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A B S T R A C T
It is widely recognized that individuals with dyslexia have difficulties with 
word reading and spelling, and individuals with reading comprehension dif-
ficulties have low vocabulary knowledge. However, little is known about the 
extent to which spelling and vocabulary are informative of reading difficul-
ties. In the present study, we investigated whether information on students’ 
spelling and vocabulary in kindergarten increases the precision of identifying 
students with reading difficulties, using longitudinal data from kindergarten 
to Grade 2. The sample was composed of 247 kindergartners (55% boys; 56% 
White children, 35% African American children, and 5% mixed- race children; 
72% from low SES) who were followed to Grade 2. Spelling improved the ac-
curacy of identifying students who experienced word reading difficulties in 
kindergarten and Grade 1. In contrast, vocabulary did not improve the ac-
curacy of identifying students with reading difficulties over and above word 
reading and spelling. These results indicate the importance and utility of in-
cluding spelling, in addition to word reading, as an integral part of accurately 
identifying children with reading difficulties as early as kindergarten. In addi-
tion, although vocabulary did not contribute additional predictive power, it is 
likely to exert its influence at a later phase of reading development.

Early Identification of Reading Difficulties
One of the issues plaguing the field of literacy is what is called the “dys-
lexia paradox” (Ozernov- Palchik & Gaab, 2016). This refers to the dis-
crepancy between when students are typically identified with dyslexia 
and the ideal time for intervention: Reading interventions are more effec-
tive in early primary grades such as kindergarten and Grade 1 than in 
later grades (see a meta- analysis by Wanzek et al., 2016), but students are 
not typically identified with reading difficulties including dyslexia until 
later grades. Late identification is problematic as it misses a critical win-
dow of time when students are developing foundational reading skills 
(primary grades) and associated opportunities to provide intensive 
instructional support to mitigate and prevent reading difficulties. Crucial 
in addressing the dyslexia paradox is an accurate identification of stu-
dents who are at risk of reading difficulties early in kindergarten. In fact, 
early identification as part of a systematic approach to addressing instruc-
tional needs is the crux of the multi- tiered systems of supports (MTSS) 
framework (Al Otaiba et al., 2014; Fletcher et al., 2020) and prevention 
models in reading (e.g., Catts & Hogan, 2021; Catts & Petscher, 2022). In 
these approaches, students are screened and identified for their strengths 
and needs as early as possible and are provided with appropriate instruc-
tion starting with solid core (tier 1) instruction accompanied by intensive 
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support depending on students’ needs and progress (e.g., 
tier 2 instruction).

High- quality screening is part and parcel of the MTSS 
framework and early identification of students who are at 
risk of reading difficulties (Catts et al., 2001; Torgesen, 2009). 
With renewed attention to and interest in dyslexia and asso-
ciated legislations in the vast majority of states in the United 
States (see https://impro vingl itera cy.org/state - of- dyslexia), 
screening is widely available in US contexts. For example, 
according to the National Center on Intensive Intervention 
(https://inten sivei nterv ention.org/), widely used assessment 
batteries include word reading as well as precursors of word 
reading skills such as letter knowledge, phonological aware-
ness, and phonological decoding (nonsense/pseudoword 
word reading). Importantly, several widely used assessments 
(e.g., FastBridge, Lexia RAPID assessment, MAP, PALS) also 
include spelling and/or vocabulary.

Spelling and Reading
Spelling refers to the ability to encode words according to the 
orthographic system of a language. According to the interac-
tive dynamic literacy model (Kim, 2020a, 2022), word read-
ing and spelling are closely linked skills (also see Ehri, 1997; 
Perfetti,  1997; Treiman,  1993) because both word reading 
and spelling involve highly similar processes and draw on 
identical skills. For example, to read the word cat as /kæt/, the 
child has to recognize and retrieve the letters, retrieve sounds 
associated with each letter, and assemble and blend the 
sounds in the correct order. To accurately spell the word cat, 
the child needs to have an accurate representation of the 
sounds in a target word, /kæt/, and retrieve graphemes asso-
ciated with each identified phoneme, followed by selecting 
correct graphemes, assembling them in the correct order, 
and forming letters accurately. In languages that employ the 
morphophonological writing system (e.g., English), these 
processes draw on knowledge and awareness of phonology, 
orthography, and morphology because graphs principally 
represent phonemes and morphemes (Adams, 1990; Apel & 
Apel, 2011; Silliman et al., 2006; Treiman, 1993). The lexical 
quality hypothesis (Perfetti, 2007) similarly underscores the 
quality of a mental representation of a word’s orthographic 
and phonological forms and meanings as a key foundation. 
Therefore, knowledge and awareness of phonological 
 structures (phonological awareness), graphemes and their 
mapping to phonemes (orthographic awareness), and mor-
phological structures and their mapping to graphemes (mor-
phological awareness) are key to word reading and spelling 
acquisition (Adams,  1990; Castles et al.,  2018; Rayner 
et al., 2001). Indeed, a rich body of research has confirmed 
their roles in word reading (e.g., Adams, 1990; National Early 
Literacy Panel [NELP], 2008; National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development, 2000) and spelling (e.g., 
Bourassa et al.,  2006; Caravolas,  2004; Kim et al.,  2013; 
NELP, 2008; Silliman et al., 2006; Treiman, 1993).

Evidence has supported a strong relation between 
word reading and spelling skills (r  =  .82; see Kim et al., 
2023, for a meta- analysis). One corollary of their strong 
relation is the co- occurrence of word reading and spelling 
difficulties (Hebert et al.,  2018; Kim,  2020a, 2022). A 
robust body of evidence indicates that students with word 
reading difficulty experience spelling difficulty and vice 
versa (e.g., Berninger et al.,  2008; Bourassa & Trei-
man, 2003; Cassar et al., 2005; Graham et al., 2021; Kemp 
et al., 2009; Lefly & Pennington, 1991; Lipka et al., 2006; 
Manis et al., 1993; Scarborough, 1998). Further evidence 
on the word reading- spelling relation comes from inter-
vention literature: Spelling intervention improves word 
reading (e.g., Berninger et al., 1998; Galuschka et al., 2020), 
word reading intervention improves spelling skills (e.g., 
Hatcher et al., 2006; Simmons et al., 2007), and integrated 
instruction of word reading and spelling improves both 
(Graham et al.,  2017). Perhaps not surprisingly, spelling 
difficulty is recognized as one of the key symptoms of dys-
lexia according to the International Dyslexia Association 
and the Rose report (2009).

Despite a strong relation between word reading and 
spelling, word reading and spelling are not identical skills. 
Studies have shown that word reading and spelling skills 
are dissociable for students learning to read and spell in 
shallow orthographies (Gangl et al., 2018; Moll et al., 2020; 
Moll & Landerl, 2009; Papadopoulos et al., 2020; Torppa 
et al., 2017; Wimmer & Mayringer, 2002) and deep orthog-
raphies (Fayol et al., 2009; Furnes et al., 2019; Holmes & 
Quinn, 2009; Lee & Al Otaiba, 2017). In most languages 
with alphabetic writing systems, phoneme- grapheme cor-
respondences are less consistent than grapheme- phoneme 
consistency (Moll & Landerl, 2009). Furthermore, reading 
words is a receptive skill, whereas spelling words is a pro-
ductive skill, and spelling words requires greater precision 
in knowledge and representation in memory than reading 
words (Ehri, 1997). Accurate word reading can be achieved 
using partial cues or incomplete mental representations of 
word spellings, whereas this does not lead to successful 
spelling of words. For example, in word reading, the child 
can accurately read the words bird, burn, and fern by rec-
ognizing that ir, ur, or er graphemes make the same /ɚ/ 
sound. In contrast, spelling requires retrieval of word- 
specific graphemes (e.g., selecting ir, er, or ur for the /ɚ/ 
sound depending on the word). Therefore, spelling reflects 
words’ phonological, orthographic, and morphological/
semantic information and lexical representations of words 
more precisely than word reading (Ehri, 2000; Frith, 1980; 
Perfetti, 2007). This has been supported in empirical stud-
ies. For example, kindergartners who were provided with 
systematic and explicit instruction on invented spelling 
improved their word reading (Ouellette & Sénéchal, 2008), 
and when students were trained on spelling, their word 
reading speed was faster for words that improved in spell-
ing accuracy than those that did not show improvement in 
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spelling (Ouellette et al., 2017). Similarly, spelling accuracy 
was strongly related to the reading speed of the same 
words (Rossi et al., 2019).

Another line of work has shown that students’ spelling 
skills can predict their future reading performance. For 
example, Clemens et al. (2014) found that kindergartners’ 
spelling performance, which was evaluated using five dif-
ferent approaches, uniquely predicted reading skill that 
was composed of word reading and decoding, text reading 
fluency, and reading comprehension (as measured by Pas-
sage Comprehension) in Grade 1. Children’s invented 
spelling (Ouellette & Sénéchal,  2017) and phonological 
spelling (spelling performance evaluated for the represen-
tation of phonological segments; Caravolas et al., 2001) in 
kindergarten were uniquely related to word reading skills 
in Grade 1. Furthermore, children’s spelling performance 
in the summer following the completion of kindergarten 
predicted word reading performance in Grades 1, 2, 4, and 
9 (Treiman et al., 2019).

Taken together, literature consistently indicates that 
children with word reading difficulty also experience spell-
ing difficulty. Evidence also indicates that spelling provides 
precise information on the quality of lexical representations 
of words and predicts children’s later reading performance, 
word reading in particular. Thus, it is reasonable to hypoth-
esize that children’s performance on spelling could be infor-
mative of children’s reading difficulties over and above their 
performance on word reading. Furthermore, although sev-
eral widely used screening assessment batteries include 
spelling, to our knowledge, few studies have examined the 
extent to which spelling performance is informative of 
reading difficulties over and above word reading skill.

Vocabulary and Reading
According to the Lexical Quality Hypothesis (Per-
fetti,  2007), vocabulary is important to word reading as 
vocabulary supports the forming and strengthening of con-
nections between orthographic and phonological word 
forms. According to a line of work on “set for variability,” 
children’s attempt to correct mispronunciation in decoding 
is likely the mechanism for the relation of vocabulary to 
word reading (see Wegener et al., 2022, for a review). Stud-
ies have suggested the relation of vocabulary to word read-
ing. For example, vocabulary was independently related to 
word reading over and above phonological awareness, letter 
writing automaticity, and alphabet knowledge fluency for 
kindergartners (Kim et al., 2014). In addition, 6- year- olds’ 
vocabulary knowledge was related to their reading of regu-
lar words and irregular words (Ricketts et al., 2016). Studies 
have also shown that the relation of vocabulary knowledge 
to word reading is particularly important to reading irregu-
lar or exception words because knowledge of regular 
grapheme- phoneme correspondence is not sufficient for 
successfully reading them in English (Ricketts et al., 2007). 

For instance, receptive and expressive vocabulary explained 
the unique variance of irregular word reading for children 
in Grade 4 (Ouellette,  2006) and for children aged 8 to 
10 years (Ricketts et al., 2007). Evidence also suggests that 
word- specific vocabulary knowledge, in addition to general 
vocabulary knowledge, accounts for the relation between 
vocabulary and word reading for children in Grades 3 and 
4 (Kearns & Al Ghanem, 2019).

Vocabulary is also important to reading comprehension. 
While it is critical to screen for potential difficulties in word 
reading, it is also necessary to screen for potential difficulties 
in comprehension. After all, word reading without compre-
hension is not compatible with the goals of reading (Cain & 
Oakhill, 2007). Comprehension involves complex processes 
of decoding, parsing, constructing, and integrating informa-
tion and draws on numerous language and cognitive skills 
(Kim, 2017,  2020b; Perfetti & Stafura,  2014). Therefore, 
insufficient oral language skills (e.g., vocabulary) and under-
developed cognitive skills (e.g., inference- making) are risk 
factors for comprehension difficulty. In particular, the role of 
vocabulary in comprehension has been widely examined. A 
large body of studies has shown that vocabulary knowledge 
predicts comprehension (e.g., Braze et al.,  2007; Ouel-
lette, 2006; Sparapani et al., 2018), poor comprehenders have 
substantially weaker vocabulary knowledge than children 
with typical development or good comprehenders (e.g., Cain 
& Oakhill, 2006, 2007), and explicit and systematic instruc-
tion on vocabulary improves comprehension (Elleman 
et al., 2009; Stahl & Fairbanks, 1986).

The role of vocabulary in reading comprehension, 
however, is nuanced: Vocabulary is likely to exert its influ-
ence on reading comprehension after children reach a cer-
tain level of word reading proficiency (see the dynamic 
relations hypothesis in Kim, 2020b). This is because word 
reading skill places a large constraint on reading compre-
hension (Hoover & Gough,  1990; Kim,  2020b). In other 
words, the nature of reading comprehension changes over 
time— in the beginning phase of reading development, 
reading comprehension is largely constrained by word 
reading skill and associated precursor skills such as letter 
knowledge, whereas with the development of word reading 
skills, reading comprehension is increasingly a function of 
language and cognitive skills such as vocabulary, inference, 
and reasoning (Kim,  2020b; for evidence, see Adlof 
et al., 2006; Foorman et al., 2015; Hoover & Gough, 1990; 
Kim & Wagner, 2015; Lonigan et al., 2018). The role of oral 
language skills such as vocabulary in reading comprehen-
sion after children reach a certain proficiency in word read-
ing is also found in the line of work with late- emerging 
poor readers. Late- emerging poor readers are those who do 
not exhibit signs of poor reading skills in early grades, but 
show poor reading skills in later grades (e.g., Grade 4 or 
later; Catts et al., 2012). Prior work suggests that approxi-
mately 13% to 19% of students are identified as late- 
emerging poor readers and more than half of them have 
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problems in comprehension (Catts et al.,  2012; Leach 
et al., 2003). Importantly, longitudinal studies showed that 
late- emerging poor readers have low oral language skills 
such as vocabulary, listening comprehension, and gram-
matical knowledge at an earlier time point (e.g., kindergar-
ten; Badian, 1999; Catts et al., 2012; Compton et al., 2008). 
Given the key role of vocabulary in comprehension, per-
haps it is not surprising that vocabulary is included in sev-
eral prominent assessments in the US such as Lexia RAPID 
Assessment, MAP, and i- Ready Diagnostic.

Present Study
Despite the recognition that children with word reading diffi-
culty also have difficulty with spelling and that spelling cap-
tures one’s representation of lexical quality precisely (Frith, 
1980; Perfetti, 2007), our understanding is limited about 
whether and how spelling, in addition to word reading, can 
indicate reading difficulties and improve identification of chil-
dren at risk of reading difficulties. Moreover, information on 
students’ vocabulary knowledge may aid early identification of 
students who may be at risk for word reading and comprehen-
sion difficulty. In the present study, we address these gaps in the 
literature with the following research  question: Does informa-
tion on students’ spelling and vocabulary in kindergarten— 
over and above word reading performance— improve 
identification accuracy of children who are at risk of reading 
difficulties (word reading and reading comprehension) in kin-
dergarten, Grade 1, and Grade 2?

The research questions were addressed using longitu-
dinal data from kindergarten to Grade 2. We hypothesized 
that spelling skill would improve the precision of identify-
ing students with word reading and reading comprehen-
sion difficulties across the primary grades. We did not 
have a clear hypothesis about whether vocabulary would 
improve the precision of identifying word reading diffi-
culty over and above word reading and spelling, given rela-
tively sparse literature. We posited that vocabulary would 
improve the precision of identifying reading comprehen-
sion difficulty at a later phase such as Grade 2.

The findings have an important potential implication: 
If spelling and vocabulary increase the precision of identi-
fying students with reading difficulties, a reasonable rec-
ommendation is to include these as part of screening 
assessment batteries to improve identification accuracy 
and efforts in line with the MTSS framework (e.g., appro-
priate assessments and intensive instruction).

Method
Participants
The sample was composed of 247 kindergartners (55% boys; 
56% Whites, 35% African- Americans, and 5% mixed- race 

children) enrolled in 32 classrooms across 8 schools who 
were followed to Grade 2. The mean age of participants in 
kindergarten was 5.32 years (SD = 0.44), the majority of the 
participants were eligible for free or reduced- price lunch 
(72%), and 1% were identified as English learners. The par-
ticipating school district used Wonders (McGraw Hill) as 
the reading curriculum. The Wonders curriculum includes 
explicit instruction on word reading, spelling, precursors of 
reading (e.g., phonological awareness), and vocabulary. 
However, classroom observation data are not available to 
describe instructional practices precisely.

Measures
In kindergarten, children were administered a spelling task, 
a vocabulary task, two word reading tasks (Woodcock John-
son [WJ] Letter- Word Identification and the Sight Word 
Efficiency task of the Test of Word Reading Efficiency 
[TOWRE; Torgesen et al., 2012]), and a reading compre-
hension task (WJ Passage Comprehension). TOWRE and 
WJ Passage Comprehension were also administered in 
Grades 1 and 2. Items in all the tasks were scored  
dichotomously.

Spelling
Children’s spelling skill was measured by an experimen-
tal dictation task in kindergarten. The task was composed 
of 13 items that included developmentally appropriate 
spelling patterns, such as high- frequency sight words 
(e.g., the, you), CVC words (e.g., fan, bed), high- frequency 
digraphs (e.g., hang, ship), and consonant clusters (e.g., 
bump). Cronbach’s alpha was estimated to be .78. A com-
plete list of the items in the spelling task can be found in 
Appendix.

Word Reading
Children’s word reading skill was measured by two tasks: 
the WJ Letter- Word Identification task and the Sight Word 
Efficiency task of TOWRE. In the Letter- Word Identifica-
tion task, the child was asked to read aloud letters and 
words of increasing difficulty. Cronbach’s alpha was esti-
mated to be .88. In the Sight Word Efficiency task, the child 
was asked to accurately read words of increasing difficulty 
within 45 s. The number of words read accurately was their 
score. Test– retest reliability for the Sight Word Efficiency 
task is reported to be .93 for 6-  and 7- year- olds (Torgesen 
et al., 2012).

Vocabulary
The WJ Picture Vocabulary task (Woodcock et al., 2001) 
was used. In this task, the child was asked to identify pic-
tured objects. Cronbach’s alpha estimates were .69 in kin-
dergarten, .73 in Grade 1, and .70 in Grade 2.
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Reading Comprehension
The WJ Passage Comprehension task (Woodcock 
et al., 2001) was used. In this task, the child was asked to 
read sentences and short passages and provide a missing 
word that makes sense within the context of the passage. 
Cronbach’s alpha estimates were .75 in kindergarten, .88 in 
Grade 1, and .89 in Grade 2.

Procedures
Rigorously trained research assistants worked with chil-
dren in a quiet place in the school. Reading tasks were 
administered individually whereas the spelling task was 
group administered (3– 4 children). All the tasks were 
administered in the spring.

Data Analytic Strategies
The unique contributions of reading, spelling, and vocab-
ulary to the overall screening efficiency of a priori base 
screening models were measured by a comparison of the 
area under the curve (AUC) between a base screening 
model (Model 1) and a value- added screening model 
(Model 2). The AUC is a summative probabilistic index, 
typically resulting from a receiver operating characteristic 
curve analysis, that quantifies the likelihood that a ran-
domly selected person who has a condition (or diagnosis) 
measured by an outcome would be identified by a screener 
at a probability higher than a randomly selected person 
who does not have the condition or diagnosis. AUC ranges 
from .50 to 1.0 with values of .50 indicating that a screener 
has chance- level accuracy whereas perfect classification 
accuracy is marked by a value of 1.0.

Kindergarten word reading, spelling, and vocabulary 
predictors were the WJ Letter Word Identification, 
researcher- developed spelling, and WJ Picture vocabulary 
tasks, respectively. Word reading and reading comprehen-
sion outcomes from kindergarten to Grade 2 were mea-
sured by the TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency task and the 
WJ Passage Comprehension task, respectively. Three base 
screening models (Model 1) were calibrated for each out-
come grade (i.e., K- 2) and each outcome measure (i.e., 
word reading and reading comprehension): (1) a base 
screening model using only word reading as the predictor 
(i.e., Read model), (2) a base screening model using only 
spelling as a predictor (i.e., Spell model), and (3) a base 
screening model using both word reading and spelling as 
predictors (i.e., Read + Spell model). Two value- added 
screening models (Model 2) were used as comparisons to 
the base screening models: (1) the Read + Spell model was 
compared to the Read model and the Spell model, and (2) 
a value- added model of reading, spelling, and vocabulary 
(i.e., Read + Spell + VOC model) was compared to all 
three base screening models. The pROC package (Robin 
et al., 2011) in R software was used to estimate the AUC 

for all individual models. AUCs were then statistically 
compared using the bootstrapped approach that uses the 
AUC difference divided by the standard deviation of the 
bootstrap differences where the p- value provides evidence 
of the extent to which the null hypothesis of equivalent 
AUCs may be rejected.

Of particular importance to this study was how the 
criterion of word reading difficulties and reading compre-
hension difficulties would be operationally defined as this 
directly leads to how severity of risk is quantified. In the 
current sample, the 20th percentile of the sample perfor-
mance rather than normative performance was used as the 
cutpoint for each of the kindergarten through Grade 2 
outcome variables to maintain a consistent metric for out-
come and grade. Base rates based on the normative 20th 
percentile by grade and outcome were as follows: kinder-
garten reading comprehension (24%), Grade 1 word read-
ing (39%), Grade 1 reading comprehension (19%), Grade 
2 word reading (33%), and Grade 2 reading comprehen-
sion (30%). Normative kindergarten word reading 
(TOWRE) information was not available.

Results
Preliminary Analysis
Missing data rates ranged from 0.00% to 31.82%. Little’s 
test of data missing completely at random (MCAR) 
resulted in a failure to reject the null hypothesis that the 
data are MCAR, χ2(74) = 84.70, p = .142. Multiple imputa-
tion was used as an appropriate means of accounting for 
the missing data given the data met the MCAR assump-
tion. Ten imputations were conducted using the mice 
package in R software, and results were aggregated for the 
purpose of analyses. Pre- imputation and post- imputation 
descriptive statistics and correlations for the full sample 
are reported in Table 1. Standard scores were used in the 
analysis with the exception of kindergarten spelling and 
TOWRE: Spelling was a researcher- developed measure 
(see above), and normative information for TOWRE is not 
available for kindergartners. Pre- imputation mean scores 
for the sample on the measures used for the screening 
inputs were 105.88 for kindergarten word reading (Letter- 
Word Identification; SD  =  12.01), 4.64 for spelling 
(SD  =  2.57), and 99.29 for vocabulary (SD  =  9.47). The 
mean standard score for the sample on word reading and 
reading comprehension (Passage Comprehension) tended 
to be in the average range. Correlations among the mea-
sures ranged from .37 between WJ Passage Comprehen-
sion and spelling in kindergarten and Grade 2 to .82 
between Grade 2 TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency and WJ 
Passage Comprehension. The descriptive statistics and 
correlations for post- imputation estimates were highly 
similar to the pre- imputation estimates. Rosner’s test of 
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outliers via the EnvStats package (Millard, 2013) indicated 
that no statistical outliers were detected for the five most 
extreme values in kindergarten word reading (Letter Word 
Identification) and spelling, Grade 1 TOWRE Sight Word 
Efficiency, and Grade 2 TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency via 
the comparison of �i,Ri values. Two outliers were observed 
for kindergarten vocabulary as were four outliers for kin-
dergarten TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency, one outlier for 
Grade 1 WJ Passage Comprehension, and two outliers for 
Grade 2 WJ Passage Comprehension. Except kindergarten 
TOWRE Sight Word Efficiency, for which floor effects 
were explanatory of the outliers, the remaining data points 
were not meaningfully separated from the distributions to 
warrant concern of inclusion in the data analyses.

Screening Efficiency Model 
Comparison
Word Reading Outcome
Results for the word reading outcome showed that the value- 
added model of Read + Spell improved overall screening 
efficiency when compared to the Read model in kindergar-
ten (D = −2.74, p = .006) and Grade 1 (D = −2.19, p = .028), 
but not Grade 2 (D = −1.32, p = .187). Similarly, the Read + 
Spell model improved upon the base Spell model in kinder-
garten (D = −2.03, p =  .042), Grade 1 (D = −3.53, p < .001), 
and Grade 2 (D = −3.88, p < .001), but the Reading + Spell + 
VOC model did not outperform the Read + Spell model in 
kindergarten (D =  0.15, p > .500), Grade 1 (D = −0.35, 
p > .500), or Grade 2 (D = −0.50, p > .500).

Reading Comprehension Outcome
The pattern of results for the reading comprehension out-
come was identical across grade levels such that the value- 
added model of Read + Spell provided an improvement 
beyond the base Spell model (i.e., D = −3.53, p < .001 in 
kindergarten; D = −4.27, p < .001 in Grade 1; D = −4.19, 
p < .001 in Grade 2). As well, the Read + Spell + VOC 
model was a significant improvement beyond the base 
Spell model (i.e., D  =  −4.51, p < .001 in kindergarten; 
D = −4.90, p < .001 in Grade 1; D = −3.94, p < .001 in Grade 
2); however, the Read + Spell + VOC model did not 
improve upon the Read + Spell model in any grade (i.e., 
D = −1.02, p = .306 in kindergarten; D = −1.80, p = .071 in 
Grade 1; D = −0.09, p > .500 in Grade 2). The Read + Spell 
+ VOC model improved beyond the Read- only model in 
Grade 1 (D = −2.04, p = .041) but did not in kindergarten 
(D = −0.76, p = .446) or Grade 2 (D = −1.08, p = .278).

Discussion
Early identification of students at risk of reading difficul-
ties is an essential part of effective reading instruction and TA
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Predictive Validity of Spelling and Vocabulary  |  7

prevention and mitigation of reading difficulties. In the 
present study, we investigated whether information on stu-
dents’ spelling and vocabulary in kindergarten— over and 
above word reading— increases the precision of identify-
ing students with reading difficulties, using longitudinal 
data from kindergarten to Grade 2.

A striking finding in the present study is the role of 
spelling, over and above word reading, in improving clas-
sification/identification accuracy of word reading difficul-
ties in kindergarten and Grade 1. As shown in Table  2, 
identification precision measured by AUC improved when 
spelling was included in addition to word reading. Studies 
have shown that although word reading and spelling are 
closely related skills, there are students who have spelling-  
and word reading- specific difficulties (Fayol et al.,  2009; 
Furnes et al.,  2019; Lee & Al Otaiba,  2017; Moll & 
Landerl,  2009; Torppa et al.,  2017; Wimmer & May-
ringer,  2002). As spelling requires greater precision and 
complete mental representation of words’ phonological, 
orthographic, and morphological information, spelling 
reveals a great deal of accurate information on the skills 
necessary for reading development (Bourassa et al., 2006; 
Masterson & Apel,  2010; Ouellette et al.,  2017; Rossi 
et al., 2019), more so than word reading assessments alone 
can. These results are in line with previous studies, which 
showed the relation of spelling skill to later word reading 
skill (Caravolas et al., 2001; Clemens et al., 2014; Ouellette 
& Sénéchal, 2017; Treiman et al., 2019), and extend them 
by revealing that spelling enhances identification accuracy 
of students’ word reading difficulties over and above word 
reading performance.

Two aspects of the present findings with regard to the 
relation of spelling to reading difficulties are worth not-
ing. First, spelling improved the precision of identifying 
children with word reading difficulty in kindergarten 
and Grade 1, but not in Grade 2. Reasons for this finding 
are not clear. One potential explanation is that as children 
develop their word reading and spelling skills, they may 
draw on sources of knowledge— phonological, ortho-
graphic, semantic knowledge— to a different extent for 
word reading. Specifically, in the very beginning phase of 
development such as in kindergarten and Grade 1, chil-
dren may rely on phonological knowledge and founda-
tional orthographic knowledge (e.g., letter sound) to a 
greater extent for their word reading, and spelling perfor-
mance may tap these aspects as well. As children develop 
their word reading skill, they may increasingly draw on 
more sophisticated orthographic knowledge (e.g., ortho-
graphic patterns) and morphological knowledge for their 
word reading, and spelling may be limited in tapping 
these aspects. Future studies are needed to explore this 
speculation. The second aspect of the finding is that 
unlike for word reading difficulty, children’s spelling skill 
did not make a unique contribution to enhancing preci-
sion of reading comprehension difficulty in primary 

grades once word reading was taken into consideration. 
These results indicate that the information provided by 
spelling for identifying children with reading compre-
hension difficulty largely overlaps with that provided by 
word reading at least for English- speaking children in 
primary grades.

Our hypothesis on vocabulary was not supported such 
that vocabulary in kindergarten did not uniquely increase 
precision of identifying children with word reading diffi-
culty or reading comprehension difficulty beyond word 
reading and spelling. As noted above, vocabulary knowl-
edge is hypothesized to support establishing the links 
between phonological and orthographic word forms (e.g., 
Perfetti, 2007), and evidence suggests relations of vocabu-
lary knowledge to reading of regular and irregular words 
(Kim et al., 2014; Ricketts et al., 2016) and irregular words 
(Ouellette, 2006; Ricketts et al., 2007; Steacy et al., 2017). 
Growing evidence suggests that word-  or item- specific 
knowledge of meanings might be particularly important 
for the vocabulary- word reading relation (Kearns & Al 
Ghanem, 2019; Wegener et al., 2018, 2020). Although pre-
vious studies showed that general semantic knowledge 
was also related to word reading (Kearns & Al Gha-
nem, 2019; Kim et al., 2014; Ricketts et al., 2016), general 
vocabulary knowledge as measured by a normed vocabu-
lary task may be limited in tapping semantic support for 
word reading. This might explain the present findings and 
the absence of bidirectional relations between vocabulary 
and word reading (Georgiou et al., 2022).

Theory and evidence clearly indicate that vocabulary 
is an important predictor of reading comprehension (e.g., 
Cain et al., 2004; Kim, 2020b; Ouellette, 2006; Sparapani 
et al., 2018) and that children with reading comprehension 
difficulties have low vocabulary knowledge (see Cain & 
Oakhill, 2007, for a review). Therefore, we hypothesized 
that vocabulary would improve identification accuracy of 
students who have reading comprehension difficulty, 
especially beyond the very initial phase of reading devel-
opment (e.g., Grade 2). However, vocabulary did not 
uniquely increase the precision of identifying children 
with reading comprehension difficulty over and above 
word reading and spelling. There are two potential expla-
nations for the current findings. The first one is a develop-
mental explanation noted in the literature review— in the 
beginning phase of reading development, word reading 
skill places a large constraint and limits the roles of lan-
guage skills in reading comprehension (Adlof et al., 2006; 
Hoover & Gough, 1990; Kim, 2020b; Kim & Wagner, 2015), 
and therefore the role of vocabulary in reading compre-
hension would be largely captured at a later developmental 
phase (e.g., Grade 3 and later). For example, children’s 
vocabulary in kindergarten predicted their reading com-
prehension in Grade 10 (Stanley et al., 2018). This specula-
tion can be examined in a future study by using longer- term 
longitudinal data— whether vocabulary in kindergarten 
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TABLE 2  
Area under the Curve (AUC) Results by Model, Outcome, and Grade

Outcome grade Outcome Model 1 Model 2 AUC model 1 AUC model 2 D p

Kindergarten Word reading Read Read + Spell 0.822 0.870 −2.74 .006

Read Read + Spell + VOC 0.822 0.870 −2.45 .014

Spell Read + Spell 0.841 0.870 −2.03 .042

Spell Read + Spell + VOC 0.841 0.870 −1.84 .066

Read 
+Spell

Read + Spell + VOC 0.870 0.870 0.15 .884

Reading 
comprehension

Read Read + Spell 0.827 0.835 −0.43 .662

Read Read + Spell + VOC 0.827 0.842 −0.76 .446

Spell Read + Spell 0.606 0.835 −4.47 <.001

Spell Read + Spell + VOC 0.606 0.842 −4.51 <.001

Read 
+Spell

Read + Spell + VOC 0.835 0.842 −1.02 .306

Grade 1 Word reading Read Read + Spell 0.928 0.954 −2.19 .028

Read Read + Spell + VOC 0.928 0.958 −1.95 .051

Spell Read + Spell 0.848 0.954 −3.53 <.001

Spell Read + Spell + VOC 0.848 0.958 −3.64 <.001

Read 
+Spell

Read + Spell + VOC 0.954 0.958 −0.35 .729

Reading 
comprehension

Read Read + Spell 0.919 0.927 −1.51 .132

Read Read + Spell + VOC 0.919 0.938 −2.04 .041

Spell Read + Spell 0.788 0.927 −4.27 <.001

Spell Read + Spell + VOC 0.788 0.938 −4.90 <.001

Read 
+Spell

Read + Spell + VOC 0.927 0.938 −1.80 .071

Grade 2 Word reading Read Read + Spell 0.908 0.938 −1.32 .187

Read Read + Spell + VOC 0.908 0.939 −1.24 .214

Spell Read + Spell 0.831 0. 938 −3.88 <.001

Spell Read + Spell + VOC 0.831 0. 939 −3.98 <.001

Read 
+Spell

Read + Spell + VOC 0. 938 0. 939 −0.50 .617

Reading 
comprehension

Read Read + Spell 0.922 0.936 −1.38 .167

Read Read + Spell + VOC 0.922 0.939 −1.08 .278

Spell Read + Spell 0.810 0.936 −4.19 <.001

Spell Read + Spell + VOC 0.810 0.938 −3.94 <.001

Read 
+Spell

Read + Spell + VOC 0.936 0.939 −0.09 .930

Abbreviations: D, AUC test statistic; Model 1, Base screening model; Model 2, Value- added screening model. Word reading, Test of Word Reading 
Efficiency (TOWRE); Read, Woodcock- Johnson Letter- Word Identification; Reading comprehension, Woodcock- Johnson Passage Comprehension; VOC, 
Woodcock- Johnson Picture Vocabulary.
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Predictive Validity of Spelling and Vocabulary  |  9

predicts reading comprehension difficulty at later grades 
such as upper elementary grades and secondary grades.

The lack of vocabulary’s predictive power for reading 
comprehension difficulty in primary grades in this study 
should not be taken to imply that there is no need for includ-
ing vocabulary or language skills as part of assessment batter-
ies for early identification purposes writ large. As noted above, 
reading comprehension is a multidimensional construct and 
what is tapped in reading comprehension tasks varies depend-
ing on the developmental phase of reading— it is substantially 
limited by word reading skill during the beginning phase of 
development whereas it is increasingly a function of language 
and higher order cognitive skills as word reading skills develop 
(Hoover & Gough, 1990; Kim, 2020b). Therefore, the early 
construct of reading comprehension that is substantially con-
strained by word reading is a product of developmental pro-
cesses, and predictors of reading comprehension difficulty 
will differ depending on developmental phase (i.e., early ver-
sus later). Therefore, although vocabulary in kindergarten was 
not predictive of reading comprehension difficulty in kinder-
garten to Grade 2, vocabulary and language skills are likely to 
have predictive power for identifying children with reading 
comprehension difficulty at a later phase of reading develop-
ment. This is suggested in longitudinal studies that showed 
the roles of vocabulary and language skills (e.g., listening com-
prehension) in later reading comprehension (e.g., Stanley 
et al., 2018; Verhoeven & van Leeuwe, 2012) and the literature 
on late- emerging poor readers reviewed above (e.g., Catts 
et al., 2012; Leach et al., 2003). Together, theory and evidence 
indicate the importance of including measures of language 
skills such as vocabulary and listening comprehension in early 
identification assessment batteries.

The second related potential reason for the lack of pre-
dictive power of vocabulary for reading comprehension 
difficulty is the measurement of reading comprehension. 
Reading comprehension tasks vary in the extent to which 
they tap into word reading and language and cognitive 
skills (Cutting & Scarborough, 2006; Keenan et al., 2008). 
Specifically, the WJ Passage Comprehension task used in 
the present study has been shown to tap into decoding skill 
to a greater extent than other component skills of reading 
comprehension (e.g., language comprehension; Keenan 
et al., 2008); Hence, the present findings may be a conse-
quence of the reading comprehension measure at least to 
some degree. Reading comprehension is a complex and 
multidimensional construct (Catts,  2018) that is influ-
enced by individuals’ skills and knowledge, text features, 
and activity and task factors (Snow, 2002). Therefore, one’s 
performance on reading comprehension tasks is influ-
enced by these multiple factors (Collins et al., 2020; Eason 
et al., 2012; Kulesz et al., 2016), and relative contributions 
of language and cognitive skills vary depending on the 
nature of reading comprehension tasks and text features 
(Francis et al., 2018; Kim, 2020b). Measurement of reading 
comprehension has at least two implications. First, using 

multiple tasks and a latent variable approach improves the 
accurate measurement of reading comprehension. The 
other implication is the importance of awareness of the 
nature of reading comprehension tasks in the interpreta-
tion of results. Measurement using multiple instruments is 
not always feasible in practice due to time and resource 
constraints, and therefore, users need to be mindful of the 
nature of a reading comprehension task and its implica-
tions for the interpretation of results.

It should be noted that the generalizability of the find-
ings is limited to English- speaking children in primary 
grades. Therefore, future studies are needed to replicate 
the present study with children in different developmental 
phases (e.g., upper elementary grades) and with those who 
learn to read in languages other than English. Further-
more, the results are based on specific reading tasks. 
Although both TOWRE and WJ Passage Comprehension 
measures are widely used in research and practice, the cur-
rent results likely reflect this measurement characteristic, 
particularly for reading comprehension, and therefore, 
care needs to be taken for the measurement of reading 
comprehension. Future studies using multiple measures of 
reading comprehension will be useful.

Similarly, vocabulary knowledge in the present study 
measured only the breadth aspect, not other aspects/
dimensions such as depth or fluency. Studies have exam-
ined different aspects of vocabulary knowledge with a 
variety of tasks, and magnitudes of their relations vary 
from moderate to strong (e.g., Binder et al., 2017; Ouel-
lette, 2006; Tannenbaum et al.,  2006). Whether different 
aspects of vocabulary knowledge have differential roles in 
identifying children with reading difficulties is an open 
question, which can be examined in future work.

Furthermore, the spelling task was a researcher- 
developed one. This was intentional to include a sufficient 
number of words that are developmentally appropriate for 
the target grade levels in the study— normed assessments 
tend to focus on finding normative information in spelling 
and include few items for children in the very initial phase 
of spelling development. Another limitation of the present 
study is no inclusion of another important reading skill, 
text reading fluency. A large body of literature clearly indi-
cates text reading fluency as an important construct and 
skill that relates to word reading and reading comprehen-
sion (Fuchs et al.,  2001; Kim et al.,  2021; Kim & Wag-
ner, 2015; Kuhn & Stahl, 2003; Wolf & Katzir- Cohen, 2001). 
Therefore, an interesting direction for future work is to 
include a measure of text reading fluency.

Practical Implications and 
Conclusion
The present findings overall indicate that it is possible to iden-
tify students’ reading difficulties as early as kindergarten as 
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children’s manifestations in difficulties with word reading and 
spelling revealed their word reading difficulties in kindergar-
ten and Grade 1. This is in line with prior work which showed 
that assessment at pre- kindergarten and kindergarten is a 
valid predictor of later literacy skills (e.g., Catts et al., 2016; 
Snowling & Melby- Lervåg, 2016). With early identification, 
the child does not have to wait to fail, and appropriate inter-
vention can be provided to prevent later difficulties in reading 
(Bowyer- Crane et al., 2008; Snowling & Hulme, 2011), which 
is in line with the MTSS framework. The results suggest a 
need for and the utility of including spelling as an integral part 
of identification of children (i.e., screening) with reading dif-
ficulties as early as kindergarten (e.g., Caravolas et al., 2001; 
Clemens et al., 2014; Treiman et al., 2019). We recognize that 
adding measure to assessment batteries takes time and 
resources. However, an adapted version of a spelling assess-
ment, although the spelling task in the present study was not 
an adapted one, would add minimal assessment time (e.g., 
2 min). This seems to be a worthwhile investment of time for 
increased accuracy of identifying children with word reading 
difficulty and associated instructional efforts.

It is also worth noting that the cutpoint used in the 
present study was a single cutpoint based on implied joint 
probability across different skills/measures (word reading, 
spelling, and vocabulary; see Table  2). In other words, 
multiple cutpoints, that is, cutpoints for word reading, 
spelling, and vocabulary, respectively, were not used. Mul-
tiple cutpoints for multiple skills and measures can create 
inconsistencies and confusion in educational settings, and 
our findings of improved precision (see Table 2) are based 
on a single cutpoint taking into account information from 
multiple skills/tasks. Therefore, a similar approach can be 
employed in practice for making decisions in screening 
assessments instead of multiple cutpoints.

Accurate identification of children’s needs is a prereq-
uisite for supporting their successful literacy acquisition. 
The findings in the present study indicate a need for 
attending to spelling as an important source of informa-
tion to identify students who are at risk for reading diffi-
culties. Future work is needed to further shed light on and 
extend our understanding of effective assessment and 
identification practices, and intervention work.

Acknowledgement
This research was supported by Grants R305A130131, 
R305A170113, and R305A180055 by the Institute of Edu-
cation Sciences, US Department of Education, and by the 
Eunice Shriver National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development (P50HD052120). The content is 
solely the responsibility of the authors and does not neces-
sarily represent the official views of the funding agencies. 
The authors wish to thank participating schools, teachers, 
and children.

Conflict of Interest Statement
The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Data Availability Statement
Data will be available upon request.

NOTE
The work reported here was approved by Florida State University (HSC 
No. 2014.13495).

REFERENCES
Adams, M. A. (1990). Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about 

print. MIT Press.
Adlof, S. M., Catts, H. W., & Little, T. D. (2006). Should the simple view 

of reading include a fluency component? Reading and Writing, 19, 
933– 958. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1114 5- 006- 9024- z

Al Otaiba, S., Connor, C. M., Folsom, J. S., Wanzek, J., Greulich, L., 
Schatschneider, C., & Wagner, R. K. (2014). To wait in tier 1 or inter-
vene immediately: A randomized experiment examining first- grade 
response to intervention in reading. Exceptional Children, 81(1), 11– 
27. https://doi.org/10.1177/00144 02914 532234

Apel, K., & Apel, L. (2011). Identifying intraindividual differences in 
students’ written language abilities. Topics in Language Disorders, 
31(1), 54– 72. https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0b013 e3182 0a22b4

Badian, N. A. (1999). Reading disability defined as a discrepancy 
between listening and reading comprehension: A longitudinal study 
of stability, gender differences, and prevalence. Journal of Learning 
Disabilities, 32(2), 138– 148.

Berninger, V. W., Nielsen, K. H., Abbott, R. D., Wijsman, E., & Raskind, 
W. (2008). Writing problems in developmental dyslexia: Under- 
recognized and under- treated. Journal of School Psychology, 46, 1– 
21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.11.008

Berninger, V. W., Vaughan, K., Abbott, R. D., Brooks, A., Abbott, S. P., 
Rogan, L., Reed, E., & Graham, S. (1998). Early intervention for 
spelling problems: Teaching functional spelling units of varying size 
with a multiple- connections framework. Journal of Educational Psy-
chology, 90, 587– 605.

Binder, K. S., Cote, N. G., Lee, C., Bessette, E., & Vu, H. (2017). Beyond 
breadth: The contributions of vocabulary depth to reading compre-
hension among skilled readers. Journal of Research in Reading, 40(3), 
333– 343. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467- 9817.12069

Bourassa, D., & Treiman, R. (2003). Spelling in children with dyslexia: Anal-
yses from the Treiman- Bourassa early spelling test. Scientific Studies of 
Reading, 7(4), 309– 333. https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532 799XS SR0704_1

Bourassa, D., Treiman, R., & Kessler, B. (2006). Use of morphology in 
spelling by children with dyslexia and typically developing children. 
Memory & Cognition, 34(3), 703– 714.

Bowyer- Crane, C., Snowling, M. J., Duff, F. J., Fieldsend, E., Carroll, J. M., 
Miles, J., Gotz, K., & Hulme, C. (2008). Improving early language and 
literacy skills: Differential effects of an oral language versus a phonol-
ogy with reading intervention. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychi-
atry, 49(4), 422– 432. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469- 7610. 2007.01849.x

Braze, D., Tabor, W., Shankweiler, D. P., & Mencl, W. E. (2007). Speak-
ing up for vocabulary: Reading skill differences in young adults. 
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 40, 226– 243. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00222 19407 04000 30401

Cain, K., & Oakhill, J. (2006). Profiles of children with specific reading 
comprehension difficulties. British Journal of Educational Psychol-
ogy, 76, 683– 696. https://doi.org/10.1348/00070 9905X 67610

Cain, K., & Oakhill, J. (Eds.). (2007). Children’s comprehension problems 
in oral and written language: A cognitive perspective. Guilford Press.

 19362722, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://ila.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/rrq.496, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [07/03/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-006-9024-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402914532234
https://doi.org/10.1097/TLD.0b013e31820a22b4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12069
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532799XSSR0704_1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01849.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194070400030401
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194070400030401
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709905X67610


Predictive Validity of Spelling and Vocabulary  |  11

Cain, K., Oakhill, J., & Bryant, P. (2004). Children’s reading comprehen-
sion ability: Concurrent prediction by working memory, verbal abil-
ity, and component skills. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96, 
31– 42. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 0663.96.1.31

Caravolas, M. (2004). Spelling development in alphabetic writing sys-
tems: A cross- linguistic perspective. European Psychologist, 9(1), 3– 
14. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016- 9040.9.1.3

Caravolas, M., Hulme, C., & Snowling, M. J. (2001). The foundations of 
spelling ability: Evidence from a 3- year longitudinal study. Journal of 
Memory and Language, 45(4), 751– 774. https://doi.org/10.1006/
jmla.2000.2785

Cassar, M., Treiman, R., Moats, L., Pollo, T. C., & Kessler, B. (2005). 
How do the spellings of children with dyslexia compare with those 
of nondyslexic children? Reading and Writing, 18, 27– 49.

Castles, A., Rastle, K., & Nation, K. (2018). Ending the Reading wars: 
Reading acquisition from novice to expert. Psychological Science in the 
Public Interest, 19, 5– 51. https://doi.org/10.1177/15291 00618 772271

Catts, H. W. (2018). The simple view of reading: Advancements and 
false impressions. Remedial and Special Education, 39(5), 317– 323. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/07419 32518 767563

Catts, H. W., Compton, D., Tomblin, J. B., & Bridges, M. S. (2012). Prev-
alence and nature of late- emerging poor readers. Journal of Educa-
tional Psychology, 104, 166– 181. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025323

Catts, H. W., Fey, M. E., Zhang, X., & Tomblin, J. B. (2001). Estimating 
the risk of future reading difficulties in kindergarten children: A 
research- based model and its clinical implementation. Language, 
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 32(1), 38– 50. https://doi.
org/10.1044/0161- 14612 001/004

Catts, H. W., & Hogan, T. (2021). Dyslexia: An ounce of prevention is 
better than a pound of diagnosis. The Reading League Journal, 2, 6– 
13. https://doi.org/10.31234/ osf.io/nvgje

Catts, H. W., Nielsen, D. C., Bridges, M. S., & Liu, Y.- S. (2016). Early 
identification of reading comprehension difficulties. Journal of 
Learning Disabilities, 49(5), 451– 465. https://doi.org/10.1177/00222 
19414 556121

Catts, H. W., & Petscher, Y. (2022). A cumulative risk and resilience 
model of dyslexia. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 55(3), 171– 184. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222 19421 1037

Clemens, N. H., Oslund, E. L., Simmons, L. E., & Simmons, D. (2014). 
Assessing spelling in kindergarten: Further comparison of scoring 
metrics and their relation to reading skills. Journal of School Psychol-
ogy, 52(1), 49– 61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2013.12.005

Collins, A. A., Compton, D. L., Lindstrom, E. R., & Gilbert, J. K. (2020). 
Performance variations across reading comprehension assessments: 
Examining the unique contributions of text, activity, and reader. 
Reading and Writing: An Interdisciplinary Journal, 33, 605– 634. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1114 5- 019- 09972 - 5

Compton, D. L., Fuchs, D., Fuchs, L. S., Elleman, A. M., & Gilbert, J. K. 
(2008). Tracking children who fly below the radar: Latent transition 
modeling of students with late- emerging reading disability. Learning 
and Individual Differences, 18, 329– 337. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
lindif.2008.04.003

Cutting, L. E., & Scarborough, H. S. (2006). Prediction of reading com-
prehension: Relative contributions of word recognition, language 
proficiency, and other cognitive skills can depend on how compre-
hension is measured. Scientific Studies of Reading, 10, 277– 299. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532 799xs sr1003_5

Eason, S., Goldberg, L. F., Young, K. M., Geist, M. C., & Cutting, L. E. 
(2012). Reader- text interactions: How differential text and question 
types influence cognitive skills needed for reading comprehension. Jour-
nal of Educational Psychology, 104, 515– 528. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0027182

Ehri, L. (2000). Leaning to read and learning to spell: Two sides of a 
coin. Topic of Language Disorder, 20(3), 19– 36.

Ehri, L. C. (1997). Learning to read and learning to spell are one and 
the same, mostly. In C. A. Perfetti, L. Rieben, & M. Fayol (Eds.), 
Learning to spell: Research, theory, and practice across languages (pp. 
237– 270). Erlbaum.

Elleman, A. M., Lindo, E. J., Morphy, P., & Compton, D. L. (2009). The 
impact of vocabulary instruction on passage- level comprehension of 
school- age children: A meta- analysis. Journal of Research on Educational 
Effectiveness, 2, 1– 44. https://doi.org/10.1080/19345 74080 2539200

Fayol, M., Zorman, M., & Lete, B. (2009). Associations and dissocia-
tions in reading and spelling French: Unexpectedly poor and good 
spellers. In BJEP monograph series II, number 6- teaching and learning 
writing (Vol. 63, No. 75, pp. 63– 75). British Psychological Society.

Fletcher, J., Francis, D. J., Foorman, B. R., & Schatschneider, C. (2020). 
Early detection of dyslexia risk: Development of brief, teacher- 
administered screens. Learning Disability Quarterly, 44, 145– 157. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/07319 48720 931870

Foorman, B. R., Koon, S., Petscher, Y., Mitchell, A., & Truckenmiller, A. 
(2015). Examining general and specific factors in the dimensionality of 
oral language and reading in 4th– 10th grades. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 107, 884– 899. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu00 00026

Francis, D. J., Kulesz, P. A., & Benoit, J. S. (2018). Extending the simple 
view of reading to account for variation within readers and across texts: 
The complete view of reading (CVRi). Remedial and Special Education, 
39(5), 274– 288. https://doi.org/10.1177/07419 32518 77290

Frith, U. (1980). Unexpected spelling problems. In U. Frith (Ed.), Cogni-
tive processes in spelling (pp. 495– 515). Academic Press.

Fuchs, L. S., Fuchs, D., Hosp, M. K., & Jenkins, J. R. (2001). Oral reading 
fluency as an indicator of reading competence: A theoretical, empiri-
cal, and historical analysis. Scientific Studies of Reading, 5(3), 239– 
256. https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532 799XS SR0503_3

Furnes, B., Sa Elwér, Å., Samuelsson, S., Olson, R. K., & Byrne, B. (2019). 
Investigating the double- deficit hypothesis in more and less transpar-
ent orthographies: A longitudinal study from preschool to grade 2. 
Scientific Studies of Reading, 23(6), 478– 493. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
10888 438. 2019.1610410

Galuschka, K., Gorgen, R., Kalmar, J., Haberstroh, S., Schmalz, X., & 
Schulte- Körne, G. (2020). Effectiveness of spelling interventions for 
learners with dyslexia: A meta- analysis and systematic review. Educa-
tional Psychologist, 55(1), 1– 20. https://doi.org/10.1080/00461 520. 
2019. 1659794

Gangl, M., Moll, K., Banfi, C., Huber, S., Schulte- Körne, G., & Landerl, 
K. (2018). Reading strategies of good and poor readers of German 
with different spelling abilities. Journal of Experimental Child Psy-
chology, 174, 150– 169. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2018.05.0

Georgiou, G., Inoue, T., & Parrila, R. (2022). Are vocabulary and word 
reading reciprocally related? Scientific Studies of Reading., 27, 160– 
168. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 438.2022.2123275

Graham, S., Aitken, A. A., Hebert, M., Camping, A., Santangelo, T., 
Harris, K. R., Eustice, K., Sweet, J. D., & Ng, C. (2021). Do children 
with reading difficulties experience writing difficulties? A meta- 
analysis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 113(8), 1481– 1506. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu00 00643

Graham, S., Liu, X., Aitken, A., Ng, C., Bartlett, B., Harris, K. R., & Hol-
zapfel, J. (2017). Effectiveness of literacy programs balancing reading 
and writing instruction: A meta- analysis. Reading Research Quar-
terly, 53(3), 279– 304. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.194

Hatcher, P. J., Goetz, K., Snowling, M. J., Hulme, C., Gibbs, S., & Smith, 
G. (2006). Evidence for the effectiveness of the early literacy support 
programme. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 76(2), 351– 
367. https://doi.org/10.1348/00070 9905X 39170

Hebert, M., Kearns, D. M., Hayes, J. B., Bazis, P., & Cooper, S. (2018). 
Why children with dyslexia struggle with writing and how to help 
them. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 49(4), 843– 
863. https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_LSHSS - DYSLC - 18- 0024

 19362722, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://ila.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/rrq.496, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [07/03/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.1.31
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.9.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2000.2785
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2000.2785
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100618772271
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932518767563
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025323
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-14612001/004
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-14612001/004
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/nvgje
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219414556121
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219414556121
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194211037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2013.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-019-09972-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2008.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr1003_5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027182
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027182
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345740802539200
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731948720931870
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000026
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193251877290
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532799XSSR0503_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2019.1610410
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2019.1610410
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1659794
https://doi.org/10.1080/00461520.2019.1659794
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2018.05.0
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2022.2123275
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000643
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.194
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709905X39170
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_LSHSS-DYSLC-18-0024


12  |  Reading Research Quarterly, 0(0)

Holmes, V. M., & Quinn, L. (2009). Unexpectedly poor spelling and 
phonological- processing skill. Scientific Studies of Reading, 3(4), 295– 
317. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 43090 3001225

Hoover, W. A., & Gough, P. B. (1990). The simple view of reading. 
Reading and Writing, 2, 127– 160. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF004 
01799

Kearns, D. M., & Al Ghanem, R. (2019). The role of semantic informa-
tion in children’s word reading: Does meaning affect readers’ ability 
to say polysyllabic words aloud? Journal of Educational Psychology, 
111(6), 933– 956. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu00 00316

Keenan, J., Betjemann, R. S., & Olson, R. K. (2008). Reading compre-
hension tests vary in the skills they assess: Differential dependence 
on decoding and oral comprehension. Scientific Studies of Reading, 
12, 281– 300. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 43080 2132279

Kemp, N., Parrila, R. K., & Kirkby, J. R. (2009). Phonological and ortho-
graphic spelling in high- functioning adult dyslexics. Dyslexia: An 
International Journal of Research and Practice, 15, 105– 128. https://
doi.org/10.1002/dys.364

Kim, Y.- S., Al Otaiba, S. A., Puranik, C., Folsom, J. S., & Gruelich, L. 
(2014). The contributions of vocabulary and letter writing automa-
ticity to word reading and spelling for kindergartners. Reading and 
Writing, 27(2), 237– 253. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1114 5- 013- 9440- 9

Kim, Y.- S., Apel, K., & Al Otaiba, S. (2013). The relation of linguistic 
awareness and vocabulary to word reading and spelling for first- 
grade students participating in response to instruction. Language, 
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 44, 1– 11. https://doi.
org/10.1044/0161- 1461(2013/12- 0013)

Kim, Y.- S. G. (2017). Why the simple view of reading is not simplistic: 
Unpacking the simple view of reading using a direct and indirect 
effect model of reading (DIER). Scientific Studies of Reading, 21(4), 
310– 333. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 438.2017.1291643

Kim, Y.- S. G. (2020a). Interactive dynamic literacy model: An integra-
tive theoretical framework for reading and writing relations. In R. 
Alves, T. Limpo, & M. Joshi (Eds.), Reading- writing connections: 
Towards integrative literacy science (pp. 11– 34). Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978- 3- 030- 38811 - 9_2

Kim, Y.- S. G. (2020b). Hierarchical and dynamic relations of language 
and cognitive skills to reading comprehension: Testing the direct 
and indirect effects model of reading (DIER). Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 112(4), 667– 684. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu00 00407

Kim, Y.- S. G. (2022). Co- occurrence of reading and writing difficulties: 
The application of the interactive dynamic literacy model. Journal of 
Learning Disabilities., 55, 447– 464. https://doi.org/10.1177/00222 
19421 1060868

Kim, Y.- S. G., Quinn, J., & Petscher, Y. (2021). What is text reading flu-
ency and is it a predictor or an outcome of reading comprehension? 
A longitudinal investigation. Developmental Psychology, 57(5), 718– 
732. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev00 01167

Kim, Y.- S. G., & Wagner, R. K. (2015). Text (Oral) reading fluency as a 
construct in reading development: An investigation of its mediating 
role for children from grades 1 to 4. Scientific Studies of Reading, 19, 
224– 242. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 438.2015.1007375

Kim, Y.- S. G., Wolters, A., & Lee, J. (2023). Reading and writing rela-
tions are not uniform. They differ by the linguistic grain size, devel-
opmental phase, and measurement. Manuscript submitted for 
publication.

Kuhn, M. R., & Stahl, S. A. (2003). Fluency: A review of developmental 
and remedial practices. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(1), 3– 
21. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 0663.95.1.3

Kulesz, P. A., Francis, D. J., Barnes, M. A., & Fletcher, J. M. (2016). The 
influence of properties of the test and their interactions with reader 
characteristics on reading comprehension: An explanatory item 
response study. Journal of Educational Psychology, 108(8), 1078– 
1097. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu00 00126

Leach, J. M., Scarborough, H. S., & Rescorla, L. (2003). Late- emerging 
reading disabilities. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95, 211– 224. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022- 0663.95.2.211

Lee, J. A. C., & Al Otaiba, S. (2017). End- of- kindergarten spelling out-
comes: How can spelling error analysis data inform beginning read-
ing instruction? Reading & Writing Quarterly: Overcoming Learning 
Difficulties, 33(3), 226– 238. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573 569.2016. 
1165639

Lefly, D. L., & Pennington, B. F. (1991). Spelling errors and reading flu-
ency in compensated adult dyslexics. Annals of Dyslexia, 41, 143– 
162. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF026 48083

Lipka, O., Lesaux, N. K., & Siegel, L. S. (2006). Retrospective analysis of 
the reading development of grade 4 students with reading disabili-
ties: Risk status and profile over 5 years. Journal of Learning Disabili-
ties, 39, 364– 378. https://doi.org/10.1177/00222 19406 03900 40901

Lonigan, C. J., Burgess, S. R., & Schatschneider, C. (2018). Examining 
the simple view of reading with elementary school children: Still 
simple after all these years. Remedial and Special Education, 39, 260– 
273. https://doi.org/10.1177/07419 32518 764833

Manis, F. R., Custodio, R., & Szeszulski, P. A. (1993). Development of 
phonological and orthographic skill: A 2- year longitudinal study of 
dyslexic children. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 56(1), 
64– 86. https://doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1993.1026

Masterson, J. J., & Apel, K. (2010). The spelling sensitivity score: Noting 
developmental changes in spelling knowledge. Assessment for Effective 
Intervention, 36(1), 35– 45. https://doi.org/10.1177/15345 08410 380039

Millard, S. P. (2013). EnvStats: An R package for environmental statistics. 
Springer.

Moll, K., Gangl, M., Banfi, C., Schulte- Körne, G., & Landerl, K. (2020). 
Stability of deficits in reading fluency and/or spelling. Scientific Stud-
ies of Reading, 24(3), 241– 251. 10.1080./10888438.2019.1659277

Moll, K., & Landerl, K. (2009). Double dissociation between reading 
and spelling deficits. Scientific Studies of Reading, 13(5), 359– 382. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 43090 3162878

National Early Literacy Panel. (2008). Developing early literacy: Report 
of the National Early Literacy Panel. National Institute for Family Lit-
eracy. https://lincs.ed.gov/publi catio ns/pdf/NELPR eport 09.pdf

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (2000). 
Report of the National Reading Panel. Teaching children to read: An 
evidence- based assessment of the scientific research literature on 
reading and its implications for reading instruction (NIH Pub. No. 
00– 4769). U.S. Government Printing Office.

Ouellette, G., Martin- Chang, S., & Rossi, M. (2017). Learning from our 
mistakes: Improvements in spelling lead to gains in reading speed. 
Scientific Studies of Reading, 21(4), 350– 357. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
10888 438.2017.1306064

Ouellette, G., & Sénéchal, M. (2008). Pathways to literacy: A study of 
invented spelling and its role in learning to read. Child Development, 
79(4), 899– 913. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467- 8624.2008.01166.x

Ouellette, G., & Sénéchal, M. (2017). Invented spelling in kindergarten 
as a predictor of reading and spelling in grade 1: A new pathway to 
literacy, or just the same road, less known? Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 53(1), 77– 88. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev00 00179

Ouellette, G. P. (2006). What’s meaning got to do with it: The role of 
vocabulary in word reading and reading comprehension. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 98(3), 554– 566. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 
0022- 0663.98.3.554

Ozernov- Palchik, O., & Gaab, N. (2016). Tackling the ‘dyslexia para-
dox’: Reading brain and behavior for early markers of developmental 
dyslexia. WIREs Cognitive Science, 7, 156– 176. https://doi.org/10. 
1002/wcs.1383

Papadopoulos, T. C., Spanoudis, G. C., & Chatzoudi, D. (2020). A lon-
gitudinal investigation of the double dissociation between reading 
and spelling deficits: The role of linguistic and executive function 

 19362722, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://ila.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/rrq.496, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [07/03/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430903001225
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00401799
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00401799
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000316
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430802132279
https://doi.org/10.1002/dys.364
https://doi.org/10.1002/dys.364
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-013-9440-9
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2013/12-0013)
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2013/12-0013)
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2017.1291643
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38811-9_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38811-9_2
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000407
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194211060868
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194211060868
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001167
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2015.1007375
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000126
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.95.2.211
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2016.1165639
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573569.2016.1165639
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02648083
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194060390040901
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932518764833
https://doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1993.1026
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534508410380039
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2019.1659277
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430903162878
https://lincs.ed.gov/publications/pdf/NELPReport09.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2017.1306064
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2017.1306064
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01166.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000179
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.3.554
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.98.3.554
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1383
https://doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1383


Predictive Validity of Spelling and Vocabulary  |  13

skills. Reading and Writing, 33, 1075– 1104. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s1114 5- 020- 10029 - 1

Perfetti, C., & Stafura, J. (2014). Word knowledge in a theory of reading 
comprehension. Scientific Studies of Reading, 18(1), 22– 37. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10888 438.2013.827687

Perfetti, C. A. (1997). The psycholinguistics of spelling and reading. In 
C. A. Perfetti, L. Rieben, & M. Fayol (Eds.), Learning to spell: 
Research, theory, and practice across languages (pp. 21– 38). Law-
rence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Perfetti, C. A. (2007). Reading ability: Lexical quality to comprehen-
sion. Scientific Studies of Reading, 11(4), 357– 383. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10888 43070 1530730

Rayner, K., Foorman, B., Perfetti, C. A., Pesetsky, D., & Seidenberg, M. 
S. (2001). How psychological science informs the teaching of read-
ing. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 2(2), 31– 74. http://
www.jstor.org/stabl e/40062357

Ricketts, J., Davies, R., Masterson, J., Stuart, M., & Duff, F. J. (2016). Evi-
dence for semantic involvement in regular and exception word read-
ing in emergent readers of English. Journal of Experimental Child 
Psychology, 150, 330– 345. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2016.05.013

Ricketts, J., Nation, K., & Bishop, D. V. (2007). Vocabulary is important 
for some, but not all reading skills. Scientific Studies of Reading, 
11(3), 235– 257. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 43070 1344306

Robin, X., Turck, N., Hainard, A., Tiberti, N., Lisacek, F., Sanchez, J. C., 
& Müller, M. (2011). pROC: An open- source package for R and S+ to 
analyze and compare ROC curves. BMC Bioinformatics, 12(1), 1– 8.

Rose, J. (2009). Identifying and teaching children and young people with 
dyslexia and literacy difficulties. http://www.thedy slexi a- spldt rust.
org.uk/media/ downl oads/inlin e/the- rose- report.12949 33674.pdf

Rossi, M., Martin- Chang, S., & Ouellette, G. (2019). Exploring the 
space between good and poor spelling: Orthographic quality and 
reading speed. Scientific Studies of Reading, 23(2), 192– 201. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10888 438.2018.1508213

Scarborough, H. S. (1998). Predicting the future achievement of second 
graders with reading disabilities: Contributions of phonemic aware-
ness, verbal memory, rapid naming, and IQ. Annals of Dyslexia, 48, 
115– 136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1188 1- 998- 0006- 5

Silliman, E. R., Bahr, R. H., & Peters, M. L. (2006). Spelling patterns in 
preadolescents with atypical language skills: Phonological, morpho-
logical, and orthographic factors. Developmental Neuropsychology, 
29(1), 93– 123. https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532 6942d n2901_6

Simmons, D. C., Kame’enui, E. J., Harn, B., Coyne, M. D., Stoolmiller, 
M., Santoro, L. E., Smith, S. B., Beck, C. T., & Kaufman, N. K. (2007). 
Attributes of effective and efficient kindergarten reading interven-
tion: An examination of instructional time and design specificity. 
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 40(4), 331– 347. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00222 19407 04000 40401

Snow, C. (2002). Reading for understanding: Toward an R&D program 
in reading comprehension. RAND.

Snowling, M. J., & Hulme, C. (2011). Evidence- based interventions for 
reading and language difficulties: Creating a virtuous circle. British 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 81, 1– 23. https://doi.org/10.1111/j. 
2044- 8279.2010.02014.x

Snowling, M. J., & Melby- Lervåg, M. (2016). Oral language deficits in 
familial dyslexia: A meta- analysis and review. Psychological Bulletin, 
142(5), 498– 545. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul00 00037

Sparapani, N., Connor, C. M., McLean, L., Wood, T., Toste, J., & Day, S. 
(2018). Direct and reciprocal effects among social skills, vocabulary, and 
reading comprehension in first grade. Contemporary Educational Psy-
chology, 53, 159– 167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedps ych.2018.03.003

Stahl, S. A., & Fairbanks, M. M. (1986). The effects of vocabulary 
instruction: A model- based meta- analysis. Review of Educational 
Research, 56(1), 72– 110. https://doi.org/10.2307/1170287

Stanley, C. T., Petscher, Y., & Catts, H. (2018). A longitudinal investiga-
tion of direct and indirect links between reading skills in 

kindergarten and reading comprehension in tenth grade. Reading 
and Writing, 31, 133– 153. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1114 
5- 017- 9777- 6

Steacy, L. M., Kearns, D. M., Gilbert, J. K., Compton, D. L., Cho, E., 
Lindstrom, E. R., & Collins, A. A. (2017). Exploring individual dif-
ferences in irregular word recognition among children with early- 
emerging and late- emerging word reading difficulty. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 109(1), 51– 69. https://doi.org/10.1037/
edu00 00113

Tannenbaum, K. R., Torgesen, J. K., & Wagner, R. K. (2006). Relation-
ships between word knowledge and reading comprehension in 
third- grade children. Scientific Studies of Reading, 10(4), 381– 398. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532 799xs sr1004_3

Torgesen, J. K. (2009). Preventing early reading failure and its devastating 
downward spiral. National Center for Learning Disabilities http://
www.bhara thiya rtami lpalli.org/train ing/image s/downw ardsp iral.pdf

Torgesen, J. K., Wagner, R. K., & Rashotte, C. A. (2012). Test of word 
Reading efficiency (2nd ed.). Pro- ED.

Torppa, M., Georgiou, G. K., Niemi, P., Lerkkanen, M.- K., & Poikkeus, 
A.- M. (2017). The precursors of double dissociation between read-
ing and spelling in a transparent orthography. Annals of Dyslexia, 
67(1), 42– 62. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1188 1- 016- 0131- 5

Treiman, R. (1993). Beginning to spell: A study of first- grade children. 
Oxford University Press.

Treiman, R., Hulslander, J., Olson, R. K., Willcutt, E. G., Byrne, B., & 
Kessler, B. (2019). The unique role of early spelling in the prediction 
of later literacy performance. Scientific Studies of Reading, 23(5), 
437– 444. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 438.2019.1573242

Verhoeven, L., & van Leeuwe, J. (2012). The simple view of second lan-
guage reading throughout the primary grades. Reading and Writing, 
25(8), 1805– 1818. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1114 5- 011- 9346- 3

Wanzek, J., Vaughn, S., Scammacca, N., Gatlin, B., Walker, M. A., & 
Capin, P. (2016). Meta- analyses of the effects of tier 2 type reading 
interventions in grades K- 3. Educational Psychology Review, 28, 551– 
576. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1064 8- 015- 9321- 7

Wegener, S., Beyersmann, E., Wang, H. C., & Castles, A. (2022). Oral 
vocabulary knowledge and learning to read new words: A theoretical 
review. Australian Journal of Learning Difficulties, 27(2), 253– 278. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404 158.2022.2097717

Wegener, S., Wang, H.- C., de Lissa, P., Robidoux, S., Nation, K., & Cas-
tles, A. (2018). Children reading spoken words: Interactions between 
vocabulary and orthographic expectancy. Developmental Science, 
21(3), e12577. https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12577

Wegener, S., Wang, H.- C., Nation, K., & Castles, A. (2020). Tracking the 
evolution of orthographic expectancies over building visual experi-
ence. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 199, 104912. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104912

Wimmer, H., & Mayringer, H. (2002). Dysfluent reading in the absence 
of spelling difficulties: A specific disability in regular orthographies. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 94(2), 272– 277. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022- 0663.94.2.272

Wolf, M., & Katzir- Cohen, T. (2001). Reading fluency and its interven-
tion. Scientific Studies of Reading, 5(3), 211– 239. https://doi.
org/10.1207/S1532 799XS SR0503_2

Woodcock, R. W., McGrew, K. S., & Mather, N. (2001). Woodcock– 
Johnson III tests of achievement. Riverside.

Submitted January 11, 2022  
Final revision received January 10, 2023  

Accepted February 17, 2023

YOUNG- SUK GRACE KIM (corresponding author) is a 
Professor in the School of Education, University of California 
Irvine, Irvine, California, USA; e-mail youngsk7@uci.edu

 19362722, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://ila.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/rrq.496, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [07/03/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-020-10029-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-020-10029-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2013.827687
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2013.827687
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430701530730
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430701530730
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40062357
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40062357
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2016.05.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430701344306
http://www.thedyslexia-spldtrust.org.uk/media/downloads/inline/the-rose-report.1294933674.pdf
http://www.thedyslexia-spldtrust.org.uk/media/downloads/inline/the-rose-report.1294933674.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2018.1508213
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2018.1508213
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-998-0006-5
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326942dn2901_6
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194070400040401
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194070400040401
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2010.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2010.02014.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2018.03.003
https://doi.org/10.2307/1170287
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9777-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9777-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000113
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000113
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr1004_3
http://www.bharathiyartamilpalli.org/training/images/downwardspiral.pdf
http://www.bharathiyartamilpalli.org/training/images/downwardspiral.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-016-0131-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2019.1573242
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-011-9346-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-015-9321-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404158.2022.2097717
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12577
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104912
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104912
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.94.2.272
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.94.2.272
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532799XSSR0503_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/S1532799XSSR0503_2
mailto:youngsk7@uci.edu


14  |  Reading Research Quarterly, 0(0)

YAACOV PETSCHER is a Professor in the College of Social 
Work and the Director of Quantitative Methodology and 
Innovation Division, Florida Center for Reading Research, 

Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida, USA; e-mail 
ypetscher@fcrr.org

A PPE N D I X 

The Experimental Spelling Task in the Study
1. Is
2. The
3. You
4. Fan
5. Bed
6. Hop
7. Ship
8. Bump
9. Hang
10. Pool
11. Cute
12. Know
13. Girl
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