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Summary
Although most young children seem to master reading skills in the early grades of elementary
school, many struggle with texts as they move through middle school and high school. Why do
children who seem to be proficient readers in third grade have trouble comprehending texts
in later grades? To answer this question, Nonie Lesaux describes what is known about reading
development and instruction, homing in on research conducted with children from low-income
and non-English-speaking homes. Using key insights from this research base, she offers two
explanations. The first is that reading is a dynamic and multifaceted process that requires continued development if students are to keep pace with the increasing demands of school texts
and tasks. The second lies in the role of reading assessment and instruction in U.S. schools.
Lesaux draws a distinction between the “skills-based competencies” that readers need to sound
out and recognize words and the “knowledge-based competencies” that include the conceptual
and vocabulary knowledge necessary to comprehend a text’s meaning. Although U.S. schools have
made considerable progress in teaching skills-based reading competencies that are the focus of the
early grades, most have made much less progress in teaching the knowledge-based competencies
students need to support reading comprehension in middle and high school. These knowledgebased competencies are key sources of lasting individual differences in reading outcomes, particularly among children growing up in low-income and non-English-speaking households.
Augmenting literacy rates, Lesaux explains, will require considerable shifts in the way reading
is assessed and taught in elementary and secondary schools. First, schools must conduct
comprehensive reading assessments that discern learners’ (potential) sources of reading
difficulties—in both skills-based and knowledge-based competencies. Second, educators
must implement instructional approaches that offer promise for teaching the conceptual and
knowledge-based reading competencies that are critical for academic success, particularly for
academically vulnerable populations.
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eading” is a dynamic construct
—what counts as proficient
varies as a function of text
demands, situation, purpose
of reading, and reader characteristics. Although most young children seem
to acquire proficiency in early reading skills
in the elementary grades, large shares of
older students struggle with texts in middle
school and high school. Why do children
who seem to be proficient readers in third
grade struggle to comprehend texts in later
grades? What keeps them from being truly
proficient readers in the early grades, and
why do they leave elementary school with
mounting reading difficulties? One answer
lies in the distinction between the procedural
skills necessary for reading proficiency and
the conceptual skills and knowledge necessary for reading proficiency. Although most
young learners have acquired the procedural
skills they need to achieve success on early
reading measures, they often cannot readily
handle the added language and knowledge
demands of the texts in middle and high
school.1 Another answer lies in the role of
reading instruction within the overall curriculum. Although schools are often adept at
teaching procedural reading skills, most are
not structured to promote knowledge-based
reading development, and formal reading
instruction typically stops at fourth grade.
Nor have schools put into place the systematic assessment practices necessary to identify
the sources of difficulty for both young and
adolescent readers and the supports necessary to allow teachers to address them.
To prevent seemingly competent young
readers from falling behind in middle and
high school, schools must strengthen reading
instruction. Taking action is especially
important because many of these struggling
adolescent students make up a significant
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part of a growing population in today’s
classrooms: students from low-income and
non-English-speaking households.2 To better
support these populations, schools should
make more effective use of the distinction
between skills-based and knowledge-based
competencies in designing both assessment
and instructional practices.
In this article I focus on the conceptual skills
and knowledge that are needed to develop
the literacy skills described by Richard
Murnane, Isabel Sawhill, and Catherine
Snow in the article that opens this issue.3
I explore why large numbers of children
raised in low-income households or in families whose primary language is not English, or
both, find it difficult to acquire the requisite
conceptual skills and knowledge to succeed
in school. I also clarify why instructional
approaches that are effective in teaching
reading skills to meet literacy demands in
the early elementary grades are not necessarily effective for reading in middle school, as
well as why improved test scores in the early
grades over the past twenty years mask serious deficits that ultimately impede academic
achievement.

The Demographics of Reading
Difficulties
According to census data an increasing
number of students entering U.S. schools
come from low socioeconomic or immigrant
backgrounds, or both, that predict an at-risk
profile for reading difficulties. The latest government statistics reveal that child poverty
rates increased from 16.2 percent in 2000 to
21.6 percent in 2010.4 With immigration rates
also on the rise, children of immigrants now
make up 24 percent of the school-age population. The Latino population, the nation’s
largest immigrant group, has accounted for
56 percent of U.S. population growth in the
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past two decades, and U.S.-born children of
Latino immigrants are the fastest-growing
school-age population entering preschools
and kindergartens.5 Moreover, linguistic
diversity and poverty are related; many children of immigrants and immigrant children
are raised in poverty. Strikingly, approximately one in every three Latino children
grows up in poverty, and many also enter
school with limited proficiency in English.6
Poverty’s negative effects on reading outcomes
—the result primarily of disparate learning
opportunities afforded to children growing
up in higher and lower income settings—
place this population at significant risk of
school failure.7 Similarly, having to learn to
read and develop academic knowledge in a
language in which they are not fully proficient increases the likelihood of school failure
for students from non-English-speaking
households.8 Second-language learners who
grow up in poverty thus face compounding
risks, making them especially vulnerable to
poor academic outcomes.9
Large-scale assessment results confirm the
troubling demographics of reading difficulties
in the United States. According to the 2009
National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) results, only 6 percent of students
classified as English Language Learners in
grade four and 3 percent in grade eight read
at or above proficiency levels.10 Of students
raised in poverty (as determined by qualification for free or reduced-priced lunch), only
17 percent in fourth grade and 16 percent in
eighth grade read at or above proficiency levels. And as the share of students from these
vulnerable populations grows nationwide,
the number of students with reading difficulties is also likely to rise, particularly at the
secondary level where texts are more sophisticated and reading demands are high.11

Faced with these pervasively low literacy
performance rates and a test-based accountability system that demands scrutiny of student outcomes by demographic background
(including poverty and second-language
learner status), federal, state, and district-level
leaders are pushing hard for instructional
change. In rural and urban settings characterized by poverty or linguistic diversity, or
both, administrators are working to improve
the overall quality of literacy instruction and
the design of learning environments.12 Many
schools, however, especially those in states
where immigration is a relatively recent
phenomenon, are ill-equipped to serve their
growing numbers of children from nonEnglish-speaking homes.13 What were once
questions from individual teachers worrying
about the individual student with limited proficiency in English—part of a relatively small
group of struggling readers—are now much
larger-scale questions posed by policy makers
and practitioners alike about how to bolster
literacy rates among this population.

Skills-Based and Knowledge-Based
Reading Competencies
As noted, becoming an effective reader is a
dynamic and complex process. “Reading” at
age three is not the same as reading at age
five; reading for a nine-year-old is different
from reading for a college student. Maturing
readers need to keep pace with the changing
demands of text and the purpose for reading.
To read effectively, readers not only decipher
words on a page, but also use accumulating
knowledge to assess, evaluate, and synthesize
the presented information.14 When reading
successfully, readers often work in shades
of gray, confronting problems that can be
solved only by integrating ideas from multiple resources; they understand a wide range
of concepts and access and apply knowledge
from multiple disciplines. In this way, reading
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012
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creates a foundation for learning across all
academic domains, including math, science,
and social studies.15
The distinction between the procedural skills
and the conceptual skills and knowledge
necessary for reading proficiency is important
for thinking about reading instruction as it
relates to children from low-income and
non-English-speaking homes.16 To better
support these children, the distinction should
inform the design of both assessment and
instructional practices in order to target both
the smaller (skills) and larger (knowledge)
reading problem spaces.

At a minimum, to make
meaning from text, the reader
needs relevant background
knowledge related to the
text’s vocabulary, topic, and
structure.
Skills-based competencies are those that
allow students to master the mechanics
of reading. They are highly susceptible to
instruction, are learned in the primary grades
by the average student, and for the great
majority of students are not a lasting source
of difficulty.17 These skills relate mostly to
the “mechanics” of reading—the ability to
map the letters onto their respective sounds
in combinations, and thus read words. For
example, knowing the full array of soundsymbol relations using the twenty-six letters
and forty-four sounds in the English language
enables accurate word reading.
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Knowledge-based competencies, by contrast,
must be developed over many years and are
key sources of lasting individual differences
in reading ability.18 At a minimum, to make
meaning from text, the reader needs relevant
background knowledge related to the text’s
vocabulary, topic, and structure.19 The
passage below, adapted from a common
fifth-grade reading assessment, illustrates
the distinction between skills-based and
knowledge-based competencies in reading.20

High-Speed Trains

A type of high-speed train was first introduced in Japan about forty years ago. The
train is low to the ground, and its nose
looks somewhat like the nose of a jet.
These trains provided the first passenger
service that moved at a speed of one hundred miles per hour. Today, they are even
faster, traveling at speeds of almost two
hundred miles per hour. There are many
reasons that high-speed trains are popular.

Students must demonstrate both types of
reading competencies to read even this short
passage. They must be able to map sounds
onto letters (for example, /s/ /p/ /ee/ /d/)
and blend these to form a word. They must
also recognize common spelling patterns,
such as the “-igh” family found in the word
“high.” And students must do this decoding
fast enough to have time to attend to meaning; in fifth grade, they must read correctly
at least 115 words a minute. But skills-based
competencies are not sufficient to support
text comprehension. Students also need
knowledge-based competencies, including
understanding the meaning of the words in
their contexts and other relevant language
skills. In this example, the multiplicity of possible meanings of the word “service” makes
this task especially challenging. (Dictionary
.com provides thirty-seven entries under the
word “service,” including noun, adjective, and
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verb forms, along with a number of idioms.)
Students must also activate and use relevant
background knowledge, bringing some conceptual knowledge about both trains and jets,
for instance, to fully understand the passage.
Moreover, students must have the interest
and motivation to finish the passage and the
cognitive strategies necessary to monitor their
reading and repair any misunderstandings
along the way (for example, a child who pictures a human nose upon coming to the word
“nose” in the text must adjust this misunderstanding when reading the comparison to a
jet nose).

Reading Development for Children
from Non-English-Speaking and
Low-Income Households
Developmental research makes clear that
the vast majority of children from nonEnglish-speaking and low-income households
ably master procedural skills-based reading
competencies within the same time frame
as their peers from middle-class, majorityculture backgrounds.21 That is, with adequate
instruction, the great majority of the schoolage population is proficient in letter-sound
correspondences—and thus has the basic
ability to decode printed words—by the end
of second grade.22
By contrast, knowledge-based competencies—those competencies more directly
related to comprehension—appear to be
persistent sources of difficulty for many
of these students.23 This trend surfaces in
cross-sectional data featuring results from
large-scale reading assessments, such as the
NAEP (see statistics above) and state-level
tests, though few studies have examined the
skills that determine performance on these
measures. A recent wave of developmental
research, however, confirms the challenges
for the growing population of children who

enter school with limited proficiency in
English.24 For example, across three studies
(two of which are longitudinal studies, each
following a cohort of children over time) of
U.S.-born children of Latino immigrants
conducted in the Southwest and in the
Northeast, the average reading comprehension level hovered around the 30th percentile
by the end of middle school. For the samples
in both regions, mechanical skills were within
the average range, while vocabulary levels—
often considered a proxy for background
knowledge—were between the 20th and 30th
percentile.25
Yet the challenges of limited English proficiency are not always clear. In the United
States, many children who are learning
English as a second language also live in
low-income households, which have long
been identified as risk factors for later
reading achievement.26
Emerging work using a comparative design
demonstrates the role of poverty in reading
difficulties, noting the similar literacy outcomes for children from low-income households, irrespective of language background.
For example, a recent study examined the
nature of reading comprehension difficulties
for struggling sixth-grade readers enrolled
in twenty-six classrooms in a large, urban
district. When comparing the sources of
difficulty for those struggling readers from
non-English-speaking homes and those from
monolingual English-speaking homes, the
researchers found more similarities than
differences. For the sample studied, low
vocabulary knowledge was a profound source
of difficulty across linguistic groups, while
the majority of these struggling readers had
developed age-appropriate skills-based reading competencies.27
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012
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Another study, by Michael Kieffer, using the
nationally representative Early Childhood
Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort,
data set, showed that children who entered
kindergarten with limited proficiency in
English continued to demonstrate reading
achievement below that of their monolingual
English-speaking peers through fifth grade.28
The kindergarten students from non-Englishspeaking homes, however, had scores similar
to those of monolingual English speakers
from homes at comparable socioeconomic
levels. Moreover, an in-depth comparison
of adolescent nonnative English speakers
(who were U.S.-born and educated) and
their native English-speaking classmates
demonstrated that both groups knew key elements of features of text known to influence
comprehension, but that both performed
relatively poorly on measures of language
and vocabulary.29 Although the nonnative
speakers performed worse than the native
speakers, whether these differences were
practically meaningful—for the purposes of
improvement efforts—is in question.
These findings suggest that many students
who enter school with limited English proficiency or with low scores on early literacy or
“reading readiness” measures, or both, never
“catch up.” Many educators are left with the
impression that negotiating two languages
may compromise overall learning ability. In
fact, although their reading performance levels appear low, performance growth rates for
these vulnerable populations are promising.
For example, a ten-year longitudinal study
following Spanish-speaking children (U.S.born children of immigrants recruited from
Head Start centers at age four) from early
childhood through early adolescence finds
that both skills-based and knowledge-based
reading competencies grew at a rate equivalent to that of the average U.S. monolingual
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English student.30 Kieffer’s research using
the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study,
Kindergarten Cohort, similarly suggests that
children who entered kindergarten with
lower proficiency in English than their monolingual peers had significantly lower scores
in fifth grade even though they had slightly
faster rates of growth in reading.31 Taken
together, these studies suggest that although
children entering school with limited English
proficiency demonstrate age-appropriate,
even relatively rapid, growth in English
reading achievement from early childhood
through early adolescence, the growth is not
sufficient to compensate for the substantial
early gaps.

Implications for Assessment
Assessment is the cornerstone of effective
teaching practice; the degree to which teachers are comprehensive and timely in supporting struggling readers varies as a function of
whether they are comprehensive and timely
in assessing reading competencies. Indeed,
good reading instruction starts with comprehensive assessment.32
Key insights into the dynamic, multifaceted
nature of reading and the struggle of students
from low-income and non-English-speaking
homes to develop adequate knowledge-based
reading competencies to support comprehension should guide reading assessment practices for both early readers and adolescent
readers.
For early readers, comprehensive screening
is essential. To a large extent, educators have
the ability to determine which young students will have problems reading advanced
texts in later grades. In fact, research shows
that it is possible to predict in early childhood
who is at risk for later reading difficulties.
For example, just as a child’s ability to hear
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and work with the sounds of spoken language
(called “phonological awareness”) at ages four
and five is strongly related to his word
reading skills in the primary grades,33 a child’s
vocabulary at age four is predictive of his
third-grade reading comprehension.34 Yet in
many districts and schools the first reading
assessment is the standards-based test
administered in third or fourth grade.
Even when early reading screening batteries
are in place, they focus overwhelmingly on
skills-based reading competencies (testing
such skills as letter knowledge, word reading
accuracy, and word reading fluency) and not
on knowledge-based competencies.
Measuring children’s progress in reading on
the basis of skills-based reading competencies
alone, however, can mask significant weaknesses in knowledge-based competencies that
directly support later text comprehension,
especially in vulnerable populations of
children.35 Early reading instruction too is
unbalanced. During the only years when large
blocks of time are devoted to reading instruction, schools often devote disproportionate
instructional time, planning, and professional
development to increasing students’ skillsbased competencies in a systematic, explicit
manner. Thus, comprehensive early reading
screening batteries must capture and monitor
children’s progress in both skills-based and
knowledge-based reading competencies.36
Advances in e-reading technology highlight
the potential of new assessment batteries that
are targeted to individual students’ developmental needs and that include measures of
knowledge-based competencies. (See the
article by Gina Biancarosa and Gina Griffiths
in this issue.)37 Using early assessments that
include these knowledge-based competencies,
teachers can match instruction to the developmental needs of readers by focusing attention
on other competencies necessary for later

reading success. Until all schools consistently
perform such screening batteries, many of the
nation’s most vulnerable readers will have to
struggle for years because no one has identified their significant weaknesses in understanding text. By that point, a cycle of
academic failure (and its ripple effects) is
entrenched; years of opportunities for intervention and support have been squandered,
and reading problems may have caused great
harm to a child’s school experience and
identity.
For adolescents, comprehensive reading
assessment would also contribute to improvement efforts by shedding light on struggling
readers’ specific sources of difficulty throughout the secondary years. Although reading
intervention in the primary grades tends to
be based on a child’s profile on measures of
component competencies of reading (albeit
often skills-based reading competencies), the
struggling adolescent reader is most often
identified for services based on performance
on a singular, global measure of reading (for
example, a state test). No further assessment
to investigate sources of difficulty is undertaken.38 In turn, interventions used with
(often heterogeneous) groups of “struggling
readers” tend to be driven by the availability
of commercial supplemental programs.39
These interventions also gravitate toward
skills-based competencies. Many focus on
word reading fluency, for example, when it is
clear that many struggling middle and high
school readers need to develop the vocabulary and background knowledge necessary to
comprehend grade-level academic texts.
As such, in middle and high schools, the
dearth of comprehensive diagnostic assessment, coupled with current intervention
selection practices, results in a mismatch
between struggling readers’ needs and the
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012
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instructional supports that might be offered
to them.40 Reading assessment should do far
more than identify whether a child is reading
at grade level; it should identify weaknesses
in specific competencies that may result
in later difficulties. The assessment should
also reveal strengths and weaknesses across
groups of students—by grade level and by
competency. Particularly in secondary schools
serving vulnerable populations, ongoing
comprehensive reading assessments must
uncover students’ instructional needs, inform
classroom instruction, and support intensified
instruction for those in need.

Implications for Instruction
As demographics of the U.S. school-age population shift and twenty-first-century literacy
demands raise the proficiency bar for what it
means to be “literate,” large percentages of
students need more targeted literacy instruction and intervention efforts. Now is the time
to revisit some of the principles that guide
the current paradigm for reading instruction
throughout the school years in order to better
prepare all readers as they navigate through
elementary and secondary school.

systematic instruction focused on knowledgebased competencies in these settings is
limited.41 Yet without well-developed abilities
in meaning-related competencies, mastery of
the mechanics of reading becomes less and
less valuable with time. Indeed, the core
benefit of mastering the mechanics of print is
to allow students to direct and devote sufficient cognitive resources to the meaningmaking process.42 Without a significant grasp
of the knowledge-based competencies,
vulnerable populations of students reach
middle school with serious reading problems.
For example, comprehension strategies often
taught as part of today’s standard instruction
—predicting, summarizing, making inferences—can be leveraged only if the student
has the relevant vocabulary and background
knowledge needed for the passage.43

Just as the nation’s schools need a more
comprehensive approach to the assessment
of reading, they need a more comprehensive
approach to its instruction—one that better
capitalizes on identified strengths and targets
student needs in the service of text comprehension. This shift will require two major
changes.

Second, the importance of knowledge-based
reading competencies, as well as the increasing demands of text in secondary school, warrant policies that call for reading instruction
as a pre-K-to-12 enterprise, rather than a K–3
practice. Given the changing (and increasing)
language and knowledge demands of text,
even a comprehensive K–3 approach to reading instruction will leave many at-risk readers
struggling with the sophisticated texts they
encounter as they move through the school
years. A pre-K-to-12 instructional model
would be guided by a cohesive plan to provide
reading instruction year after year, with an eye
toward supporting all students, but especially
those who are academically vulnerable.

First, reading must be conceptualized in
practice as it is in theory and research—as a
developmental, dynamic process that depends
heavily on knowledge-based reading competencies. Large-scale observational research
conducted in high-poverty, linguistically
diverse elementary schools suggests that

With these two shifts in mind, what should
the new instructional model look like? It
would provide students with deep, languageand content-based instruction, with a focus
on teaching both specialized vocabulary
(and the often-abstract concepts such words
represent) and the specialized structures
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Now is the time to revisit
some of the principles that
guide the current paradigm
for reading instruction
throughout the school years
in order to better prepare
all readers as they navigate
through elementary and
secondary school.
of language in academic speech and text—
often referred to as elements of “academic
language.” Such language is an essential
tool for reading, writing, and critical thinking, one that presents a particular source of
difficulty for many students; its instruction is
gaining momentum but is only just beginning
to amass empirical support for bolstering language ability, reading comprehension levels,
and content area knowledge.44 Most often,
as implemented, academic language instruction uses text (the medium that is challenging
for these learners) as its platform, anchoring
the work in rich content for study. It also
uses a sustained focus on written language
(for example, developing extended research
pieces and essays) and oral language (for
example, using discussions and debates)—
practices largely absent from elementary and
secondary classrooms.45 In these purposeful
language-rich environments, students have
access not only to texts, but also to collaborative experiences such as labs, demonstrations,
and debates that promote academic conversation and knowledge building.46 These
activities appear to be especially important
for students whose home and community

language is different from the academic language used in texts, assessments, postsecondary classrooms, and the workplace. Rigorous
research that conforms to standards of best
evidence is just beginning to investigate the
effects of such an instructional approach on
student outcomes.47
Promoting language-based reading instruction requires some caution, however, because
some educators and education leaders may
interpret student data and needs and respond
with a plan for “vocabulary instruction” that
is too simplistic to address the problem
meaningfully. Attending to the inherently
complex instructional challenge of building
up at-risk students’ background knowledge
and academic language by adding word lists
or spending a short time each day dedicated
to “word study” falls far short of a true
understanding of, or genuine response to,
the problem.
Finally, coordinating language- and contentrich settings in all school buildings demands
leaders who understand literacy and reading
instruction. Although reading instruction has
typically been an individual enterprise in the
K–3 classroom—a task led by the teacher
and relegated to one particular instructional
block—it must become a more collaborative
effort.48 In the new instructional paradigm,
principals would create a cohesive environment for building language and knowledge by
ensuring ongoing professional development
and providing time and space for collaborative efforts between classroom teachers from
across content areas and resource staff.

Next Steps and Implications
for Research
The challenge is to accelerate academic
growth for students who show academic
strength in word reading but are not
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012
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amassing the vocabulary and knowledge base
they need for reading and academic success.
By strengthening the language environments
that are part of the everyday school experiences of students from non-English-speaking
or low-income homes, educators can support
children as they develop the knowledgebased competencies needed to access
academic texts. Paying greater attention to
sustained, comprehensive, and deep instruction, and using assessments that capture
complex thinking and learning, will enable
teachers to begin augmenting students’
knowledge with the competencies that are
crucial to this population’s success in school.
Many system-level issues remain. For example, improved theories of reading comprehension for these at-risk populations can inform
both assessment and instruction—beginning
with the delineation of skills-based and
knowledge-based reading competencies. The
complexities of reading and the heightened
demands that sophisticated texts make on
students call for research on the socioemotional characteristics and higher-order
cognitive abilities that guide self-regulation,
planning, and complex thought.49 Both policy
makers and practitioners would benefit from
research that continues to develop and test
approaches for pre-K-to-12 content-based
literacy instruction focusing on the language
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of text. Math, science, and history teachers at
all levels, for example, would benefit from
guidance on how to support students who are
struggling to understand their course texts
and other written materials.
For maximum effect, the effort to improve
the learning environment should encompass
both instruction (programs and curricula)
and foundational school and classroom
processes. For programmatic changes to take
hold, researchers should examine how
conditions in schools and in classrooms can
sustain improvements. One study, for example, used a global, standardized measure of
teachers’ speech to investigate the quality of
the classroom language environment. The
study found that in the middle school English
Language Arts classroom (one of several
classes a student attends each day), the
quality of teachers’ speech can have effects
on student reading achievement over the
course of an academic year that are comparable to the effects found in intervention
studies.50 More research on how classroom
conditions may lead to improvement is
needed. Especially valuable would be studies
that identify the types of teacher training and
development that can help teachers create
the language-rich environment needed to
bolster the reading achievement of vulnerable populations.

Reading and Reading Instruction for Children from Low-Income and Non-English-Speaking Households

Endnotes
1. Catherine Snow and others, Reading for Understanding: Toward an R&D Program in Reading
Comprehension, report prepared for the Office of Education Research and Improvement (Santa Monica,
Calif.: RAND Corporation, 2002); Frank R. Vellutino and others, “Components of Reading Ability:
Multivariate Evidence for a Convergent Skill Model of Reading Development,” Scientific Studies of
Reading 11 (2007): 3–32.
2. Catherine E. Snow, M. Susan Burns, and Peg Griffin, eds. Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young
Children (Washington: National Academy Press, 1998).
3. Richard Murnane, Isabel Sawhill, and Catherine Snow, “Introducing the Issue: Literacy Challenges for the
Twenty-First Century,” Future of Children 22, no. 2 (2012).
4. Vanessa R. Wight, Michelle Chau, and Yumiko Aratani, Who Are America’s Poor Children? The Official
Story, report prepared for the National Center for Children in Poverty (New York: National Center for
Children in Poverty, January 2010).
5. Jeffrey S. Passel, D’Vera Cohn, and Mark Hugo Lopez, Census 2010: 50 Million Latinos. Hispanics
Account for More than Half of Nation’s Growth in Past Decade, report prepared for the Pew Hispanic
Center (Washington: Pew Hispanic Center, March 2011).
6. Mark Hugo Lopez and Gabriel Velasco, The Toll of the Great Recession: Childhood Poverty among
Hispanics Sets Record, Leads Nation, report prepared for the Pew Hispanic Center (Washington: Pew
Hispanic Center, September 2011).
7. Christopher Jencks and Meredith Phillips, “The Black-White Test Score Gap: Why It Persists and What
Can Be Done,” Brookings Review 16 (Spring 1998): 24–27; Richard Fry and Felisa Gonzales, One-in-Five
and Growing Fast: A Profile of Hispanic Public School Students, report prepared for the Pew Hispanic
Center (Washington: Pew Hispanic Center, August 2008).
8. Jeannette Mancilla-Martinez and Nonie K. Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish Speakers’ Word Reading
and Word Knowledge: A Longitudinal Study,” Child Development 82 (September 2011): 1544–60; Allison
L. Bailey, ed., The Language Demands of School: Putting Academic English to the Test (Yale University
Press, 2007).
9. Richard Fry, “The Role of Schools in the English Language Learner Achievement Gap,” report prepared
for the Pew Hispanic Center (Washington: Pew Hispanic Center, June 2008).
10. National Center for Education Statistics, The Nation’s Report Card: Reading 2009, report prepared for the
U.S. Department of Education (Washington: Institute of Education Sciences, 2009).
11. Clemencia Cosentino de Cohen, Nicole Deterding, and Beatriz Chu Clewell, Who’s Left Behind?:
Immigrant Children in High and Low LEP Schools, report prepared for the Urban Institute (Washington:
Urban Institute, September 2005).
12. Snow, Burns, and Griffin, eds., Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (see note 2).
13. Michael J. Kieffer, “Socioeconomic Status, English Proficiency, and Late-Emerging Reading Difficulties,”
Educational Researcher 39 (August/September 2010): 484–86; Catherine Snow and Young-Suk Kim,
“Large Problem Spaces: The Challenges of Vocabulary for English Language Learners,” in Vocabulary
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

83

Nonie K. Lesaux

Acquisition: Implications for Reading Comprehension, edited by Richard K. Wagner, Andrea E. Muse, and
Kendra. R. Tannenbaum (Guilford Press, 2007), pp. 123–39.
14. Snow and others, Reading for Understanding (see note 1); Vellutino and others, “Components of Reading
Ability” (see note 1).
15. Michael Graves, Connie Juel, and Bonnie B. Graves, Teaching Reading in the 21st Century (Des Moines:
Allyn & Bacon, 1998).
16. Scott G. Paris, “Reinterpreting the Development of Reading Skills,” Reading Research Quarterly 40 (April/
May/June 2005): 184–202; Catherine Snow and Paola Uccelli, “The Challenge of Academic Language,”
in The Cambridge Handbook of Literacy, edited by David R. Olson and Nancy Torrance (Cambridge
University Press, 2009), pp. 112–33.
17. Jeanne S. Chall, Vicki A. Jacobs, and Luke Baldwin, The Reading Crisis: Why Poor Children Fall Behind
(Harvard University Press, 1990); National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, Put
Reading First: The Research Building Blocks for Teaching Children to Read, report prepared for the Center
for the Improvement of Early Reading Achievement (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
2001).
18. Richard C. Anderson and Peter Freebody, “Reading Comprehension and the Assessment and Acquisition
of Word Knowledge,” in Advances in Reading/Language Research: Cognitive Science and Human Resource
Management, edited by Barbara Hutson (JAI Press, 1983), pp. 231–56; Hugh W. Catts and others,
“Developmental Changes in Reading and Reading Disabilities,” in The Connections Between Language
and Reading Disabilities, edited by Hugh W. Catts and Allan G. Kamhi (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
2005); Snow and Kim, “Large Problem Spaces” (see note 13); Snow and others, Reading for Understanding
(see note 1); Vellutino and others, “Components of Reading Ability” (see note 1).
19. Virginia W. Berninger and Robert D. Abbott, “Listening Comprehension, Oral Expression, Reading,
Comprehension and Written Expression: Related Yet Unique Language Systems in Grades 1, 3, 5, and 7,”
Journal of Educational Psychology 102 (August 2010): 635–51; Hugh W. Catts, Suzanne Adlof, and Susan
E. Weismer, “Language Deficits in Poor Comprehenders: A Case for the Simple View of Reading,” Journal
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 49 (April 2006): 278–93; Snow and Uccelli, “The Challenge of
Academic Language” (see note 16); Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish Speakers’
Word Reading and Word Knowledge” (see note 8).
20. Passage adapted from Roland Good and Ruth Kaminski, Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills,
6th ed. (Eugene, Ore.: Institute for the Development of Educational Achievement, 2007).
21. Joseph Betts and others, “Examining the Role of Time and Language Type in Reading Development
for English Language Learners,” Journal of School Psychology 47 (June 2009): 143–66; Esther Geva
and Zoreh Yaghoub Zadeh, “Reading Efficiency in Native English-Speaking and English-as-a-Second
Language Children: The Role of Oral Proficiency and Underlying Cognitive-Linguistic Processes,”
Scientific Studies of Reading 10, no. 1 (2006): 31–57; Maureen Jean and Esther Geva, “The Development
of Vocabulary in English as a Second Language Children and Its Role in Predicting Word Recognition
Ability,” Applied Psycholinguistics 30, no. 1 (2009): 153–85; Nonie K. Lesaux, Andre A. Rupp, and Linda S.
Siegel, “Growth in Reading Skills of Children from Diverse Linguistic Backgrounds: Findings from a
5-Year Longitudinal Study,” Journal of Educational Psychology 99, no. 4 (November 2007): 821–34; Nonie
84

T H E F U T UR E OF C HI LDRE N

Reading and Reading Instruction for Children from Low-Income and Non-English-Speaking Households

K. Lesaux and others, “Uneven Profiles: Language Minority Learners’ Word Reading, Vocabulary, and
Reading Comprehension Skills,” Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology 31 (December 2010):
475–83; Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish Speakers’ Word Reading and Word
Knowledge” (see note 8); Nonie K. Lesaux and others, “Development of Literacy,” in Developing Literacy
in Second Language Learners: Report of the National Literacy Panel on Language-Minority Children and
Youth, edited by Diane L. August and Timothy Shanahan (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2006),
pp. 75–122.
22. Marc Moss and others, Reading First Implementation Evaluation: Interim Report, report prepared for
the U.S. Department of Education: Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development: Policy and
Program Studies Service (Jessup, Md.: Education Publications Center, July 2006).
23. Betts and others, “Examining the Role of Time and Language Type in Reading Development for English
Language Learners” (see note 21); Geva and Zadeh, “Reading Efficiency in Native English-Speaking and
English-as-a-Second Language Children” (see note 21); Jean and Geva, “The Development of Vocabulary
in English as a Second Language Children and Its Role in Predicting Word Recognition Ability” (see
note 21); Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish Speakers’ Word Reading and
Word Knowledge” (see note 8); Lesaux and others, “Development of Literacy” (see note 21).
24. Joanne F. Carlisle and others, “Relationship of Metalinguistic Capabilities and Reading Achievement for
Children Who Are Becoming Bilingual,” Applied Psycholinguistics 20, no. 4 (December 1999): 459–78;
Joanne F. Carlisle, Margaret M. Beeman, and P. P. Shah, “The Metalinguistic Capabilities and English
Literacy of Hispanic High School Students: An Exploratory Study,” in Literacies for the 21st Century:
Research and Practice, edited by Donald J. Leu, Charles K. Kinzer, and Kathleen A. Hinchman (National
Reading Conference, 1996), pp. 306–16; Robert T. Jiménez, Georgia E. García, and P. David Pearson, “The
Reading Strategies of Bilingual Latina/o Students Who Are Successful English Readers: Opportunities
and Obstacles,” Reading Research Quarterly 31, no. 1 (January/February/March 1996): 90–112; Lesaux
and others, “Uneven Profiles” (see note 21); Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish
Speakers’ Word Reading and Word Knowledge” (see note 8); Nonie K. Lesaux and Michael J. Kieffer,
“Exploring Sources of Reading Comprehension Difficulties Among Language Minority Learners and Their
Classmates in Early Adolescence,” American Educational Research Journal 47 (September 2010): 596–632;
H. Lee Swanson and others, “Influence of Oral Language and Phonological Awareness on Children’s
Bilingual Reading,” Journal of School Psychology 46 (August 2008); 413–29; C. Patrick Proctor and others,
“Native Spanish-Speaking Children Reading in English: Toward a Model of Comprehension,” Journal of
Educational Psychology 97, no. 2 (May 2005): 246–56.
25. Lesaux and others, “Uneven Profiles” (see note 21); Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between
Spanish Speakers’ Word Reading and Word Knowledge” (see note 8); Jeannette Mancilla-Martinez and
Nonie K. Lesaux, “Predictors of Reading Comprehension for Struggling Readers: The Case of SpanishSpeaking Language Minority Learners,” Journal of Educational Psychology 102, no. 3 (August 2010):
701–11; Lesaux and Kieffer, “Exploring Sources of Reading Comprehension Difficulties among Language
Minority Learners and Their Classmates in Early Adolescence” (see note 24).
26. Snow, Burns, and Griffin, eds., Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (see note 2).
27. Lesaux and Kieffer, “Exploring Sources of Reading Comprehension Difficulties Among Language Minority
Learners and Their Classmates in Early Adolescence” (see note 24).
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

85

Nonie K. Lesaux

28. Kieffer, “Socioeconomic Status, English Proficiency, and Late-Emerging Reading Difficulties” (see note 13).
29. Nonie K. Lesaux, Perla Gámez, and Andrea E. Anushko, “Narrative Production Skills of Language
Minority Learners and Their English-Only Classmates in Early Adolescence,” under review.
30. Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish Speakers’ Word Reading and Word
Knowledge” (see note 8).
31. Michael J. Kieffer, “Catching Up or Falling Behind? Initial English Proficiency, Concentrated Poverty,
and the Reading Growth of Language Minority Learners in the United States,” Journal of Educational
Psychology 100, no. 4 (November 2008): 851–68; Kieffer, “Socioeconomic Status, English Proficiency, and
Late-Emerging Reading Difficulties” (see note 13).
32. Nonie K. Lesaux and Sky H. Marietta, Making Assessment Matter: Using Test Results to Differentiate
Reading Instruction (New York: Guilford Press, 2012).
33. Orly Lipka and Linda S. Siegel, “The Development of Reading Skills in Children with English as a
Second Language,” Scientific Studies of Reading 11, no. 2 (2007): 105–31; National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, Report of the National Reading Panel. Teaching Children to Read:
An Evidence-Based Assessment of the Scientific Research Literature on Reading and Its Implications for
Reading Instruction: Reports of the Subgroups, report prepared for the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, April 2000).
34. National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, Teaching Children to Read (see note 33).
35. Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “The Gap Between Spanish Speakers’ Word Reading and Word
Knowledge” (see note 8); Proctor and others, “Native Spanish-Speaking Children Reading in English” (see
note 24); Swanson and others, “Influence of Oral Language and Phonological Awareness on Children’s
Bilingual Reading” (see note 24); Betts and others, “Examining the Role of Time and Language Type in
Reading Development for English Language Learners” (see note 23); Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux,
“Predictors of Reading Comprehension for Struggling Readers” (see note 25).
36. Stephanie Al Otaiba and others, “Modeling Oral Reading Fluency Development in Latino Students: A
Longitudinal Study across Second and Third Grade,” Journal of Educational Psychology 101, no. 2 (May
2009): 315–29; Lipka and Siegel, “The Development of Reading Skills in Children with English as a Second
Language” (see note 33); Sylvia Linan-Thompson and others, “The Response to Intervention of English
Language Learners at Risk for Reading Problems,” Journal of Learning Disabilities 39, no. 4 (September/
October 2006): 390–98; Jennifer F. Samson and Nonie K. Lesaux, “Language-Minority Learners in Special
Education: Rates and Predictors of Identification for Services,” Journal of Learning Disabilities 42, no. 2
(March/April 2009): 148–62; Mancilla-Martinez and Lesaux, “Predictors of Reading Comprehension for
Struggling Readers” (see note 25).
37. Gina Biancarosa and Gina Griffiths, “Technology Tools to Support Reading in the Digital Age,” Future of
Children 22, no. 2 (2012).
38. Donald D. Deshler and others, Informed Choices for Struggling Adolescent Readers: A Research-Based
Guide to Instructional Programs and Practices (New York: Carnegie Corporation, 2007).
39. Ibid.
40. Ibid.
86

T H E F U T UR E OF C HI LDRE N

Reading and Reading Instruction for Children from Low-Income and Non-English-Speaking Households

41. Beth C. Gamse and others, Reading First Impact Study: Final Report, report prepared for the Institute
of Education Sciences (Washington: National Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance,
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, November 2008).
42. National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, Teaching Children to Read (see note 33).
43. Mark W. Conley, “Cognitive Strategy Instruction for Adolescents: What We Know about the Promise,
What We Don’t Know about the Potential,” Harvard Educational Review 78, no. 1 (Spring 2008):
84–106; Richard C. Anderson, “Role of the Reader’s Schema in Comprehension, Learning, and Memory,”
in Theoretical Models and Processes of Reading, edited by Robert B. Ruddell and Norman J. Unrau
(International Reading Association, 2004), pp. 594–606; P. David Pearson, Elizabeth Moje, and Cynthia
Greenleaf, “Literacy and Science: Each in the Service of the Other,” Science 328 (April 2010): 459–63.
44. Lesaux and Kieffer, “Exploring Sources of Reading Comprehension Difficulties Among Language Minority
Learners and Their Classmates in Early Adolescence” (see note 24); Diane August and others, “The Impact
of an Instructional Intervention on the Science and Language Learning of Middle Grade English Language
Learners,” Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness 2, no. 4 (2009): 345–76; Mara S. Carlo and
others, “Closing the Gap: Addressing the Vocabulary Needs of English-Language Learners in Bilingual
and Mainstream Classrooms,” Reading Research Quarterly 39, no. 2 (April/May/June 2004): 188–215;
Nonie K. Lesaux and others, “The Effectiveness and Ease of Implementation of an Academic Vocabulary
Intervention for Linguistically Diverse Students in Urban Middle Schools,” Reading Research Quarterly
45, no. 2 (April/May/June 2010): 196–228; C. Patrick Proctor and others, “Improving Comprehension
Online: Effects of Deep Vocabulary Instruction with Bilingual and Monolingual Fifth Graders,” Reading
and Writing 24, no. 5 (2011): 517–44; Stephen W. Raudenbush and Anthony S. Bryk, Hierarchical Linear
Models: Applications and Data Analysis Methods (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications, Inc., 2002);
Dianna Townsend and Penny Collins, “Academic Vocabulary and Middle School English Learners: An
Intervention Study,” Reading and Writing 22, no. 9 (October 2009): 993–1019; Sharon Vaughn and
others, “Enhancing Social Studies Vocabulary and Comprehension for Seventh-Grade English Language
Learners: Findings from Two Experimental Studies,” Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness 2,
no. 4 (2009): 297–324; Catherine E. Snow, Joshua F. Lawrence, and Claire White, “Generating Knowledge
of Academic Language among Urban Middle School Students,” Journal of Research on Educational
Effectiveness 2, no. 4 (2009): 325–44.
45. Lesaux and others, “The Effectiveness and Ease of Implementation of an Academic Vocabulary
Intervention for Linguistically Diverse Students in Urban Middle Schools” (see note 44); Judith A. Scott,
Dianne Jamieson-Noel, and Marlene Asselin, “Vocabulary Instruction throughout the Day in Twenty-Three
Canadian Upper-Elementary Classrooms,” Elementary School Journal 103, no. 3 (January 2003): 269–86;
Carlo and others, “Closing the Gap” (see note 44); Gamse and others, Reading First Impact Study (see
note 41); Robert L. Bangert-Drowns, Marlene M. Hurley, and Barbara Wilkinson, “The Effects of SchoolBased Writing-to-Learn Interventions on Academic Achievement: A Meta-Analysis,” Review of Educational
Research 74, no. 1 (Spring 2004): 29–58; Margaret G. McKeown, Isabel L. Beck, and Ronette G. K. Blake,
“Rethinking Reading Comprehension Instruction: A Comparison of Instruction for Strategies and Content
Approaches,” Reading Research Quarterly 44, no. 3 (July/August/September 2009): 218–53.
46. Lesaux and others, “The Effectiveness and Ease of Implementation of an Academic Vocabulary Intervention
for Linguistically Diverse Students in Urban Middle Schools” (see note 44); Vaughn and others, “Enhancing
VOL. 22 / NO. 2 / FALL 2012

87

Nonie K. Lesaux

Social Studies Vocabulary and Comprehension for Seventh-Grade English Language Learners” (see
note 44); Rebecca Silverman and Jennifer D. Crandell “Vocabulary Practices in Prekindergarten and
Kindergarten Classrooms,” Reading Research Quarterly 45, no. 3 (July/August/September 2010): 318–40;
Snow, Lawrence, and White, “Generating Knowledge of Academic Language among Urban Middle School
Students” (see note 44); August and others, “The Impact of an Instructional Intervention on the Science
and Language Learning of Middle Grade English Language Learners” (see note 44); Pearson, Moje, and
Greenleaf, “Literacy and Science” (see note 43).
47. Robert E. Slavin and others, “Effective Reading Programs for Middle and High Schools: A Best Evidence
Synthesis,” Reading Research Quarterly 43, no. 3 (July/August/September 2008): 290–322.
48. Geoffrey D. Borman and others, “Final Reading Outcomes of the National Randomized Field Trial of
Success for All,” American Educational Research Journal 44, no. 3 (September 2007): 701–31.
49. Clancy Blair, “School Readiness,” American Psychologist 57 (February 2002): 111–27; Janet A. Welsh
and others, “The Development of Cognitive Skills and Gains in Academic School Readiness for Children
from Low-Income Families,” Journal of Educational Psychology 102, no. 1 (February 2010): 43–53; Adele
Diamond, “Interrelated and Interdependent,” Developmental Science 10, no. 1 (January 2007): 152–58;
Stephanie M. Carlson and Andrew N. Meltzoff, “Bilingual Experience and Executive Functioning in Young
Children,” Developmental Science 11, no. 2 (March 2008): 282–98; C. Cybele Raver, Elizabeth T. Gershoff,
and J. Lawrence Aber, “Testing Equivalence of Mediating Models of Income, Parenting, and School
Readiness for White, Black, and Hispanic Children in a National Sample,” Child Development 78, no. 1
(January-February 2007): 96–115.
50. Perla B. Gámez and Nonie K. Lesaux, “The Relation between Exposure to Sophisticated and Complex
Language and Early-Adolescent English-Only and Language-Minority Learners’ Vocabulary,” Child
Development, in press.

88

T H E F U T UR E OF C HI LDRE N

