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Abstract: The current study reports on a reading intervention method titled Read Like Me.
The intervention utilizes a stacked approach of research-based methods, including reading aloud,
assisted reading, and repeated reading. The student involved was a second-grade boy reading below
grade level who was identified as dyslexic and diagnosed with attention deficit hyperactive disorder.
Using a single-case experimental design, the intervention was monitored in four phases, including a
baseline, intervention coupled with regular schooling, intervention only, and a return to baseline.
The results indicated that the intervention combined with regular schooling improved his reading
expression and rate and also his decoding skills, word knowledge, and reading comprehension.
In conclusion, the authors offer Read Like Me as one more intervention that may be a viable option
for teachers in their effort to support developing readers.
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1. Read Like Me: An Intervention for Struggling Readers

The theory of automaticity essentially purported that the more automatic readers become in word
recognition, the more cognitive resources can be reallocated to higher-level reading processes, such as
reading comprehension [1]. Stanovich [2] referred to the theory of automaticity as a critical precursor to
many important reading theory developments. Decades later, it is still used to frame studies in reading,
especially those that examine practiced-based methods [3–6]. The purpose of this study was to explore
the effectiveness of a newly developed practice-based reading intervention for struggling elementary
readers. The intervention, Read Like Me, is a multifaceted approach comprised of several researched
interventions, including reading aloud, repeated readings, assisted reading, and the gradual release
of responsibility. In light of the significant impact that the methods have on students’ reading, the
methods were combined to create a synergistic and potentially effective intervention.

Struggling readers need expert, research-based instruction [7] especially as the expectations grow
for young readers. Students are increasingly required to read texts that are too difficult, a requirement
that contradicts previous research [8,9]. Gradually, however, that perspective has changed [10], and
students are frequently engaged in texts that are far more challenging. Allington [7] adamantly opposes
this practice and reminds us that adults would likely refuse to read books at only 98%-word recognition
accuracy, which would amount to approximately six unknown words per page. Regardless, here we
are putting difficult texts into the hands of struggling readers.

Recently, Strong, Amendum, and Conradi Smith [11] described a similarly dim outlook on the
current perspectives on text difficulty in modern reading education. However, the authors continued
on to describe some of the research that may help educators consider the appropriate contexts for
utilizing challenging texts. Before selecting a text, a teacher should consider the reader and also how
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much assistance will be provided. Thus, it might be possible for teachers to use difficult texts when
administering interventions that provide sufficient supports for the reader.

Read Two Impress (R2I) [12] is an example of an intervention that calls for challenging texts,
within approximately one year of the students’ independent reading level. R2I is a hybrid of repeated
readings [13] and the neurological impress method [14], both highly assistive methods for reading
intervention. Read Two Impress has had large effects on students’ reading fluency [15] reading
comprehension [16] and independent reading level [17].

Young, Mohr, and Rasinski [15] claimed that the texts, however, were not frustrational, necessarily,
but, rather, on the outer limits of the students’ zone of proximal development [18] That is, adequate
scaffolds were applied, and the students were able to engage in successful reading. Furthermore,
texts were modeled and then practiced, essentially following the tenets of the gradual release of
responsibility [19]. Thus, in this case, the higher-level texts did not impede their reading growth but,
rather, enhanced it. Similarly, researchers have found challenging texts optimal when engaging in
close reading protocols [10]. Read Two Impress has had similar success with challenging text since its
inception and first use with a third-grade boy named, Emilio (pseudonym).

Emilio started something back in 2009, though his story was not told until 2012 by Mohr, Dixon,
and Young. He was a struggling third grader who did not respond to multiple reading interventions
and intense guided reading instruction in the classroom. He was approaching a place where students
rarely catch their peers in reading—the rich were getting richer, and Emilio was getting poorer [20].

The reading specialist then did some research and presented a few potential interventions to the
students. Emilio chose repeated readings [13]. After several weeks, his reading rate and comprehension
had improved, and his stagnant reading level shifted positively for the first time in a long while.
However, he still read in a monotone voice and appeared to not enjoy reading, despite his progress.
Because of his improvement, the reading specialist was hesitant to remove repeated readings as an
intervention, and so, it was decided to add neurological impress [14] to improve his reading prosody.
The methods were combined and appeared to have a synergistic effect on Emilio’s reading. By the
end of the ten-week intervention, Emilio was reading at grade level with adequate reading fluency
and comprehension.

In addition, Emilio showed an interest in reading and claimed his favorite author was Jeff Kinney.
This was important because he had no favorite authors or books at the beginning of the intervention [21].
It seemed that he was motivated by his progress, which is why the current study added an additional
component to the R2I protocol, reading aloud. While R2I has been used successfully with struggling
readers, it seemed there were two missing pieces, including a complete modeling of the text and an
opportunity for the student to read the text aloud as a whole.

The genesis of Read Like Me resulted from the promising results of R2I, and while the method
improved reading fluency and comprehension, it failed to improve students’ attitude [16]. It was
decided that the method, while powerful, lacked authenticity. Students were not given the opportunity
to read the text as a whole and feel the success of reading a challenging text from beginning to
end. Therefore, the researchers added a few other elements, a concept often used with struggling
readers typically referred to as “stacked instruction”. This approach takes multiple research-based
interventions and stacks them to work in a more synergistic and powerful way [21].

Thus, the researchers framed Read Like Me based on a whole-part-whole instructional process in
the hopes of adding authenticity while simultaneously stacking instruction. In Read Like Me, the tutor
reads the entire text aloud and entertains the student with a prosodic read aloud, then the tutor and
student use R2I to assist the student in developing mastery of the text, and finally, the student reads
the entire text aloud—in the end, the student engages in successful authentic reading.

2. The Benefits of Reading Aloud

Reading aloud is one way to model how words printed on a page are converted into oral language
with all of the variables of timing, phrasing, intonation, and emphasis (prosody) that speakers use.
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More simply, reading aloud models how the written word becomes the spoken word. The effects of
good read alouds on literacy learning have been supported in the literature for many years [22–25].
These include fostering vocabulary growth [26,27], developing listening comprehension [28,29] and
expanding an understanding of good sentence and story structure [30,31].

Beyond the cognitive benefits of read alouds (and perhaps more importantly) is the impact
on affective factors. Choosing to read is determined by attitude and desire [32,33]. Reading aloud
positively influences the attitudes of children toward reading and motivates them to want to read [23,34].
Hearing a story read in its entirety, being swept away by the words and the images they create, and
experiencing the power of language to cause one to laugh or cry or wonder or hold your breath—all
encourage youngsters to want more and, eventually, to be able to read it themselves. Having good
models that bring text alive through the natural rhythm and beauty of language, encourages children
to want to read just like that.

In Read Like Me, the interventionist begins the session with a powerful read aloud, allowing the
child to hear the text in its entirety. Modeling the way language works to create vivid pictures of story,
pulls the child into the text right from the start. As the text is revisited in smaller sections (using the
impress method), the child is encouraged to use the same timing, phrasing, intonation, and emphasis.
At the conclusion of the session, the child reads the whole book back.

As we know from years of research, perception of self as a reader, an affective factor, is an
important determinate in reading success [35–37]. Using this intervention, Read Like Me, encourages
children to see (and hear) themselves as good readers.

3. Significance of the Study

Early literacy was considered a hot topic and deemed the most important in the 2018 What’s Hot
What’s Not survey [38]. Reading research has been conducted for centuries, but yet, there is still a
need for additional reading interventions, as no one intervention will work for every student. Thus,
teachers need access to a plethora of options to support young readers who find the process difficult.
This research aimed to describe a newly developed option for reading intervention and to track the
growth of a second-grade student who has difficulty reading for a variety of reasons. The research was
guided by the following research question: What are the effects of Read Like Me as a supplemental
and a standalone intervention for a second-grade student who struggles with reading?

4. Method

4.1. The Participant and the Interventionist

The participant in the experiment was a second-grade student (8 years old) at the
time the intervention took place. The student received services under Section 504 for
attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and dyslexia. According to the American Psychiatry
Association, ADHD is characterized by inattention, impulsivity, and hyperactivity—symptoms that
arguably have a negative effect on one’s ability to focus on reading. Dyslexia, defined in the American
Disabilities Act, is a neurobiological disorder that results in an unexpected difficulty learning to read
and write.

The student was nearly two years below grade level in reading prior to the intervention. He lacked
confidence in reading but loved science. The participant was an active student and enjoyed discussion
of any topic. It was important to serve this need during the experiment to maintain student focus
during the intervention.

The interventionist for this experiment was a senior-level, undergraduate, pre-service teacher.
The interventionist had training in the ethics of research prior to the conducted experiment. A lack of
training undermines and potentially inhibits the success of both the intervention and the student’s
progress. The interventionist also had experience and training in components of the intervention
including, but not limited to, tracking progress, collecting data, and selecting reading materials
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according to student needs. This provided the interventionist with background knowledge to
ensure that accurate and appropriate measures were taken during the experiment. In addition, the
interventionist had previously administered Read Like Me to a second-grade student for 700 minutes
prior to the study.

4.2. Procedures

The purpose of this study was to explore the effectiveness of a newly developed reading
intervention for struggling elementary readers. The intervention, Read Like Me, is a multifaceted
approach composed of several researched interventions. The researchers employed the timeless
practice of reading aloud [39] at the beginning of the intervention, followed by a practice-based method
called Read Two Impress [12]. After sufficient practice, the student then read the text aloud to the
interventionist. In this study, the student received the intervention three times per week for 12 weeks.
The following are the steps used in each thirty-minute session:

1. Choose a challenging text (approximately six months above the student’s reading level);
2. Read the entire text aloud with appropriate expression while the student listens;
3. Go back to the beginning and read a page or paragraph aloud together;
4. Read slightly ahead of the student;
5. Read with good expression that matches the meaning of the text;
6. Have the student reread each page/paragraph aloud;
7. Continue with subsequent page/paragraphs until the text is complete;
8. Have the student read the book aloud as you did in the beginning (Read Like Me).

The intervention was given three days a week for 30 min each day and was conducted similarly
during each session. To begin, the interventionist reads a book that is approximately six months above
the student’s current independent reading level. If the text appears to be too difficult after following
the Read Like Me protocol, dropping a level may be necessary. Conversely, levels can be increased if
the student reads with ease. In this particular case, the chosen books increased by one level each week.
However, it remains a case-by-case decision. It is important for the interventionist to read the book
with the exact expression and fluency with which they want the student to read.

After reading the book, the interventionist and student reread it together using the R2I protocol.
The interventionist starts off and reads at a pace that is comfortable for the student but still challenges
their normal pace. The goal is to push them to reach their full potential without overwhelming or
frustrating them. Hence, the interventionist sets the pace with the particular student in mind. This
phase is done page by page. Once the page is read together, the student then reads the page himself to
the interventionist. This continues until the book is finished or the reading for that day is completed.

The third and final phase of the intervention is done solely by the student. The student starts from
the beginning of the book and now reads aloud to the interventionist on his own. The interventionist
assists as needed on major miscues but allows the student as much independence in this phase as
possible. This is the phase that builds the student’s confidence. The third phase completes the session
for that day. It is important that the interventionist monitors the progress of the student throughout the
treatment phase so that the levels of the books chosen are appropriate. This process continues for each
session—three times a week for 30 min—for a minimum of 12 weeks. Following the twelve-week mark,
data were reviewed and graphed to determine the results, and post assessments were administered to
see if the progress remained or dissipated once the intervention ceased.

4.3. Design and Instrumentation

To complete the preliminary investigation, we planned a single-subject experimental ABCA design,
meaning we established a baseline (A), introduced an intervention (B), modified the intervention (C),
and returned to baseline (A). We used leveled reading passages to establish a baseline, monitor two
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treatment phases, and then returned to the baseline. For leveled passages, we used the Grade 2 Oral
Reading Fluency passages from Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS-ORF) [40].
The weekly administration of DIBELS-ORF provided a word recognition automaticity score (words
read correctly per minute). During the oral reading, we also scored the student’s reading prosody
with the Multidimensional Fluency Scale (MDFS) [41]. Scores were independently reviewed to
establish inter-rater reliability, and the resulting measure of agreement was considered outstanding
(Kappa = 0.93, p < 0.001).

In addition, the primary researcher administered the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test (4th Edition)
for second grade (GMRT-4) before and after the intervention phases. The GMRT-4 is a standardized
reading assessment that measures a student’s reading comprehension, word knowledge, and decoding.
Validity and reliability of the GMRT-4 is considered high. The correlations between the two forms (S for
the pretest and T for the posttest) are strong on all three measures, including word decoding (r = 0.86),
word knowledge (r = 0.86), and reading comprehension (r = 0.82). The overall scores between the
forms are also strongly correlated (r = 0.90). Finally, the internal consistency and reliability is also
considered high (KR-20 = 0.97; [42]).

5. Results

The entire study lasted for 21 weeks. The first five weeks was spent establishing a baseline using
the DIBELS-ORF passages, and the student regularly attended school. The first treatment phase lasted
six weeks and was comprised of regular schooling and after school Read Like Me tutoring. Neither
DIBELS-ORF nor the MDFS was administered during the first week of tutoring, as the student was
assessed at the end of the week prior by the primary researcher. The second treatment phase lasted six
weeks and only included the Read Like Me tutoring because of the year-round school’s summer break.
Overall the student engaged in Read Like Me tutoring for approximately 1080 minutes. Once the child
resumed regular schooling, the tutoring was removed, and the student was assessed once per week to
reestablish a baseline. The student also took the GMRT-4 the week before (form S) and after (form T)
the intervention phase.

5.1. Word Recognition Automaticity

The initial baseline revealed, on average, that the student read around 12 words correctly per
minute, and there appeared to be a slight downward trend (Figure 1). The student’s baseline was not
perfectly stable because of one slight anomaly (test 3) where the student performed below normal.
However, the remaining four assessments were quite consistent (14, 15, 13, 13). With this in mind, the
researchers agreed that an adequate baseline was established.

During the school + intervention phase, there was an apparent steep positive trend. At the
onset, the student read between 17 and 18 words correctly per minute, but after a few weeks, the
student’s score was in the 40s. Conversely, during the intervention phase without regular schooling,
the researchers observed a dip and another slight downward trend. However, on average, the student
was still performing better (21 Words Read Correctly Per Minute; WCPM) than the baseline (12 WCPM).
Finally, the baseline was reestablished and was considered relatively stable around 23 WCPM.
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Figure 1. Weekly word recognition automaticity scores based on Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early
Literacy Skills (DIBELS-ORF).

5.2. Reading Prosody

The initial baseline was stable, and the student was consistently rated a four using the MDFS
rubric (Figure 2). During the school + intervention phrase, the student was rated a four until the final
week, when he was rated at a level six. As can be seen in the next intervention phase, the student
continued to grow in reading prosody, achieving a rating of nine the final two weeks. When the
intervention was removed and school resumed, the student remained a nine but showed no further
growth in reading prosody.
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5.3. Decoding, Word Knowledge, and Reading Comprehension

Due to the length of the GMRT-4, and the limited forms, the assessment was not used in a
single-subject experimental manner. Instead, the GMRT-4 was administered as a pre- and posttest
to obtained standardized scores in order to measure growth of the student’s decoding skills, word
knowledge, and reading comprehension. At the onset of the study, the student correctly answered 11
decoding questions, 15 questions in the word knowledge section, and only correctly answered two
of the reading comprehension questions. Then, 12 weeks later, after receiving six weeks of school
+ intervention and intervention only, the student scored higher on all three measures, especially in
reading comprehension where he scored 12 times better than before (Figure 3).
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grade (GMRT-4).

6. Discussion

This study examined the effects of two intervention phases on a second-grade student’s reading
development, including word recognition automaticity (WCPM), reading prosody (expression),
decoding skills, work knowledge, and reading comprehension. Overall, the researchers observed
growth on all of the assessments. Thus, Read Like Me might serve other students who have difficulty
with reading.

According to the results of the word recognition automaticity and prosody probes, the intervention
worked best when paired with regular instruction. The intervention adheres to the gradual release
of responsibility method [19], which may serve to increase the student’s ability to quickly recognize
words and read at an increased rate. The student first heard the story in its entirety and listened to
the words read accurately. The second phase was an assisted reading approach that allowed students
to practice alongside a proficient reader and then practice reading the words on their own, receiving
feedback or assistance as necessary. In the end, the student has heard the words, read them with
assistance, practiced the words, and essentially “performed” an oral reading of the text as a whole.
In this case, multiple exposures to the words and the opportunity to learn and practice them served
the student well.

It is important to note that continuation of the intervention over the break prevented the typical
summer reading slide, where students often lose some of their reading gains [43]. This phenomenon is
especially detrimental for struggling readers. It is also important to note that this student’s reading
growth was stagnant for much of his second-grade year; therefore, any amount of growth warranted
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celebration. Albeit slow, Read Like Me successfully promoted, perhaps even kick-started, positive
growth in reading rate and prosody.

Prosody has historically been neglected in reading instruction [44–46]. In a study [47] that
employed reader theater and karaoke as reading activities, students in both the treatment and
comparison groups made significant gains in word recognition automaticity, but only the treatment
group made gains in reading prosody. The authors claim that this disparity was attributed to the
types of instruction. Typical school instruction does, indeed, attend to reading rate but often neglects
prosody. Because the interventions in the treatment (reader theater and karaoke) also focused on
expressive reading, there was a much greater increase. Several components of Read Like Me focus on
prosody. First, the initial read aloud provides a model of fluent and expressive reading [48]. Second,
the added neurological impress component has been said to “etch” the interventionist’s prosodic
renderings into the mind of the reader [14,49,50], and the immediate repeated reading allows the reader
to demonstrate or mimic fluent and expressive reading. Finally, the student is asked to “read like me”
and independently reads aloud the text similar to the initial oral reading done by the interventionist.
Therefore, increases in reading prosody as a result of the intervention are likely.

When considering the results of the GMRT-4, the student made gains in all three areas tested.
There was a 63% (7 points) increase on both the decoding and word knowledge portions of the
assessment. In the comprehension section, the student scored 22 points higher, which was a 1100%
increase. Clearly the time spent in class and on the intervention did more than help the student become
a more fluent reader; it also helped him better understand text by increasing his decoding skills, word
knowledge, and most importantly, reading comprehension—which is the main goal of reading.

Previous studies have confirmed that increasing foundational skills, such as decoding and word
recognition automaticity, can lead to increased reading comprehension [51,52]. Research has also
indicated that systematic instructional protocols can improve students’ reading ability, particularly
those with ADHD [53] and dyslexia [54].

The increase in comprehension is also supported by the theoretical framework of this study,
indicating that the student’s increased automatic reading freed cognitive resources that could then
be allocated to reading comprehension [1]. When considering other theories, admittedly there was
less of an emphasis on the transactional nature of reading experiences [55] and more of an emphasis
on a previous theoretical understanding of reading, namely the New Criticism literacy theory [56].
The theory promotes intense close readings and focuses on text-dependent comprehension rather
than a focus on prior experiences of readers—a strategy that has dominated reading instruction for
decades [10]. While Read Like Me did not have an explicit reading comprehension component, the
repetitive nature likely helped the reader understand the literal meanings of text. Moreover, the GMRT-4
comprehension section arguably tests student’s ability to understand text more explicitly than implicitly.
Thus, the type of instruction used in the intervention closely matched the assessment employed.

7. Limitations and Further Research

Standardized tests are not without limitations, as they are snapshots taken on a single day, and they
are not indicative of the precise potential of a student. However, the researchers felt that standardized
tests would complement the progress monitoring measures administered throughout the study, as
they added specific measures of decoding, word knowledge, and reading comprehension, which were
not directly measured during the course of the intervention. Additional research should likely include
some form of reading comprehension monitoring throughout the study.

There are inherent limitations in single-case experimental research, most notably the inability
to generalize beyond the case. In this case, a second grader diagnosed with ADHD and dyslexia
benefited from the intervention. There is no guarantee that Read Like Me will work with every student
who struggles with reading, but it does serve as an additional option for teachers and interventionists.
A larger experimental or quasi-experimental study with treatment and control groups could further
examine the utility and effectiveness of the intervention.
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8. Conclusions

Overall, supplementing regular instruction with Read Like Me successfully accelerated the
reading development of the second grader involved in the study. The stacked approach increased
the student’s word recognition automaticity, reading prosody, decoding skills, word knowledge, and
reading comprehension. Although this study cannot be generalized, the results suggest that this may
be a viable option for teachers or interventionists working with students who find reading difficult.
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