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Abstract: Educational legislation has made reading a priority for students with significant intellectual disabilities (ID) and
associated speech, language, sensory, or physical impairments. Historically, reading instruction for students with
significant ID has focused on sight word instruction, with limited exposure to other essential reading skills. This article
focuses on the evidence-based instructional methods that effectively and efficiently foster the reading development of
students with significant ID. The authors reviewed the literature from the past 20 years on reading interventions for
students with significant ID. In spite of access and opportunity barriers that have inhibited the reading development of
students with significant ID, a synthesis of the empirical research on reading instruction suggests that students with
significant ID and associated disabilities can learn phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and
comprehension skills with direct instruction. Implications for providing reading instruction that effectively promotes
reading development are discussed and areas for future research are identified.
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Sight word recognition and comprehension provides
a foundation for reading as it enables struggling
readers to access text [1]. Research indicates that
students with significant ID can learn grade level, high
frequency, and functional sight words in a variety of
contexts, using a variety of instructional techniques [2-
4]. For some students with significant ID, identification
and comprehension of isolated sight words may serve
as the student’s only reading skill [3]. However, sight
word instruction does not expose students with ID to all
the words they will need to meaningfully interact with
the print material they encounter in daily life, nor does it
foster the ability to read novel words [5].

Sight word instruction for students with significant ID
typically focuses on visual word recognition confining
the word reading skills of students with significant ID to
the pre-alphabetic phase of word reading [6]. Limited
exposure to phonemic awareness and phonics
instruction affords little opportunity for progression to
the partial-alphabetic phase of word reading. Further,
as much of the research examining sight word
instructional methods fails to include a comprehension
component, the sight word reading of students with
significant ID is frequently restricted to word naming [2,
3, 7]. Despite the late demonstration of reading
readiness, and the need for extended time to learn
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reading skills, research indicates that the number of
students with significant ID who achieve minimum
literacy skills in  word recognition, reading
comprehension, and phonemic awareness increases
from elementary to high school [8]. Moreover, recent
advances in promoting reading development and
advances in the available assistive technology provide
new methods for providing reading instruction [9]. This
article focuses on the evidence-based instructional
methods [10] that effectively and efficiently foster the
reading development of students with significant ID.
First an overview of the factors that have influenced the
reading development of students with significant ID will
be discussed. Next, a synthesis of the empirical
research on reading instruction for students with
significant ID is presented in the following order:
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and text
comprehension. Finally, implications for providing
instruction  that  effectively promotes reading
development are offered.

To identify reading interventions that promote the
reading development of 5- to 18-year-old students with
significant 1D, students with moderate to
severe/profound ID, empirical research studies
published from the past 20 years were located through
an electronic search of peer reviewed journals in the
Education Research Complete, Education Full Text,
Eric, PsychARTICLES, PsychINFO, and Academic
Search Complete databases. This publication time
frame was utilized to reflect the shift from a functional
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to an academic curricular emphasis propagated by
reauthorizations of educational legislation (e.g., NCLB,
IDEA) which occurred during this period. Research
studies targeting reading interventions for students with
ID associated with specific genetic syndromes such as
Down or Williams syndrome were excluded from the
review due to the distinct reading and language skill
profiles associated with these syndromes. To illustrate,
research indicates that individuals with Down syndrome
demonstrate strong word identification skills and weak
decoding skills [11]. Meanwhile, individuals with

Williams syndrome demonstrate difficulty with reading
comprehension [12]. When research studies included
participants of mixed ID etiology, results associated
with participants with identified genetic syndromes
were excluded from the discussion of the reported
findings when possible.

Research studies were located using one or more of
the following descriptors: significant disabilities,
intellectual disabilities, cognitive impairment, mental
retardation, reading, literacy, sight word instruction,

Table 1: Research on Reading Instruction for Students with Significant ID
Authors Intervention Design Population Results

Browder, Early Literacy Skills Random Twenty-three Large treatment effect size (1.35) on phonemic

Ahlgrim-Delzell Builder Reading assignment, students with awareness/phonics measures; medium treatment
et al. (2008) Program (ELSB) treatment and moderate and effect size for control group students.
[22] control group s§vere/ profound Both groups demonstrated large treatment effect
design ID; 11 students in sizes on comprehension measures (treatment
intervention group group 1.57; control group 1.24)

Conners et al. Phonological skill Random Forty students with | Significant main effect for the intervention group on

(2006) intervention (sound assignment, moderate ID post-test sounding out measures, but variability
ending, letter-soun treatment an was noted. No significant treatment effect on sight

[23] blending, | d d d. No signifi ff igh

association, and
sounding out)

control group

word reading measures.

Bradford et al.
(2006)

(5]

Corrective Reading
Program, Level A

Pretest and
Posttest design

Two students with
moderate ID

Students demonstrated 97% or greater accuracy
on oral letter sound correspondence, written letter
sound correspondence, and word recognition
posttest measures. Fluency increased from zero
words per minute at pretest to 46 and 39 words
correct per minute with intervention.

Browder et al.

Twenty-five step

Multiple-probe

Six students with

Correct responses to comprehension questions

control group
design

(2007) storybook task analysis across moderate to increased from a mean of 14% during baseline
[25] participants severe ID (range 7% -36%); to a mean of 39% during
intervention phase (range 21% -36%)
Sound identification improved from a mean of 1%
during baseline (range 0% - 6%) to a mean of 50%
during intervention (range 33% - 72%)
Coleman- Computer-assisted Pretest and Two students with Use of PowerPoint slides to introduce and teach
Martin et al. instruction and the Posttest moderate ID decoding of new sight words was effective;
(2005) Nonverbal Reading students reached criterion in 3 and 13 sessions.
[27] Approach
Hanser & Literacy Through Unity: Nonconcurrent One student who Word identification skills increased from 68% at
Erikson (2007) Word Study program multiple baseline used an AAC pretest to 96% at posttest; developmental spelling
[28] system with Unity® increased from 4 words at pretest to 22 words at
posttest
Alfassi et al. Reciprocal teaching Random Thirty-five students Treatment group demonstrated significant
(2009) instruction assignment, with mild and differences between pre- and post-test
[31] treatment and moderate ID comprehension measures and the use of

summarization and question generation strategies.

Browder, Mims

Shared storybook

Single subject,

Three students

Independent student completion of task analysis

replications

impairments

et al. (2008) reading using adapted multiple probe with multiple steps ranged from a baseline mean of 2 to 7.3
[32] storybooks and a 16- design across disabilities and steps (range 0 to 8 steps) to an intervention mean
step task analysis participants profound 1D range of 8.5 to 13.09 steps (range 6 to 15 steps)
Mims et al. Shared stories using Multiple probe Two students with Students demonstrated a baseline mean range of
(2009) adapted story books across materials | severe/profound 1D 0.6 to 2.8 correct responses and an intervention
[33] with concurrent and visual mean range of 5 to 6.5 correct responses per story
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phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, decoding,
comprehension, vocabulary, letter-sound
correspondence, and phonetic analysis. Next, the
reference sections of studies meeting inclusion criteria
were reviewed to locate additional research studies.
Finally, the following journals were hand searched to
identify research studies not identified through the
electronic or reference section searches: Education
and Training in Developmental Disabilities, Exceptional
Children, Focus on Autism and Other Developmental
Disabilities, Mental Retardation, and American Journal
on Mental Retardation. Table 1 provides a summary of
the research studies identified and included in this
review.

FACTORS
DEVELOPMENT

INFLUENCING READING

Reading, the ability to make meaning of print
through the application of phonemic awareness,
decoding, fluency, prior knowledge, vocabulary, and
text comprehension [13], promotes participation and
independence in school, home, and community
activities. However, students with significant ID, those
with moderate to severe/profound ID with or without
autism spectrum disorder, speech, language, sensory,
or physical impairments, have experienced limited
exposure to instruction that promotes reading
development [2, 4, 9]. This instructional deficit stems
from opportunity and access barriers that have
minimized the importance of reading instruction for
students with significant ID.

The opportunity and access barriers that have
limited reading development arise from professional
and societal attitudes, educational practice,
instructional priority, lack of knowledge, and a paucity
of research-based instructional methods [14, 15]. First,
the belief that literacy skill limitations are “innate” [16]
has influenced the instructional curriculum of students
with significant ID. As identified by the Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition,
Text Revision [17] the projected cumulative academic
skill attainment for students with significant ID is
second-grade or lower. The projected potential for
students with severe ID is limited to “some” sight word
acquisition, with little benefit derived from pre-academic
skill instruction. These presumed limitations in reading
potential and learning competence have encouraged
differential instructional programming, programming
that supports a disability rather than an academic
curricular emphasis [14]. Accordingly, the curricular
priority for students with significant ID has been that of

functional skill development [18, 19]. Consequently,
access to the instruction needed to foster reading
development has been restricted [14-16]. Due to limited
knowledge, some parents and professionals lack the
skills needed to understand children’s nonsymbolic
communication, identify and use available assistive
technologies, adapt literacy materials and provide
alternative means for participation, thereby preventing
access to activities that promote reading development
[14, 15].

Despite the challenges that have historically
constrained the reading development of students with
significant ID, current educational legislation mandates
(e.g., IDEA, NCLB) have made reading development
an instructional priority [9]. According to Browder,
Gibbs, and colleagues [9], this reversal in curricular
prioritization is associated with advances in literacy and
reading development, advances in available assistive
technology, and increased educational expectations for
individuals with significant ID. Although the cognitive
impairments associated with significant ID may
negatively affect skill development, some researchers
have documented that children with significant ID
demonstrate  variable cognitive  strengths and
weaknesses [20, 21]. This suggests that students with
significant ID demonstrate variable skill potential.
Moreover, empirical research supports the contention
that students with significant ID can learn some
aspects of the essential reading skills identified by the
National Reading Panel [10] including phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension.

PHONEMIC AWARENESS

Phonemic awareness, the ability to recognize and
manipulate the sounds of spoken words, fosters
decoding, comprehension, and improves reading [10].
Although limited, the empirical research on phonemic
awareness instruction with students with significant ID
indicates that verbal and nonverbal students receiving
phonemic awareness instruction as part of a multi-
component reading instruction program demonstrate
greater gains on phonemic awareness and phonics skill
development measures than students who do not
receive phonemic awareness instruction [22, 23]. For
example, a random assignment, treatment and control
group design was used to evaluate the efficacy of
instruction using the Early Literacy Skill Builder (ELSB;
[29]) reading curriculum as compared to sight word or
picture instruction on the reading development of
verbal and nonverbal students with moderate and
severe ID [22]. Students in both the intervention and
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control groups also participated in shared story
lessons. ELSB word segmentation and beginning and
ending sound identification skills were taught using a
scripted, model, lead, test instructional method and the
system of least prompts. Analysis of treatment and
control group pre- and post-test scores indicated a
large treatment effect size (1.35) on phonemic
awareness/phonics  skill measures for students
participating in ELSB instruction. In comparison, a
medium treatment effect size (.51) was identified for
control group students, who participated in sight word
or picture instruction and shared story reading lessons.

Although limited, the findings of this study suggest
that verbal and nonverbal students with significant 1D
who receive phonemic awareness instruction as part of
a multi-component reading intervention demonstrate
greater gains on phonemic awareness measures than
students who do not receive phonemic awareness
instruction. However, it is difficult to assess the extent
of phonemic awareness skill development with
nonverbal students with significant ID as scores were
not differentiated by skill, verbal status, or level of ID.
Additionally, it is difficult to ascertain whether the
phonemic awareness gains were related to the efficacy
of the specific instructional methods employed, or to
the integration of phonemic awareness and phonics
skill instruction.

Similarly, participation in a phonological intervention
fostered higher post-test sounding out scores for verbal
students with moderate ID as compared with those
obtained by students in a control group who did not
receive phonological skill instruction [23]. The
phonological intervention included an oral sound
blending component that targeted word and nonword,
syllable, onset-rime, vowel-consonant, and consonant-
vowel-consonant  blending. Blending instruction
consisted of the oral presentation of the individual
sounds to be blended, student repetition of the
individual sounds, and prompts directing the student to
say the sounds “fast”. Still, it is difficult to ascertain
whether the phonemic awareness gains demonstrated
were related to the effectiveness of the instructional
method employed, or to the integration of phonemic
awareness and phonics skill instruction.

PHONICS

While phonemic awareness instruction provides a
foundation for understanding and using the alphabetic
system, phonics instruction provides the skills needed
to decode novel words [10]. Consistent with empirical

studies examining phonemic awareness instruction,
phonics instruction for students with significant ID was
frequently provided as part of a multi-component
reading intervention. However, the findings of phonics
research document more substantial evidence that
students with significant ID can learn letter-sound
correspondences with direct instruction [5, 22, 23]. The
results of research on direct instruction of phonics
indicate that some verbal and nonverbal students with
moderate ID can learn to blend sounds and decode
words [5, 23]. In these studies, participating students’
verbal ability and degree of ID were critical factors in
determining instructional strategy and phonics skills
targeted.

The research on phonics instruction suggests that
verbal students with moderate ID can learn some letter-
sound correspondence, blending, and decoding skills
with intense, direct instruction. While students
demonstrated difficulty blending sounds quickly, or
telescoping sounds, the difficulties experienced may be
associated with inadequate understanding of the
blending task direction (e.g., “Say it fast.”) more than
the inability to learn decoding skills [23]. The phonics
research is promising, but must be viewed with caution
due to the small study sample size, lack of replication,
and the limited breathe and depth of the phonics
instruction provided.

Research targeting phonics instruction with
nonverbal students with significant ID is limited.
However, in contrast with a prior review of the reading
research published prior to 2003 which failed to identify
any phonics research including nonverbal students with
significant ID [2], four studies including nonverbal
students with significant ID were published between
2005 and 2009. Two of these studies evaluated the
effectiveness of a multi-component, reading instruction
intervention designed to accommodate the learning
needs of verbal and nonverbal students with significant
ID [22, 23]. First, the ELSB reading curriculum includes
a phonics component that fosters letter-sound
correspondence using easy to hard discrimination and
the system of least prompts. Analysis of ELSB
instruction treatment and control group pre- and post-
test measures indicates that participation in the ELSB
reading curriculum fosters greater gains on phonics
skill measures than the control treatment [22].

The second reading intervention, use of a 25-step
storybook task analysis, was developed to help
educators plan and implement shared story reading
instruction that promotes reading skill development with
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verbal and nonverbal students with significant ID [25].
The phonics component of the task analysis fosters
teacher identification of letter sounds to target during
shared story reading. Constant time delay procedures,
the system of least prompts, and praise are used to
facilitate student acquisition of the targeted sounds.
Resulting from teacher use of the 25-step task
analysis, students’ ability to identify target sounds,
vocally or through the use of an augmentative and
alternative communication systems (AAC) device,
increased from a mean of 1% to a mean of 50%. Initial
research indicates that students participating in the
ELSB curriculum and the 25-step story reading task
demonstrate gains in phonics skills. Still, as the study
included verbal and nonverbal students with varying
degrees of ID, it is difficult to differentiate skill gains by
degree of ID, verbal status, and individual phonics skill.

More explicit evidence of phonics skill acquisition by
nonverbal students with moderate ID is provided by
research employing reading interventions typically used
with students with severe speech and physical
impairments who use AAC. These instructional
methods include The Literacy Through Unity: Word
Study program [26] and the Nonverbal Reading
Approach [27]. The Literacy Through Unity: Word
Study program is used with students who utilize AAC
systems with Unity® [28]. Explicit, scripted word wall,
making words with icons, and making words with letters
lessons link “oral” and written language. Participation in
the Unity making words with letters integrated phonics
and ‘“letter-by-letter” spelling lessons promoted
improved developmental spelling skills for one
nonverbal student with moderate ID who used an AAC
device [28]. On the other hand, the Nonverbal Reading
Approach is used in conjunction with a systematic
reading program to teach students with severe speech
and physical impairments, who are unable to verbalize,
to use “internal speech” to sound out words [27, 29].
During the Nonverbal Reading Approach instruction,
the student is taught to use internal speech to say and
blend sounds in his/her head while the teacher models
the skills aloud. Following instruction, diagnostic arrays,
which include the targeted word and words of similar
letter configurations, are used to evaluate the student’s
ability to apply the decoding skills learned and to
identify errors in skill application. Word comprehension
is assessed using picture arrays and sentence
completion tasks. Coleman-Martin and colleagues [27]
reported that two nonverbal students with severe
speech impairments who received instruction in a class
for students with moderate ID learned to decode novel

vocabulary after participating in computer-assisted,
PowerPoint Nonverbal Reading Approach instruction.

In all, the phonics research provides some evidence
that verbal and nonverbal students with significant 1D
can learn letter-sound correspondence and word attack
skills. Still, while the research results are promising,
they must be viewed with caution. First, only a limited
number of letter-sound correspondences were targeted
in some studies [23]. Next, only one study included a
measure to assess comprehension of the words
decoded [5]. Further, while phonics instruction fosters
the ability to decode novel words [10] and decoding
contributes to reading development, decoding does not
ensure comprehension [23].

FLUENCY

The literature provides some insight into methods
that effectively promote phonics skill development.
Conversely, there is a paucity of research on promoting
reading fluency, the ability to read text quickly,
accurately, and with expression [10], with students with
significant ID. Nevertheless, Bradford and colleagues
[5] reported that decoding skill gains improved reading
fluency for two verbal students with moderate ID who
participated in Corrective Reading Program, Decoding
A instruction. Without a doubt, there is a need for
research that identifies methods that effectively
promote the reading fluency of students with significant
ID. These methods may include improving sight word
identification speed and accuracy [9].

TEXT COMPREHENSION

Reading comprehension occurs when prior
knowledge is used to interact with and make meaning
of textual material [10]. Impairments in intellectual
functioning, language, and integration of text and
external knowledge due to limited life experiences, may
negatively affect the reading comprehension of
students with significant ID [22, 30]. Among the studies
reviewed on comprehension, the majority of the
research with verbal and nonverbal students with
significant ID placed emphasis on listening
comprehension. However, one study examined the
effects of an 18-session reciprocal teaching
intervention on the reading comprehension of 19 verbal
students with mild to moderate ID [31]. With the
reciprocal teaching intervention, an expository text
passage was read in a group format to promote
discussion and shared responsibility for text
comprehension. During the initial text reading, the
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instructor modeled comprehension strategies including
qguestion generation, summarization, word meaning,
text clarification, and event prediction. Then,
scaffolding, prompting, questioning, and remodeling
was provided as students practiced the strategies. Pre-
and posttest measure analysis indicated significantly
improved experimental group performance, with a 10%
gain demonstrated on the mean posttest standardized
reading test measure score and a 22% improvement
on the mean posttest standardized literacy reading
assessment score. Comparatively, the control group
demonstrated no significant difference on
comprehension measures. Further, students
participating in the reciprocal teaching intervention
maintained the ability to ask relevant questions and
summarize material at 12-weeks post instruction. The
only identified drawback associated with reciprocal
teaching was that time and effort were needed to
promote participation in instructional discussions.

Although the research on fostering listening
comprehension with verbal students with moderate ID
is limited, four research studies examined the listening
comprehension instructional methods designed to
accommodate the learning needs of verbal and
nonverbal students with moderate to significant ID.
Three of the instructional strategies designed for verbal
and nonverbal students with moderate to significant ID
used adapted books and the system of least prompts to
promote listening comprehension [25, 32, 33]. Book
adaptations included inserting sensory or concrete
objects in the book, inserting pictures of key vocabulary
above the vocabulary words, inserting a repeated story
line, and abbreviating or reducing text complexity. For
two students with significant ID and visual impairments,
the use of adapted books with embedded concrete
objects representing noun referents and the system of
least prompts supported an increase in correct
responding to 10 comprehension questions from a
baseline mean range of 0.6 to 2.8 correct responses, to
an intervention mean range of 5 to 6.5 correct
responses per story [33]. Meanwhile, for verbal and
nonverbal students with moderate to profound ID,
teacher use of a story reading task analysis that
fostered story topic identification and sentence
completion comprehension skills in conjunction with
adapted storybooks promoted increased responding to
comprehension questions and increased independent
response rates [25, 32]. On the other hand, ELSB
curriculum instruction employed scaffolding and the
system of least prompts to teach verbal and nonverbal
students with moderate to severe ID to complete

sentences and answer questions about story material
[22]. While both the treatment and control group effect
sizes were large, 1.57 and 1.24 respectively,
participation in the ELSB curriculum resulted in greater
gains on comprehension measures, in comparison with
control group scores [22].

The text comprehension research suggests that
verbal and nonverbal students with significant ID can
improve listening comprehension skills with explicit
instruction and the use of adapted reading materials
[22, 32]. still, as skill gains were not differentiated by
degree of disability, verbal status, or comprehension
skill, it is difficult to fully evaluate the efficacy of these
interventions. Due to the paucity of research on
independent reading comprehension skill development,
no conclusions can be drawn regarding skill potential in
this area.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PROVIDING INSTRUCTION
THAT PROMOTES READING DEVELOPMENT

The literature provides evidence that students with
significant ID can learn some phonemic awareness,
phonics, vocabulary comprehension, and reading
comprehensions skills. However the preponderance of
the research has focused on promoting the reading
development of verbal students with moderate ID.
While limited research suggests that nonverbal
students with significant ID can learn some letter-sound
correspondence and decoding skills [28],
comprehension skills [22, 25, 28] and reading
comprehension skills [22, 25, 32, 33], small study
sample size and undifferentiated reporting of skill gains
make it difficult to assess the true extent of skill
development. Furthermore research on reading
instruction for students with significant ID continues to
focus on sight word identification, with only a superficial
examination of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
and text comprehension skill development.

While sight word instruction provides a foundation
for text comprehension, automatic sight word reading is
fostered by phonemic awareness and knowledge of
letter-sound  correspondence, which assists in
retrieving word pronunciations and meanings stored in
memory [6]. To maximize reading development,
students with ID must be taught to integrate, apply, and
generalize all essential reading skills [34]. As the use of
time delay procedures to teach sight word recognition
has been identified as an evidence-based reading
practice for students with moderate ID, and a promising
practice for students with severe ID [22], there is a
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need for research to identify how this evidence-based
practice can be used to promote the development of
integrated  sight word vocabulary, phonemic
awareness, phonics, and text comprehension skills.

One potential strategy for integrating the
development of essential reading skills using time
delay procedures is the use of incidental learning.
Research suggests that embedding incidental
information within sight word instructional trials enables
students to learn target information and two pieces of
incidental information [35]. However, there is a paucity
of research examining the efficacy of inserting
incidental phonemic awareness or phonics stimuli
within the sight word instructional trial on the phonemic
awareness and phonics skill acquisition of students
with significant ID. Further, no research examining the
use of incidental learning with nonverbal students with
significant ID was identified through the review of the
literature. Thus, there is a need for research to identify
the efficacy of instruction employing time delay
procedures and incidental learning in the development
of phonemic awareness and phonics skills with verbal
and nonverbal students with significant ID.

Reading is a functional skill that enhances
participation and independence in home, vocational,
leisure, and community environments [9]. According to

Erickson, Hatch, and Clendon [36], intensive,
comprehensive reading instruction that targets all
essential reading skill components and provides

meaningful engagement with print is vital for fostering
the reading skill development of students with
significant ID. In sum, students with significant ID may
not learn the breadth and depth of reading skills
needed to interact with the range of text material they
encounter. Even so, the reading skills acquired allow
students with significant ID to more independently and
meaningfully interact with print materials in home,
school, and community environments.

REFERENCES

[1] Karemaker A, Pitchford NJ, O'Malley C. Enhanced
recognition of written words and enjoyment of reading in
struggling beginner readers through whole-word multimedia
software. J Compedu 2009; 54(1): 199-208. Computers &
Education 2009; 1-10.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2009.07.018

[2] Browder DM, Wakemen SY, Spooner F, Ahlgrim-Delzell L,
Algozzine B. Research on reading instruction for individuals
with significant cognitive disabilities. Except Child 2006; 72:
392-408.

[3] Browder DM, Xin YP. A meta-analysis and review of sight
word research and its implications for teaching functional
reading to individuals with moderate and severe disabilities. J
Spec Educ 1998; 32: 130-153.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002246699803200301

(4

(5]

6]

[

8l

19

(10]

[11]

[12]

(13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

Conners FA. Reading instruction for students with moderate
mental retardation: Review and analysis of research. Am J
Ment Retard 1992; 96: 577-597.

Bradford S, Shippen ME, Alberto P, Houchins DE, Flores M.
Using systematic instruction to teach decoding skills to
middle school students with moderate intellectual disabilities.
Educ Train Dev Disabil 2006; 41: 333-343.

Ehri LC. Learning to read words: theory, findings, and issues.
Sci Stud Read 2005; 9: 167-188.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr0902_4

Browder DM, Lalli JS. Review of research on sight word
instruction. Res Dev Disabil 1991; 12: 203-228.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0891-4222(91)90008-G

Katims DS. Literacy assessment of students with mental
retardation: an exploratory investigation. Educ Train Dev
Disabil 2001; 36: 363-372.

Browder D, Gibbs S, Ahlgrim-Delzell L, Courtade GR, Mraz
M, Flowers C. Literacy for students with severe
developmental disabilities: what should we teach and what
should we hope to achieve? Remedial Spec Educ 2009; 30:
269-282.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0741932508315054

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 (NIH Publication No.
00-4754). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services 2000.

Fidler DJ, Most DE, Guiberson MM. Neuropsychological
correlates of word identification in Down syndrome. Res Dev
Disabil 2005; 487-501.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2004.11.007

Mervis CR. Language and literacy development of children
with Williams syndrome. Top Lang Disord 2009; 29: 149-169.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0b013e3181a72044

National Institute for Literacy. The definition of reading.
Washington, DC; 2007 [cited 2009 Jun 23]: Available from:
http://www.nifl.gov/partnershiopforreading/explore/reading_d
efined.html

Pufpaff LA. Barriers to participation in kindergarten literacy
instruction for a student with augmentative and alternative
communication needs. Psychol Sch 2008; 45: 582-599.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pits.20311

Zascavage VT, Keefe CH. Students with severe speech and
physical impairments: Opportunity barriers to literacy. Focus
Autism Other Dev Disabl 2004; 19: 223-234.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10883576040190040401

Kliewer C, Biklen D. “School’s not really a place for reading”:
a research synthesis of the literate lives of students with sev-
ere disabilities. J Assoc Pers Sev Handicaps 2001; 26: 1-12.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2511/rpsd.26.1.1

American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (4‘h ed.). Washington, DC:
Author 2000.

Durando J. A survey on literacy instruction for students with
multiple disabilities. J Vis Impair Blind 2008; 102: 40-45.

Rao S. From isolation to combination: a multilevel, multicom-
ponent approach to developing literacy skills of students with
cognitive impairment. Read Improv 2009; 46: 63-77.

Bergeron R, Floyd RG. Broad cognitive abilities of children
with mental retardation: an analysis of group and individual
profiles. Am J Ment Retard 2006; 6: 417-432.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1352/0895-
8017(2006)111[417:BCAOCW]2.0.CO;2

Henry LA. How does the severity of a learning disability
affect working memory performance? Memory 2001; 9: 233-
247.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09658210042000085




20 Journal of Intellectual Disability - Diagnosis and Treatment, 2015, Volume 3, No. 1

Wood-Fields et al.

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

Browder DM, Ahlgrim-Delzell L, Courtade G, Gibbs SL,
Flowers C. Evaluation of the effectiveness of an early literacy
program for students with significant developmental
disabilities. Except Child 2008; 75: 33-52.

Conners FA, Rosenquist CJ, Sligh AC, Atwell JA, Kiser T.
Phonological reading skills acquisition by children with
mental retardation. Res Dev Disabil 2006; 27: 121-137.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2004.11.015

Browder D, Gibbs S, Ahlgrim-Delzell L, Courtade G, Lee A.
(2007). Early literacy skills builder. Verona, WI: Attainment;
2007.

Browder D, Trela K, Jimenez B. Training teachers to follow a
task analysis to engage middle school students with
moderate and severe developmental disabilities in grade-
appropriate literature. Focus Autism Other Dev Disabl 2007;
22: 206-219.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10883576070220040301

Erickson KA, Hanser G. Literacy through unity: Word study.
Wooster, OH: Prentke Romich 2007.

Coleman-Martin MB, Heller KW, Cihak DF, Irvine KL. Using
computer-assisted instruction and the Nonverbal Reading
Approach to teach word identification. Focus Autism Other
Dev Disabl 2005; 20: 80-90.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10883576050200020401

Hanser GA, Erickson KA. Integrated word identification and
communication instruction for students with complex
communication needs: preliminary results. Focus Autism
Other Dev Disabl 2007; 22: 268-278.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/10883576070220040901

Heller KW, Fredrick LD, Tumlin J, Brineman DG. Teaching
decoding for generalization using the Nonverbal Reading
Approach. J Dev Phys Disabil 2002; 14: 19-35.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1013559612238

(30]

(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

(35]

(36]

Koppenhaver DA, Hendrix MP, Wiliams AR. Toward
evidence-based literacy interventions for children with severe
and multiple disabilities. Semin Speech Lang 2007; 28: 79-
89.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2007-967932

Alfassi M, Weiss |, Lifshitz H. The efficacy of reciprocal
teaching in fostering the reading literacy of students with
intellectual disabilities. Eur J Spec Needs Educ 2009; 24:
291-305.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08856250903016854

Browder D, Mims PJ, Spooner, F, Ahlgrim-Delzell L, Lee A.
Teaching elementary students with multiple disabilities to
participate in shared stories. Res Pract Persons Severe
Disabl 2008; 33: 3-12.

http://dx.doi.org/10.2511/rpsd.33.1-2.3

Mims PJ, Browder DM, Baker JN, Lee A, Spooner F.
Increasing comprehension of students with significant
intellectual disabilities and visual impairments during shared
stories. Educ Train Dev Disabil 2009; 44: 409-420.

Allor JH, Mathes PG, Champlin T, Cheatham JP. Research-
based techniques for teaching early reading skills to students
with intellectual disabilities. Educ Train Dev Disabil 2009; 44:
356-366.

Griffen AK, Schuster JW, Morse TE. The acquisition of
instructive feedback: A comparison of continuous versus
intermittent presentation schedules. Educ Train Ment Retard
Dev Disabil 1998; 33: 42-61.

Erickson KA, Hatch P, Clendon S. Literacy, assistive
technology, and students with significant disabilities. Focus
Except Child 2010; 42: 1-16.

Received on 26-12-2014

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.6000/2292-2598.2015.03.01.3

Accepted on 19-01-2015

Published on 26-03-2015



