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Abstract 
The purpose of the present research was to evaluate repeated reading and Direct Instruction (DI) 

flashcards. My participant was a fifth grade male student diagnosed with learning disabilities. He 

received special education services for reading, written communication and math. The dependent 

variable was the number of correct words read orally per minute. A multiple baseline design across 

three reading passages was employed. The overall results indicated that repeated reading with DI 

flashcards increased the participants reading fluency. The outcomes replicated previous research 

evaluating repeated reading and DI flashcards. 
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Introduction 
Students with learning disabilities often struggle with reading face challenges in all other 

academic areas (Heward, 2013). Reading is an essential skill needed to be successful in the 

school and social environment. They can face issues such as chronic under employment 

(Lloyd, 1978). Reading instruction is designed to teach two elements of reading: mechanics 

and comprehension. Reading fluency increases the student’s ability to comprehend what they 

read. 

Fluency is the ability to read quickly and accurately (Rathvon, 2008). The skill is 

fundamental to master reading (Chard, Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002). Reading comprehension is a 

direct effect of achieving reading fluency. Fluency is necessary for this skill because a 

student is able to concentrate on the meaning of the material once the student is able to read 

quickly and accurately. Explicit reading interventions are necessary in increasing a student’s 

reading abilities. Three strategies that have been used successfully with special need’s 

students, as well as students without special needs, are repeated or assisted reading and Read 

Naturally® (Sweeney, Omness, Janusz, & Cooper, 1992) use of Direct Instruction materials 

(Engelmann & Carnine, 1982; Erickson, McLaughlin, Derby, Fuehrer, 2015; & Johnson, 

Luiten, Derby, McLaughlin, Weber, & Johnson, 2001; Marchand-Martella, Slocum, 

Martella, 2004; Swanson et al., 1998), and using flashcards to reduce errors and increase 

correct academic responding (Casey, McLaughlin, Weber, & Everson, 2003; LeBrun, Jones, 

Neyman, McLaughlin, & Schuler, 2014; Stone, Weber, & McLaughlin, 2002).  

The use of a Direct Instruction (DI) flashcard procedure has been found to have substantial 

effects on students with learning disabilities performance in basic skills, including reading 

(Gersten & Keating, 1987; Lapke & McLaughlin, 2015; Swanson et al., 1998; Thomas, 

McLaughlin, & Derby, 2015). The DI flashcard procedure can be used to increase reading 

accuracy and simultaneously support the increase of reading fluency. DI flashcards also 

employs the use of an error correction procedure. Immediate error correction is an important 

component of DI flashcards and direct instruction in general (Marchand-Martella et al., 

2004). Error correction has been shown to be a data-based and effective strategy to teach of 

variety of skills, across various populations (Marchand-Martella et al., 2004; Silbert, 

Carnine, & Stein, 1981). When error correction is employed with DI flashcards, the teacher 

models the correct response to the flashcard, next, the student and teacher carry this out 

together. Next, the student must independently provide the correct answer to the error card.
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The error card is placed two to four cards back in the stack, 

so it can be presented quickly after an error has been 

corrected (Brasch, Williams, & McLaughlin 2008; Glover, 

McLaughlin, Derby, & Gower, 2010; Hayter, Scott, 

McLaughlin, & Weber, 2007; Ruwe, McLaughlin, Derby, 

& Johnson, 2011; Travis, McLaughlin, Derby, Dolliver, & 

Carosella, 2012). Overall, the use of DI flashcards has been 

found to be a successful method for teaching academic 

skills to elementary, middle, and high school students with 

intellectual disabilities, elementary students with learning 

disabilities or intellectual disabilities (Hayter et al., 2007; 

Green et al., 2010; Romjue et al., 2011; Ruwe et al., 2011).  

A purpose of this study was to determine and replicate the 

effectiveness of the effects of these procedures on reading 

fluency with an elementary school student with learning 

disabilities. A second purpose was to provide an additional 

replication regarding the efficacy of DI flashcards as well 

as repeated or assisted reading with an elementary school 

student (Jasny, Chin, Chong, & Vignieri, 2011).  
 

Method 

Participant and Setting  

The participant was a 10-year-old elementary school fourth 

grade student with a specific learning disability. He was 

receiving special instruction in the resource room of his 

urban elementary school in reading, writing, and math. 

Based on the results of the Woodcock-Johnson Test of 

Achievement it was found that the participant’s reading, 

writing and math fluency were all at a mid-second grade 

level (Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2007). When 

compared to others at his age level, the participant’s ability 

to apply academic skills is within the low range. According 

to these scores, he meets the qualification to be diagnosed 

with a specific learning disability in reading, writing, and 

math.  

The setting for this project was a small urban elementary 

school located in a large public school district in the Pacific 

Northwest. The study took place at a table in the back of 

the school’s resource room. During this time, there were 

four other students in the room, along with two teachers. 

Each session lasted about 20-30 minutes and was held three 

to five days a week depending on the daily schedule in the 

resource and general education classrooms. The sessions 

occurred at the same time every day in the afternoon. A 

wide range of research has been carried out over time in 

this specific resource room classroom (Erbey, McLaughlin, 

Derby, & Everson, 2012; Everson, M., & McLaughlin, 

1996; Fjortoft, McLaughlin, Derby, Everson, & Johnson, 

2014; Hyde, McLaughlin, Derby, & Everson, 2009; Lund, 

McLaughlin, Derby, & Everson, 2012; Mann, McLaughlin, 

Williams, Derby, & Everson, 2012; Pfaff, McLaughlin, 

Neyman, Everson, 2013; Volwiler, McLaughlin, Derby & 

Everson, 2014). 
 

Materials  

Three passages ranging from a second-grade to a fourth-

grade level were used from the Journey’s Cold Reads 

books for the study of reading fluency (Houghton Mifflin 

Harcourt, 2014). Index cards containing difficult words and 

phrases from the passages were used for the Direct 

Instruction procedure and error correction drills. A 

stopwatch on a phone was used to time the participant’s 

reading of the selected passages.  

 

 

Dependent Variables and Measurement 

The dependent variable for reading fluency was the number 

of words read per minute by the participant. To measure 

reading fluency, the participant was instructed to read the 

passage after they reviewed the words and phrases on the 

DI flashcards. The reading was timed. Words per minute 

were determined by dividing the number of seconds needed 

to read the passage by the total number of words read. This 

number was then divided by 60 and rounded to the nearest 

tenth of a minute.  

 

Experimental Design 

A multiple baseline single subject design (Kazdin, 2011; 

McLaughlin, 1983) was used to evaluate the effectiveness 

of the DI flashcards and repeated reading fluency. Each 

new passage was read every session in baseline.  

 

Baseline: During baseline, the participant would read the 

passage selected from the Journey’s cold reads book. While 

the researcher was timing the reading, the errors the student 

made were being recorded. The participant was not 

provided with any feedback. Once the participant had read 

through the passage, the researcher made DI Flashcards 

containing ten words and phrases that were challenging to 

the participant, which was noted by the researcher during 

baseline. The participant then began the DI flashcard 

procedure. Baseline was being recorded for the other two 

passages while the researcher implemented the intervention 

on the first passage and once the researcher began the 

intervention on the second passage, maintenance was being 

recorded for the first passage while baseline was still being 

recorder for the third passage.  
 

Repeated readings + DI flashcard procedure: Repeated 

readings were used as an independent variable for reading 

fluency. The participant would read the same passage each 

session until his reading fluency measured 80 wpm or 

higher for three sessions in a row. The DI Flashcard 

procedure was an additional independent variable for 

reading fluency. A flashcard with a word or phrase from 

the passage was presented to the participant. If the word 

was read correctly, the card was moved to the back of the 

deck. If the word was read incorrectly, the correct answer 

was given to the participant. The participant would then be 

prompted by “what word?” to repeat the word read 

correctly by the researcher. The card would then be place a 

few cards back from the front of the deck. This would 

insure that missed words would be presented more 

frequently. Thus, with the combination of repeated readings 

and the DI flashcard procedure the participant was working 

on both the accuracy and fluency of reading the passage.  
 

Reliability of Measurement 

Interobserver agreement data was collected for all 14 

sessions. Each of the sessions was audio recorded on the 

researcher’s phone. The observers would listen to the 

recording and time the participant’s reading of the passage. 

The observer would then divide the number of seconds it 

took the participant to read the passage by the total number 

of words read. Agreement for the participant’s words read 

per minute during each session was 100%.  

 

Results 

Our data indicated improvement in oral reading fluency 

across all passages with the use of repeated readings plus 
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DI flashcards. During baseline for the first passage “Our 

Moon,” the participant was reading an average of 71 wpm 

(range 60-80 wpm). After repeated readings plus DI 

flashcards, the participant increased to an average rate of 

78.5wpm (range 59 to 85 wpm). During maintenance, the 

participant increased to an average of 138 wpm, almost 

double his average wpm during baseline. During baseline 

for the second story, “Land of the Volcanoes,” the 

participant was reading an average of 66.4 wpm (range 43 

to 90 wpm). After the implementation of repeated readings 

and DI flashcards, the reading rate increased to an average 

of 100.5 wpm (range 94 to 127 wpm). The participant 

increased to an average of 124.3wpm (range 110 to 137 

wpm) during maintenance. For the third and final passage 

“In the Rain Forest,” the participant read at a rate of 84.1 

wpm (range 44 to 124) during baseline. During the repeated 

readings and DI flashcard intervention the participant 

increased to an average rate of 119.6 wpm (range 111 to 

129 wpm).  

 

 
 

Fig 1: The effects of repeated reading and DI flashcard procedure with a 10 year old student with learning disabilities to increase reading 

fluency

 

Discussion 

The combination of the DI flashcard procedure with 

repeated reading was easy to implement in the classroom. 

The intervention was practical in terms of time, money, and 

effort. If a teacher or Instructional Assistant (IA) were to 

implement this procedure, it would be very easy. The 
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repeated readings and DI flashcard procedure were 

successful in increasing the participant’s reading fluency 

rate. The participant enjoyed the program and was highly 

motivated by the DI flashcard procedure. By giving the 

participant instant feedback and specific praise when he 

read a word correctly, the participant was engaged and 

rewarded by the program. The participant began to feel 

more confident in his reading abilities as he was reading the 

passages faster the more times he read them and was 

accurately reading the words from the DI flashcards within 

the passages.  

The present outcomes replicate much of our previous 

research employing both repeated reading and flashcards as 

well as that of others (Herberg et al., 2012; Sweeney et al., 

1991; Volwiler et al., 2014). The procedure was free to cost 

to the researcher ad would be very inexpensive for any 

classroom teacher to implement. The only materials 

necessary were three passages from the Journey’s Cold 

Reads book and hand-made notecards with the words from 

the passage written on them. A reward was given to the 

student upon completion of the intervention. The 

participant was taught how to make his own DI flashcards 

to continue implementing the strategy at home or in the 

classroom. The participant was also given the three 

passages he had been reading throughout the intervention. 

He shared with the researcher that he was reading them to 

his mom at home. The whole procedure was carried out 

without any major problems or setbacks.  

Overall, the participant was very cooperative throughout 

the intervention. At times the participant became frustrated 

with having to read the passage so many times. However, 

as he became more fluent and accurate when reading the 

passages, he was more willing to read. The resource room 

and the participant’s general education teacher were very 

pleased with the results of the intervention. They were able 

to see a positive change in the student’s ability to read more 

fluently. Additionally, they saw an increase in the student’s 

confidence when reading in small groups in the resource 

room and when reading within the general education 

setting. The one-on-one time the researcher was able to 

spend with the student was beneficial to the student as he 

received individualized, focused instruction.  

There were limitations in the present case report. First, the 

improvement in outcomes for Set 3 in baseline may 

indicate that other variables were affecting our outcomes 

(Kazdin, 2011). The data collection period was short due to 

the student teaching schedule of the first author.  

The maintenance of treatment effects for Set 1 indicated an 

increasing trend in student performance after DI flashcards 

were not being employed. For Set 2, there was a decreasing 

trend for our participant. Also, we were unable to 

implement a maintenance procedure for the passage in Set 

3. These muddle the efficacy of DI flashcards producing 

generalization of time, and clearly these outcomes need 

further study and analysis. These outcomes were also in 

conflict some of our previous research with DI flashcards 

(Cravalho, McLaughlin, Derby, & Waco, 2014; 

Mangundayo, McLaughlin, Neyman, Williams, & Toone, 

2013; Skarr, McLaughlin, Derby, Meade, & Williams, 

2012). This also supports the notion that generalization of 

treatment effects needs to be programmed or developed as 

part of any intervention procedure (McLaughlin, 1976; 

Stokes & Baer, 1977).  

The combined intervention of the DI flashcard procedure 

and repeated readings was of importance for our 

participant. Before, the student was self-conscious about 

reading in the classroom and even in small groups with 

peers. Based on the subjective evaluation by the classroom 

staff, the participant’s confidence increased as he began to 

read more fluently and accurately as the intervention was 

being implemented. Positive affirmations and praise by the 

classroom staff appeared to have motivated the student and 

increased his confidence with reading. The participant was 

eager to improve his reading skills and worked diligently 

each session. However, data should have been collected on 

this issue via questionnaires or counting such statements 

made by our participant.  
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