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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

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

Introduction

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)�  

�	 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.
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Introduction

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.

•	 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. 

•	 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. 
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development 

of this Paper

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

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

•	 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.

•	 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. 

•	 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. 

•	 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. 

•	 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. 

•	 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.� 

•	 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)

�	 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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Decoding

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. 

•	 Sources were reviewed and summarized, with special reference to

−	 Specific instructional recommendations

−	 The nature of the evidence supporting each recommendation

•	 Instructional recommendations were consolidated from multiple sources. 

•	 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.

 DECODING
“By the time students reach 4th grade, they should have developed the ability to apply 
the alphabetic principle, that is, the ability to manipulate the sounds of oral language 
and phonics and to correlate speech sounds with parts of words. Research shows, how-
ever, that about 10 percent of students enter middle and high school with deficits in their 
ability to decode print that will impair their fluency and comprehension.”—Reading at 
Risk: The State Response to the Crisis in Adolescent Literacy (NASBE, 2006, p. 19)

What Is Decoding? 

Put simply, decoding is the ability to read words accurately (Reading Next, Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 
11). As used here, decoding incorporates and overlaps a variety of related skills and categories, including 
phonemic awareness, phonics, word analysis, word identification, the alphabetic principle, and word rec-
ognition.� 

Why Is Decoding Important for Struggling Adolescent Readers?  

Decoding is a set of fundamental skills that underlies all successful reading. According to Pressley (2000), 

[I]n general, the more automatic decoding processes are, the better is the understanding of the 
word. Reading of words boils down to decoding and comprehension, with word-level com-
prehension depending greatly on the efficiency of decoding. (p. 547, citing Gough & Tunmer, 
1986)

In many cases, struggling adolescent readers may be competent decoders who nonetheless lack other im-
portant reading and writing skills, such as those related to reading comprehension. However, researchers 
estimate that approximately 10 percent of adolescent readers do in fact struggle with decoding (Biancarosa 
& Snow, 2006, p. 11; NASBE, 2006, p. 19; Kamil, 2003, p. 8, citing Curtis & Longo, 1999). For these 
students, it is important to provide instruction that addresses their specific decoding needs. 

The good news is that according to Reading Next, effective strategies for doing this have already been 
identified in the “thirty years of research” summarized by the National Reading Panel (Biancarosa & Snow, 
2006, p. 11, citing NICHHD, 2000). Specific instructional recommendations summarized below represent 
the fruits of that research, together with other strategies identified by experts in adolescent literacy that are 
supported by research and/or expert opinion. 

3 	 Word recognition, as the term is used here, refers to general “facility in knowing that a group of letters represents a particular word” 	
(Curtis, 2004, p. 119). For the purposes of this paper, automatic word recognition through direct teaching of sight words is ad-
dressed in the section on Fluency.
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Instructional Recommendations 

Phonemic Awareness
Phonemic awareness has been described in Put Reading First, a document based on the National Reading 
Panel report, as “the ability to hear, identify, and manipulate the individual sounds—phonemes—in spoken 
words” (Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2003, p. 10). Phonemic awareness is often described as part of the 
broader category of phonological awareness, which includes the ability to work with larger units in spoken 
language such as syllables and rimes, which often include more than one phoneme. 

•	 Phonemic awareness instruction. According to the National Reading Panel, “[Phonemic awareness] 
instruction helped all types of children improve their reading, including . . . children in 2nd through 6th 
grades (most of them were disabled readers)” (NICHHD, 2000, p. 2-50).�  

−	 While this specific research finding relates directly only to students at the lowest grade level for 
which Jamestown Reading Navigator is intended, Reading Next’s general endorsement of the 
National Reading Panel’s findings as applicable to struggling adolescent readers suggests that 
phonemic awareness instruction also may be appropriate for students at higher grade levels who 
lack needed phonemic awareness skills.

−	 Writing more specifically about beginning ELL students, Short and Fitzsimmons (2007) stated, 
“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 phonics (the sounds 
of a language and how to put sounds together to form words) and adding vocabulary, text com-
prehension, and fluency” (p. 34, citing August & Shanahan, 2006). 

•	 Letters plus sounds. The National Reading Panel found that instruction that used letters to teach 
phoneme manipulation had a considerably greater impact on reading than instruction that did 
not use letters but was limited to spoken sounds only (NICHHD, 2000, pp. 2–64, 2–73).�

Phonics Instruction
•	 Systematic and explicit phonics instruction. Summarizing “suggestions for helping adolescents who 

struggle with word identification [that] have emerged from the work of researchers and clinicians,” 
Curtis (2004) stated, “Systematic, explicit, and direct instruction produces the best results. Identification 
of sounds and letter-sound relationships should be modeled, demonstrated, and applied in a logical and 
systematic manner” (p. 128; emphasis in original). 

−	 In support of this conclusion, Curtis cited research by the National Reading Panel, which found 
that grade 2–6 students (the majority of which were disabled readers) showed significantly more 
improvement from systematic and explicit phonics instruction in four out of six areas (decoding 
regular words, decoding pseudowords, reading miscellaneous words, and reading text orally), 
with effect sizes for the various areas ranging from small to moderate (NICHHD, 2000, p. 
2-159).�  They found similar results for grades 2–6 students specifically identified as disabled 
readers, though not for students in grades 2–6 identified as low-achieving (NICHHD, 2000, p. 
2-160).� 

−	 Similarly, a research summary commissioned by the Southwest Educational Development Labo-
ratory found that “Explicit instruction for word recognition . . . has been effective with strug-
gling secondary readers” (Peterson et al., 2000, p. 13, citing Gaskins, Cuncelli, & Satlow, 1992; 
Lenz, & Hughes, 1990; Lewkowicz, 1985; Meyer, 1982). Peterson et al. (2000) also cited Henry 
(1993) in support of the argument that “these readers need extended decoding and spelling in-
struction to help them decode multisyllabic words” (p. 13).

�	 ES = 0.49 on immediate posttests (18 comparisons), p < 0.05; see NICHHD, 2000, p. 2-66.

�	 On immediate posttests, ES = 0.67 for programs that used letters (48 comparisons) v. 0.38 for programs that did not use letters (42 
comparisons). On follow-up posttests, ES = 0.59 for programs that used letters (16 comparisons) v. 0.36 for programs that did not 
use letters (19 comparisons). All of these ES comparisons were significantly different in favor of programs that use letters at p < 0.05. 

�	 ES = 0.49 for decoding regular words (17 comparisons), 0.52 for decoding pseudowords (13 comparisons), 0.33 for reading miscella-
neous words (23 comparisons), and 0.24 for reading text orally (6 comparisons). All of these results were statistically significant at p 
< 0.05.

�	 For grades 2–6 disabled readers: ES = 0.32 (17 comparisons), p < 0.05. For grades 2–6 low achievers: ES = 0.15 (8 comparisons), 
results not statistically significant. Disabled readers were defined as “older children of average or better intelligence who were not 
making normal progress in reading”; low achievers were defined as “older children who were progressing poorly in reading and who 
varied in intelligence with at least some of them achieving poorly in other academic areas” (NICHHD, 2000, p. 2-90).

instructional 

recommenda-
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•	 Approach to decoding instruction: Mastery versus implicit understanding. Curtis (2004) described a 
“difference in opinions . . . relative to whether instructional emphasis is best placed on mastery of the 
phonetic patterns that characterize the relationships among sounds and letters, or on development of an 
implicit understanding of those phonic generalizations via examples and discussions” (p. 124). Accord-
ing to Curtis, “Research suggests that both approaches can be effective . . . and that a combination of the 
two—beginning first with an emphasis on pattern mastery, then shifting to a focus on pattern generaliza-
tion—may be most productive” (p. 125, citing Lovett, Lacarenza, & Borden, 2000; Lovett & Steinbach, 
1997). 

•	 Reflective approach. Based on “the work of researchers and clinicians,” Curtis (2004) concluded, “In-
struction should be reflective. Learning to recognize patterns and making generalizations from and about 
them—not memorizing rules—should be the goal of instruction” (p. 128; emphasis in original).

•	 Lesson characteristics. Several researchers identified specific elements that should be a part of phonics/
decoding lessons. 

−	 According to Curtis (2004), “Lessons should be fast-paced, multisensory, lively and brief, and 
include materials that encourage students to apply the knowledge and skills being learned” (p. 
128, citing as examples Curtis & Chmelka, 1994; Curtis & McCart, 1992).

−	 Curtis also cited the National Reading Panel report in support of modeling, demonstration, and 
application of sounds and letter-sound relationships (p. 128, citing NICHHD, 2000).

−	 Peterson et al. (2000) claimed that “Successful programs . . . include an explanation of what 
skill is being taught, regular modeling of how to perform the skill, constant discussion of why 
the skill is important, and demonstrations of when it is best to apply the skill” (p. 13, emphasis 
in original).

•	 High-frequency word elements. According to Curtis (2004), “High-frequency sound-spelling relation-
ships and words should be the focus of instruction. When working with older readers, instruction should 
include the major sound-spelling relationships of consonants and vowels, syllable types, and basic read-
ing-spelling vocabularies” (p. 128, citing Graham, Harris, & Loynachan, 1993; emphasis in original).

•	 Word identification by analogy. Curtis (2004) identified word identification by analogy as a “successful 
strategy” for word analysis. In this method, “Students learn how to use familiar words that rhyme with 
unfamiliar word parts to aid in their word identification” (Curtis, 2004, p. 126, citing Gaskins et al., 
1988). 

Practice Applying Decoding Skills
•	 Practice with multiple word types. Curtis (2004) stated, “Beyond instruction and practice in analyzing 

words, providing students with opportunities to apply what they have learned is also an essential part of 
improving their reading ability. . . . [A]pplication needs to occur with words that require students to use 
the knowledge and skills they are acquiring. For example, multisyllabic words such as cockroach and 
scapegoat provide students with a chance to generalize understanding of the sound of oa in ways that 
practice with words such as boat and coat do not” (p. 126, citing Curtis & Chmelka, 1994). This argu-
ment suggests a general value to practicing decoding skills with many different types of words, including 
multisyllabic words. 

•	 Practice of decoding in context. Curtis (2004) also argued, “Opportunities to practice identification of 
words in context should be frequent. Word identification should never be viewed by students as an end in 
itself; it must always be seen as a means to an end. To accomplish this, regular opportunities to engage in 
oral reading—in a setting where teens are comfortable with taking risks—should be provided” (p. 129; 
emphasis in original). More specifically, “[A]pplication needs to occur in context, so that students can be 
encouraged to use their developing word-analysis skills to read unknown words on the page (rather than 
relying on the context to guess at them)” (Curtis, 2004, p. 126). Taken together, these recommendations 
suggest that students should be provided with opportunities to practice decoding in context, including 
oral reading, and should be encouraged to use their decoding skills in those contexts.

instructional 

recommenda-

tions
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ANALYSIS AND

RESULTS

General Strategies
•	 Computer technology. In describing the potential value of technology programs to “provide needed sup-

ports for struggling readers,” Reading Next stated, “For example, there are computer programs that help 
students improve decoding” (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 19).

•	 Tutoring. In describing tutoring as a key element of effective adolescent literacy programs, Reading Next 
stated, “Some students require or would benefit from intense, individualized instruction. This is particu-
larly true of the student who struggles with decoding and fluency” (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006, p. 18).

How Jamestown Reading Navigator Aligns with  
Instructional Recommendations for Improving Student Decoding
The following table describes how Jamestown Reading Navigator aligns with instructional  
recommendations described above for improving student decoding. 

Summary of Decoding  
Recommendations

Application Through  
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Instruction on decoding should 

focus on adolescents with skill 

deficits in this area that might 

impact negatively on fluency and 

comprehension. 

Jamestown Reading Navigator is organized into four treks (levels). Students 

who are assessed at readability grade levels 1–2 in an initial placement test 

are placed into Trek 1, which includes extensive decoding instruction. Stu-

dents who are assessed above that level are placed into Trek 2, 3, or 4, which 

do not include decoding instruction. Students may also be placed into Trek 

1 via teacher recommendation based on standardized tests, previous student 

work, and teacher observations. 

Phonemic awareness instruction 

that combines letters and sounds 

should be provided for students 

with needs in this area. 

Phonemic awareness instruction in Trek 1 of Jamestown Reading Navigator 

teaches students to relate sounds to specific letters and letter combinations. 

Students learn the relationship between vowel sounds and letters as they 

listen to and read poems that include rhyming words from certain word 

families or phonograms. Consonants and consonant blends and their cor-

responding sounds are covered thoroughly and taught explicitly, tapping into 

students’ prior knowledge and current level of phonemic awareness.

Systematic and explicit phonics 

instruction should be provided for 

students with needs in this area.	

Trek 1 in Jamestown Reading Navigator provides students with systematic 

and explicit instruction in phonics. 

•	 Five vowel “characters” appear over the course of Trek 1. Each journey 

features one vowel character: A, E, I, O, or U. In each journey, the vowel 

character introduces 10 word family words in two groups of five each. 

Usually, two word families are introduced in each journey.

•	 Trek 1 provides a systematic scope and sequence of explicitly taught vowel 

rimes or phonograms. Within this presentation of phonograms, initial con-

sonants, consonant blends (such as br, cl, and st), and consonant digraphs 

(such as th, sh, and ch) to form word families appear. Over the course of 

the instructional sequence, Trek 1 explicitly covers all initial consonants, 

all the major consonant blends, and all the major consonant digraphs.

Continued 2
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Summary of Decoding  
Recommendations

Application Through  
Jamestown Reading Navigator

For best results, decoding instruc-

tion should combine mastery and 

implicit instruction approaches.

Trek 1 includes both mastery of specific patterns and development of an 

implicit understanding of phonics generalizations through examples and 

discussion. 

•	 Trek 1 provides a systematic scope and sequence of explicitly taught vowel 

patterns, based on their frequency of occurrence in English. 

•	 Students develop an implicit understanding of these phonic generalizations 

via examples in the Supplemental Words sections and the inClass Reader 

that help students recognize and generalize letter-sound relationships. 

−	 In the Supplemental Words sections, students apply what they have 

learned about the word families in the journey to decode new words 

containing the same word families, thus transferring their new knowl-

edge to new words.

−	 The inClass Reader selections include words students have not seen in 

the online lessons but that include the same word family rimes students 

have been taught, using different onsets.

Decoding instruction should be 

reflective, not rule based. 

Instruction in Jamestown Reading Navigator is designed to help students 

recognize patterns and make generalizations. The program does not use a 

rule- or algorithm-based approach to teaching decoding. 

Lessons should be fast paced, mul-

tisensory, lively, and brief; should 

incorporate explanation, modeling, 

demonstration, and application; 

and should include discussion of 

why skills are important. 

Phonics lessons in Jamestown Reading Navigator

•	 Are fast paced, multisensory, lively, and brief. Lessons incorporate audio, 

visual, and tactile senses (through student keyboarding). 

•	 Incorporate explanation, modeling, demonstration, and application. Mod-

eling is particularly rich, with an emcee and vowel letter characters. 

•	 Include explanations of why decoding skills are important. 

Instruction should focus on high-

frequency sound-spelling relation-

ships and word elements. 

The Trek 1 journeys are sequenced according to the most frequently occur-

ring phonograms (sound and letter correspondences) in more than 5 million 

words in the English language, based on reputable research sources (Hanna 

et al., 1966; Fry, 2004). 

Word identification by analogy can 

be an effective method for students 

to learn decoding.  

Jamestown Reading Navigator uses several strategies that are based on word 

identification by analogy. 

•	 In the Supplemental Words section, students learn new words within a 

word family by using their knowledge of familiar rhyming words to de-

code parts of unfamiliar words. 

•	 Students apply their knowledge of familiar words to decode unfamiliar 

rhyming words they encounter when reading inClass Reader selections.

Students should be guided to 

practice decoding with multiple 

word types, including multisyllabic 

words. 

Students are introduced to a sequence of vowel rimes or phonograms and re-

ceive guided practice in combining these with a variety of initial consonants, 

major consonant blends, and major consonant digraphs. This includes some 

exposure to multisyllabic words, thus allowing students to generalize their 

understanding of the vowel rimes.

Continued 2

ANALYSIS AND

RESULTS
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Summary of Decoding  
Recommendations

Application Through  
Jamestown Reading Navigator

Students should be provided with 

opportunities to practice decoding 

in context, including oral reading 

contexts. 

Trek 1 provides several reading contexts where students have the opportunity 

to practice their decoding. 

•	 Oral reading practice occurs in each journey when students read a poem 

aloud and submit their best recording to the teacher.

•	 Trek 1 students also read selections in the Trek 1 inClass Reader, which 

provides more chances to use decoding skills in context by using familiar 

rimes to decode unfamiliar words. This reading may be silent or oral.

Computer technology can be an 

effective tool for helping students 

learn decoding.

Computer technology is the basis of Jamestown Reading Navigator’s ap-

proach to decoding instruction. Computerized features that are used to teach 

decoding include the following:

•	 An animated emcee and vowel characters lead the student through the 

journeys. This technology component increases motivation and interest, 

and also provides a visual and auditory experience that reinforces word 

meanings and pronunciations. 

•	 Students complete decoding activities by dragging, clicking, and typing 

words and word parts. 

•	 Students practice fluency, including accurate decoding, by speaking into a 

microphone and submitting their best recording to the teacher. Teachers 

evaluate students’ recordings by using a rubric that includes criteria related 

to accuracy of word recognition. 

Tutoring should be provided for 

students who struggle with decod-

ing.  

Tutoring is recommended within Jamestown Reading Navigator for students 

who are experiencing difficulties with decoding. 

•	 The Sight Words Intervention Report and Word Families Intervention Re-

port can be used to identify students who are having specific difficulties 

related to decoding in Trek 1.

•	 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. 
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