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About This Paper

This paper presents research-supported best practices related to instruction of struggling adolescent read-
ers—that is, students in grades 6-12 who are reading at least two levels below grade level—and describes
how Jamestown Reading Navigator™ supports those practices.

What Is Jamestown Reading Navigator?

Jamestown Reading Navigator is a reading intervention program designed specifically for students in grades
6-12 who are reading two or more reading levels below their grade in school. The program provides direct,
explicit instruction and modeling of good reading practices, together with opportunities for students to
practice and apply these reading strategies.

Jamestown Reading Navigator combines online activities featuring interactive multimedia for students to
complete; engaging and appropriate online and print texts for students to read; an audio component for
further guided or independent study; student writing in response to reading; student recording of fluen-
Cy passages; an assessment program to monitor students’ progress; an independent measure of progress
monitoring; and teacher support materials, including professional development, lesson plans, instructional
recommendations, and reteaching skills support. Major areas of focus for Jamestown Reading Navigator
include

e Comprehension skills and strategies, designed for application to content-area reading
e Vocabulary

e Writing

¢ Fluency

® Decoding/phonics (for students with a particular need in this area)

The Jamestown Reading Navigator Learner Management System helps teachers manage individual student
learning and provides ongoing, up-to-the-minute information on how students are performing. Online pro-
fessional development modules and on-site professional development sessions offered by Jamestown Edu-
cation help educators—teachers, administrators, literacy specialists, and others—learn how to implement
Jamestown Reading Navigator more effectively. These sessions also provide information and suggestions to
help educators develop effective strategies for working with struggling adolescent readers.

Jamestown Reading Navigator has been developed based on the most up-to-date research and expert think-
ing in adolescent literacy, drawing on more than 30 years of experience in reaching adolescent readers with
the popular Jamestown Education print series. This paper describes the match between Jamestown Reading
Navigator and the best available instructional thinking in a variety of specific areas that are important to
the success of struggling adolescent readers, as described below.

duction

A Critical Need to Support Struggling Adolescent Readers

Problems with literacy have serious and long-lasting consequences. A lack of literacy skills is “one of the
most commonly cited reasons” for students to drop out of school (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 7). A
resource guide on adolescent literacy prepared for the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory
described the problem as follows:

For secondary-level students . . . the social and economic consequences of not reading well can
be cumulative and profound: the failure to attain a high school diploma, a barrier to higher
education, underemployment or unemployment, and difficulty in managing personal and
family life. Years of failing at what is deemed a hallmark of intelligence and worth can also
leave struggling readers with emotional consequences, such as anxiety and low self-esteem,
that affect personality and interpersonal relationships. These effects within and beyond the
classroom walls show that by the secondary grades educators can no longer defer solutions to
future development or instruction. (Peterson et al., 2000, p. 6)!

1 Peterson et al. (2000) is laid out in a paginated PDF format, but the format does not include page numbers. Page references for
quotes from Peterson et al. (2000) that are given in this paper have therefore been calculated on the basis of page numbers shown in
the document table of contents.



Numerous sources attest to the scope of the challenge. Reading Next cited both results from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the opinions of experts in adolescent literacy that “as
many as 70 percent of students struggle with reading in some manner” that requires instruction differenti-
ated for their specific needs (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 8, citing Loomis & Bourque, 2001; NCES, 1999,
2006; Olson, 2006).

Adolescents struggle with literacy for a variety of reasons. For some, English may not be their first language.
Others may have mild learning disabilities. In many cases, students may simply lack experience and skill
with reading. Unfortunately, difficulties in reading don’t cure themselves, but instead tend to get worse as
students get older—a phenomenon reading experts refer to as the “Matthew Effect” (Stanovich, 1986).
These students need literacy instruction that addresses the specific challenges they face, using the best avail-
able research-based methods and principles, in order to improve their chances of succeeding both during
school and afterward.

The State of Research on Struggling Adolescent Readers

Over the last two decades, attempts to improve student literacy on the national level have focused largely on
elementary instruction, and particularly on early literacy—that is, literacy at the primary grades. For exam-
ple, the focus of the Reading First initiative was on improving literacy at the primary levels. Recently, how-
ever, a number of efforts—including research summaries for a variety of sources, publication of the Reading
Next report and other documents from the Alliance for Excellent Education, and position statements from
organizations such as the National Reading Conference and the International Reading Association—have
helped create a higher profile for instructional issues related to adolescent readers, and particularly the large
proportion of adolescents who struggle with reading.

Initiatives such as the No Child Left Behind Act have raised expectations for instruction. Instruction is ex-
pected to be backed with solid research that concludes it is likely to result in the desired impact on student
learning. Unfortunately, research on what constitutes effective literacy instruction for adolescents is still
limited. According to the editors of a volume intended to “compile from the best researchers in the field a
summary and synthesis of adolescent literacy research and practice,”

As of 2003, there is not a body of research to tell us appropriate interventions that will help
struggling middle and secondary school readers who can barely read. As of 2003, we still do
not have a body of research to provide us with appropriate interventions to help high school
readers who can read fluently but remain 3 or 4 years below grade level in reading. (Jetton &
Dole, 2004, p. 6)

Although research on what constitutes effective literacy instruction for adolescents is limited in significant
ways, there is substantial support in research and expert opinion for a variety of specific instructional
recommendations. The state of knowledge with regard to effective instruction for struggling adolescent
readers fits the description of best available evidence as characterized by U.S. Department of Education
Assistant Secretary Grover J. Whitehurst: that is, “the integration of professional wisdom with the best
available empirical evidence in making decisions about how to deliver instruction” (Whitehurst, 2002).

The Reading Next Report

A critical milestone in recent efforts to highlight the challenges related to adolescent literacy was the publica-
tion of Reading Next, a report to Carnegie Corporation of New York focusing on the needs of adolescent
readers (defined in the report as those in grades 4-12), with a special emphasis on the needs of struggling
readers. Preparation of this report included the following steps.

e A panel of five nationally known and respected educational researchers was convened in spring 2004,
together with representatives of Carnegie Corporation of New York and the Alliance for Excellent Edu-
cation.

e These panelists drew up a set of recommendations for how to meet the needs of struggling readers,
including 15 specific elements of effective adolescent literacy programs that had “a substantial base in
research and/or professional opinion” (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 12). These included both elements
with an instructional focus and recommended infrastructure elements to improve adolescent literacy.

3

INTRODUCTION

®
—
-
pd
o
o
et
~
<
o
®
)
p
=
1
T
=
—




¢ The resulting paper was reviewed and augmented at the 2004 meeting of the Adolescent Literacy Funders
Forum (ALFF).

DEVELOPMENT

¢ An Appendix was compiled of literature supporting each of the report’s main recommendations.

OF THIS PAPER e In 2006, a second edition of the report was published.

The Reading Next recommendations thus represented a synthesis of research-informed expert opinion that
serves as an important touchstone for much of what is known about effective adolescent literacy instruction.
Several caveats, however, are in order with regard to using the recommendations as a yardstick for measur-
ing instructional programs in general, and Jamestown Reading Navigator in particular.

e While all 15 elements identified by Reading Next are characterized as having “a substantial base in re-
search and/or professional opinion” (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 12), the report nonetheless cautions
that “the optimal mix of these factors has yet to be determined. . . . Nor does the remediation of ado-
lescent literacy difficulties involve indiscriminately layering on all fifteen key elements. Choices should
be matched to school and student needs” (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 29). The expectation is not that
each literacy program should necessarily include all 15 elements, but that developers and adopters of
such programs should select those elements that seem best matched to their specific circumstances.

e The focus of Reading Next is explicitly on “the large population of struggling students who already de-
code accurately but still struggle with reading and writing after third grade” (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006,
p. 11). The report thus does not include recommendations related to areas such as decoding and fluency
that may be important for readers who are struggling at a more basic level.

e Several of the elements of Reading Next relate to how infrastructure impacts adolescent literacy learning.
The most that any purchased instructional program can do in these areas is to provide support to schools
and districts as they implement these elements.

Development of This Paper

Development of this research-based white paper included the following steps.

o A top-level review of Reading Next was conducted to identify claims and recommended practices, in-
cluding both those that are associated with the 15 key elements of adolescent literacy identified in the
report and those that appear elsewhere in the report. As part of this review, information was collected
about the sources in the Appendix to Reading Next, which listed literature supporting each of the 15 key
elements.

e Well-known experts in the field of adolescent literacy were consulted to identify key, current, and repu-
table sources related to instruction for struggling adolescent readers. These included both experts who
had been consulted during the development of Jamestown Reading Navigator and an independent expert
not previously associated with the program.?

e Key documents were identified for review, with priority given to two types of documents:

- Broad policy-oriented research reviews and surveys of expert opinion, developed by reputable
institutions and authors, with a goal of identifying key elements in effective adolescent literacy
programs

- More focused research syntheses and meta-analyses from reputable sources, describing the state
of research and/or theory related to a specific relevant topic in adolescent literacy (e.g., compre-
hension, writing, formative assessment)

2 Key contributors included Dr. Thomas W. Bean, professor in literacy/reading and coordinator of doctoral studies in the Department
of Curriculum and Instruction, University of Nevada at Las Vegas; Dr. William G. Brozo, professor of literacy, Graduate School of
Education, George Mason University; and Dr. Douglas Fisher, professor of language and literacy education, San Diego State Univer-
sity. Drs. Brozo and Fisher had previously consulted with the development team for Jamestown Reading Navigator. These experts
provided input into interpretation of the research literature, as well as recommendations of sources to review, but are not responsible
for writing the summaries of the literature or for developing the correlations of the instructional recommendations to Jamestown
Reading Navigator.
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In addition to these two types of documents, some specific research reports were also identified for review,
in the case of studies that were particularly germane to topics under investigation.

e Sources were reviewed and summarized, with special reference to
- Specific instructional recommendations
- The nature of the evidence supporting each recommendation
e Instructional recommendations were consolidated from multiple sources.

e Cross-comparison of the research-based recommendations and Jamestown Reading Navigator verified
that Jamestown Reading Navigator supports each research-based recommendation listed in this paper.

In the final paper as presented here, each section spells out specific instructional recommendations that are
supported by a mix of research and expert opinion. A table then provides information on how Jamestown
Reading Navigator aligns with each recommendation.

Key policy-oriented documents and research syntheses that were reviewed for this paper are listed in the
References section of the complete White Paper.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS

“Although many strategies for supporting literacy in native English speakers are appli-
cable to adolescent ELLs, there are significant differences in the way that successful lit-
eracy interventions for the latter group should be designed and implemented.”—Double
the Work: Challenges and Solutions to Acquiring Language and Academic Literacy for
Adolescent English Language Learners (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007, p. 1)

The Need to Support Adolescent English Language Learners

Adolescent English language learners (ELLs)—defined as “second language learners who are still developing
their proficiency in academic English” (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007, p. 1)—represent an expanding segment
of the population of struggling adolescent readers and one whose needs are typically not well met in many
existing programs. According to a report issued by The Education Alliance at Brown University and the
Northeast and Islands Regional Educational Laboratory,

In October 2002, the National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (NCELA)
estimated that 1,146,154 limited-English-proficient students were attending grades 7-12 in
U.S. public schools (excluding Puerto Rico and other outlying jurisdictions) (Kindler, 2002).
Despite these numbers, ELLs at the secondary level are not being served as well by their school
experience as are other student populations (Abedi, 2005; Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory [NWREL], 2004), as measured by secondary school completion rates (August
& Hakuta, 1997; National Center for Education Statistics, 1997), participation in advanced
classes (Cadiero-Kaplan, 2004; Harklau, 1994a, 1994b), or postsecondary educational pur-
suits and success (Callahan & Gandara, 2004; Harklau, Losey, & Siegal, 1999; Santos, 2002).
(Meltzer & Hamann, 20085, p. 3)

Increasingly, the specific challenges associated with teaching English language learners are not confined to
only a few geographical areas or specialized classes. Meltzer and Hamann (2005) cited statistics to the effect
that “In 2001-02, 43% of all teachers had at least one ELL in their classes, three and a half times as many
as in 1991-92” (p. 4, citing Zehler et al., 2003, pp. 69-73).

Characteristics of English Language Learners

Part of the challenge of providing effective instruction for English language learners lies in the broad diversi-
ty of needs and backgrounds encompassed within the ELL label. As Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) noted,

[Blecause adolescent ELLs are a diverse group of learners in terms of their educational back-
grounds, native language literacy, socioeconomic status, and more, some strategies will work
for certain ELLs but not for others. (p. 1)
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Areas of difference among adolescent ELLs include differing levels of language proficiency, both in English
and in their native language; knowledge of academic subject matter; immigrant status; age of entry into U.S.
schools; socioeconomic status; parents’ educational levels; and much more (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007,
p. 10). These various factors all have an important potential impact on how well students do in schools
and what kinds of instruction will be most effective in helping them improve their literacy and content-area
knowledge and skills.

Identifying Specific Needs of English Language Learners

Although there is a broad overlap between principles of effective instruction for struggling adolescent read-
ers in general and those of English language learners, there are also some important differences, arising from
the distinct language backgrounds and often different experiences of ELLs. Some of the differences between
adolescent ELLs and native English-speaking struggling readers (as described by Short & Fitzsimmons,
2007) include the following:

e Typically, native English speakers “have proficient command of the spoken language, at least of conver-
sational English,” whereas “[m]any [ELLs] have weak or no oral English skills.” As a result, decoding a
word is typically “not sufficient to access its meaning” for ELLs. Similarly for ELLs, “Providing an oral
preview of a text or assignment may not unlock its meaning unless it is accompanied by sheltered instruc-
tion techniques” (p. 9).°

e While native English speakers can often (with teacher guidance) “tap into prior knowledge to aid com-
prehension or interpretation of new text,” in the case of ELLs, “Often teachers must build the back-
ground; they can’t just activate prior knowledge” (p. 9).

e Native English speakers are “[m]ore likely to recognize multiple meanings” of words, although they
“may still need to be taught appropriate academic terminology.” In contrast, ELLs “[m]ay know one
meaning of a word (power means strength; Cherokee is a large car) but not other meanings, including
the one needed for a particular subject (political power; Cherokee tribe)” (p. 9).

e For many ELLs, knowledge of cognates (words with a common ancestor) is an important strategy for
developing knowledge of English vocabulary (p. 9).

e Because of the unique linguistic needs of ELLs, content-area teachers may be particularly poorly pre-
pared to offer them the support they need to “develop subject-specific vocabulary and literacy skills” (p.
9; see also Ruiz-de-Velasco & Fix, 2000, p. vii).

e Native English speakers often “have weak intrinsic motivation,” while ELLs “[m]ay have strong intrinsic
and extrinsic motivation” (p. 9).

Even these broad generalities vary greatly among ELLs depending on the specific experiences they have had,
including prior academic preparation and the specific nature of their first-language knowledge.

Unfortunately, research on “the educational experiences and learning needs of adolescent ELLs” has been
characterized as “relatively new and under-developed, with a particular scarcity of longitudinal stud-
ies, studies using experimental designs, and research reviews” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 13, citing
NWREL, 2004). Nonetheless, literacy researchers have analyzed the available data and identified a variety
of instructional practices that are supported by research and expert opinion for helping adolescent ELL
struggling readers.

3 “Sheltered instruction . . . refer[s] to an instructional approach for content-area teachers to teach academic subjects using English
as the language of instruction. The teachers highlight key language features and incorporate ESL techniques that make the content
comprehensible to students while at the same time promoting their English language development” (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007, p.
28).
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Instructional Recommendations

This section describes recommendations, based in research and expert opinion, for effective instruction of
adolescent English language learners in areas related to*

¢ Decoding RECOMMENDATIONS

INSTRUCTIONAL

e Fluency

e Vocabulary

e Developing key background knowledge
e Comprehension and content-area literacy
¢ Integrating language modalities

¢ Collaborative learning strategies

® Motivation and engagement

e Diverse texts

e Writing

e Assessment

e Differentiated instruction

e Technology

e Professional development

e Support for infrastructure improvement

Decoding

* Phonemic awareness and phonics instruction. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) described a need for pho-
nemic awareness and phonics instruction, specifically for those adolescent ELL students who may not
already have this knowledge: “For adolescent ELL students who do not read or write in any language,
it is important to teach them the components of reading: beginning with phonemic awareness and pho-
nics (the sounds of a language and how to put sounds together to form words)” (p. 34, citing August &
Shanahan, 2006). Similarly, Meltzer and Hamann (2005, p. 29) quoted Au (2002, p. 409) on the need
for “intensive instruction, as needed, in areas such as decoding” to supplement a more literature-based
approach for students of diverse backgrounds.

- According to Short and Fitzsimmons, phonemic awareness and phonics instruction can take
place either “in the native language or in English,” since “knowledge and usage of these compo-
nents will transfer to English. Howeuver, it is then useful to pay attention to differences between
that language and English. For example, English has some phonemes (the smallest units of
spoken language that have meaning) that do not exist in other languages, such as the phoneme
‘sh,” which does not occur in Spanish. So students may benefit from targeted work in those pho-
nemes” (p. 34). This suggests a value to providing focused work with specific sounds that may
not exist in the students’ first language.

- Short and Fitzsimmons also cautioned, “Instruction in these components of reading must . . . be
appropriate for teens. Materials for primary grades are not suitable” (p. 34).

4 The categories listed here reflect many of the categories used to organize this entire white paper, with a few exceptions (e.g., cat-
egories that relate especially to English language learners such as developing key background knowledge and integrating language
modalities). As a result, there is a substantial overlap between instructional recommendations in this section on English language
learners and recommendations that appear in the other white paper sections.

Within this section, specific recommendations could be interpreted as relevant to more than one of the subsections. In order to
avoid overlap and repetition, these recommendations have typically been listed only once, in the subsection to which they relate most
directly. For example, recommendations related to grouping strategies for students appear in the subsection on Collaborative Learn-
ing Strategies but are not repeated in the subsection on Differentiated Instruction.
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Fluency
Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) identified fluency as one of the “components of reading” that were important
to teach to “adolescent ELL students who do not read or write in any language” (p. 34).

Vocabulary
Several sources affirmed the key importance of vocabulary instruction for English language learners. For

example,

According to Klingner and Vaughn (2004), “Vocabulary knowledge is strongly related to effective text
comprehension and appears to be a highly significant variable in second-language readers’ success” (p.
191, citing Fitzgerald, 1995a; NICHHD, 2000).

Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), describing the “overwhelming” challenge faced by ELLs in learning
academic vocabulary, stated, “Consider that high school students are expected to have a vocabulary of
approximately 50,000 words to be able to master the increasingly complex coursework of high school . . .
and the average student learns 3,000 new words each year. In 4 years, then, the average beginning ELL
might learn 12,000 to 15,000 words without targeted interventions, falling far short of the 50,000-word
goal” (pp. 26-27, citing Graves, 2006; Nagy & Anderson, 1984).

Specific strategies and areas of focus related to vocabulary instruction that have been endorsed for use with
ELLs include the following:

Use of audio with written texts. According to Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), “The use of audio books
can ... support students’ literacy development, especially if students follow along with a written text; the
recordings provide students with models for pronunciation and read-aloud fluency. For students whose
spoken English is better than their reading skills, hearing the words read aloud can aid in vocabulary
comprehension” (p. 37).

Use of L1 (first language) resources. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) recommended using students’ native
languages strategically to “[help] students understand difficult academic and content-specific concepts”
by using resources such as “bilingual dictionaries, glossaries, or websites” (pp. 36-37).

Cognates. Multiple sources attest the value of helping students learn vocabulary by identifying cognates
(i.e., “words in English that are similar and related to those in the student’s native language [such as]
tradition/tradicion; university/universidad,” Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007, p. 35). For example:

- “As Cummins (2001) has highlighted, many low-incidence English language words, like the
technical vocabulary students encounter across the content areas, come from Greek and Latin
roots. Once native Spanish, Portuguese, French, Italian, and Haitian Creole speakers recognize
that science and math words in their first language have cognates in English, rapid acquisition
of important vocabulary can more easily follow” (Melizer & Hamann, 2004, p. 29).°

- “[R]esearchers . . . have reported that Spanish-speaking English language learners in fifth and
sixth grade sometimes make use of cognates in their English reading to enbhance their English
reading comprebension. For example, Nagy, Garcia, Durguno_lu, and Hancin (1993) reported
that fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade Spanish-speaking English language learners” knowledge of
specific Spanish cognates and their recognition of cognate relationships significantly predicted
their comprehension of unknown English cognates while reading in English, after their knowl-
edge of English vocabulary had been controlled. . . . Because none of the students made full use
of the Spanish cognates that appeared in the English readings (Garcia & Nagy, 1993), Nagy and
bis colleagues (1993) thought that the students, especially those in fifth and sixth grade, could
benefit from instruction on how to use cognates in their English reading” (Garcia & Godina,
2004, p. 308; also cited by Klingner & Vaughn, 2004, p. 192).

- “Rodriguez (2001) successfully taught 20 bilingual middle school students how to use cognates
to facilitate their second-language reading” (Klingner & Vaughn, 2004, p. 192).

N

The References list for Meltzer & Hamann (2004) does not include a source by Cummins dated 2001. However, the References list
for Meltzer & Hamann (2005) does include a source by Cummins dated 2001, which has been incorporated into the References list
for this section.



o Contextual and morphemic analysis. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) identified “developing clues to
meaning of a word based on context clues and structural analysis” as among the helpful methods for

students to develop knowledge of new words (p. 33, citing August, 2003; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, INSTRUCTIONAL
2004). Similarly, Meltzer and Hamann (2003) reported positive results from a vocabulary enhancement
intervention for fifth-grade Anglo and Latino students that incorporated a mix of direct instruction of RECOMMENDATIONS

selected words with “strategies for using information from context [and] morphology” (p. 57, citing
Carlo et al., 2004).

* Direct instruction in content-area vocabulary. Summarizing research on effective classroom teaching
and learning strategies for ELLs, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) concluded, “According to the literature,
both L1 English students whose literacy skills are on or below grade level and their ELL peers benefit
from explicit instruction in the vocabulary . . . of the various content areas” (p. 62).

o Multiple-meaning words. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) advised, “Teachers must teach multiple mean-
ings of words” (p. 35). Knowledge about multiple meanings was also one of the strategies incorporated
in the successful fifth-grade vocabulary intervention reported by Carlo et al. (2004) (cited in Meltzer &
Hamann, 2005, p. 57).

o Authentic contexts for vocabulary learning. According to Meltzer and Hamann (2004), “In a study of
four high school classes where ELLs fared well academically, Henze and Lucas (1993) note that explicit
vocabulary instruction consciously emphasized the meaning of language rather than the structure. That
is, rather than having students memorize lists of vocabulary while doing little to practice their use, teach-
ers had ELLs (and other students) participate in activities where new vocabulary was used in authentic
ways, making new words not only more intelligible, but more memorable as well” (p. 57).

Along similar lines, Klingner and Vaughn (2004) stated, “Providing contexts from which words or con-
cepts are taught, as well as enabling students to use words and concepts framed within their own experi-
ences, is useful. For example, when students are learning about canyons, teachers can frame the word
around the context in which students will be learning about canyons within their reading. They can also
integrate students’ background and related experiences about canyons. These expanding contexts need
to be considered within the multiple teachings of the text the students are reading and learning” (p.
196).

e Instructional aids. Describing potentially helpful strategies for helping ELL students with vocabulary
development, Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) stated, “Visuals, graphic organizers, demonstrations, and
other instructional aids and devices can help students better understand and remember words and their
meanings” (p. 35).

o Expressive vocabulary. According to Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), “Teachers must . . . help students
incorporate words into their expressive vocabularies” (p. 35). Similarly, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) de-
scribed a “virtuous loop” for ELLs in which “their explicit reflection on comprehension and production
tasks motivates them to identify the appropriate vocabulary, text strategies, and even discourse features
that will authentically convey their thoughts and understandings in a contextually appropriate manner”
(p- 39). This suggests a value to having students engage in writing and speaking tasks in which they are
prompted to use appropriate vocabulary words.

Developing Key Background Knowledge
Lack of key background knowledge is a critical problem for English language learners. As Short and Fitzsim-
mons (2007) wrote,

Many adolescent ELLs lack background knowledge of the topics taught in middle and high
school content classes or have gaps in information learned. Teachers must activate what prior
knowledge exists and apply it to the lessons or explicitly build background schema. Students
who have been in U.S. schools since the early grades generally have some of the background
knowledge that is expected by teachers, textbooks, and curricula in the secondary grades if
they understood the lessons, but students who are new to the United States may not. Although
they often have a great deal of background knowledge, not all of it applies to the academic
context of their courses. (p. 35)

The problem is illustrated by a study of fifth and sixth graders described by Garcia and Godina (2004), who
“reported that the Latino students, regardless of English reading level, were less familiar with the range of
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compared to their Anglo classmates” (p. 309, citing Garcia, 1991). Helping these students both develop
relevant background knowledge and learn strategies that will help them connect more effectively to their
own background knowledge and experiences is thus a priority for ELL instruction.

o Activating prior knowledge. A key strategy for both ELLs and mainstream learners is to activate their
prior knowledge of the topics that will be addressed in texts.

- “According to the literature we reviewed, if ELLs are going to be successful at using reading and
writing in U.S. schools to learn in supported (ESL or bilingual) and/or mainstream classrooms,
their teachers must consciously activate learners’ background knowledge to support the compre-
hension of challenging texts” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2004, p. 17).

- “Connecting instruction to what the learners know and then explicitly discussing how that
knowledge applies to the topic at hand is a technique teachers should use with ELLs” (Short &
Fitzsimmons, 2007, p. 35).

* Directly building background knowledge. In cases where prior knowledge is lacking, background
knowledge can be built directly through instruction.

- According to Peregoy and Boyle (2000), “Building background knowledge on a text topic,
through firsthand experiences such as science experiments, museum visits, and manipulatives
can facilitate success in reading” (p. 239, as quoted in Melizer & Hamann, 2004, p. 17).

- Similarly, Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) indicated that “ways to build background [include]
introducing students to new academic topics through short video clips, demonstrations, or field
experiences” (p. 36).

o Time required. Several sources mentioned the importance of allowing time for ELLs to activate and/or
develop adequate background knowledge:

- According to Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), “[A]dolescent ELLs generally need much more
time focused on developing vocabulary and background schema than native English speakers

do” (p. 8).

- Klingner and Vaughn (2004) wrote, “It is important not to assume that students have (or should
have) the same shared, common knowledge set, and to ensure that adequate time is spent pre-
viewing critical information and concepts from text and tapping related background knowl-
edge” (p. 190).

Taken together, these suggest the importance of allowing ample time for activating prior knowledge and
building background information, and providing extra time and opportunities in cases where students lack
prior knowledge or where concepts are particularly difficult.

Comprehension and Content-Area Literacy

Comprehension remains a major goal of instruction for ELLs, as for native English speakers. Similarly, help-
ing adolescent ELLs develop content-area literacy is a central concern. Researchers in literacy for adolescent
ELLs have identified a variety of specific strategies related to comprehension and/or content-area literacy
that are supported by research and expert opinion, many of which overlap with effective practices for ado-
lescent struggling readers in general.

o Content- or theme-based focus. Several sources noted the value of a content- or theme-based curriculum
for ELLs.

— Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) explained, “Adolescents thrive in situations in which they recog-
nize the relevance of what they are learning. By helping them understand how the acquisition
of language and academic literacy skills will allow them to achieve at higher levels in other
classes, they may become more motivated. In a learning environment that incorporates language
development with content or themes, students can see for themselves the importance of literacy
skills in understanding the way material is presented and how texts are organized. The literacy
skills needed to ‘do’ science, for example, can be made clear and explicitly taught while students
are engaged in ‘doing’ science for a real purpose. . . . Thus, providing content- or theme-based
instruction gives ELLs an important framework for assimilating new information and applying
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language skills learned across the curriculum” (p. 36, citing Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006;
Garcia & Godina, 2004; Moje et al., 2004; Schleppegrell, Achugar, & Orteiza, 2004; Short,
1999). INSTRUCTIONAL

- Klingner and Vaughn (2004) described research on “six exemplary high schools” that found RECOMMENDATIONS
that in those schools, “Students [learning English] benefited from . . . a theme-based curriculum”
(p. 192, citing Lucas, 1996; Lucas, Henze, & Donato, 1990).

o Teaching skills in context. Meltzer and Hamann (2005) endorsed research on the importance of teach-
ing comprehension skills in context as particularly applicable to ELLs: “The research recommends that
literacy skills and strategies be taught and used in the context of reading, writing, and learning rather
than solely or primarily practiced in isolation. . . . The research does not show strong results for ELL
or other students who learn skills in isolation and then are expected to apply or transfer those skills ap-
propriately on their own. However, there is ample evidence that a number of particular literacy strate-
gies, when explicitly taught, modeled, and practiced in context, enhance the ability of secondary school
students to use reading and writing skills to learn throughout the content areas” (p. 23, citing Alvermann
& Moore, 1991; Rosenshine, 1997; Rosenshine & Meister, 1994; Rosenshine et al., 1996; Schoenbach
et al., 1999).

e Cycle of modeling, explicit teaching, and formative assessment. Describing practices of effective literacy
instruction supported by research both on mainstream adolescents and on ELLs, Meltzer and Hamann
(20095) stated, “Teachers need to model, explicitly teach, and regularly assess students’ literacy habits and
skills in order to determine what to further model and teach. . . . If the cycle is implemented as described,
the research suggests that it can help teachers meet the academic literacy development needs of diverse
learners, including ELLs” (p. 20).

o Explicit instruction in comprehension strategies. As with native English speakers, effective comprehen-
sion instruction for ELLs utilizes explicit instruction in comprehension strategies as a key approach.

— Citing research on the differences between successful and less successful ELLs, Garcia and Go-
dina (2004) proposed the following high-level guideline for effective ELL literacy instruction:
“Within the ESL language arts classroom, we recommend strategy instruction, in which the
teacher models and gives students guided practice in using cognitive strategies to monitor and
repair their comprebension in English” (p. 317, citing Jiménez et al., 1995, 1996; Nagy et al.,
1993).

— Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) endorsed this recommendation, stating, “Besides learning the
basics of reading, ELLs need to receive explicit instruction about reading comprehension strate-
gies. ... If the students already apply these strategies when reading in their native language, then
the strategies may transfer to English. . . . Some students, however, need explicit instruction in
strategy use in order to make the transfer. For adolescent ELLs who lack reading strategies in
their native language, second language strategies instruction can provide them with skills they
can apply to all texts” (p. 35, citing August, 2002; Bernhardt, 2005; Denti & Guerin, 2004;
Garcia & Godina, 2004; Riches & Genesee, 2006).

- Meltzer and Hamann (2005) described the success of the CAPE (Content Area Program En-
hancement) program, which “required teachers to explicitly teach at least one CALLA [Cogni-
tive Academic Language Learning Approach] strategy as applicable at each class session, ‘either
cognitive (resourcing, grouping, note taking, elaboration of prior knowledge, summarizing,
deduction, induction, imaginary or making inferences) or metacognitive (organization, plan-
ning selective attention, self-management, self-assessment)’” (pp. 23-24, quoting from Montes,
2002, p. 699; emphasis as reproduced from Meltzer & Hamann).

® Modeling. As noted above, modeling of specific literacy skills and strategies is part of the cycle advo-
cated by Meltzer and Hamann (2005, p. 20). Describing research on mainstream literacy instruction,
these researchers clarified this component as follows: “Modeling and explicitly teaching desired literacy
skills and behaviors provides students, who say they read but do not always understand, with important
strategies to employ when comprehension breaks down” (p. 37, citing Greenleaf & Mueller, 1997; Schunk
& Zimmerman, 1997). They concluded by identifying “[m]odeling viable literacy habits” among “im-
portant practices for teachers” in teaching both ELLs and native English speakers (p. 62).
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o Active student involvement; process-based approach. Describing research-supported practices for help-
ing adolescents develop academic literacy, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) stated, “[A] common theme that
underlies these promising practices is the importance of interacting with and actively processing text in
order to improve reading comprehension and learning. That is, students are required to do something
with the text, not just pass their eyes over the words, unsure of where to focus” (p. 19).

— Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) reached a similar conclusion with regard to adolescent ELLs in
particular, stating, “After adolescent ELLs acquire the basic skills, they need to become active
readers and writers who use reading and writing processes, such as previewing, making predic-
tions, paraphrasing, and inferring (for reading) and brainstorming, drafting, editing, and pub-
lishing (for writing)” (p. 34).

— Continuing their discussion of this point, they stated further, “Skilled readers and writers en-
gage in these processes in academic settings and in ‘real life,” and researchers have found that
adolescent ELL literacy is enhanced when teens are taught using a process-based approach. ..
Using these processes, learners can examine a text, make conclusions about it, articulate and
incorporate those conclusions, and then evaluate the effectiveness of the incorporation. The pro-
cess creates awareness about the functions of language, and the reflection inberent in the process
helps students practice the kinds of highly abstract thinking that [are] essential to succeeding in
high school and beyond into college or the world of work” (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007, p. 34,
citing Garcia & Godina, 2004; Valdés, 1999; Villasenor, 2003).

- Meltzer and Hamann (2005) cited comments by Peregoy and Boyle (2000) to the effect that
“with intermediate ELL readers, the deliberate and purposeful uses of before (e.g., purpose for
reading, activating background knowledge, introduction of vocabulary), during (e.g., teacher
and student co-reading, prediction, paired reading, student response logs, use of graphic orga-
nizers such as story maps), and after strategies (e.g., mapping, dramatization, creating a mural,
writing reader’s theatre scripts) are critical for supporting comprehension and content recall” (p.
29, citing Peregoy & Boyle, 2000, pp. 245-246; emphasis in original).

Taken together, these statements suggest a general value for ELLs in practices that involve them in actively
processing texts and in using a process-based approach to reading texts that incorporates before-reading,
during-reading, and after-reading activities.

o Critical thinking and reasoning. In their discussion of eight literacy-related instructional practices that
were supported by research for both mainstream adolescents and ELLs, Meltzer and Hamann (2005)
identified thinking and reasoning as a common element: “The centrality of thinking emerges in con-
junction with all of these. For example, strategic reading, writing to learn, Socratic discussion, debate
preparation, concept development, questioning the author, question and answer relationships, think
alouds, and reciprocal teaching are cited throughout the literature as strategies to improve reading com-
prehension, and all involve critical thinking. Thus, literacy and thinking cannot be separated” (p. 11,
citing van den Broek & Kremer, 2000; Verhoeven & Snow, 2001; emphasis in original). This suggests an
importance to teaching critical thinking and reasoning as part of text comprehension.

o Comprebension monitoring and metacognition. Multiple sources among ELL researchers identify com-
prehension monitoring and/or metacognition as a particularly important area for ELLs to develop their
skills. For example:

- Metacognitive strategy instruction—defined by Meltzer and Hamann (2005) as “allow][ing] stu-
dents to effectively monitor their own comprebension and skill in reading, writing, speaking,
and listening” (p. 36)—was one of two major components of “emphasis on thinking,” one of the
eight instructional practices they identified as supported by the literature for both mainstream
adolescents and ELLs.®

— Similarly, Garcia and Godina’s (2004) guideline related to strategy instruction for ELLs (noted
on previous page under Explicit instruction in comprehension strategies) included a focus on
helping students learn to “monitor and repair their comprebension in English” (p. 317, citing
Jiménez et al., 1995, 1996; Nagy et al., 1993).

6 The other component was cognitive strategy instruction, which refers to “developing high-order thinking skills [related to] the use of
reading, writing, speaking, and listening both to learn and to demonstrate learning” (p. 36).



- Describing differences between ELLs and native English readers, Klingner and Vaughn (2004)
wrote, “Jiménez et al. (1996) [noted] that the skilled English-only readers they studied seldom
needed to monitor their comprebension overtly the way second-language readers needed to, be-
cause they rarely encountered unknown vocabulary and had well-developed background sche-
mas that were relevant to the text they read” (p. 189). This suggests a particular importance to
comprehension monitoring as a strategy for ELLs.

- Meltzer and Hamann (2005) cited Greenleaf et al. (2001) in support of “the effectiveness and
utility of using metacognitively oriented conversations (i.e., conversations that explicitly draw
learners’ reflective attention to their learning strategies) with struggling readers, including ELLs”

(pp. 37-38).

o Making predictions. Klingner and Vaughn (2004) identified predicting as a practice that “appear|[s]
promising for improving the reading comprehension of adolescent English language learners” (pp. 195—
196, citing Anderson & Roit, 1990, 1993, 1996). Describing how to use prediction as an effective strat-
egy, they wrote, “Prediction can be better situated to assist English language learners when teachers first
establish the context for a story, then help students relate the context to their prior experiences. Written
cues and ideas can be written down to aid students while they are reading. . . . Students should later
return to their predictions to assess how accurate they were” (p. 196, citing Gersten & Jiménez, 1994).
Similarly, as cited above, both Short and Fitzsimmons (2007, p. 34) and Meltzer and Hamann (2003, p.
29, citing Peregoy & Boyle, 2000) endorsed prediction as part of a process-based approach to reading.

o Text structures. Several researchers identified instruction in the structures of text as among the useful
practices that may be particularly helpful for ELLs.

- Klingner and Vaughn (2004) identified research to the effect that “[iln general, passages orga-
nized in a familiar structure are easier to comprebend and remember than passages structured
in a less familiar way. . . . Text structures are culturally determined, and knowing them takes a
great deal of implicit learning, though explicit instruction can help. In a study of 70 sixth-grade
students studying English as a foreign language, Amer (1992) found that direct instruction in
text structure facilitated students’ comprehension and recall” (pp. 190-191, citing Amer, 1992;
Carrell, 1984; Fitzgerald, 1995a; Hinds, 1983).

- Along similar lines, they stated, “Explicitly teaching text structures can increase English lan-
guage learners’ comprebension. In one procedure . . . teachers teach students a new text struc-
ture, such as problem-solution, by prompting them to ask a series of questions about the text
that corresponds to its structure. For example, “What is the problem? What is the cause of
the problem? What will happen if the problem continues? How can the problem be solved?’”
(Klingner & Vaughn, 2004, p. 196, citing Anderson & Henne, 1993; McLaren & Anderson,
1992).

- Meltzer and Hamann (2005) identified “understanding text structures within the content areas”
as one of eight research-supported instructional practices for improving literacy development
and content-area learning for both mainstream students and ELLs: “According to the literature,
both L1 English students whose literacy skills are on or below grade level and their ELL peers
benefit from explicit instruction in the . . . text structures, and discourse features of the vari-
ous content areas” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, pp. 1, 62). These benefits include “provid[ing]
readers with a frame of reference when interpreting new information or determining how to
approach academic writing tasks” (p. 52). Meltzer and Hamann (2005) also cited Fitzgerald’s
(1995b) review of 110 articles on reading English as a second language, which “found that read-
ing instruction targeting specific student knowledge, such as . . . text-structure knowledge was
generally effective” (p. 29).

— The same authors identified “[s|trategies for unpacking text structures” as including “using sig-
nals for predicting, mapping, teaching story grammar, inventing main ideas, making hierarchical
summaries, translating the main ideas into visual frames or organizers, scaffolding by example
from the teacher, and selecting assignments that require attention to structures and features (e.g.,
chapter previews, text scavenger hunts, and use of textual clues in the completion of summa-
ries) and text queries” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2008, p. 52, citing Dickson et al., 1995a, 1995b;
Pearson & Fielding, 1991; Schoenbach et al., 1999; Symons, Richards, & Greene, 1995; Taylor,
1992).
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o Academic genres. Along similar lines, Meltzer and Hamann (20035) cited several sources on the impor-

tance of exposing ELLs to multiple genres, particularly “academic” genres, and instructing them on the
features of those genres. For example, they quoted Callahan (2005) as stating, “Because they are not
native English speakers, [ELLs] require explicit instruction in the genres of academic English used in sci-
entific reports, court documents, public information articles, and the like. Exposure to domain-specific
language facilitates content-area understanding, bringing English learners to the academic forefront” (p.
323, quoted in Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 2). Elsewhere, they stated, “[T]here is increasing acceptance
that the task of reading differs according to purpose and genre. Reading an article for facts is different
from reading a mystery novel for pleasure. Teaching adolescents about genre-based differences in read-
ing requires that the teacher act as an expert reader, modeling for students how to approach reading in a
variety of texts” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 19).

Explicit instruction in content-area reading and writing. Meltzer and Hamann (2005) identified an
emphasis on reading and writing in the content areas as one of eight practices supported by research and
expert opinion related to both mainstream and ELL adolescents. They wrote, “The second recommenda-
tion from the research is an increased emphasis on reading and writing instruction within the context of
content-area learning. . . . Chances to practice are not enough; there is growing consensus that to support
students’ abilities to maximize learning from texts, content-area teachers need to provide content-area
reading instruction as part of teaching in the content-focused classroom” (p. 27, citing Jacobs, 1999;
Langer, 2002; Moore, Alvermann, & Hinchman, 2000; Vacca, 2002; emphasis in original). They went
on to state, “Explicit teaching of the discourse features particular to specific content areas is especially
important for ELLs and students with a limited background in the academic literacy expectations of
schools” (p. 49, citing Heath, 1983; Mohan, 1990; Reyhner & Davidson, 1992; Spanos, 1992). This
suggests a value to providing professional development that can help content-area teachers learn effective
strategies for incorporating reading and writing instruction, relevant to the specific content area, into
their classes.

- Meltzer and Hamann (2004) endorsed the strategy of using professional development to help
content-area teachers develop these skills, stating, “Training all secondary-school teachers to
promote content-area literacy development can be part of the strategy for improving schools’
capacity to respond to secondary-level ELLs” (p. 37).

— Similarly, Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) argued, “Content-area language and discourse—an
understanding of how language is used in a specific subject area or discipline and of subject-
specific text genres and structures” should be “part of the teacher development programs for all
teachers” (pp. 23, 24, citing Crandall, 2000; Crawford, 2003; Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2004;
Grant & Wong, 2003; Short & Echevarria, 2004; Wong, Fillmore, & Snow, 2002).”

Integrating Language Modalities
Incorporating both written and oral language and integrating all four language modalities—reading, writ-

ing, speaking, and listening—represent key research-based strategies advocated by experts for supporting

ELL literacy and content learning.

Garcia and Godina (2004) wrote, “Teachers who work with English language learners in ESL and all-
English classrooms need to know how to shelter students’ comprehension of English instruction through
the integration of reading, writing, speaking, and listening, and the use of visuals, gestures, drama, physi-
cal activity, and realia” (p. 316, citing Peregoy & Boyle, 2001).

According to Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), “ELLs benefit from the integration of explicit instruction
in reading, writing, listening, and speaking across the curriculum, regardless of student proficiency level.
.. . Research strongly suggests that reading and writing are mutually reinforcing skill domains, and that
this holds true for ELLs just as it does for native English speakers. . . . Oral language development is also
important because it facilitates English literacy development. . . . To be academically literate, students
must be able to engage in the oral discourse of the classroom as well as the reading and writing activi-
ties in the lessons. Therefore, teachers should integrate all four language skills in their lessons, and oral
language practice should not be sacrificed for more time on reading and writing” (p. 34, citing August,
2002; August & Shanahan, 2006; Echevarria, Short, & Powers, 2006; Genesee et al., 2006).

7

We note that the References list in Short & Fitzsimmons (2007) does not list any source dated 2000 with Crandall as the sole author.
However, a source dated 2000 lists Crandall, Jaramillo, Olsen, & Kreeft Peyton as authors. This source is listed in the References list
for this section.
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¢ Similarly, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) wrote, “The ELL literature generally agrees that to maximize
literacy development, assignments should require students to use reading, writing, speaking, and listen-

ing skills and should contain aspects that draw students’ attention to both spoken and written language INSTRUCTIONAL
use (their own and others) as well as content” (p. 18, citing Anstrom, 1997; Carrasquillo & Rodriguez,
2002; Doherty et al., 2003; Enright & McCloskey, 1988; Fillmore & Snow, 2000). They also stated, RECOMMENDATIONS

“[E]xplicit instruction can and should incorporate each of the domains of literacy—that is, reading,
writing, speaking, listening, and thinking—because the most effective strategies for comprehension and
communication in the content areas vary by learner, topic, task, etc.” (Meltzer & Hamann, 20035, p.
62).

® Meltzer and Hamann (2005) also wrote, “The use of classroom talk in conjunction with learning from
and creating texts may be particularly useful for supporting academic literacy development in struggling
readers and second language learners, especially when opportunities to talk about text are structured as
small group discussions” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2003, p. 31, citing Alvermann & Phelps, 1998; Collins,
Brown, & Newman, 1989; Tharp, 1999).

® More broadly, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) cited Nurss and Hough (1992) and “many others” in sup-
port of the conclusion that “oral language is a key aspect of literacy development for ELLs. . . . They
note that ELL students need frequent verbal interactions with teachers and with peers. Teachers provide
the academic and content-related language that students need, as well as language related to the manage-
ment of learning and the classroom. Peers can provide socially appropriate ways of using language for
communication. Both are necessary in order for ELLs to develop oral language competence in English”
(Meltzer & Hamann, 20035, p. 33).

¢ Notwithstanding the critical importance of oral language, Meltzer and Hamann (2004, 2005) also cited
research on the particular importance for ELLs of providing written texts as a basis for student work:

— “Text itself emerges in the ELL literature as a key instructional aid for content-area learn-
ing. Scarcella (2002) identifies it as essential input for advanced literacy development. Harklau
(2002) . . . notes that the reviewability of text is a key and often preferred feature for ELLs.
Unlike oral communication (which, unless recorded, disappears as fast as it is spoken), written
text is available for ongoing examination, which allows ELLs (and other learners) to reread, to
check emergent interpretive hypotheses, to compare to L1 literacy rules and conventions they
may know, and to practice repeatedly” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 30).

- Harklau (2002) “observed that [secondary-level ELLs]| often preferred to work with written as
opposed to oral sources of input because texts were reviewable, unlike the talk of teachers and
peers” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2004, p. 35).

- Also according to Harklau (2002), “On a broader level, a distinguishing characteristic of print
is the possibility for language learners to interact without the pressures of face-to-face commu-
nication, allowing them to slow the pace, make exchanges reviewable and self-paced, and to put
contributions in editable form” (p. 337, quoted in Melizer & Hamann, 2004, p. 35).

- Based on this research, Meltzer and Hamann (2004) concluded, “Text, therefore, becomes an
even more important vehicle for engaging adolescent ELLs than for other adolescents” (p. 35).

Collaborative Learning Strategies g
According to Meltzer and Hamann (2004), m
=

Text-based discussion and collaborative learning . . . emerge in the ELL literature as two key o
instructional approaches for engaging ELLs with content-area learning and literacy develop- o
ment. Much evidence exists that interactional learning encourages cooperation and discourse, T
which in turn drive language learning. . . . This seems to be the case even when all the stu- =
dents in the group lack full English proficiency. (p. 33, citing Waxman & Tellez, 2002; Joyce, @
1997) )
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INSTRUCTIONAL Meltzer and Hamann (2004, 2005) identified several benefits of collaborative learning for promoting both
general and content-area literacy. For example:

RECOMMENDATIONS

e “Evidence suggests that the purposeful use of cooperative learning structures in content-area classrooms
motivates ELLs’ participation and supports their achievement. . . . Well-designed cooperative learning
is an important literacy development strategy for adolescent native and nonnative speakers because it
allows the social construction of meaning through collaborative effort” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2004, p.
36, citing Montes, 2002; Waxman & Tellez, 2002).

e “[Pleer interaction . . . offers ELLs the chance to practice the vocabularies and genres specific to various
content areas” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 35).

e “Verplaetse (2000b) notes four underlying reasons for the importance of classroom interaction for ELL
students:

First, the social and communicative strategies needed to gain access to the content are ac-
quired simultaneously during the learning of the academic content (Mehan, 1978). As stated
by Green and Harker, “curriculum . . . is tripartite in nature; it is composed of academic,
social, and communicative demands” (1982, p. 183). In other words, students learn how to
communicate and how to express social relationships at the same time that they are learning
course content. Second, interaction allows the student the opportunity to share in the co-
construction of knowledge (Wertsch & Toma, 1990). Students who take part in the inter-
action take part in the construction of the knowledge. Third, with regard to higher level
academic communicative skills, interaction provides a learner the repeated practice needed
to develop this communicative competency (Hall, 1993; Snow, 1990). [ . . . | Fourth, with
regard to social role definition, interaction determines the level of co-membership a student
is to experience with the group (Zuengler, 1993). In other words, students establish social
roles within the classroom community, in part, through their interactive roles. Consequently,
limited interactive roles [limited in type or number] for [limited English proficient] students
could restrict the development of their social and academic communicative skills, limit their
opportunities to co-construct knowledge, and simultaneously marginalize their social roles
within the classroom community. (pp. 20-21)%

e “Scarcella (2002) notes that ELLs’ classroom interaction with speakers of Standard English contributes
to the acquisition of advanced English literacy skills. Such interaction exposes ELL students to academi-
cally sanctioned forms of English and offers them the practice and feedback needed to develop phonol-
ogy, lexicon, morphology, syntax, and pragmatics” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, pp. 33-34)

e “In their summary of the literature on effective instruction for ELLs, Waxman and Tellez (2002) assert
that collaborative learning emerges as both an important structure for supporting instructional conver-
sations and as a delivery strategy for addressing principles of culturally responsive instruction, such as
diversity. They claim that group tasks are crucial for language learning and conclude, ‘Other aspects of
collaborative learning communities like debate and compromise can be developed through aspects of in-
structional conversation practice’ ” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 41, quoting Waxman & Tellez, 2002,

p-2).

Specific recommendations related to collaborative strategies, including text-based collaborative learning
(both with texts students read to interpret and with texts they write themselves), are described below.

o [Interactive discussions of texts. As noted in the quote from Meltzer and Hamann (2004) on the previ-
ous page, text-based discussion is a “key instructional [approach] for engaging ELLs with content-area
learning and literacy development” (p. 33). Interactive discussions related to text represent one of the
key strategies identified by researchers as positive ways for students to collaborate as they build their
knowledge of texts.

8 Sources referenced in this quote from Verplaetse (2000b) were not listed in the References for Meltzer & Hamann (2005) and there-
fore do not appear in the References list for this section.
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® Peer review of writing. Meltzer and Hamann (2004) wrote, “Cooperative learning can also be usefully
extended to having peers review each others’ written work. In their study of second-language learners at
the secondary level, Tsui and Ng (2000) found that while students preferred feedback on their writing INSTRUCTIONAL
from their teacher, most also found peer comments to be helpful. In particular, peer comments enhanced
a sense of audience, raised learners’ awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses, encouraged col- RECOMMENDATIONS
laborative learning, and fostered the ownership of text. This was true for both less experienced and more
experienced second-language writers” (p. 36).

* Diverse grouping experiences. According to Meltzer and Hamann (2005), “ELLs, like many students,
learn best when they have a mix of individual, small group, and whole class work” (p. 24, citing Anstrom,
1997).

* Guidelines for collaborative grouping. Meltzer and Hamann (2004) identified a variety of strategies
for successful collaborative learning, including the following specific strategies that Jamestown Reading
Navigator supports:

- Using strategies for assigning students to groups, including “mixing native and nonnative
speakers; creating groups around interest/inquiry; [and] choosing group membership based on
strengths brought to bear on project completion” (p. 36)

- “[E]stablishing working group routines around particular types of tasks” (p. 36)
- Assessing both groups and individuals (p. 36)

Motivation and Engagement
Summarizing their comparison of mainstream adolescent literacy research and research on adolescent ELLs
in the area of motivation and engagement, Meltzer and Hamann (2004) concluded broadly,

Our reviews of the literature confirm that research-grounded recommendations related to the
academic literacy development of adolescents and effective instruction for secondary-level
ELLs substantively overlap in the area of student motivation and engagement. (p. 37)

Specific practices that have been identified for promoting motivation and engagements among ELLs include
the following:

o Appropriate challenge level. Meltzer and Hamann (2004) identified making sure that students are work-
ing at an appropriate instructional level to ensure their academic success as a key strategy for helping
ELLs be motivated and engaged. They wrote, “If we want adolescents to be able to competently use
reading, writing, and speaking in English to learn, to define themselves and their worlds, and to develop
their voice . . . they need learning environments . . . where we scaffold their growing abilities so they can
successfully use academic language. . . . These conditional requirements are as relevant to ELLs as to any
other secondary school students. . . . If ELLs are embarrassed, if tasks are too far above or below their
proximal zone of development, or if teachers do not provide frequent opportunities and strategies for
ELLs to successfully develop as readers and writers, then ELLs will disengage just like other adolescents
confronting learning environments stacked against them. . . . It is difficult to become better at something
if one refuses to engage with it” (p. 13, citing Ballenger, 1997; Erickson, 1987; Greenleaf, Schoenbach,
Cziko, & Mueller, 2001; Hall & Verplaetse, 2000; Verplaetse, 2000a, 2000b). This speaks to the im-
portant motivational effects of making sure students are matched to tasks that are at an appropriate
difficulty level for them or are provided with appropriate scaffolding to help ensure that assigned tasks
are brought within their capabilities.

o Clear expectations. Describing research findings for promoting motivation and engagement among
ELLs, Meltzer and Hamann (2004) wrote, “Successful programs . . . require an explicit delineation of
expectations (the teacher’s, the student’s, and the state’s—i.e., state curriculum frameworks or content
area standards)” (p. 39). This suggests the importance of providing clear goals as a motivating factor for
students—an element confirmed in mainstream research as well.

o Student choices. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) endorsed the importance of student choice as an impor-
tant factor for motivation of ELLs, just as for mainstream students, writing, “Most students tend to be
more motivated and more successful in reading when they have meaningful opportunities to exercise
choice, whether that means choice of text (deciding what to read), choice of task (what sort of reading or
writing project to do with the text), or choice of partner (picking a partner with whom to do a project)”
(p- 37).

®
—
-
pd
o
o
et
~
<
o
®
)
p
=
1
T
=
—

17




® Relevance to students’ interests and lives. Meltzer and Hamann (2004, 2005) identified several advan-
tages from connecting instruction to ELL students’ interests and/or making instruction relevant to the

INSTRUCTIONAL circumstances of their lives.

RECOMMENDATIONS - Describing tke value of “safe and responsive classroo'ms ” for' ELLs, they wro?e, “To be cultur-
ally responsive, classrooms must be centered around instruction that ‘emphasizes students’ cul-
tural and situational concerns, including critical family and community issues, and incorporates
them into the curriculum, textbooks, and learning activities’ ” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2004, p. 25,
quoting Waxman & Tellez, 2002, pp. 1-2).

— In this connection, they noted the importance for ELLs of “Seeing choices of texts and hearing
examples and discussion of issues that reflect ELLs’ social realities” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2004,
p. 25).

- Describing learner-centered classrooms—one of the eight instructional practices they identified
as improving literacy development and content-area learning for both mainstream students and
ELLs—they wrote, “A learner-centered classroom builds upon students’ background, interests,
and experiences” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005, p. 40).

® Professional development. Meltzer and Hamann (2004) argued for the importance of professional devel-
opment specifically directed toward helping teachers learn about motivation and engagement:

Focusing upon these strategies to improve student motivation and engagement with literacy
within preservice and inservice training for secondary school teachers is doubly important
because it responds to two related contemporary needs. Teachers who learn to be effective
promoters of adolescents’ literacy development through attention to motivation and engage-
ment possess an important part of the toolkit they need to work effectively with ELLs. There-
fore . . . teachers are better positioned to recognize and attend to issues that are particular to
second language learners. (p. 38)

Diverse Texts

® Reading level, wide range of topics. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) wrote, “Adolescent ELLs will ben-
efit from access to diverse texts that present a wide range of topics at a variety of reading levels. High-
interest, low-difficulty texts play a significant role in a successful adolescent ELL literacy program and
are critical to the fostering of reading skills of struggling readers and to engaging all students. Appropri-
ate grade-level textbooks are important tools, but are more difficult for ELLs to read . . . so they must
be supplemented by a selection of more accessible texts to reach multiple proficiency levels and connect
to students’ background experiences” (p. 38, citing Hornberger, 2003). This suggests the value, for ELL
students, of providing

— Texts that are supplements to standard textbooks

Texts at a variety of reading levels, so students can read texts that are at a level appropriate for them

- Texts on a variety of topics
- Texts on topics that are likely to interest students

o Texts reflecting students’ identity. Several benefits have been identified from providing texts that relate
to students’ cultural, ethnic, and/or racial identity.

- According to Melizer and Hamann (2004), “Studying and reading texts that reflect one’s ethnic
and/or racial identity are known critical supports for bealthy adolescent identity development”
(p. 30, citing Tatum, 1997).

- According to Garcia and Godina (2004), “To motivate students and help them develop strong
inferencing strategies, students should be provided with opportunities to read culturally famil-
iar/relevant texts, as well as texts that are part of the all-English curriculum. Saunders and Gold-
enberg (1999), in particular, pointed out the importance of helping English language learners
identify relationships between their personal experiences and texts that they read” (p. 317).

- Klingner and Vaughn (2004) stated, “Selecting materials that represent culturally familiar mate-
rial that also is based on students’ prior knowledge and experience is valuable” (p. 197, citing
Brozo, Cantii Baleiro, & Salazar, 1996).
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Writing
As noted previously, writing and reading are paired with each other as important areas for adolescent ELLs

to develop their skills. For example, Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) identified “Teach[ing] the components

and processes of reading and writing” as an instructional practice that is “potentially effective for develop-

ing literacy in adolescent ELLs” (p. 34). Similarly, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) paired reading and writing

in their recommendation for “More time spent reading and writing—more reading and writing assignments

accompanied by more reading and writing instruction” (p. 17).

Writing process approach. Garcia and Godina (2004) cited findings by Valdés (1999), who “thought
that the middle-school English language learners she observed would have benefited more from the writ-
ing process approaches that their English-speaking classmates received in the all-English classrooms than
they did from the structural linguistic approach used by some of their ESL teachers” (pp. 310-311). This
conclusion was endorsed by Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), who stated, “After adolescent ELLs acquire
the basic skills, they need to become active readers and writers who use reading and writing processes,
such as . . . brainstorming, drafting, editing, and publishing. . . . Skilled readers and writers engage in
these processes in academic settings and in ‘real life,” and researchers have found that adolescent ELL
literacy is enhanced when teens are taught using a process-based approach” (p. 34, citing Garcia & Go-
dina, 2004; Valdés, 1999; Villasenor, 2003).

Instruction in writing strategies. Meltzer and Hamann’s (2005) emphasis on the importance of students’
“deliberate and frequent use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies” extends not only to reading, but
also to “producing texts” (p. 35). Along similar lines, Garcia and Godina (2004), while emphasizing the
importance of process writing approaches, also cited Reyes’s (1991, 1992) recommendation that “this
type of instruction [i.e., process writing] should be combined with explicit instruction on topics/con-
ventions unfamiliar to many English language learners (e.g., how to edit English writing, how to write
specific genres)” (p. 318).

Opportunities to write different types of texts. Meltzer and Hamann (20035) cited Schleppegrell’s (2004)
discussion of “how ELLs” writing also can reflect common training and activities from ESL classes. For
example, if in such settings students are often encouraged to write personal narratives, it follows that
a first impulse in writing in any content area is to write as if the genre calls for a personal narrative. . . .
[Schleppegrell] cites Hinkel’s (2002) work to support this assertion, adding, “Teachers need to create op-
portunities for students to write different types of texts and help them focus on how those texts are most
effectively constructed so that students can extend their repertoires and make register choices that realize
new and more challenging genres’ ” (p. 31, quoting from Schleppegrell, 2004, p. 151). This suggests a
particular value both in having students write a variety of texts and in having those texts include the
types of academic texts they are likely to be required to use in their content-area classes.

Writing as a tool for content learning. Meltzer and Hamann (2005) cited Harklau (2002) to the effect
that “the act of producing text (writing) in addition to speaking and listening activities seems to be more
effective than lecture or discussion alone for enhancing content-area learning and academic literacy
development” (Meltzer & Hamann, 2003, p. 30). This suggests that for ELLs, as for mainstream adoles-
cent readers, writing can be an important tool for learning content.

Practice. Meltzer and Hamann (20035) cited Curry’s (2004) argument that “multiple opportunities to
practice,” among other strategies, “can assist ELLs to master essay writing” (p. 50). They also described
a study by Snow (1990) of “both native and nonnative English speaking students [that] illustrates the
importance of these opportunities to practice. Snow found a strong correlation between schooling in
English and the ability to give formal definitions (both formal and informal definition prove knowledge
of a word, but the former better matches the academic genre preferred and rewarded in school). Snow
concludes that the ability to practice definitions enables students to produce formal definitions” (pp.
50-51; emphasis in original). Taken together these suggest a value in providing students with extensive
English-language practice in writing.

Word processing. Writing Next reported an effect size of 0.52 from a study in which students with
English as a second language in grades 9-12 used a word processor for 13 weeks to compose their texts
(Graham & Perin, 2007, p. 52, describing Silver & Repa, 1993).
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Assessment

Formative assessment. As noted on page 11, Meltzer and Hamann (20035) identified formative assess-
ment as part of a cycle of instruction that included teacher modeling, explicit teaching, and assessment
that “can help teachers meet the academic literacy development needs of diverse learners, including
ELLs” (p. 20). They clarified, “Ongoing formative assessment provides teacher and student alike with
useful information about the student’s literacy habits and skills and/or the student’s content knowledge
and is recognized throughout the literature as critical for improving academic literacy habits and skills”
(p. 25, citing Biancarosa & Snow [2006]).

Frequent assessment. Meltzer and Hamann (2005) wrote, “[T]he literature supports the notion that as-
sessment, at least informal assessment, of ELLs should be frequent in order to provide appropriate and
adequate support of ELLs’ academic progress” (p. 26, citing Echevarria & Goldenberg, 1999).

Multiple forms of assessment. “[U]sing multiple forms of assessment” was identified as part of Meltzer
and Hamann’s (2005) eight research-verified practices for both mainstream and ELL students (p. 1).
They clarified, “Use of more than one form of assessment makes it easier for assessment to be responsive
to student needs, learning styles, and strengths, greatly improving the chances that, over time, assess-
ments will accurately reflect learning and alert teachers to additional areas for attention” (p. 25, citing
Moore et al., 1999; Quenemoen et al., 2004; Solano-Flores & Trumbull, 2003). They also noted that
“multiple forms of assessment can help students understand their literacy strengths and areas of chal-
lenge, thereby empowering students to take better charge of their learning” (p. 24).

Feedback. Summarizing their research findings, Meltzer and Hamann (2005) identified “timely and intel-
ligible feedback” as an “important [practice] for teachers” (p. 62). Elsewhere, they noted that large-scale,
high-stakes standardized tests do not provide “the immediate, individualized, nuanced feedback” that is
valuable for students (p. 23, citing Sarroub & Pearson, 1998).

Clear expectations. Meltzer and Hamann (2005) noted the importance of being aware of students’
“preconceived understandings of schooling and assessment,” including “assumptions about appropriate
ways to demonstrate knowledge on a formal assessment—for example, cultures and schooling systems
differ in their embrace of the injunction ‘show your work.” ELLs may need explicit instruction regard-
ing both the teacher’s expectations and how to meet those expectations” (p. 26, citing Jeannot, 2004;
Olsen & Jaramillo, 2000; Valdés, 2001). This speaks to the importance of ensuring that students clearly
understand what they are expected to do as part of their assessments.

Differentiated Instruction

As mentioned at the beginning of this section, researchers note the distinct needs of English language learn-
ers—including some needs that are broadly shared across many ELLs and others that are more specific to
ELLs who share similarities in areas such as language backgrounds, levels of native and English language
proficiency, cultural background, and length of time in the United States (e.g., Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007,
pp- 10, 27, 40; Meltzer & Hamann, 2004, pp. 4, 19; Meltzer & Hamann, 20035, pp. 6-7).

ELLs need instruction that is differentiated to meet those distinct needs and characteristics. At the same

time, as Meltzer and Hamann (2004) cautioned,

Ensuring that students’ identities and cultural backgrounds are attended to in the content of
the curriculum needs to avoid the hazards of defining cultural identities as homogeneous and
unchanging. (p. 19, citing Gonzalez, 1999; Lucas, 1993)

This speaks to two distinct priorities in the area of differentiated instruction for ELLs:

Students should be provided with resources that are tailored to the distinct needs of English language
learners.

Notwithstanding such group characteristics, instruction should be managed in a way that differentiates
based on individual student performance.
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Technology
According to Short and Fitzsimmons (2007), “The incorporation of technology into instruction for ELLs is

seen as promising, as the practical relevance and often two-way nature of the work are thought to positively

impact student motivation” (p. 37, citing Kim & Kamil, 2004).

Scaffolding. Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) wrote, “In general, computer-based literacy instruction can
promote reading and writing development for adolescent ELLs but that instruction should be highly scaf-
folded. . . . Kim and Kamil (2004) recommended that instruction for ELLs include strategies for reading
> ” (p. 37). This suggests a value both to scaffolding that can help students
succeed in their uses of technology and to teaching students strategies that can help them interpret infor-
mation in a multimedia environment.

in a ‘multimedia environment

Multimedia. Describing “certain realities about adolescent learners” that “must be kept clearly in mind

. [a]s possible interventions are considered,” Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) stated that adolescents
in general “are often attracted to technology and multimedia, so instructional practices that make use
of these media can be beneficial” (p. 13). This suggests a value to incorporating multimedia as part of
instruction for motivational purposes.

Professional Development

Meltzer and Hamann (2005) wrote about the importance of improved teacher professional development to
help teachers implement their findings about instructional practices that benefit both mainstream and ELL
students:

Our work demonstrates the profound need for increased attention to teacher preparation—
specifically the careful and comprehensive training of teachers to be responsive to ELLs and,
hence, effective literacy teachers for all learners. . . . We found that the adolescent literacy
literature and the literature on promising practices with secondary ELLs both describe recom-
mended teaching practices that are not common in today’s middle schools and high schools.
Our hope is that . . . these practices do become commonly taught and commonly employed
because they are useful for working with ELLs, because they are helpful for supporting all stu-
dents’ development of advanced literacy across the content areas, or for both reasons. Howev-
er, we recognize that effective implementation of [research-supported instructional strategies]
is a significant undertaking that will require many hours of professional development, teacher
collaboration, and coaching to become routine core elements of teacher practice. (p. 60)

Support for Infrastructure Improvement

Time for reading and writing. One of the eight research-verified practices that Meltzer and Hamann
(2005) identified as effective for both mainstream students and ELLs was “More time spent reading and
writing—more reading and writing assignments accompanied by more reading and writing instruction”
(p. 17). This aligns with the recommendation from Reading Next for two to four hours of literacy-
connected learning daily (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 20).

Schoolwide focus. Meltzer and Hamann (2004) endorsed the need for a schoolwide focus in instructing
ELLs. They wrote: “These findings . . . imply that training content-area teachers for effective literacy
work with ELLs involves challenges similar to those of other attempts at implementing schoolwide
adolescent literacy initiatives. Both the adolescent literacy literature and the research on schooling ELLs
emphasize that all teachers need to share in the educational task, whether it be promoting literacy across
the content areas . . . or the general assurance that ELLs are academically well attended to” (p. 37, citing
Miramontes et al., 1997; Moore, Alvermann, & Hinchman, 2000; Schoenbach et al., 1999; emphasis in
original).
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How Jamestown Reading Navigator Aligns with Recommendations for Teaching
English Language Learners

ANALYSIS AND The following table describes how Jamestown Reading Navigator aligns with recommendations described
on the previous pages for improving the performance of English language learners. In some cases, these
RESULTS align with recommendations described elsewhere in this paper for a general population of struggling ado-

lescent readers; in other cases, these recommendations are specific to ELLs.

Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator

Instruction in phonemic awareness Trek 1 (Level 1) of Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates comprehen-
and phonics should be provided for sive instruction in phonemic awareness and phonics. Students are recom-
adolescent ELLs with skill deficits mended for placement into this trek if they test at readability grade levels 1-2
in this area. in an initial placement test. They can also be placed into this trek by decision

of the teacher, based on factors such as the teacher’s knowledge of their prior
language background. For more information, see the Decoding section earlier
in this paper.

Instruction in decoding should Decoding instruction in Jamestown Reading Navigator is organized into
be organized so that students can journeys (lessons) that correspond to specific word families and their associ-
receive specific, targeted instruc- ated sounds.

tion on sounds that may present .
. e Reports available through the Learner Management System help teachers
particular challenges to them . ) . . o
. identify specific sound-letter combinations that cause challenges for indi-
(e.g., because they do not exist in .
.. vidual students.
students’ native languages).

e Teachers can assign students to complete specific journeys in Trek 1 for
areas in which they may be experiencing difficulty.

e Reteaching Skills Support resources for Trek 1 include activities that tu-
tors can use to reteach and reinforce the phonics and language structure
skills covered in each online journey. These resources can be used either for
students with decoding difficulties in specific areas or across the board as a
general reinforcement for students throughout Trek 1.

Materials for teaching decoding All of the instructional materials in Jamestown Reading Navigator were
should be age appropriate for developed specifically for adolescent readers.

adolescents.

Fluency instruction should be pro- Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates extensive fluency instruction and
vided for adolescent ELLs. practice throughout Treks 1-4. For more information, see the Fluency section

earlier in this paper.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Vocabulary instruction should be a
major component of ELL literacy

instruction.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates a significant vocabulary instruc-

tion component at every level.

Each online journey provides direct instruction on targeted vocabulary
words.

In Trek 1, targeted vocabulary words consist of five common sight words
during each journey. Over the course of the trek, students learn 100 com-
mon “instant words” that students must learn to recognize by sight, since
they do not feature phonemic sound-spelling correspondences.

Students in each journey in Trek 1 are also introduced to 10 word family
words, in two groups of five—typically related to two word families. Ad-
ditionally, supplemental words and their meanings are introduced to help
students transfer their word family knowledge.

In each journey during Treks 2—4, students are introduced to eight target
vocabulary words that are used in the text selection for that journey. These
words were selected on the basis of general usefulness for reading academic
text, importance for understanding the text selection, and recurrence in
subsequent journeys within the quest (unit). A Spanish glossary is provided
with definitions of the targeted vocabulary words.

Interactive vocabulary word cards in Treks 2—4 provide explicit informa-
tion about synonyms, antonyms, examples, and non-examples. They also
include Spanish cognates where applicable. Students are encouraged to add
personalized information to the word cards (e.g., sample uses of the vo-
cabulary word in context).

Activities such as semantic mapping help introduce students to other words
conceptually related to the targeted vocabulary words.

An online dictionary provides information on words that are featured in
the text selections but are not targeted vocabulary words. Students type in
the word and see the word, its definition, and a visual.

Substantial professional development offerings and a section of the Teacher
Resource Guide focusing on vocabulary provide teachers with additional
suggestions for how to help their students increase their vocabulary.

ELLs should be able to listen to
spoken text while following along
with printed text.

Teachers can choose to make audio support available for the online reading
selection in each journey, allowing students to read along while listening to
text.

In online fluency activities, students listen to an expert reader read the
excerpt as they follow along, before they practice and record the excerpt.
Students can listen to the expert reader as often as they want.

Audio recordings are available for the inClass Reader selections.

Extensive audio support is provided for key instruction, reading tips, cap-
tions, and directions in Jamestown Reading Navigator, providing further
opportunities for students to experience text both visually and auditorily.

Bilingual resources (dictionaries,
glossaries, etc.) can help ELLs learn
difficult concepts more effectively.

Jamestown Reading Navigator provides Spanish-language glossaries for

targeted vocabulary words in Treks 2—4 that teachers can download and print

or e-mail to students.

Continued W
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Summary of ELL Application Through

ANALYSIS AND Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator
Students should be taught to The Spanish-language glossaries provide a resource to help native Spanish-
RESULTS identify cognates in English that speaking students identify cognates for targeted Jamestown Reading Naviga-
are related to words in their native tor vocabulary words. Additionally, online vocabulary word cards for targeted
languages, and vice versa. vocabulary words include Spanish cognates where applicable.
ELLs should be taught to analyze Two online journeys in Jamestown Reading Navigator (one each in Treks 2
word meanings based on context. and 3) focus on teaching students to analyze the meaning of words from con-

text. Additional suggestions and materials for teaching this skill are provided
to teachers in the Reteaching Skills Support materials.

ELLs should be taught to identify Jamestown Reading Navigator teacher support materials and professional
word meanings by analyzing the development for teachers provide some suggestions for teaching students to
structure of words (i.e., morphemic analyze the structure of words.

analysis).

o The Teacher Resource Guide section on Enriching Vocabulary includes the
recommendation to “Point out connections between words, such as com-
mon prefixes, suffixes, roots, or words with similar meanings.”

e Lesson plans include vocabulary activities that teach morphemic analysis,
such as “Tell students that the prefix dis- means ‘opposite.” Ask them what
disagree means.”

® An optional on-site training session on Developing Academic Vocabulary
includes morphemic analysis among strategies that are taught to teachers.

ELLs should be directly taught e Target words for vocabulary instruction in Treks 2—4 include words that
content-area vocabulary words. are critical for understanding the text selection that is the focus of each
journey’s reading. Since many of these text selections are content-area
texts, instruction in vocabulary words includes a sizable component of
words that are particularly useful in reading content-area texts.

® An optional on-site professional development session on Developing Aca-
demic Vocabulary focuses on helping students develop transferable vocabu-
lary learning strategies and on helping teachers—including content-area
teachers—utilize strategies to help students learn specific academic vocabu-

lary.
ELLs should be taught multiple Some multiple-meaning words are explicitly taught in Trek 1. Additionally, the
meanings of words. Teacher Resource Guide section on Improving Vocabulary includes a sugges-

tion for teachers to focus on words with multiple meanings, such as magnet.

Vocabulary should be taught in e In Trek 1, many of the targeted sight words are used in a poetry context,
authentic contexts. with picture support.

o All of the targeted vocabulary words in Treks 2—4 appear in the text selec-
tion that is the focus of the journey.

e The online vocabulary word cards that are provided for all the targeted vo-
cabulary words include sample sentences for each new vocabulary word.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Vocabulary instruction for ELLs
should incorporate instructional
aids and devices such as visuals,
graphic organizers, and demonstra-
tions.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Jamestown Reading Navigator uses a variety of instructional aids and devices

to teach vocabulary to students. For example:

In Trek 1:

- Within each journey, students practice recognizing and using sight
words in an interactive exercise and receive immediate feedback on
their work.

- Three times in a journey, students listen to and read a poem, with ani-
mated illustrations, that contains sight words and word family words.

- Students practice word family words in a variety of interactive formats,
with immediate feedback to reinforce understanding.

- Students practice recognizing supplemental words in an interactive for-
mat by matching the words to the appropriate picture.

- Students complete scored review activities with immediate feedback
covering both sight words and word family words. Their performance
is reported to teachers.

In Treks 2—4:

- Each vocabulary word is pronounced orally, and students are taught
the meaning of the word and given a sample sentence.

- Students complete a quick match interactive activity that reinforces
meanings of the words.

- A common prereading activity involves students using semantic map-

ping to complete a word web.

- A My Notes section provides a place for students to add memory aids,
associations, sample sentences, etc., to create a personalized “word
card” for each vocabulary word.

- Within the text selection, vocabulary words are hyperlinked to their
associated word cards, which students can modify.

- Students who do poorly on an assessment of vocabulary knowledge
complete a review lesson that features flash animation to reteach the
meaning of vocabulary words. If further reteaching is needed, the pro-
gram alerts teachers.

The Teacher Resource Guide section on Enriching Vocabulary includes
several suggestions for using graphic organizers to help students explore
concepts represented by new vocabulary words.

Students should engage in writ-
ing and speaking tasks that help
them incorporate words into their
expressive vocabulary.

Journey writing assignments require students to use at least two of the
vocabulary words from that journey. Students see the list of vocabulary
words as part of the planning step for the writing.

Quest writing assignments require that students use at least three vocabu-
lary words from the journey text selections they read during the quest.
Students see the list of vocabulary words as part of the planning step for
the writing.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes discussion activities in which stu-
dents will typically use vocabulary words in a context of expressing their
ideas.

Continued =

25

ANALYSIS AND
RESULTS

®
—
-
pd
o
o
et
~
<
o
®
)
p
=
1
T
=
—




Summary of ELL Application Through

ANALYSIS AND Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator
Teachers should connect instruc- e Prereading activities for each online selection prompt students to activate
RESULTS tion to ELL students’ prior knowl- their prior knowledge about the selection’s topic. For example, students
edge and experience. are often prompted to complete a KWL (Know/Want to know/Learned)

chart or a word web prior to reading a selection, which prompts them to
remember and process information they already know about the topic.

e The model lesson plan provided in the Teacher Resource Guide for use
with the inClass Reader selections includes strategies for activating prior
knowledge before students read the text selections.

® An optional on-site professional development session titled Front Loading
helps teachers use engagement strategies to access students’ prior knowl-
edge.

e Tips in the Reteaching Skills Support resources often include suggestions
for ways to connect instruction to students’ prior knowledge.

Instruction should help build ELLs’ Jamestown Reading Navigator helps build students’ general background
background knowledge through knowledge in a variety of ways.

strategies and resources such as
s . . e Video clips at the beginning of each quest introduce the topic of the quest
hands-on experiences, manipula-

. . . and provide background information for the readings.
tives, video clips, and demonstra-

tions. e Direct instruction in key vocabulary prior to each online reading activity
helps students build their background knowledge.

e One of the prereading activity formats used in journeys where students
are likely to need additional background information is the Background
Builder. In this activity format, students see two images with audio that
help remind them of what they may already know about the topic and
build background knowledge prior to reading. Students can also choose to
see a third image with audio that provides additional background.

e Suggestions in the Reteaching Skills Support resources include activities,
demonstrations, and direct instruction from teachers to help students build
background knowledge in specific areas, including suggestions tailored
specifically to ELLs.

ELLs should be allowed time to e Because students work individually online, they can spend as much time as
activate prior knowledge and build desired in the online activities.
background knowledge.

e Automatic review features provide extra instruction for students who
struggle with specific skills and/or vocabulary.

o Reteaching Skills Support resources provide opportunities for students to
spend extra time as needed to develop specific skills in which they may lack
prior knowledge or for which concepts are particularly difficult.

e Teachers are informed (via the Learner Management System) of student
performance and how much time it takes students to complete each activity
in the program. This allows teachers to monitor each student’s progress,
pacing, and possible need for further instruction.
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator ANALYSIS AND
Instruction for ELLs should use Each quest in Jamestown Reading Navigator is organized around a guiding

themes to provide a content- question, related to one or more content areas, that provides a focus for RESULTS

oriented context for student students’ work within the quest. For example, the guiding question for the

development of language and first quest in Trek 2 is “When is change good?” related to the content area of

literacy skills. science.

e The guiding questions for inClass Reader units correspond to the guiding
questions developed in the online quests. These guiding questions also are
the basis for students’ literature circle discussions.

e In each Quest Wrap-Up, students are assigned to write an essay that an-
swers the guiding question and to use information from the journey selec-
tions in the quest to support their answers.

Comprehension skills should be All of the reading skills and strategies in Jamestown Reading Navigator are
taught in context. taught and practiced in the context of specific text selections.

Comprehension instruction should As described elsewhere in this table, Jamestown Reading Navigator incorpo-
incorporate a cycle of modeling, rates modeling, explicit teaching, and formative assessment of comprehension
explicit teaching, and formative strategies.

assessment.

e Typically, modeling and explicit instruction are combined, followed by
practice with texts.

e Formative assessments help determine whether students need additional re-
view and reteaching with a specific strategy or if they are ready to proceed
to the next segment of instruction.

Comprehension strategies should Each journey (lesson) in Treks 2—4 in Jamestown Reading Navigator has a
be explicitly taught to ELLs. specific comprehension skill/strategy focus. Jamestown Reading Navigator
provides explicit instruction in 32 comprehension skills/strategies. (For a
complete listing of these skills/strategies, see the section on Comprehension
earlier in this paper.)

Instruction in comprehension Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates modeling of comprehension
strategies should include modeling strategies in several ways.

f strat 5
Vs e Animations in the online Focus on the Skill and Look Back at the Skill sec-

tions model strategy use by reading aloud a text and using a Think Aloud
procedure to demonstrate use of strategies, so the process is apparent to
students.

e From these same sections, students can use the Tutor buttons to access yet
another explanation of the reading skill, with another modeling of a Think
Aloud.

o The Reteaching Skills Support resources include a section titled Teacher
Modeling for every skill. This section provides a sample passage and ex-
plicit guidance to the teacher on modeling use of the skill for students.

e The online professional development module on Comprehension includes
a reading specialist’s demonstration of how she uses teacher modeling with
students.

® An optional on-site professional development session titled Scaffolded In-
struction with Think Alouds provides guidance in using Think Aloud strat-
egies to model instruction as part of the gradual release of responsibility
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator
ANALYSIS AND

ELLs should be actively involved in Students complete a variety of active processes with the texts they are read-
RESULTS processing texts. ing. For example, as part of the reading process for text selections in Treks

2-4, students

e Are taught a reading skill and pre-taught key vocabulary that will be part
of the focus for their reading of the selection

e Complete an activity to activate prior knowledge
e Choose a purpose for reading the selection

e Are reminded to use comprehension strategies while they read through

reading tips and comprehension monitoring questions

e Are prompted to use the Add a Note feature to record thoughts while they
are reading the selection

e Can access and revise vocabulary word cards
e Revisit their purpose after completing their reading

e Tell what they learned from reading the selection or are offered possible
ideas about why they didn’t accomplish their purpose

e Revisit and update their work from the before-reading activity (e.g., updat-
ing a KWL chart)

e Answer comprehension questions that relate to the journey reading skill,
previously taught reading skills, and targeted vocabulary, and receive sub-
stantive feedback for each question

e Complete a writing activity that typically requires them to incorporate con-
tent from the text selection or build on the selection in some way

Instruction should take a process- Jamestown Reading Navigator guides students through a process for reading
based approach to reading texts, texts in Treks 2—4 as described in the previous row, including extensive activi-
including before-, during-, and ties before, during, and after reading. (For more details about these activities,
after-reading activities. see the Support for Content-Area Literacy section earlier in this paper.)

ELLs should be taught critical Jamestown Reading Navigator includes a variety of reading skills/strategies
thinking and reasoning as part of that are directed toward helping students learn to reason and interpret texts
text comprehension. critically.

o Analyzing media (Treks 2—4) teaches students to look critically at infor-
mation from books, newspapers, magazines, TV, radio, and the Internet.
When students analyze media, they consider, question, and interpret infor-
mation. Students are asked to think about who provided the information
for a text, what the purpose of the text is, and whether it can be trusted.

o Connecting across texts (Treks 2 and 3) helps students understand and
interpret multiple texts that may present different perspectives on the same
topic.

e Recognizing fact and opinion (Treks 2—4) helps students learn to identify

facts and opinions in written texts.

o Understanding author’s purpose (Treks 2—4) helps students recognize an
author’s reason(s) for writing: e.g., to persuade, describe, explain, or enter-
tain.

o Understanding author’s viewpoint (Treks 2—4) helps students recognize an
author’s viewpoint—how the author thinks, feels, or believes about some-
thing—through careful reading of a text.
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator

ANALYSIS AND
Comprehension instruction should Jamestown Reading Navigator helps students develop their metacognitive
help ELL students develop meta- and comprehension monitoring abilities in several ways. RESULTS

cognitive abilities to monitor their . . . ..

. e Trek 1 includes an online metacognition activity at the end of each

own comprehension. .
journey.

e  Questioning to monitor comprehension is taught as a focus skill in three

journeys, one each in Treks 2—4.

e Students are prompted to think about their reading with comprehension
monitoring questions, note-taking prompts, and reading tips as they read
the various journey text selections.

e Sections of the Teacher Resource Guide related to fluency, vocabulary, and
writing include suggested activities to help students think about themselves
metacognitively as readers and writers.

e Additional resources for teaching comprehension monitoring are provided
in the Reteaching Skills Support materials.

e The online professional development module on Comprehension models
use of Think Alouds to demonstrate comprehension monitoring. This
module also encourages teachers to have students ask themselves questions
about what they are reading.

e An optional on-site professional development session titled Monitoring
Comprehension and Using Fix-up Strategies helps teachers develop ac-
tivities to teach students how to (a) recognize when comprehension breaks
down and (b) use strategies to clarify their understanding.

ELLs should be guided to make Jamestown Reading Navigator includes lessons focusing on helping students
predictions about texts they will learn to make predictions in Treks 2—4. These lessons teach students to
read—first considering the context analyze what they know about texts, connect it to their prior knowledge, and
for the text, relating it to their pri- make predictions before reading; ask themselves questions and make further
or experiences, making predictions, predictions based on what they learn from the text while reading; and check
and then checking their predictions their predictions after reading.

after reading.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

ELLs should be explicitly taught a
variety of text structures.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes explicit instruction to help students
learn how to identify and/or analyze a variety of text structures, including

e Cause and effect (Treks 2 and 3)

e Compare and contrast (Treks 2 and 3)

e Narrative and informational (Treks 2 and 3)
e Problem and solution (Trek 4)

e Sequence (Treks 2 and 3)

The program exposes students to a variety of different structures of text through
the online and print reading selections and walks students through the process
of interpreting those various types of texts. Additionally, Jamestown Reading
Navigator teaches a wide range of skills and strategies for “unpacking” text
structures, including

¢ Analyzing media

e Analyzing story elements

e Finding the main idea and details
e Identifying sequence

e Identifying theme

e Making inferences

e Making predictions

® Recognizing cause and effect

e Recognizing compare and contrast
e Recognizing problem and solution

e Summarizing

ELLs should be exposed to mul-
tiple genres, including academic
genres; taught their characteristics;
and taught how to interpret them
through modeling.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes texts from a variety of genres, includ-
ing informational nonfiction, fiction, plays, poetry, folktales, myths, myster-
ies, memoirs, speeches, and biographies. For each of these types of texts,
students are walked through a process of interpreting the text, using specific,
appropriate reading skills and strategies.

Professional development should
be provided to help content-area
teachers incorporate content-area
reading and writing instruction
into their classes.

e Jamestown Reading Navigator offers an on-site professional development
session for content-area teachers, titled Using Reading as a Process for
Content-Area Instruction. The session focuses on helping content-area
teachers learn strategies for presenting subject-area texts so that their
students use reading as a tool for learning and mastering content-area
standards.

e The online professional development modules on oral reading fluency, vo-
cabulary, reading comprehension, and writing include information that is
appropriate for helping content-area teachers incorporate effective literacy
practices into their instruction.
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator

ANALYSIS AND
Instruction for ELLs should incor- Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates both oral and written language
porate written and oral language to use. RESULTS

support student learning. . . . .
o 8 e Each journey centers on student reading of a text selection. Additional

offline activities focus on reading text selections from print sources. All of
the activities in Jamestown Reading Navigator are centered on texts stu-
dents can read, reread, and reference as appropriate, whether online or in
the inClass Reader anthologies and the inTIME Magazines.

e Each journey includes a writing activity.

e Collaborative activities include multiple opportunities for students to speak
and listen to teacher and peers.

e Teachers can choose to make audio resources available so that students can
use listening to support much of their reading.

Instruction for ELLs should inte- Jamestown Reading Navigator integrates reading, writing, speaking, and
grate reading, writing, speaking, listening in several ways.

and listening. . . . . . .
e Wiriting activities are integrated with reading activities, so that they focus

on themes and ideas presented during the readings.

e Audio support is available for texts within Jamestown Reading Navigator,
so that students can read along while listening.

- All of Trek 1 is automatically supported by audio.

- Audio support is available for key instruction, reading tips, captions,
and directions in Treks 2—4, if students click the audio icon.

— Teachers can choose to make audio support available for the online
reading selections in Treks 2—4.

- All of the inClass Reader selections are supported by audio.

e Online fluency activities involve students’ listening to an expert reader read
an excerpt from the journey text selection. Students then read the excerpt
aloud, make up to three recordings of their reading, and submit their best
recording to the teacher.

e After students have read the inClass Reader selections for each quest,
teachers are prompted to organize students into literature circles. Within
the literature circles, they discuss specific questions that relate to the in-
Class Reader selections and to the guiding question for the quest.

e Recommended learning activities in Reteaching Skills Support incorporate
student listening to teacher modeling and explanations, student talking in
response to questions and discussion prompts, and student reading of texts
with which students practice skills.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Collaborative activities should be
incorporated into ELL instruction.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Students have multiple opportunities to work together in Jamestown Reading
Navigator.

o The inClass Reader anthologies include end-of-selection questions for part-
ner or small-group discussions.

o The inClass Reader Teacher Guide also provides suggestions for literature
circle activities and discussions in conjunction with the inClass Reader se-
lections, including nonliterary texts.

o The Reteaching Skills Support resources for Treks 2—4 include small-group
activities for interacting with text, for students who need additional in-
struction to help them learn specific skills.

e Vocabulary activities in the Jamestown Reading Navigator lesson plans
and suggestions in the Teacher Resource Guide section on Enriching Vo-
cabulary include recommendations for collaborative activities.

e Writing activities in the Jamestown Reading Navigator lesson plans and
suggestions in the Teacher Resource Guide section on Improving Writing
include recommendations for collaborative activities to have students dis-
cuss and respond to each other’s writing, interact over their writing, and/or
collaboratively complete portions of the writing process.

e The online professional development module on Comprehension provides
numerous suggestions for engaging groups in collaborative activities be-
fore, during, and after reading. The online professional development mod-
ule on Vocabulary includes collaborative activities for vocabulary learn-
ing.

Instruction for ELLs should
incorporate interactive discussions
of texts.

As noted above, Jamestown Reading Navigator provides multiple opportu-
nities for students to discuss texts interactively, primarily in relation to the
inClass Reader selections and the Reteaching Skills Support resources.

ELLs should review other students’
written work.

e The section on Improving Writing in the Teacher Resource Guide includes
recommendations to have students work together in pairs to suggest revi-
sions to each other’s written work.

e Lesson plans in the Teacher Resource Guide include activities in which
students discuss and respond to each other’s writing, interact over their
writing, and/or collaboratively complete portions of the writing process.

e A resource for teachers titled Flexible Grouping: Strategies for Success in-
cludes specific suggestions related to grouping students as they interact in
response to each other’s writing.

ELLs should experience a mix
of individual, small-group, and
whole-class work.

Jamestown Reading Navigator provides a mix of individual online activities,
recommended paired and small-group activities, and suggested whole-class
activities and discussions.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Teachers should use effective strate-
gies for organizing collaborative
group work for ELLs, in areas
including group assignments,
working routines, and assessments
of groups and individuals.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

A resource for teachers titled Flexible Grouping: Strategies for Success
includes specific suggestions related to strategies for organizing collaborative
group work among students.

e Suggested grouping considerations include oral language levels, primary
language levels, reading levels (homogeneous or heterogeneous), skill
strengths, skill weaknesses, student expertise/group role, focus on specific
strategies, and student choices.

e Responsibilities are described for a variety of group roles, including activ-
ity leader, connector, discussion leader, evaluator, predictor, scribe, sum-
marizer, and timekeeper.

Additionally, the inClass Reader Teacher Guide provides teachers with guid-
ance for forming literature circles, based on student self-selection of texts.

e A form is provided for students to conduct a self-assessment after every
literature circle activity by answering questions about group performance,
individual contributions, areas for group improvement, and personal com-
mitment to improve. Spaces are provided for teacher responses after each
question.

Instruction should match ELLs
with tasks of the appropriate level
of challenge.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes a variety of features to help ensure
that students are matched with tasks that present an appropriate challenge
for them.

e Initial placement tests provide suggestions for students’ appropriate place-
ment in the program. Based on placement test scores and other factors
(such as standardized test performance, previous student work, and teacher
observation), teachers accept the program’s suggested placement or place
students in the program trek (level) they believe is appropriate for their
students.

e Ongoing assessments help teachers evaluate how well students are doing
and intervene as needed to provide additional support or change students’
placement in the program.

Instruction should provide scaf-
folding support to ELLs so they
can succeed in their assigned tasks.

Instruction in Jamestown Reading Navigator is scaffolded in a variety of
ways to help ensure that students can succeed.

e Reading skills and strategies are introduced using the gradual release of
responsibility model. (For more details, see the Comprehension section ear-
lier in this paper.)

e Tutor buttons within the program provide students with information and
hints that can help them complete tasks within the online activities.

e Reteaching support is provided within the online program for students
who do not do well on the assessments.

e Additional Reteaching Skills Support resources are provided to the teacher
for use with students who need extra help offline. These resources can be
used as the basis for strategic tutoring.

Expectations should be clear to
JEILILS,

Jamestown Reading Navigator clearly spells out expectations and goals of
instruction for students. Learning goals for a student’s current journey appear
on the student’s home page. Trek 1 learning goals relate to the journey’s
targeted sight words and word family words. Learning goals for Treks 2—4
address the targeted reading skill, vocabulary, writing, and fluency for that
journey.
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator
ANALYSIS AND

ELLs should be provided with op- Jamestown Reading Navigator gives students choices in a variety of areas.
RESULTS portunities to make choices about For example:

their learning. . . . .
e Students in Treks 2—4 choose which of two selections they want to read in

even-numbered journeys in the online program.

e From four selections in each inClass Reader unit, students choose two or
more to read.

e For independent reading, students can choose to read from the inTIME
Magazines and other level-appropriate recommended texts.

e Students have a choice of whether to take the Journey Pretest in Treks
2-4.

e When students read selections in Treks 2—4, they can set their own written
purpose for reading, or they can accept the purpose provided in the pro-
gram.

e Students are given the opportunity to take notes while they are reading
online in Treks 2—4 but are not required to do so.

e Students can choose whether to listen to the audio recording of the journey
text selection, if the teacher has made this option available.

e Students can choose whether to add notes to the vocabulary word cards in
Treks 2-4.

o Students in Treks 2-4 can choose whether to revisit the Focus on the Skill
animation, review the vocabulary word cards, and/or reread the journey
selection before taking a Journey Test.

Instruction should be tailored to Jamestown Reading Navigator is tailored in several ways to make it relevant
ELL students’ interests and relevant to students’ interests and lives.

to their lives. . . .
e Both online and print texts have been selected to match students’ likely

interests and relate to their circumstances. Examples of topics and themes
that were included are cars, cell phones, friendships, personal health,
sports, the environment, and becoming independent. Examples of topics
that are particularly relevant for many ELLs include immigration, feelings
about moving to a new country, and changes in culture.

e Video clips with a narrator and exciting real-world footage build relevant
prior knowledge for upcoming readings.

e Many of the text selections are written about adolescents or from an ado-
lescent’s perspective.

e Students have choices of which text selections to read in some of the online
lessons and in the print materials.

e Efforts were made to make writing topics interesting to students by giving
them the opportunity to describe their own thoughts, opinions, and expe-
riences. Students are encouraged to be creative and expressive in writing
short stories, plays, poems, and journal entries.

Teachers of ELLs should have Professional development sessions are available through Jamestown Read-
access to professional development ing Navigator that focus on motivating the adolescent nonreader and the
focusing on student motivation and adolescent less proficient reader and on social interaction to deepen learning
engagement. and motivate.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Students should have access to
texts that extend beyond regular
textbooks, representing a range
of appropriate reading levels and
interesting topics.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

e Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates a variety of non-textbook, au-
thentic literature and content-area nonfiction.

o Jamestown Reading Navigator provides texts at readability grade levels
1-9, matched to students’ reading levels.

o Texts in Jamestown Reading Navigator address a diverse range of topics
that are likely to be interesting and relevant to students’ lives, as described
earlier in this table.

(For more details, see the Diverse Texts section.)

Students should have access to
texts that reflect their cultural,
ethnic, and/or racial identity.

Text selections in Jamestown Reading Navigator represent a range of diverse
cultures, reflecting the cultural and demographic diversity of the United States
and of the world as a whole.

o Text selections reflect perspectives and experiences of diverse cultures.

o Selections discuss music styles, dances, cuisines, personalities, and historical
events associated with a variety of countries and cultural backgrounds.

e Visual images have been carefully selected to represent minorities, genders,
ages, and people from all walks of life.

e Suggested additional readings for each quest in Treks 2—4 represent a di-
verse range of cultural influences.

o The Reteaching Skills Support materials for Literary Devices: Style, Mood,
and Tone include a list of poets from different time periods and ethnic
backgrounds whom students might enjoy.

Instruction for ELLs should include
a substantial component dedicated
to writing instruction.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes a substantial component that is dedi-
cated to writing. (For more details, see the Writing section.)

ELLs should be taught using a
writing process approach.

Online writing activities in Jamestown Reading Navigator guide students
through a four-part writing process: plan, draft, revise, and publish. Students
experience this process as they write in a variety of genres they will be expected
to use in high school and beyond, including letters, newspaper and magazine
articles, summaries, personal responses, journal entries, stories, essays, and

examples of narrative, expository, persuasive, and descriptive prose.

ELLs should be taught strategies
for carrying out specific writing
tasks.

Students in Jamestown Reading Navigator receive instruction on writing strat-
egies related to planning, revising, and editing compositions. The program also
teaches strategies for specific types of writing.

ELLs should produce multiple
types of texts, including academic
texts.

Over the course of their writing assignments, students practice writing in a va-
riety of genres and for a variety of audiences, including typical academic types
of writing such as letters to the editor, speeches, newspaper and magazine ar-
ticles, summaries, poems, advertisements, personal responses, journal entries,
stories, essays, and narrative, expository, persuasive, and descriptive prose.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

ELLs should write to learn content

material.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Many of the writing assignments in Jamestown Reading Navigator have stu-
dents reinforce and build upon content information from the text selections,
which are drawn from various subject areas. In order to fulfill these assign-
ments, students must use the content they learned in the selection.

ELLs should experience extensive
opportunities to practice writing in
English.

Each online journey and each Quest Wrap-Up in Jamestown Reading Naviga-
tor includes a writing activity. Additional writing opportunities are suggested
in the Teacher Resource Guide in the Improving Writing section.

Writing instruction for ELLs
should include use of word proces-

SOrs.

Students writing in Jamestown Reading Navigator use a program with basic
word-processing capabilities, including copying, pasting, and deleting.

Instruction for ELLs should incor-
porate formative assessment.

Within the treks, students complete activities that function as ongoing forma-
tive assessments of student learning. Examples include prereading skill activi-
ties, vocabulary matching, and comprehension monitoring questions.

Assessments should be frequent.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes a variety of assessment features that
ensure frequent assessment of student progress, including both formal and less
formal assessments. A student who works daily in Jamestown Reading Navi-
gator will likely encounter multiple assessments on a daily basis.

Instruction for ELLs should
incorporate multiple forms of as-
sessment.

Jamestown Reading Navigator incorporates a variety of different forms of
assessments, including

e A placement test, consisting of text passages followed by reading skill and
vocabulary comprehension questions

e Journey Pretests that allow students to test out of skills and vocabulary
they already know. The pretest consists of an excerpt from the journey
selection, followed by comprehension questions that test students’ knowl-
edge of the targeted reading skill and vocabulary.

e Informal formative assessments, as described above
e Graded activities on sight words and word family words (Trek 1)
e Assessments of text comprehension and application of reading skills

e Assessments (conducted by the teacher) of student fluency recordings for
reading rate, quality of oral reading, and miscue analysis

o Assessment of students’ vocabulary knowledge in multiple ways, including
assessing knowledge of definitions, synonyms, antonyms, characteristics of

new words, and meaning in context
e Summative quest tests that check for transfer of skills (Treks 2—4)
e Progress Monitoring Maze multiple-choice cloze tasks

o Teacher evaluations of students’ writing assignments, in conjunction with
the rubrics for each writing activity, in the areas of focus, organization,
development of ideas, and conventions

e Teacher review of students’ completed Reteaching Skills Support blackline

masters

o Student self-assessments in the context of literature circle activities
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Assessments should provide timely,
useful, and intelligible feedback to
students.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Students receive timely feedback on every scored activity or assessment
they complete online in Jamestown Reading Navigator. In many cases,
feedback includes information on why their answer was correct or incor-
rect. Feedback is written at a low readability level and easy to understand.

The Teacher Resource Guide provides guidance to teachers on how to
score students’ writing assignments and fluency recordings. Teachers are
guided to assess students’ writing and fluency assignments in ways that are
clear and provide accurate feedback to students.

Students should clearly understand
what they are expected to do as
part of their assessments.

Animated instructions explain to students how to complete the placement
test and the progress-monitoring tests.

Clear directions are given on each assessment screen. Students can choose
to listen to the directions as well as read them.

Each test question has an accompanying Tutor button that shows students
how to manipulate the screen. Guidance via the Tutor button also encour-
ages students to reread the question and to think through their answer
choices carefully.

ELLs should have access to
resources that are tailored to meet
their specific needs.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes several resources to help meet the

specific needs of English language learners.

Spanish glossaries list targeted vocabulary words (in English) from Treks
2-4, with their corresponding Spanish terms and definitions in Spanish.
Teachers can download these files and print or e-mail them to students.

Vocabulary word cards include Spanish cognates where applicable.

Three Spanish issues of inTIME Magazine are provided, one per trek in
Treks 2-4.

Reteaching Skills Support resources for Treks 2—4 include suggestions for
ELL instruction. These typically include ideas for additional explanations,
alternate activities, and/or high-interest, low-readability reading materials.

A section of the Teacher Resource Guide provides specific recommenda-
tions for familiarizing ELLs with computer technology and assisting them
in using Jamestown Reading Navigator.

Instruction for ELLs should be
managed in a way that differenti-
ates based on individual student

performance.

Jamestown Reading Navigator includes a variety of features that differentiate

instruction based on individual student performance. For example:

Placement in the program is based on individual test scores and informed
teacher decisions based on factors such as language background and obser-
vation of student work in class.

Students work at their own pace.

Students complete online reteach lessons based on their performance on
assessments.

Learner Management System reports give information on how each stu-
dent is doing and identify individual students who need further help with
specific skills and content.

Reteaching Skills Support resources provide support for additional small-
group or individual instruction for students with specific needs.
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Summary of ELL

Recommendations

Technology should be incorporated
to enhance student motivation.

Application Through
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Technology is at the heart of Jamestown Reading Navigator’s approach to

literacy instruction. Speaking broadly, students use technology to

Read text online

Listen to text (optional)

Record spoken text

Interact with text in various ways

Answer questions and receive immediate feedback
Compose text

View videos and animations

Choose which selection to read

View reports of their progress

Write personalized notes online that are linked to specific points in the
reading selection

ELLs’ use of technology should be
scaffolded to help them succeed.

Extensive support is provided for students’ learning in Jamestown Reading
Navigator through the gradual release of responsibility model. (For more

information, see the section on Comprehension.)

Learner Management System reports inform teachers if students are strug-
gling with the program, so that teachers can provide additional support as
needed.

Extensive, easy-to-use directions are provided to guide students in complet-
ing the online activities. Additional directions can be accessed through the
Tutor buttons.

A section of the Teacher Resource Guide provides specific recommenda-
tions for assisting ELLs in using Jamestown Reading Navigator, including

- Checklists of basic computer skills and vocabulary and key vocabulary
used in Jamestown Reading Navigator

- Suggested activities for developing ELLs’ knowledge of computer vo-
cabulary and Jamestown Reading Navigator vocabulary

- Recommendations for additional computer activities ELLs can com-
plete related to graphics and audio, in addition to their work in James-
town Reading Navigator

Continued =
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator ANALYSIS AND
ELLs should be taught strategies to e Jamestown Reading Navigator includes journeys in Treks 2—4 that teach

interpret information in a multime- students how to interpret information from graphics, particularly charts, RESULTS

dia environment. graphs, and maps.

e Within each trek in Treks 2—4, a journey focuses on helping students learn
to analyze media, which includes critically looking at information from
books, newspapers, magazines, TV, radio, and the Internet. As part of this
skill, students are taught to consider, question, and interpret information.
They think about who provided the information for a text, what the pur-
pose of the text is, and whether it can be trusted.

o Internet articles are used for text selections in many of the online journeys
within Jamestown Reading Navigator—providing students with guided
practice in applying reading skills and strategies to the types of texts they
might encounter on the Internet.

Instruction should incorporate Jamestown Reading Navigator uses multimedia in a variety of ways within
multimedia. the program, including

e Video clips with a narrator and real-world footage to introduce quest top-
ics and to provide background information in prereading activities

e Audio recordings of texts and directions
e Animations in initial skill teaching activities and review activities

e Graphics associated with text and activities to illustrate content and gener-
ate interest

e Activities in which students work with text and answer questions in a vari-
ety of interactive formats

e Students’ use of a microphone to record their fluency readings, play them
back, and rerecord up to three times

Professional development should Jamestown Education offers a range of professional development services in
be provided to help improve the connection with Jamestown Reading Navigator. (For specific details, see the
skills of teachers who work with Professional Development section.)

ELLs.

Professional development for Jamestown Reading Navigator professional development covers effective
teachers who work with ELLs research-based instructional practices on a wide range of literacy topics. (For
should focus on effective, research- a list of topics, see the section on Professional Development.)

verified practices of adolescent

literacy instruction.

Professional development should Jamestown Reading Navigator provides resources for ongoing, long-term
be ongoing and long term, provid- professional development that stretches over the instructional year and pro-
ing “many hours” of teacher vides many hours of training.

training.
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Summary of ELL Application Through

Recommendations Jamestown Reading Navigator
ANALYSIS AND

Professional development should e The online professional development modules involve teachers sharing les-
RESULTS incorporate teacher collaboration son plans and experiences through discussion boards.

and coaching.
e The on-call Jamestown Reading Navigator reading coach provides a re-

source to help answer questions, brainstorm ideas, and problem-solve with
educators as they carry out instruction and apply concepts from the profes-
sional development. The reading coach also e-mails educators frequently
to keep in touch, encourage questions, and provide tips and best practices,
and may also suggest articles for further reading and discussion.

e Follow-up training can include guidance in using peer coaching among
local teachers as a strategy to improve implementation of Jamestown Read-
ing Navigator.

e On-site professional development sessions on Peer Coaching, Classroom
Visitations and Debriefings, Creating Focused Study Groups, and Action
Research provide a systematic and formal system for teacher sharing, col-
laboration, and feedback.

ELLs should spend more time read- Jamestown Reading Navigator accommodates instruction blocks of 45 to 90
ing and writing. minutes in a variety of educational settings, offering flexible options for how
much time each day students will work in the program.

e As a rule of thumb, each journey in Jamestown Reading Navigator is es-
timated to require approximately two 45-minute periods to complete, al-
though actual time requirements may vary widely from classroom to class-
room and student to student.

e Each trek in Jamestown Reading Navigator includes at least 16 journeys:
26 for Trek 1, 32 each for Trek 2 and Trek 3, and 16 for Trek 4.

Instruction for ELLs should involve Jamestown Reading Navigator offers on-site professional development

a schoolwide focus. sessions that focus on building a school literacy community. These sessions
provide opportunities for schools to develop or revise a school literacy plan
that incorporates Jamestown Reading Navigator, regular language/literacy
courses, content-area instruction, and other school resources. This setting can
be used to develop a schoolwide program that addresses the specific instruc-
tional needs of ELLs.
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