading it can be described as a multi-

faceted literacy strategy that can be used to improve students’ reading accuracy and 

understanding. 

Multi-Faceted Literacy Strategies to Increase ORF and Reading Comprehension 

A multi-faceted literacy strategy incorporates two or more literacy strategies that 

are taught and used simultaneously to improve skills in more than one area of reading. It 

is based on the presumption that teaching two or more effective strategies simultaneously 
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is much more time efficient than interventions that instruct only one strategy at a time. 

Young and Bowers (1995) viewed oral reading fluency as “the reflection of the 

integration of the processes that must take place for comprehension processes”. Scholars 

generally agree that an increase in one leads to an increase in the other. Previous 

literature reviews indicated that repeated reading improved students’ reading fluency and 

may improve comprehension (Therrien & Hughes, 2008). The following section reviews 

two studies that investigated the effectiveness of multi-faceted literacy strategies. The 

studies focused on measuring changes in oral reading fluency and comprehension 

through different combinations of strategies.  

Vaughn et al. (2000) conducted a study to compare the effects of teaching 

students with and without disabilities, a fluency strategy (partner reading) and a 

comprehension strategy (CSR=comprehensive strategic reading) to improve oral reading 

fluency and comprehension outcomes. The researchers questioned if partner reading, 

implemented as a fluency strategy, would improve student’s fluency rate and if an 

explicitly taught comprehension strategy, such as Comprehensive Strategic Reading 

would improve students comprehension of text (again for students at-risk for reading 

failure). Each participant read three passages each for one minute, and the number of 

words read correctly was calculated and averaged for all three tests. The median score 

gave a relative assessment of the student’s current fluency level. Students read a passage 

and the time it took for them to read the passage was converted to a rate score based on a 

5-point system. The student’s accuracy was rated also on a 5-point system. To obtain the 

comprehension score, the students were given 5 multiple choice questions ranging from 

literal to inferential and scored points according to correct answers. All four-strategy 

elements were documented in a daily student log shared by the partners.  
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Results indicated that all students made gains in fluency but not in 

comprehension. For students in both interventions and regardless of reading abilities, 

“time effects” were identified for rate of reading and correct words read per minute, but 

neither intervention group had significant gains in reading accuracy or the comprehension 

measure. The authors concluded that the time span allocated for the interventions was too 

short and that 30 sessions over 12 weeks was not enough time to accurately assess the 

intervention’s success rate. They suggested that future research should expand to an 

entire school year.   

Kim et al. (2009) performed a study to examine the casual effects of READ 180, a 

mixed methods literacy intervention, on measures of word reading efficiency, reading 

comprehension and vocabulary, and oral reading fluency. READ 180 is a mixed method 

approach to literacy instruction that is designed to help struggling readers in grades 4-12 

improve their word reading efficiency, reading comprehension and vocabulary, and oral 

reading fluency. The READ 180 class is 90 minutes long, teachers begin with a 20-30 

minute whole group lesson and then create small groups of children who participate in 

three 20-minute activities. Reading practice is also scaffolded by computer activities, 

leveled books, and teacher lessons tailored to the reading level of each small group (Kim 

et al., 2009). In this study researchers implemented an intervention where students 

participated in three, 20-minute literacy activities, including: (1) individualized computer 

assisted reading instruction with videos, leveled text, and word study activities, (2) 

independent and modeled reading practice with leveled books, and (3) teacher-directed 

reading lessons tailored to the reading level of children in small groups. The READ 180 

program had a positive impact on oral reading fluency and no significant gains in 
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students’ comprehension. These results suggest that it may be unreasonable to expect one 

reading intervention to address all areas of reading weakness simultaneously.    

Therrien, Wickstrom, and Jones (2006) conducted a study to investigate the 

effectiveness of a Reread-Adapt and Answer –Comprehend (RAAC) intervention with 

elementary age students struggling with the reading process. Participants included 30 

students in grade four through eight; of which 16 were identified as LD and 13 were 

considered at-risk for reading failure. The dependent variable was reading performance, 

which was measured three ways: oral reading fluency (ORF), reading comprehension, 

and general reading achievement. The independent variable was the RAAC intervention 

which involved a combined repeated reading and question generation strategy executed 

over the course of 4 months using an 8-step procedure: 1) student is cued to read a given 

passage; 2) student is given a cue card that lists a set of generic story questions; 3) 

student rereads selected passage until a pre-determined CWPM is obtained; 4) corrective 

feedback provided; 5) student answers questions listed on cue card; 6) student is asked 

factual and inferential questions regarding passage previously read; 7) session ends with 

steps 1-6 repeated the next session; and 8) reading material adjusted according to student 

performance. The study was conducted using a two-level single factor pre/post-

experimental design. The study used a control group and intervention group to compare 

results. 

Results indicated that students in the treatment group outperformed the control 

group in terms of reading speed and inferential comprehension. Students in the treatment 

group increased their oral reading fluency along with their Broad Reading Scale score. 

The students also demonstrated success in reading comprehension during the treatment 

sessions, answering 95% of the literal questions accurately and 92% of the inferential 
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questions correctly.    The authors concluded that this study confirmed and extended 

previous findings that showed the effectiveness of repeated readings and question 

generation. Based on the data presented, the authors suggested that RAAC has the 

potential to improve overall reading achievement of struggling readers. 

Another study by Therrien and Hughes (2008) compared repeated reading and 

question-generation on students’ reading fluency and comprehension. Repeated reading 

consisted of students rereading passages aloud until they reached a performance criterion. 

Question generation consisted of students reading passages purposefully in an attempt to 

adapt and answer story structure prompts. Results indicated that repeated reading 

improved student’s fluency on passages that were reread and when reading instructional 

level material, repeated reading was more effective at improving factual comprehension 

than question generation.  

In conclusion, past research has shown that multi-faceted literacy strategies can 

have positive effects in each of the literary areas that the strategy addresses. Although the 

studies have targeted different areas of reading, the results were the same. Vaughn et al. 

(2000) saw increases in fluency with all the participants and some increases in 

comprehension. Therrien et al. (2006) showed gains in both reading fluency and reading 

comprehension as a result of their multi-component intervention. Therefore, a multi-

faceted literacy strategy is an effective way to help improve a student’s literacy skills in 

two or more areas.   

According to the theory of automatic word processing (LaBerge & Samuels, 

1974), repeated reading improves reading fluency by providing students with numerous 

exposures to the same words. Improved fluency, in turn, allows students to allocate more 

of their resources to comprehension. Through repeated reading, students are also exposed 
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to the facts of the passage numerous times (Therrien & Hughes, 2008). Studies have 

indicated that repeated reading is a valid research-based intervention that is a practical 

solution to improving students reading fluency needs. Research has shown that there is no 

significant difference between grade placement, gender, or age when using repeated 

reading. The intervention can be used in a variety of settings and with a variety of 

students (O’Connor et al., 2007).  

Research has shown repeatedly that struggling readers, especially those with 

reading disabilities, need explicit instruction in comprehension strategies. Question 

generation directly targets inferential knowledge by having students ask and answer 

questions in order to integrate information within the passage and with the reader’s prior 

knowledge. It requires students to adapt and answer questions in order to develop an 

integrated understanding of the passage (Billingsley & Wildman, 1990). Story maps 

provide students with the framework to aid their comprehension because they become 

actively involved with the text through a purpose for reading. Readers who are explicitly 

taught a strategy that engages them in intentional thinking during their reading, ultimately 

gain more from the text, thus improving their comprehension (Williams, 2005). Studies 

show comprehension instruction strategies are highly successful in facilitating student 

understanding of what they are reading (Pressley, & McCormick, 1995). 

Therrien et al. (2006) conducted a study that represented a true multi-faceted 

literacy strategy. Their work showed that combining effective practices for oral reading 

fluency and reading comprehension can produce an effective multi-faceted literacy 

strategy. More research must still be conducted on multi-strategic literacy strategies; that 

will provide teachers with more ideas to help students improve two or more areas of 

difficulty in reading. As a result, the purpose of this literature review was to research 
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literacy strategies that improve oral reading fluency and comprehension. It was found that 

through the use of repeated reading, visual imagery, story mapping, and questioning, oral 

reading fluency and reading comprehension improved for students who are learning 

disabled and at-risk for reading failure. 

 While results of the literature review suggest that the use of these two strategies is 

effective in terms of improving oral reading fluency and reading comprehension alone, 

the researcher was concerned about how they would work functioning together. The 

purpose of this study, therefore, was to investigate the effectiveness of a multi-faceted 

literacy strategy on oral reading fluency and reading comprehension for students at-risk 

for reading failure. 

Method 

 Students who are at-risk for reading failure typically fall behind their normally 

achieving peers. At risk students demonstrate difficulties in both oral reading fluency and 

reading comprehension. Previous research indicates that focusing on more than one 

reading skill at a time has its benefits. It has been shown, for example, that repeated 

reading is an effective strategy for improving fluency and story mapping can help 

students increase their reading comprehension. Story maps will be used during baseline 

procedures as a concrete technique to aide students in completing questions asked for 

daily comprehension following each passage. The purpose of this study, therefore, is to 

replicate Idol’s (2001) study. In specific use story mapping and questions asked for daily 

comprehension, thus to evaluate the effectiveness of a multi-faceted literacy strategy on 

oral reading fluency and reading comprehension with students who are at-risk for reading 

failure.   
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Participants and Setting  

The study took place in a small suburban middle school located in western New 

York, with a total enrollment of 1,203 students. The average class size in the building 

was 18 students. Of this population, 6% of students received free or reduced meals; this 

suggests that this was a low-need suburban school district. The middle school population 

consisted of 96% Caucasian, 1% African American, 1% Asian, and less than 1% Native 

American students. This school had a 97% attendance rate and last year between 90-96% 

of students scored three out of four on the 6
th
 grade New York State English Language 

Arts Regents Exam. Participants included three Caucasian, 6
th
 grade students (1 boy and 

2 girls) aged 10-12 years old. All three pupils were currently receiving Academic 

Intervention Services (AIS) in a Scholastic READ 180 program, an intensive program 

designed for students who were reading below grade level expectations. The at-risk 

participants were required to meet the same academic district and state testing standards 

as their school-age peers.  

For this study, the intervention took place during students’ reading intervention 

class. The students met with the researcher individually at the small-guided reading 

center twice per week for approximately 15 minutes sessions over an 8-week period. 

Age-appropriate literacy materials were used from the existing school curriculum and all 

intervention sessions were conducted in collaboration with the pupils’ classroom teacher. 

The researcher, who was also a substitute teacher in the school, served as the primary 

investigator and conducted all supplemental intervention sessions. Intervention sessions 

were implemented separately for participants during their Read 180 instructional time 

and lasted 15 minutes per day and over the course of the eight-week intervention.  
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Instructional Materials 

 Intervention materials included story maps, AIMSweb reading passages for 

repeated reading drills, and comprehension questions. Additional instructional materials 

used by the researcher included a stopwatch and data-tracking sheets. A brief description 

of selected literacy materials are described below.  

AIMSweb Reading Passages. All sample reading passages were selected from 

the AIMSweb progress monitoring reading assessment passages and were about 350 

words in length. Students were given reading passages at their appropriate reading levels 

across both baseline and intervention phases.  

Story Maps. Story mapping brings the reader’s attention to important and 

interrelated parts of a narrative story. These story parts can be thought of as a type of 

story schemata for organizing and categorizing important story components. Story maps 

were used to guide students’ individual comprehension of each passage during baseline 

procedures. Students were given story maps immediately before reading the passage three 

times and allowed to write in it throughout their reading (See appendix A).  

Stopwatch. A stopwatch was used to time participant performance on all reading 

passages. The researcher used the stopwatch to keep track of participants’ oral reading 

fluency.  

Student Data Recording Form. Student data recording forms were also used to 

record participants’ fluency and comprehension scores from individual sessions (See 

Appendix B). Data were entered immediately after each reading session. 

Questions for Daily Comprehension. In addition to oral reading fluency and 

story-mapping comprehension questions, the researcher also used comprehension 

questions throughout baseline and intervention sessions. These general comprehension 
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questions were the same throughout each passage, thus participants became familiar with 

finding main idea, as well as describing characters, settings, problems, and solutions 

derived from narrative reading passages. (Sample general comprehension questions can 

be seen in Appendix C). 

Dependent Variables 

The primary dependent variables were oral reading fluency and reading 

comprehension. Oral reading fluency was defined as the number of words read correctly  

within two of three AIMSweb reading probes. The researcher listened to target students 

read during experimental sessions and recorded the number of words read correctly as 

well as the number of errors made during the first and third readings. Oral reading 

fluency rates were then calculated by dividing the number of works read correctly by the 

amount of reading time (e.g., 60 words correct per minute). Self-corrections and repeated 

words were counted as correct. Mispronounced words, substitutions, omissions, reversals, 

and hesitations of more than 3 seconds were counted as incorrect words.  

Student comprehension was assessed in two ways: (a) correct responses entered 

onto daily story maps and (b) the percentage of comprehension questions answered 

correctly following daily reading passages. The former data were used informally to 

examine participants’ abilities to understand story structure.  The latter measure 

contained five comprehension questions worth 20% each. The percentage correct on 

comprehension quizzes was calculated by multiplying the number of correct responses by 

20%.  

Independent Variable 

 The independent variable was an intervention package consisting of multi-faceted 

literacy strategies that included: (a) repeated reading, (b) story maps, and (c) daily sets of 
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comprehension questions. As noted, repeated readings refers to a teaching strategy in 

which pupils read particular passages multiple times in an effort to become more fluent 

on the content. Theoretically, as pupils’ oral reading fluency increases so too does their 

understanding of what was being read. The researcher gave students appropriate reading 

passages and sat so that they could not see what was being recorded. Next, the researcher 

said, “When I say begin,” start reading at the top of this page. Participants read passages 

in their entirety, however if they came to words they didn’t know, the researcher told 

them after three seconds. The researcher said “Begin” and started the stopwatch when 

students read the first words. The researcher followed along and put slashes (/) through 

words read incorrectly. At the end of each minute the researcher inserted a bracket (]) 

after the last word read. The researcher followed these procedures for only the first and 

third readings in the repeated readings sequence. During the second reading, the 

researcher followed along and provided assistance as necessary, but did not record the 

oral fluency rates.  

Before the second reading, the researcher gave students story maps and asked 

them to fill-in appropriate sections as they read passages for the second time. Story maps 

are visual representations of important story structures (e.g., characters and settings, plot, 

and conflicts and resolutions) arranged in ways that facilitate individuals’ abilities to see 

relationships between and among important story parts. If participants had any questions 

regarding the story map the researcher answered them immediately. Following the third 

reading, participants also answered a series of comprehension questions about their 

readings.  
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Research Design and Procedures 

 The effects of the multi-faceted intervention package on pupils’ oral reading 

fluency and comprehension rates was examined using an A-B data-based, case study 

design (Kennedy, 2005). This particular design measures pupil performance under both 

typical and experimental conditions and monitors pupil performance repeatedly. While 

the design is quite useful for measuring pupil progress, it is not methodologically 

rigorous enough to rule out other threats to validity (e.g., history, development, and 

testing effects). Therefore, one cannot assume cause-and-effect relationships with this 

particular design. 

  During initial baseline sessions, students were working on improving their oral 

reading fluency and reading comprehension with the READ 180 program. This is a 

research-based reading program created by Scholastic. This program delivers 

comprehensive reading instruction to students who struggle with the grade-level reading 

material; in this case as it was delivered in the middle school. Many general and special 

education students as well as at risk pupils participated in the remedial program. At the 

core of the READ 180 program is the data-driven software.  Students use the software 

daily and teachers can readily access student performance data to individualize, adjust, 

and/or differentiate instruction for each student. In addition, the classroom teacher also 

provided effective reading, writing, and vocabulary instruction to struggling readers 

through both whole group and small group structures.  

Baseline data were collected over the first five sessions for three study 

participants. All sessions occurred in the students READ 180 classroom, as part of 

regularly-scheduled ,daily 80-minute literacy classes. The intervention was conducted in 

place of small group instruction time. Therefore, the total amount of allocated 
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instructional time remained the same across baseline and intervention sessions; the only 

change was that 15-minute, individualized sessions were used in place of small group 

activities. All students were placed initially in different small groups, therefore, the 

researcher was able to work individually with participants.  

During baseline, oral reading fluency probes were administered to measure oral 

fluency rates and participants were assessed on their responses to daily comprehension 

questions. The researcher completed running records for the entire reading from which 

oral reading fluency rates were calculated. Target students read the entire passage once 

and the researcher asked comprehension questions. Students were not given help to 

answer these questions, nor were they able to look back in the passages. They were 

simply told to answer the questions to the best of their abilities in complete sentences.  

Following initial baseline, the multi-faceted intervention package was introduced. 

During intervention sessions, students were asked to read passages aloud three times, 

complete story maps, and respond to series of comprehension questions. During the first 

and third readings, fluency rates were calculated and students  completed story maps after 

their second readings. Following the third reading, the students completed their 

comprehension questions.    

Data Analysis 

 Participants’ oral reading fluency and comprehension rates were calculated and 

plotted on simple line graphs. Data were then examined using rules of visual inspection 

(Kennedy, 2005). Student performance is examined in terms of the magnitude, trend, and 

variability of data patterns. By plotting data across experimental conditions (i.e., baseline 

versus intervention) any differences that do exist can be quantified and described in terms 

of changes in magnitude, trend, and/or variability.   
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 The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of a multi-faceted 

literacy strategy on oral reading fluency and reading comprehension for three students 

who are at-risk for reading failure. This chapter provided descriptions of the setting, 

participants, and research method. The independent and dependent variables, 

measurement procedures, intervention procedures, and data analysis were also presented. 

The next section presents study results.  

Results 

 Two types of data sets, oral reading fluency and comprehension accuracy, were 

calculated for each participant and displayed on simple line graphs. Data relevant to 

Participant A’s oral reading fluency rates can be seen in Figure 1. During baseline , 

Participant A’s oral reading fluency ranged from 44 to 53 words per minute with an 

average of 48 words correct per minute (wcpm). Baseline data also show a clear 

decelerating trend in the pupil’s performance. When the intervention was introduced, the 

decelerating trend was stopped and Participant A’s oral reading fluency increased to 54 

wcpm or the equivalent of six more words correct per minute over baseline levels (range 

=  48 to 60 wcpm). Intervention data also showed a modest accelerating trend in 

Participant A’s oral fluency rates. A six word per minute increase suggests a slight to 

moderate impact on oral reading fluency. It is important to note there were quite a few 

overlapping data points between baseline and the first few intervention sessions. This 

suggests a more gradual effect on the pupil’s oral fluency rates. 

 The effects of the intervention on Participant B’s oral reading fluency can be seen 

in Figure 2. As noted, this participant’s fluency rates ranged from 54 to 61 wcpm during 

initial baseline with an overall mean of 58 wcpm. Baseline data were fairly stable 

although a slight decelerating trend was emerging. When the intervention was introduced, 
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Participant B’s mean words correct per minute increased to 68 wcpm with a range of 60 

to 73 wcpm. These data show about a 10 wcpm increase in this pupil’s oral reading 

fluency rate and suggests that the intervention was slightly to moderately effective. In 

addition, there was only one overlapping data point from baseline to intervention phases, 

suggesting a rather immediate impact on pupil performance. 

 Data relevant to the intervention’s effects on Participant C’s oral reading fluency 

rates are depicted in Figure 3. During baseline, Participant C’s oral reading fluency 

ranged from 44 to 51 wcpm with a mean of 48 words correct per minute. Baseline 

showed some variability and no discernible trend. When the multi-faceted literacy 

strategy was introduced, however, there was an average gain of 11 wcpm ( M = 59) with 

a range of 50 to 64 wcpm. Intervention data also show an accelerating trend and only one 

overlapping data point across experimental phases. These data suggest that the 

intervention’s impact was both immediate and moderate.  

 The effects of the multi-faceted intervention package on target students’ reading 

comprehension were also examined using a series of simple line graphs. Data relevant to 

the intervention’s impact on Participant A can be seen in Figure 4. As depicted, 

Participant A performed very poorly on baseline assessments. His average 

comprehension score was 20% correct with a range of 0% to 40%. There was no apparent 

trend during baseline. When the intervention was introduced, however, Participant A’s 

percentage correct on comprehension quizzes increased to 68% (range = 40% to 100%) 

representing an almost 50% increase in student understanding. It is also important to note 

that there were only three overlapping data points across intervention phases and 

Participant A successfully passed seven of 13comprehension quizzes. There was also a 
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moderate accelerating trend in Participant A’s quiz scores over the course of the 

investigation. 

 Intervention effects on Participant B’s reading comprehension performance can 

be seen in Figure 5. As seen, Participant B did a little better during baseline than 

Participant A; he averaged 32% correct with a range of 20% to 60%. When the multi-

faceted intervention was implemented, Participant B’s comprehension scores increased to 

a mean of 80% with a range of 40% to 100%. Data patterns show frequent overlap during 

initial intervention sessions, however, Participant B’s comprehension scores were 

consistently higher than baseline levels after that. It is also noteworthy, that this student 

earned passing grades on nine of 13 comprehension quizzes during intervention and 

received perfect scores on the final five assessments. 

The effects of the intervention package on Participant C’s reading comprehension 

scores are depicted in Figure 6. As seen, Participant C correctly answered an average of 

32% of comprehension questions during baseline sessions. These scores ranged from 0% 

to 60% correct and showed a clear accelerating trend. When the intervention was 

introduced, Participant C’s comprehension scores stabilized at the highest baseline level 

(60%) and then showed highly variable patterns of improved performance that averaged 

78% correct over the intervention phase. This was a 46% increase over initial baseline 

performance. Participant C earned passing grades on eight of 13 comprehension quizzes. 

Discussion 

 The present study examined the effectiveness of a multi-faceted literacy strategy 

on three 7
th
 grade students’ oral reading fluency and reading comprehension levels. All 

three students were described as at-risk for academic failure because of chronically poor 

academic performance. Initial baseline assessments confirmed that all three pupils were 
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reading less fluently than their normally-achieving peers and comprehension scores were 

all in the unacceptable range. The researcher hypothesized that these students would 

benefit from a multi-faceted literacy strategy that targeted fluency and comprehension 

simultaneously. Using an intervention that included repeated readings, story maps and 

comprehension questions, the researcher found that all three participants’ reading 

performance improved to varying yet educationally important levels. These findings are 

consistent with previous studies reporting on the positive effects of repeated readings and 

story maps on student oral reading fluency and comprehension rates (e.g., Begeny & 

Silber, 2006; Block et al., 2009; Boulineau et al., 2004; Devault & Joseph, 2004; Musti-

Rao et al., 2009; O’Connor et al., 2007). 

 While the intervention package had beneficial effects on all three target subjects, 

the impact varied somewhat for each participant. In some instances, intervention effects 

were more immediate and noticeable and performance remained consistently above 

baseline levels (e.g., Participant B & C’s oral reading fluency). In other cases (e. g, 

Participant A, B, & C’s comprehension scores) increases in student outcomes were more 

gradual with quite a bit of initial overlap. It is difficult to determine at this time if these 

differing levels of responsiveness were a function of the outcome variable (i. e., fluency 

versus comprehension) or some facet of the intervention package. It is important to note, 

however, that all three participants’ reading performance continued to improve over the 

course of the investigation. 

 While the intervention package as a whole appeared to be an effective approach, it 

is less clear why these procedures worked as they did. There are a number of 

possibilities. One plausible explanation was that the story maps helped students to 

visualize major story details and their interrelationships while reading (Boulineau, 2004). 
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As such, it was much easier for them to recall important details during assessments. 

Similarly, multiple exposures to text through repeated readings may have increased 

participant understanding because they read more fluently and could focus better on story 

meaning. It is also possible that students improved as a result of novelty effects and the 

individualized attention they received during study sessions. Students also appeared to 

enjoy these simple outlines while reading. They kept them more engaged and attentive 

while reading.   

 Oral reading fluency was also impacted positively for all three participants. 

Similar results were reported previously by O’Connor et. al (2007) who used repeated 

readings to increase in fluency rates of struggling readers. The researcher also noted 

anecdotally that repeated readings seemed to improve participants’ self-correcting during 

oral reading. Further into the intervention, for example, participants began self-correcting 

as they heard themselves saying words incorrectly and/or when they couldn’t make sense 

of text meaning. It was expected that repeated readings would enhance reading fluency 

given that it is a well-documented, researched-based strategy (Yurick et al., 2006). 

 The present findings provide several implications for instruction. First, this 

relatively simple intervention appeared to work. Prior to intervention, for example, 

participants showed limited understanding of story elements. The only story elements 

they recalled were mainly “characters”. When the intervention was used, however, they 

could recall characters, settings, problems and potential solutions. Classroom teachers 

and instructional support personnel are always looking for strategies to use with at risk 

learners. Second, the intervention was time efficient, inexpensive, and easy to use. Given 

the substantial demands on teacher time, it is essential that interventions be consumer-

friendly. Story maps and reading passages for repeated readings can be downloaded, 
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printed, copied, or even designed by the student for very low cost. Teachers can make 

large copies and laminate them for future student use. It also takes very little time (i.e., 15 

minutes) to deliver individualized lessons. Finally, the intervention package was fun for 

students and the researcher. Students did not complain about re-reading passages and 

they seemed to like using the story maps.  

 The multi-faceted literacy strategy was very simple to implement. The same steps 

were used from session to session, the only component that varied was the passage used. 

In addition, students could be taught to time each other to collect fluency data which 

may, in turn, create positive peer-mediated influences within the classroom. In these 

instances, it would be important to pair students with higher reading abilities to provide 

immediate error corrections.  

 The only story element that might require more than repeated readings and story 

maps would be main idea identification. Since this story element is inferential in nature, it 

will require higher cognitive processing skills than literal recall or reasoning. Main idea 

identification may require additional strategy instruction that provides explicit 

instruction. Therrin (2008) also expressed the need for more instruction for students who 

struggle with inferential literacy components.  

 While present findings suggest that the use of a multi-faceted literacy strategy is 

effective in improving pupils’ oral reading fluency and reading comprehension skills, 

there are some issues that limit the utility of these outcomes. First, the study was 

conducted on only three, 6
th
 grade students in a small school district in Western New 

York. Generalizations to other students who differ in age, ethnicity, geographic location , 

and literacy needs is not warranted at this time. Future studies should replicate the effects 

of this intervention package with other studies, settings, and outcome variables. Second, 
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the present study used an A-B data-based case study design that cannot establish cause-

and-effect relationships between the intervention and study outcomes. There are specific 

threats to internal validity that remained uncontrolled in the present investigation. Future 

researchers should consider the use of other experimental designs such as a withdrawal of 

treatment (A-B-A-B) and multiple baseline designs (Kennedy, 2005). Third, the present 

study was relatively short in duration and there was no effect to monitor for 

generalization or maintenance effects. As such, the researcher cannot comment on 

whether or not obtained improvements would persist over time and/or if they “spilled 

over” into other areas of pupils’ literacy performance (e.g., in class performance and 

literacy grades). Finally, the present study was limited by the unexpected occurrences that 

happen daily in our public schools such as student absences, unscheduled assemblies, and 

unplanned fire drills. While unavoidable, such events may have adversely affected the 

intervention’s impact on pupil performance. 

 In conclusion, the present study found that a multi-faceted literacy strategy could 

improve the oral reading fluency and reading comprehension performance of three, 6
th
 

grade students who were at risk for academic failure. Students read selected reading 

passages more fluently and correctly answered more comprehension quizzes when the 

intervention was in effect. While the effects varied across participants, it was evident that 

all pupils became better readers as the investigation proceeded. In addition to being 

effective, the intervention appears to be cost effective and efficient to implement. 

Implications for practitioners and researchers were discussed. 
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Figure 1 shows Participant A’s words correct per minute across baseline and intervention.  
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Figure 2 shows Participant B’s words correct per minute across baseline and intervention. 
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Figure 3 shows Participant C’s words correct per minute across baseline and intervention. 
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Figure 4 shows Participant A’s percentage correct on daily comprehension assessments. 
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Figure 5 shows Participant B’s percentage correct on daily comprehension assessments. 
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Figure 6 shows Participant C’s percentage correct on daily comprehension assessments. 
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Appendix A – Story Map 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Setting: 

 Time:     Place: 

The Problem: 

Characters: 

The Solution: 

Main Idea: 
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Appendix B - Student Data Recording Form 

Participant # Date  ORF(rate) 

Total number 

of errors 

subtracted from 

the total 

number of 

words read per 

minute 

ORF(accuracy) 

Total number of 

errors subtracted 

from the total 

number of words 

read per minute, 

divided by the 

number of words 

read and then 

multiplied by 

100 

Story elements 

identified 

 5 out of 5 

possible points 
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Appendix C - Questions asked for Daily Comprehension 

Name: _________________ 

Date: _________________ 

Week/Session: ___________ 

 

1. Setting –  

a. Where did this story take place? _________________________________ 

b. When did this story take place? __________________________________ 

2. Characters –  

a. Who was the main character in the story? 

____________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________ 

b. Were there any other important characters in the story? Who? 

____________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

3. What was the problem in the story? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

4. What was the solution to the problem? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

5. What was the main idea of the story? 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 




