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Introduction
Fluency, one of the five essential components necessary for proficient reading, is the ability to read text with 
speed, accuracy and expression (National Reading Panel, 2000). Based on the past several decades of reading 
research, researchers have confirmed the importance of fluency as a way to facilitate reading comprehension, 
the ultimate goal of reading (Stevens, Walker, & Vaughn, 2016). Explicit, systematic, and extensive instruction and 
practice in this component of reading can facilitate fluent reading and comprehension of text by improving au-
tomatic word recognition, thus relieving cognitive load so a student can focus on meaning (Perfetti, 1985). Many 
students who have reading difficulties struggle with reading fluently. Fluency instruction is most effective when it 
incorporates repeated reading of independent-level text, a model of good reading, and corrective feedback from 
a peer or adult. Teachers can also set a performance criterion to track and provide students with information 
about their progress, using a graph. This brief will (1) describe fluency instruction and its benefits, (2) highlight 
the research on fluency for struggling readers, and (3) provide classroom-specific examples of fluency instruction.

What It Is
•	 Reading fluency is defined as the ability to read with speed, accuracy, and prosody (appropriate expression; 

National Reading Panel, 2000). 

•	 Fluency instruction is instruction that targets a student’s ability to read with speed, accuracy, and expres-
sion. 

•	 Repeated reading is a common fluency practice during which a student repeatedly reads text orally with or 
without a peer or adult. The goal is to increase oral reading fluency. 

What It Looks Like
Fluent reading is characterized by reading letters, sounds, words, sentences, or connected text in longer pas-
sages “by sight” (i.e., automatically without decoding). Fluency instruction typically consists of students orally 
reading words quickly and accurately in isolation and in connected text (e.g., a paragraph or more). 

Repeated reading is one of the most common instructional practices for building reading fluency. When stu-
dents engage in repeated reading, they practice reading words, phrases, or connected text repeatedly. Often, 
repeated reading is conducted with a student and a more proficient or matched-ability peer or an adult who can 
provide a model of good reading and immediate, corrective performance feedback. This might involve providing 
a student with his or her words correct per minute (WCPM) or some help with blending a multisyllabic word (e.g., 
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reconstruction) that the student reads incorrectly. Similarly, sometimes fluency practice is conducted by having 
students engage in wide reading. Wide reading means students read the same amount of text that they would 
for repeated reading practice but instead across a variety of texts. Wide reading processes can also include a 
model of good reading by pairing a student with an adult or a more proficient reading peer. That peer or adult 
can also provide immediate corrective performance feedback.

Benefits
•	 Fluency is associated with better overall comprehension. It allows students to focus cognitive energy on com-

prehension rather than trying to decode words.

•	 Fluent readers tend to read more. Students who read more are exposed to more content, vocabulary, back-
ground knowledge, text structures, and practice reading words. These students tend to benefit more over 
time (Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 1996; Stanovich, 1986; Torgesen, 2000).

•	 The features of fluency instruction—providing opportunities for students to respond and practice; modeling 
for students; and providing immediate, corrective feedback—are effective for all students, including those 
with disabilities (Archer & Hughes, 2011). Repeated reading and wide reading practice result in increased op-
portunities to respond to teacher prompts and practice (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Repeated and wide read-
ing practice can also include modeling and feedback. 

What the Research Says
1.	 Reading fluently does not directly result in reading comprehension, but the ability to read fluently is crit-

ical because word reading and comprehension are positively associated with fluency ability (Shin & Good, 
1992).

2.	 Although some students learn to read fluently without explicit instruction and practice, many stu-
dents require practice and feedback from peers and adults to improve their fluency ability (Vaughn & 
Linan-Thompson, 2004).

3.	 Many fluency interventions can be characterized as repeated reading interventions in which students orally 
read the same text repeatedly. Repeated reading continues to be associated with positive outcomes in read-
ing rate, accuracy, and comprehension for students in kindergarten through fifth grade (Chard et al., 2002; 
Stevens et al., 2016; Therrien, 2004).

4.	 Fluency interventions for both younger and older struggling readers that consistently improve reading fluen-
cy outcomes include a previewing procedure such as listening to an audiotape or going over some type of 
model of good reading before reading text (Boardman et al., 2008). When an adult is not available, a more 
proficient peer can provide modeling. Working with a matched-ability or more proficient peer has been as-
sociated with improved reading rate and comprehension (Saenz, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005; Staubitz, Cartledge, 
Yurick, & Lo, 2005).

5.	 Fluency interventions that incorporate immediate corrective performance feedback, such as having an 
adult or partner provide feedback (e.g., corrections while a student is reading or the WCPM displayed on 
a graph), produce gains in reading fluency and comprehension (Wexler, Vaughn, Edmonds, & Reutebuch, 
2008). 

6.	 Teachers might consider having students practice reading an equal amount of text without rereading (i.e., 
wide reading), similar to what would occur in a repeated reading intervention, as this will expose students 
to more vocabulary, content, and a variety of text structures. Furthermore, it might be more engaging for 
students (Wexler, Vaughn, Roberts, & Denton, 2010).
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7.	 Fluency gains from a repeated reading intervention do not always generalize to other reading skills 
such as comprehension and word reading. This is especially true for late elementary and secondary stu-
dents who are faced with reading more complex text (Homan et al., 1993; Rashotte & Torgesen, 1985). This 
also applies to students who need more intensive intervention. In fact, the correlation between oral reading 
fluency and comprehension seems to decrease as students get older and text becomes more complex (Paris, 
Carpenter, Paris, & Hamilton, 2005). For older students, factors such as students’ background knowledge 
on a topic and working memory may play a larger role in comprehending text. For this reason, teachers can 
combine fluency instruction with other intervention components (e.g., background knowledge, word read-
ing, vocabulary, comprehension) to provide students with multicomponent interventions aligned with 
the passages being used for fluency practice. 

Examples
Fluency instruction that is particularly efficacious incorporates the following:

•	 Oral repeated or nonrepetitive wide reading of independent-level text

•	 A model of good reading by an adult, a more proficient or matched-ability peer, or an audio recording 

•	 Immediate corrective performance feedback

•	 Active student engagement, including many opportunities to respond and practice

•	 Other intervention components (e.g., comprehension) when necessary

Next, we present examples of evidence-based instructional procedures that teachers can use to provide fluency 
instruction and practice.

Repeated Reading Procedures

Repeated reading is the practice of reading and rereading text to increase the rate or speed at which a student 
accurately reads a text. A benefit of repeated reading is that readers get more practice with the same text. It was 
developed to promote reading fluency and comprehension, incorporates best practices in fluency instruction 
(e.g., modeling and immediate corrective performance feedback), and can include other intervention compo-
nents (e.g., a comprehension retelling component). Repeated reading can be conducted with an adult, peer, or 
audiobook model of fluent reading. Below is an example of procedures to follow for partner reading practice. 

Step 1. Before beginning repeated reading, the teacher should strategically pair students, if possible. The goal 
is to pair a slightly more proficient peer with a slightly less proficient peer to provide a model of good reading 
in which partners are able to provide error-correction feedback. The following is one way to strategically pair 
students:

•	 Rank students from fastest to slowest reader based on a measure of WCPM when reading grade-level text. 

•	 Split the class in half.

•	 Match the most fluent reader in the top half of the class with the most fluent reader in the bottom half of the 
class. The more fluent level reader should be Partner 1 (i.e., the first reader).

•	 Adjust the pairings based on any other known factors (e.g., behavior).
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Sample Repeated Reading Partner Pairing Procedure

Partner 1 WCPM Partner 2 WCPM
A 95 D 68
B 91 E 60
C 74 F 58

Student WCPM
A 95
B 91
C 74
D 68
E 60
F 58

Step 2. Teach students the following partner reading procedures:

•	 Follow along while their partner reads.

•	 Underline any errors made by their partner.

•	 Circle the last word read when the timer sounds.

•	 Calculate WCPM. Note: Build in time for instruction and modeling in calculating WCPM. Use paraprofessional 
and teacher support as needed.

•	 Provide error-correction procedures (see below).

•	 Ask their partner for a summarization of what they read and provide feedback.

•	 Graph their “hot read” results (i.e., partner practices twice and receives corrective feedback before recording 
WCPM). Hot read results should be the best results because the student practiced twice and received er-
ror-correction feedback (see below).

•	 Start and stop with a signal from the teacher who controls the timer.

Step 3. Select an independent-level text and make two copies of it. Consider providing each partner a folder 
with one copy of the text, a fluency graph, and a copy of the error-correction procedures. They will also need 
three colored pencils: blue, green, and red. The blue pencil should be used to mark errors during the cold read. 
The green pencil should be used to mark errors during the warm (i.e., practice) read. The red pencil should be 
used to mark errors during the hot read. 

Step 4. Once students have been adequately taught the procedures with teacher modeling and guided practice, 
it is time to begin! The teacher can control the timer and monitor students as they read and provide feedback to 
their peers. 

Step 5. Determine whether students’ rate and accuracy performance are within the norm for their grade by 
comparing their performance to available national norms (e.g., see www.readnaturally.com/knowledge-
base/documents-and-resources/26/386). If a student is performing lower than expected, consider providing 
more word study instruction and/or fluency practice at the word, phrase (e.g., in a jar, in a jam, in a cage), and 
sentence level. 
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Repeated Reading Procedures

COLD READ: (BLUE PENCIL) P1 serves as a model of fluent reading (then roles reverse)

1 P1 reads, and using a blue pencil, P2 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Calculates WCPM

2 P2 reads, and using a blue pencil, P1 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Calculates WCPM

PRACTICE: (GREEN PENCIL) Include opportunity to provide feedback during each read OR practice read only 

3 P1 reads, and using a green pencil, P2 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Calculates WCPM
•	 Provides error correction

4 P2 reads, and using a green pencil, P1 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Calculates WCPM
•	 Provides error correction 

HOT READ: (RED PENCIL) Include a comprehension component (i.e., summarization)

5 P1 reads, and using a red pencil, P2 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Asks for summarization
•	 Calculates WCPM

6 P2 reads, and using a red pencil, P1 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Asks for summarization
•	 Calculates WCPM

GRAPH: Students graph hot read results (student hot read will likely be their most fluent read due to repeat-
ed practice and feedback)

Note. P1 = Partner 1; P2 = Partner 2.
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Common Student Errors and Miscues

Skipping or omitting a word

Adding a word 

Mispronouncing a word (miscue)

Waiting longer than 3 seconds to read a word (i.e., decoding)

Error-Correction Procedures

Partner: “Here are the words I underlined. Let’s read these together.”

Students then read the underlined words together.

Partner: “Are there any other words you would like to review?”

If yes, students review words.

If no, students move on.

Figure 5. Fluency Chart
1: Fluency Handout 9 | 1 of 1

First Grade Literacy Achievement Academy 
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Wide Reading Procedures

The goals and procedures of wide reading are almost identical to repeated reading. Wide reading procedures 
can be used to provide students with exposure to more content, vocabulary, background knowledge, and text 
structures (Wexler et al., 2010) because in wide reading, students read a different text each time (see Passages A 
through F as described in the procedures below). For this reason, students can mark errors with just one pencil 
instead of a different color each time. A teacher may choose to alternate between repeated reading and wide 
reading.

Wide Reading Procedures

COLD READ 1: Passages A and B

P1 reads Passage A while P2 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Calculates WCPM
Then P2 reads Passage B while P1 follows the procedure above.

COLD READ 2: Passages C and D 
These wide reading procedures include a performance feedback component. A teacher can have students 
provide feedback during each read or during the second cold read only (as displayed here).

P1 reads Passage C while P2 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Calculates WCPM
•	 Provides error correction
Then P2 reads Passage D while P1 follows the procedure above.

HOT READ: Passages E and F 
These wide reading procedures include a comprehension component.

P1 reads Passage E while P2 does the following:
•	 Follows along, underlining errors
•	 Circles last word
•	 Asks for summarization
•	 Calculates WCPM
Then P2 reads Passage F while P1 follows the procedure above.

GRAPH: Students graph their best read because each read is essentially a cold read.

Note. These procedures include a performance feedback component (implement during cold read 1 or cold read 
2, as indicated above). These wide reading procedures also include a comprehension component (i.e., summari-
zation).
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Multicomponent Intervention Procedures

Combining fluency interventions (e.g., repeated reading and wide reading) with other intervention components 
(e.g., phonics and word study, comprehension, vocabulary) is especially useful as increasing demands are 
placed on students for comprehending complex text. Consider combining fluency instruction with the following 
practices:

•	 Preteach difficult vocabulary embedded in the text that students will practice reading fluently (Morgan & 
Sideridis, 2006).

•	 Combine repeated or wide reading with comprehension strategies such as making predictions, summariza-
tion, and retelling. Combining these strategies can yield moderate to large effects on student reading out-
comes (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons, 1997). In addition, combining repeated reading with vocabulary 
interventions may lead to improved reading outcomes.

Implications for Practice
•	 Incorporate fluency instruction for students who are struggling with reading fluency (i.e., speed, accuracy, and 

proper expression).

•	 Ensure that fluency instruction provides a model of fluent reading and a performance feedback component. 

•	 Provide vocabulary and/or comprehension strategy instruction along with fluency instruction to enhance 
comprehension outcomes.

Conclusion
Fluency instruction is associated with improved reading comprehension (Stevens et al., 2016). When students 
are able to read text with speed and accuracy, they do not have to struggle at the word recognition level, making 
it more likely that they will be able to comprehend text. Practices such as repeated reading and wide reading of 
text can provide fluency practice while incorporating features of effective fluency instruction such as modeling 
and performance feedback. Teachers should also consider providing vocabulary and/or comprehension inter-
ventions along with fluency practice to enhance comprehension outcomes.
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