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Introduction

During the last several years, in over two dozen urban and suburban schools across the country, The Schoolwide Enrichment Model in Reading (SEM-R) (Reis et al., 2009) has been implemented as an enrichment-based approach to reading that evolved from the Enrichment Triad Model or the Schoolwide Enrichment Model (SEM) (Renzulli, 1977; Renzulli & Reis, 1997). The SEM-R focuses on challenging, self-selected reading, accompanied by instruction in higher order thinking and strategy skills.  A second core focus of the SEM-R is differentiation of instruction and reading content, coupled with more challenging reading experiences and advanced opportunities for metacognition and self-regulated reading. This differentiation of instruction in reading is critical as a wide variation exists in the range of reading levels in most elementary and middle school classrooms. In elementary and middle school classrooms that use the SEM-R, we found that the range of reading instructional levels spans 8 or more grade levels. For example, we have routinely found that some third grade students read on a first grade level, while others in the same class read on an eighth grade level.  

We have implemented the SEM-R in urban and suburban schools under rigorous research conditions during the last four years with positive results (Reis et al., 2007; Reis, Eckert, McCoach, Jacob, & Coyne, 2008; Reis & Housand, 2009). Results in the initial years were so promising that an increased allotment of federal funds enabled us to gear up with additional studies on the SEM-R in schools across the country.  In each urban implementation of the SEM-R, students’ scores in reading fluency and comprehension increased significantly when compared to a control group. 

The SEM-R has been proven to be effective at increasing reading fluency and comprehension scores, as well as improving attitudes toward reading for elementary and middle school students placed at risk of poor reading performance due to poverty, attendance at a low-performing school, or linguistic diversity (Housand & Reis, 2009; Reis et al., 2007, 2008; Reis & Housand, 2009).  In the SEM-R, students’ strengths and interests are analyzed and reading instruction is delivered through the use of gifted education pedagogy, including curricular differentiation (both acceleration and enrichment) as well as instructional differentiation.

Three Phases of SEM-R

The SEM-R includes three phases that can be implemented during part of a language arts block or during independent reading time, such as silent, sustained independent reading (SSR) or Drop Everything and Read (DEAR). During Phase 1, teachers present short read-alouds from high quality, engaging literature to introduce students to a wide variety of titles, genres, authors, and topics. Along with these read-alouds, teachers provide reading strategy instruction through modeling and discussion, demonstrating reading strategies and self-regulation skills and using higher-order questions to guide discussion. Early in the study period, these Phase 1 activities last about 20 minutes per day; Phase 1 decrease in length relative to the increase in time spent in Phase 2 over the course of the intervention.

Phase 2 of the SEM-R model emphasizes the development of students’ ability to engage in supported independent reading (SIR) of self-selected, appropriately challenging books, with differentiated instructional support provided through conferences with the teacher or another adult. During Phase 2, students select books that were at a challenging instructional level of at least 1 to 1.5 grade levels above their current reading levels. Teachers monitor and evaluate each book and assist students in the selection of books that were at appropriately challenging instructional levels. Students learn strategies for recognizing appropriately challenging books, and they are coached to select challenging instructional-level books in areas of their interest to promote engagement. Most students initially read for 5-15 minutes a day during Phase 2 but over time they extend SIR to 20-25 minutes, and finally to 35-45 minutes each day. During this in-class reading time, students participate in individualized reading conferences with their teachers; on average, each student participated in one to two conferences per week, and conferences usually last about 5-7 minutes. In student conferences and student logs, teachers consistently monitored and documented the instructional challenge match of each book read in Phase 2. Through these conferences, classroom teachers and instructional aides assessed reading fluency and comprehension and provided individualized instruction in strategy use, including predicting, using inferences, and making connections. For more advanced readers, these differentiated conferences focused less on specific reading strategies and more on higher-order questions and critical concepts. 

In Phase 3, students change from teacher-directed opportunities to self-choice activities over the course of the intervention. Activities included (but were not limited to) opportunities to explore new technology, discussion groups, practice with advanced questioning and thinking skills, creativity training in language arts, learning centers, interest-based projects, free reading, and book chats. The intent of these experiences is to provide time for students to pursue areas of personal interest through the use of interest development centers and the Internet to learn to read critically and to locate other reading materials, especially high-quality, challenging literature. 

Summary

The SEM-R was designed with attention to key principles of differentiation as well as enrichment. The three phases reflect different grouping structures, flexibility in instructional delivery; differentiation by readiness, interest, and learning preferences for students; and individualized conferences differentiated assessment and instruction targeted to the needs of individual students. The focus on self-regulation supports management of the framework by giving responsibility to students as well as teachers for classroom management. 

Figure 1. Components of the Schoolwide Enrichment Model Reading Framework

	Phase 1 – Exposure
	Phase 2 – Training & Self-Selected Reading
	Phase 3 – Interest & Choice Components

	· High-interest books to read aloud

· Picture Books

· Novels/Fiction

· Non-Fiction

· Poetry

· High order thinking probing questions

· Bookmarks for teachers with questions regarding Bloom’s Taxonomy, biography, character, illustrations, and other topics relevant to the study of literature


	· Training and discussions on Supported Independent Reading

· Supported Independent Reading

· One-on-one teacher conferences on reading strategies and instruction

· Bookmarks for students posing higher-order questions regarding character, plot, setting, considering the story, and other useful topics
	· Introducing creative thinking

· Genre studies

· Library exploration

· Responding to books

· Investigation centers 

· Creative thinking

· Exploring the Internet

· Reading non-fiction

· Focus on biographies

· Buddy reading

· Books on tape

· Literature circles

· Creative or expository writing

· Type III investigation

	Type I Activities
	Type II Activities
	Type II & Type III Investigations


Connecting Reading Strategies with the SEM-R
	Paris’ Strategies

(Adapted from Paris, 2004)
	Mosaic of Thought Strategies

(Keene & Zimmerman, 1997)
	Strategies that Work

(Harvey & Goudvis, 2000)

	Making Connections
	Making Connections
	Making Connections

	Determining Importance
	Determining Importance
	Determining Importance

	Questioning
	Questioning
	Questioning

	Visualizing
	Visualizing/Sensory Images
	Visualizing & Inferring

	Making Inferences
	Making Inferences
	

	Summarizing
	Synthesizing
	Synthesizing

	Metacognition
	
	


Synthesizing

Synthesizing is the process of culling through much information to describe or retell the details as a salient whole. 

Example: Compare the main character’s personality at the beginning of the story to his or her personality at the end.

Making Connections
Making connections allows readers to bring background knowledge and, therefore, a deeper understanding to the texts they read.

Text to Self Connections (T-S)
A text to self connection involves the reader making an authentic connection between someone or something in the story to him/herself. 

Example: How does this store relate to your own life?

Text to Text Connections (T-T)
A text to text connection is when the reader can make a connection between two texts. IN this case, a text is anything written (e.g., book, poem, or song).

Example: Does this book remind you of another book that you have read?
Text to World Connections (T-W)
A text to world connection is when the reader makes a connection between the text and something that has happened or is happening in the world.

Example: Do you think your friends would enjoy meeting the main character?

Making Inferences
Inferences are things that a reader concludes from reading that are not directly stated in the text. 

Example: Why did the author write this book?

Questioning
Questioning occurs as readers ask themselves questions about the text that they are reading. 

Example: What is one big question you still have after reading this book?

Visualizing

Visualizing involves making pictures in one’s brain of what is going on in a scene or story that is read or heard. 

Example: Which scene would you most like to illustrate? Why?

Determining Importance

Students must evaluate material to figure out which parts are most important or valuable to use in building understanding of the text. 

Example: What were some of the most important parts in the story? Why?

Metacognition

Metacognition is thinking about one’s own thinking. Enhancing metacognition during reading draws the reader’s attention to the processes he/she is using as he/she reads so that he/she can be more cognizant of them.

Example: Has any part of this book confused you?

Summary of Research on the SEM-R

The Schoolwide Enrichment Model Reading Model (SEM-R) is an enrichment-based reading program designed to stimulate interest in and enjoyment of reading, resulting in higher reading achievement, by enabling students to select high-interest books that are slightly to moderately above their current reading achievement levels. The SEM-R has been found to be effective at increasing reading fluency and comprehension scores, as well as changing attitudes toward reading for elementary and middle students placed at risk of poor reading performance due to poverty, attendance at a low-performing school, or linguistic diversity (Reis et al., 2007; Reis & Boeve, 2010; Reis, Eckert, McCoach, Jacob, & Coyne, 2008; Reis & Housand, 2009).  In the SEM-R, students’ strengths and interests are analyzed and reading instruction is delivered through the use of gifted education pedagogy, including curricular differentiation (both acceleration and enrichment) as well as instructional differentiation using Renzulli Learning. The goal of the SEM-R is increased student reading fluency and comprehension, as well as enjoyment and self-regulation in students who are at greatest risk of developing reading problems or becoming alliterate, that is, being able to read but choosing not to read.

Previous research by Reis and colleagues (Reis et al., 2007; Reis, et al, 2008; Reis and Boeve, 2010; Reis & Housand, 2009) suggested that students of various achievement levels have benefitted from the SEM-R approach. Gifted students as well other lower achieving students who participated in the enriched and accelerated SEM-R program had significantly higher scores in reading fluency and comprehension than students in the control group, who did not participate in the SEM-R. Results show achievement differences favoring the SEM-R treatment across all levels, including students who read well above, at, and below grade level (Reis et al., 2007, 2008, 2009). 
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