
Abstract 

LAUGLE, KELLY MARIE.  Measuring Opportunities to Learn from Scientifically Based 
Reading Instruction.  (Under the direction of Jeffery P. Braden.) 
 

This study was an effort to determine the psychometric properties of an instrument 

designed to measure a student’s previous opportunities to learn from reading instruction.  

This instrument (Teachers’ Implementation of Scientifically Based Reading Instruction 

(TISBRI)) is based on Porter and Smithson’s (2001) framework for systematically evaluating 

opportunities to learn, and its content stems from Put Reading First: The Research Building 

Blocks for Teaching Children to Read (Armbruster, Lehr & Osborn, 2001).  The pilot version 

of the TISBRI was administered to 19 teachers who rated the reading instruction they had 

delivered to a single student in their class since the beginning of the school year.  Item 

analyses, reliability, and validity studies were conducted to determine the merits of the 

instrument and refine it for future use.  The instrument showed promise for having strong 

internal consistency but no conclusions could be drawn for the stability of the instrument, the 

relationships between scales in the instrument, and its ability to detect grade level differences 

in response patterns. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction and Review of Research Literature 

 The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 includes a 

unique rule for determining a student’s eligibility for services.  This rule mandates that a 

student shall not be identified as having a disability if his or her insufficient progress is 

rooted in a lack of scientifically based reading instruction (PL No: 108-446). The Special 

Rule for Eligibility Determination states: 

` (5) In making a determination of eligibility under paragraph (4)(A), a child shall not 

be determined to be a child with a disability if the determinant factor for such 

determination is – 

` (A) lack of appropriate instruction in reading, including in the essential 

components of reading instruction (as defined in section 1208(3) of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965) (Sec. 614(b)(5)(A)). 

The Special Rule for Eligibility Determination implies that a student’s previous 

opportunities to learn from appropriate reading instruction can and should be measured as 

part of determining eligibility for special education services.  Several factors such as student 

attendance, teacher training, administrative support, and instructional resources can influence 

the reading instruction a student receives.  Therefore, to fully determine if a student is 

lacking in appropriate instruction, previous learning opportunities need to be assessed in a 

systematic way.  

Porter and Smithson (2001) developed a framework for systematically evaluating 

opportunities to learn.  They identified four curricular areas that influence learning: the 
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intended curriculum, enacted curriculum, assessed curriculum, and learned curriculum.  The 

intended curriculum refers to policy documents and other publications that outline objectives 

for instruction in each grade level and content area.  The enacted curriculum refers to 

opportunities teachers provide within their classrooms.  The enacted curriculum includes the 

content that is covered, as well as the way that content is delivered.  Those objectives 

outlined in the intended curriculum that are represented on measures of student achievement 

comprise the assessed curriculum.  Finally, the learned curriculum includes the students’ 

demonstrations of learning and levels of proficiency reflected in their performance on the 

assessments. 

Using Porter and Smithson’s (2001) systems model, opportunities can be assessed 

within each curricular area as well as across areas using measures of alignment.  When 

alignment exists across all curricular areas, all levels of the educational system are working 

together to maximize opportunities for student learning.  Misalignment is likely to reduce 

students’ opportunities to learn the intended curriculum.  For example, teachers may only 

cover half of the objectives presented on a state-wide assessment, yielding misalignment 

between the enacted and assessed curricula resulting in less opportunity to learn omitted 

content.  A misalignment could also exist between the intended and assessed curricula if 

teachers are drawing their instruction from a particular set of standards (while ignoring 

others), or using assessment tools that do not capture what they taught.  In addition, students 

may receive learning opportunities that are not outlined in the standards for a particular 

content area. Given that instructional time is finite, attention to standards not included in the 

intended curriculum necessarily reduces the time available to cover topics in the intended 
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curriculum.  Misalignment, however, generally limits the learning opportunities students 

receive relative to the intended curriculum outlined by their district or state. 

The purpose of this study was to describe the psychometric properties of an 

instrument designed to measure a student’s previous opportunities to learn from reading 

instruction.  This instrument is based on Porter and Smithson’s (2001) model and includes 

measures of the enacted, assessed, and learned curricula.  Although Porter and Smithson’s 

work allowed the intended curriculum to vary by subject matter and educational agency (e.g., 

district or state standards), the intended curriculum for this study is assumed.  [The intended 

curriculum is presumed to be the five essential components of scientifically based reading 

instruction identified in federal legislation (PL 107-110, Sec. 1208 (3)).]   

In the following section, I will provide definitions for each of the five components of 

scientifically based reading instruction and review the literature that pertains to their 

development.  Then, using a top-down approach, I will discuss how opportunities to learn 

have previously been measured at various levels of the educational system beginning with 

measures at the national/state level and concluding with measures at the individual level.  

Each method for assessing opportunities to learn will be discussed in the context of the 

intended, enacted, assessed, and learned curricula. 

Definitions for the Essential Components of Reading Instruction 

 Put Reading First (Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2001) identifies instruction in the 

areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and text comprehension as 

essential to student success in reading.  The National Reading Panel (2000a, 2000b) states 

that each of these components must be addressed through systematic and explicit instruction. 
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Phonemic awareness instruction includes activities that involve hearing, identifying, and/or 

manipulating sounds in spoken words.  Phonics instruction focuses on learning the 

relationships between letters of written language and the sounds of spoken language.  

Activities that improve the accuracy, speed, and expressiveness of oral reading are identified 

as fluency instruction.  Vocabulary instruction involves both direct and indirect development 

of oral vocabulary and reading vocabulary, whereas text comprehension instruction focuses 

on direct instruction of comprehension strategies and the application of those strategies to 

text.  Literature pertaining to the development of the essential components of reading 

instruction will be reviewed next. 

Development of the Essential Components of Reading Instruction 

In the past decade two important committees were charged with evaluating the 

research base on reading and translating this research into guidelines for a national 

curriculum.  The National Research Council Committee on the Prevention of Reading 

Difficulties in Young Children outlined the skills, environments, and early developmental 

interactions that are essential to learning to read (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998).  The report 

also provided recommendations for practice and for future research.  In 1997, in response to 

a Congressional request, the National Reading Panel (NRP) convened to continue the 

previous committee’s examination of the research on reading.  The NRP focused primarily 

on identifying “‘how’ critical reading skills are most effectively taught and what instructional 

methods, materials, and approaches are most beneficial for students of varying abilities,” 

(NRP, 2000b, p. 1).  The effort of these two committees to ensure the quality of the intended 
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curriculum was an important initial step in maximizing students’ opportunities to learn from 

reading instruction.     

 Of approximately 100,000 research studies on reading that were published since 

1966, 418 studies met criteria for sound research and were critically reviewed by the Panel 

(Shanahan, 2003).  The NRP’s findings were published in the Reports of the Subgroups 

(2000a) and then consolidated in a more user-friendly document referred to as the Summary 

(2000b).  Although federal legislation provides support for the five essential components of 

reading instruction identified by the NRP, controversies related to some of the Panel’s 

findings should be highlighted.  A majority of these controversies focused on the process by 

which the Panel conducted its reviews, rather than its specific findings (Shanahan, 2003).   

Garan (2001), Cunningham (2001), and Krashen (2001) attacked the scientific rigor 

with which the Panel selected and reviewed articles.  Garan (2001) focused her criticism on 

the subgroups’ report on phonics instruction.  She noted that studies were combined in meta-

analyses that had very different outcome measures.  For example, studies measuring growth 

based on the ability to decode nonwords were compared to studies measuring growth on 

more authentic measures of reading.  Garan suggested that because of this methodological 

flaw, the Panel’s conclusions on phonics instruction may have been misguided.  Garan also 

pointed out discrepancies between what was stated in the Reports of the Subgroups (NRP, 

2000a) and the conclusions drawn in the Summary (NRP, 2000b).  Other critics of the 

phonics subgroup report argued that the importance of phonics instruction was 

overemphasized at the expense of other elements of reading instruction (Cunningham, 2001; 

Zimmerman & Brown, 2003).   
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Krashen (2001) criticized the Panel for excluding correlational studies that support 

independent, silent reading as part of daily instruction.  The Panel stated that there was 

insufficient evidence to conclude that independent, silent reading improves reading 

achievement and fluency.  Krashen contended that studies demonstrating no difference 

between students engaged in independent reading and those engaged in traditional programs 

lend support to silent reading’s effectiveness as an instructional tool.   

 Although objections do exist regarding the process by which the NRP came to its 

conclusions, much of the Panel’s findings continue to be supported by current research.  

Foorman et al. (2003) conducted a large scale study of reading instruction in kindergarten 

and first grade classrooms and found support for the Panel’s conclusions regarding the 

importance of phonemic awareness instruction.  The RAND Reading Study Group (2002) 

summarized the research base for comprehension instruction and supported many of the 

NRP’s findings.  Specifically, the Study Group concluded that explicit instruction in the use 

of metacognitive strategies improves reading comprehension, especially for low achieving 

students.  In addition, the Study Group supported the NRP’s identification of the following 

set of strategies to improve reading comprehension: concept mapping, question generating, 

question answering, summarizing, and story mapping.  The Study Group also concluded that 

the use of reading fluency techniques such as repeated oral reading improves word 

recognition and fluency and produces moderate gains in comprehension. 

To bridge the research to practice gap, the Center for the Improvement of Early 

Reading Achievement used the NRP’s Reports of the Subgroups (2000a) to develop Put 

Reading First: The Research Building Blocks for Teaching Children to Read (Armbruster, 
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Lehr, & Osborn, 2001).  This publication describes the five essential components of reading 

instruction, summarizes the research related to each component, and provides learning 

objectives, student strategies, and teacher strategies to improve student outcomes in reading 

for students in kindergarten through third grade.  

Shanahan (2003), a member of the Panel, supported Put Reading First as a 

meaningful and useful extension of the Reports of the Subgroups (NRP, 2000a).  Shanahan 

identified only one aspect of Put Reading First that was questionable based on the NRP’s 

findings: that adding phonics workbooks or phonics activities to non-systematic reading 

programs such as literature-based, basal reading, or sight-word programs “has not been 

effective” and “confuse[s] rather than help[s] children to read” (Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 

2001, p. 17).  Overall Put Reading First has been well accepted and widely distributed 

(Shanahan, 2003).  All item content for the instrument used in the present study stems 

directly from Put Reading First and does not address the area of contention noted by 

Shanahan. 

The five essential components of reading instruction, as identified and described in 

Put Reading First, represent  the intended curriculum guiding the development of the 

instrument used in the present study.  Including a well-defined intended curriculum in a 

measure of opportunities to learn facilitates analyses of alignments across curricular areas.  

The following section will address several methods that have been developed to measure 

opportunities within and across the four curricular areas identified by Porter and Smithson 

(2001). 
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Methods for Assessing Opportunities to Learn  

Measures of opportunities to learn address the quality of instruction, time, and 

resources provided to students in any academic area.  Methods for evaluating opportunities to 

learn will be reviewed at the national/state, school, classroom, and individual levels. 

 Measuring opportunities to learn at the national and state level.  Methods at the 

national and state level have focused primarily on the alignment between the intended and 

assessed curricula.  Webb (1999) addressed the alignment of these curricula by comparing 

state standards for instruction in mathematics and science to yearly state assessments in those 

areas.  Webb defined alignment as “the degree to which the standards and assessments are in 

agreement and serve in conjunction with one another to guide the system toward students 

learning what they are expected to know and do” (p. 2).  After measuring the alignment of 

sixteen different assessments with their corresponding state’s standards, Webb concluded 

that, in general, most assessments demonstrated categorical concurrence (all items on the 

tests reflected state objectives).  However, Webb found that the assessments required a lower 

level of knowledge and exhibited less breadth of coverage than was mandated by the 

standards for instruction in each state.   Porter (2002) also developed content analysis tools 

that have been used to analyze the content of seventh grade mathematics standards and tests.   

Both Webb’s (1999) and Porter’s (2002) measures of alignment help evaluate the 

degree to which educational agencies send a clear and consistent message to teachers on what 

they are expected to teach and what the agency will assess. Misalignment of expectations 

(i.e., the intended curriculum) and the test used to evaluate student achievement (i.e., the 
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assessed curriculum) may encourage teachers to distort or reduce students’ learning 

opportunities (e.g., teach to the test).  

Analyzing the intended curriculum’s alignment with relevant policy documents and 

with the latest research findings is another important step in ensuring opportunities to learn 

(Porter & Smithson, 2001).  Text book analysis provides one way to assess the intended 

curriculum (Porter, 2002).  Our current national policy for special education reform assumes 

that by ensuring reading texts are based on sound research, schools can improve 

opportunities for student success (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act 

of 2004).  

Recently, many states receiving Reading First grant money reviewed the degree to 

which specific reading programs were aligned with scientifically based reading research so as 

to make specific recommendations to districts and schools for program selection (Oregon 

Reading First Curriculum Review Panel, 2004).  Oregon, Washington, Arizona, and 

Colorado used The Consumer’s Guide to Evaluating a Core Reading Program Grades K-3: 

A Critical Analysis (Simmons & Kame’enui, 2003) to provide quantitative data on the design 

and delivery features of comprehensive reading programs.  Using this guide, a panel of 

experts rated the degree to which the program under review met the criterion for specific 

items related to the essential components of reading instruction.  This method of analysis 

provided objective data to help schools choose research-based programs that would meet the 

needs of their students and hopefully facilitate opportunities to learn.   

To maximize these opportunities, teachers must deliver the intended curriculum with 

high degrees of fidelity.  Many publishing companies of reading texts have taken steps to 
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ensure that teachers understand the rationales behind program development and maximize 

the use of their programs for instruction.  The Teacher’s Guide for Reading Mastery 

(Engelmann & Bruner, 1995) provides rationales for each skill to be taught and includes 

explicit scripts for teachers to follow for each lesson within the Reading Mastery curriculum.  

Guidelines are provided for how to group students, how to schedule daily lessons, and how to 

use the presentation books and the teacher’s guide.  Houghton Mifflin Company (2002) 

provides detailed lesson plans that outline the amount of time, objectives, and resources for 

each day of instruction for their reading curriculum.  In addition, the company offers two-day 

professional development workshops for each of the essential components of reading 

instruction.   

Steps taken by publishing companies to ensure that the enacted curriculum aligns 

with the intended curriculum can be important to promoting student learning opportunities.  

However, the utility of these efforts is limited by the degree to which the programs 

themselves align with research findings on reading instruction, the degree to which teacher’s 

actually implement the programs, and the degree to which these programs address students’ 

individual instructional needs.  

Measuring opportunities to learn within and across schools.  Opportunity to learn 

may explain between-group differences in performance within and across schools.  Many 

studies have used high school course transcripts to measure the learning opportunities of 

groups of students within schools, specifically Limited English proficient students, low-

income students, and minority students (Mickelson, 2001; Oakes, 1985; Wang & 

Goldschmidt, 1999).  This research has called attention to the common practice of tracking 
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students into lower level classes consequently limiting their access to portions of the enacted 

curriculum.  Herman and Klein (1996) used teacher interviews, student surveys, student 

retrospective think-aloud interviews, and classroom observations to evaluate differences in 

learning opportunities for three broad categories of schools: affluent suburban, low socio-

economic status urban, and remote, mixed socio-economic status rural.  This area of research 

has provided unique ways to measure and define opportunities to learn and has suggested that 

factors such as the personal characteristics of the student (e.g., race, language proficiency, 

and socio-economic status) and the type of school a student attends can enhance or limit 

access to these opportunities.  

 Measuring opportunities to learn within the classroom.  Focusing on the enacted 

curriculum (what the teacher is actually doing in the classroom) provides the most direct 

measure of students’ opportunities to learn.  Porter and Smithson (2001) stated “the enacted 

curriculum is arguably the single most important feature of any curricular indicator system” 

[emphasis in the original] (p.2).  Stevens and Grymes (1993) identified four distinct variables 

related to the enacted curriculum:  content coverage, content exposure, content emphasis, and 

quality of instructional delivery.  Content coverage analysis involves identifying which 

objectives in the curriculum actually get addressed in instruction, where as content exposure 

analysis involves investigating the amount of time allocated for instruction.  Analysis of 

content emphasis focuses on the relative attention given to objectives within the curriculum 

as well as to students with lower and higher level skills.  Finally, analysis of the quality of 

instructional delivery involves evaluating how teaching practices influence student 

achievement.   
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Several methods have been developed to evaluate these variables within the enacted 

curriculum.  One method, direct observation, may provide the most objective and rich 

information; however, it also requires more resources than are commonly available for 

conducting most research.  Some of the more promising methods of data collection involving 

teacher self-report include the Surveys of the Enacted Curriculum (SEC) (Blank, 2002), 

teacher interviews and student surveys combined with the collection of classroom artifacts 

(Burstein et al., 1995; Herman, Klein & Abedi, 2000), and web-based teacher logs (Ball, 

Camburn, Correnti, Phelps & Wallace, 1999).  Each of these methods will be reviewed as it 

pertains to measuring opportunities to learn within the classroom.  Research on the reliability 

and validity of using teacher self-report measures will also be discussed. 

The Surveys of the Enacted Curriculum (SEC), developed by the Council of Chief 

State School Officers and the Wisconsin Center for Education Research, are a set of tools for 

data collection, data analysis, and reporting that provide information on the alignment of 

teachers’ instruction with national and state standards and assessments (Blank, 2002).  Good 

alignment suggests that students are receiving adequate opportunities to learn.  Until recently 

the SEC have focused exclusively on math and science education.  The Surveys now include 

a single generic measure of language arts and reading instruction for kindergarten through 

twelfth grade teachers.  This survey provides information on a broad range of instructional 

activities; however, it relies on the assumption that each student within a class in exposed to 

the same instruction (SEC Online, n.d.). 

Herman, Klein, and Abedi (2000) used classroom artifacts to supplement teacher 

interviews and student surveys allowing for more in-depth analyses of learning opportunities.  
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Teachers were asked to provide typical assignments and tests given during the previous 

quarter of instruction.  These materials were coded by two raters who judged the proportion 

of items within the set that reflected various reform practices that were queried on the 

surveys.  The classroom artifacts scale was found to correlate well with both teacher 

interview results (r = .69) and student survey results (r = .64).   

Ball et al.’s (1999) web-based teacher logs provide a method for integrating 

information on daily teacher practices that address whole class, small group, and individual 

instruction.  The web-based logs provide data on both the content and pedagogy of teachers’ 

instruction as well as the materials used, other adults involved in instruction, student 

activities, and student attendance.  Data from the pilot study suggest that web-based teacher 

logs can accurately capture information regarding the number of reading and mathematics 

lessons, duration of each lesson, student attendance, materials used, and instructional 

grouping.  The collection of additional information such as the content of instruction, the 

nature of instructional tasks, and teacher and student activities was limited by a lack of 

common language for teachers to use in describing their daily instruction. 

As part of the Reform Up Close study, Smithson and Porter (1994) evaluated the use 

of daily logs, weekly surveys, observations, interviews, and comprehensive questionnaires.  

They found moderate to strong levels of agreement between daily logs and direct 

observations of teachers (average percents of agreement ranging from .59 to .78) and 

promising, yet inconclusive, results for the agreement of daily logs with related responses on 

questionnaires.  These results suggest that questionnaires administered once or twice a year 
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may not reliably capture elements of instruction at the same level of specificity as can be 

captured using daily logs. 

The use of teacher self-report to evaluate students’ opportunities to learn has been the 

subject of considerable debate.  Smithson and Porter (1994) believe there is ample evidence 

to support the use of survey instruments, whereas Snow-Renner (2001) has cautioned that 

large-scale surveys, such as the Third International Mathematics and Science Study, lack 

sufficient technology to provide data beyond general information about students’ 

experiences.  Mayer (1999) found encouraging support for the reliability and validity of 

teacher self-report surveys on composites of instructional practices.  Self-report of the 

percent of time spent on a composite of 13 instructional practices demonstrated high test-

retest stability over the course of four months (r = .68) and correlated strongly with direct 

observations (r = .85).  Results were less encouraging when instructional practices were 

examined individually, although the rank order of time devoted to each instructional practice 

was generally maintained on the second survey administration.  Shim, Felner, Shim, and 

Noonan (2001) confirmed Mayer’s (1999) findings that the reliability of measuring 

instructional practices improves when items are grouped to reflect underlying characteristics.  

Other research has also supported the reliability and validity of teacher self-report (Burstein 

et al., 1995). 

Porter and Smithson (2001) and Blank (2002) have cautioned against the use of 

teacher self-report measures when these measures are linked to rewards or sanctions that 

might cause teachers to intentionally misrepresent aspects of their instruction.  Teachers may 

also unintentionally misrepresent aspects of their instruction because they are unable to recall 
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elements of their instruction or are unfamiliar with the terminology used in the measure 

(Porter & Smithson, 2001).   

Overall the research has provided three recommendations for developing a reliable 

and valid teacher self-report measure.  First, analyses at the item level for teacher self-reports 

might not provide meaningful information, but these items may be aggregated to reflect 

underlying characteristics that produce reliable and valid measures of teachers’ instruction 

(Mayer, 1999; Shim, Felner, Shim & Noonan, 2001).  Therefore, multiple indicators are 

needed for each domain the survey purports to address.  Second, to reduce biased responses, 

teachers should remain anonymous and no rewards or sanctions should be attached to an 

evaluation of their responses (Blank, 2002; Porter & Smithson, 2001).  Finally, analyses of 

validity such as the correlation of self-report with classroom artifacts should be conducted to 

assess both intentional and unintentional misrepresentation of instructional practices (Porter 

& Smithson, 2001). 

Measuring opportunities to learn for an individual student.   Except for portions of 

data collected using the web-based teacher logs, each of the classroom based methods I have 

reviewed focuses on the instruction delivered to an entire group of students.  These methods 

assume that students within a class have equal opportunities to learn.  Ball et al. (1999), 

however, identified potential variations in classroom instruction that may exist including 

“variation in content delivered to particular students, variation due to grouping practices, 

materials, or representations used to deliver content to different students” (p. 7).  Dreeben 

and Barr (1988) conducted full-day observations, at 12 3-week intervals, for 13 first grade 

classes including a total of 50 instructional groups for reading.  They observed that assigning 
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first grade students to reading groups based on ability often placed “non-English-speaking 

and extremely low-aptitude students in limbo, where they initially receive[d] either no 

grouped instruction or infrequent individualized instruction” (p. 136). Floden (2003) 

expanded the conception of an individual student’s opportunities to learn to include out-of-

school opportunities.  He noted, “In acquisition of written literacy, for example, children with 

literate parents have out-of-school opportunities to learn that are not available to [children of] 

illiterate parents” (p.255).  Documented variations among students in the same classroom 

suggest that assessments of learning opportunities must include individual indicators in 

addition to those shared by the classroom or instructional group. 

Shapiro (1996) developed a structured teacher interview to address an individual 

child’s academic problems that includes a section on delivery of reading instruction.  This 

qualitative form of data collection addresses the type of reading series or program used by 

the teacher, the grouping of students by ability, the allocation of time to different types of 

instruction (e.g., independent seatwork, small group, and cooperative groups), outside 

opportunities for reading instruction, and methods of assessment.  The teacher is also asked 

to compare the student’s performance to other students within the same reading group on 

skills related to oral reading, word attack, sight words, and comprehension.  This structured 

interview is primarily used to guide the development of effective interventions, but may also 

serve as an indicator of an individual student’s previous opportunities to learn. 

Assessing the opportunities a teacher provides to an individual student is necessary 

but not sufficient to determine that student’s previous opportunities to learn.  Access to the 

enacted curriculum must also be considered.  At the school level, tracking may limit student 
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access to specific courses (e.g., Oakes, 1985).  At the individual level, a student’s attendance 

may also limit access to the enacted curriculum.  Students with frequent absences and 

tardiness have fewer opportunities to learn than students who attend school regularly.  

Walker-Hill, Block-Pedego, Todis, and Severson (1991) developed the School Archival 

Records System to track eleven student variables that may limit access to the enacted 

curriculum including days absent, number of schools attended, within-school referrals, 

special education status, out-of-class placement, and Title I status.  Although Walker-Hill 

and colleagues designed this system to identify students at risk for behavior disorders and at 

risk for dropping out of school, portions of this archival rating system could be used to 

measure access to opportunities to learn for individual students.   

Visual impairments and limited English proficiency (LEP) are two additional factors 

that may influence an individual student’s access to learning opportunities.  Bradley-Johnson 

and Morgan (2002) suggested that teaching visually impaired students in the general 

classroom without sufficient resources may limit their access to quality instruction in Braille.  

Scribner (2002) reported that “nearly one-third of LEP students receive no tailored assistance 

in understanding what is being taught.  This means that these students receive limited 

instruction in how to speak English or in understanding content area subjects” (p. 1485).  

Other factors that may influence an individual student’s access include illness, hunger, and 

other forms of disability.  

Summary 

The first section of this review addressed the development of the essential 

components of reading instruction and provided definitions for their use in the present study.  
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Put Reading First (Armbruster, Lehr, & Osborn, 2001) provides the blueprint for an intended 

reading curriculum for early elementary instruction.  It is well supported by previous and 

current research, applies to classrooms across the nation, and is specified in federal 

legislation. For these reasons it was selected to serve as the intended curriculum for the 

present study, and to then guide the development of instrument content.  

The second section of this review addressed previous methods for evaluating 

opportunities to learn.  There are a number of critical points to consider when developing 

measures of opportunities to learn, including the alignment between curricular areas, the unit 

of analysis (e.g., state, school, classroom, or individual), and the method of recording data 

(e.g., observations, teacher surveys, daily logs, or interviews).  Measures that focus on the 

quality of the intended curriculum and its alignment with the assessed curriculum promote 

opportunities for student learning, but do not directly assess whether these opportunities 

actually occur.  Classroom based measures that focus on the alignment of the enacted 

curriculum with the intended, assessed, and learned curricula provide more direct measures 

of students’ learning opportunities.  However, these measures generally assume that students 

within a class share the same opportunities to learn.  Researchers such as Dreeben and Barr 

(1988) have called this assumption into question.  Therefore, to adequately determine an 

individual student’s previous learning opportunities, a measure must focus on the enacted 

curriculum that the individual student actually receives, evaluate the degree of alignment 

across curricular areas, and consider factors which may limit the student’s access to the 

enacted curriculum. 
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Teacher self-report, although not an ideal tool for measuring an individual student’s 

previous learning opportunities, appears to be a viable option especially if the instrument’s 

content is aligned with an intended curriculum that is supported by sound research and if 

multiple indicators are developed for each domain to be addressed.  The use of teacher self-

report on a measure of reading instruction may be further enhanced by collecting assessment 

products to supplement the self-report and by ensuring that teacher responses remain 

anonymous.  

Currently no tool exists that measures the opportunities provided to a single student 

for learning to read that uses the latest national consensus on reading research, and is based 

on a sound theoretical model for systematically measuring opportunities to learn.  Such an 

instrument could provide a meaningful and potentially useful tool for measuring a student’s 

previous opportunities to learn from explicit and systematic instruction in the five essential 

components of reading.  

Rationale for the Present Study 

 The Special Rule for Eligibility Determination in the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Improvement Act of 2004 provides the primary rationale for developing an 

instrument to assess teachers’ implementation of scientifically based reading instruction for 

an individual student.  The legislation requires educators to determine whether a child’s 

insufficient progress in reading is due to lack of opportunity, but does not specify 

methodologies for doing so.  The instrument developed for this study, which I have labeled 

Teacher’s Implementation of Scientifically Based Reading Instruction (TISBRI), could 
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provide such a measure.  This study was an effort to describe the psychometric properties of 

this instrument.   

Predictions 

 The specific goals of this study include developing a scoring method for the TISBRI, 

establishing a final item pool, and determining the instrument’s reliability and validity as a 

measure of teacher self-report of reading instruction.  To address these goals, seven 

predictions were tested.  The first three predictions are supported by principles of test 

development (Gregory, 2000), the fourth prediction is supported by Put Reading First 

(Armbruster, Lehr & Osborn, 2001) and findings of the National Reading Panel (2000a), and 

the final three predictions are supported by Porter and Smithson’s (2001) research on the 

alignment of curricular areas within an educational system.  Operational definitions for each 

of these predictions are provided at the conclusion of the Methods chapter. 

Prediction 1.  The final item pool for the TISBRI will have adequate psychometric 

characteristics.   

a) Items will be positively and meaningfully correlated with other items related to the 

same component. 

b) Items will be positively and meaningfully correlated with component scale 

composites and the total TISBRI composite.  

c) The item pool will have a simple factor structure that corresponds to the underlying 

component structure of the TISBRI. 

 Prediction 2.  The TISBRI will be a stable measure of teachers’ self-reported enacted 

reading curricula. 
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Prediction 3.  The rubric developed to score the assessment products will demonstrate 

acceptable inter-rater agreement.   

Prediction 4.  Emphasis on the five components of reading instruction will shift from 

phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency instruction in earlier grades to emphasis on 

vocabulary and text comprehension instruction in later grades. 

Prediction 5.  Scale scores addressing the enacted curriculum for the teacher self-

report portion of the TISBRI will correlate positively with scale scores of the assessed 

curriculum. 

Prediction 6.  Scale scores addressing the enacted curriculum will correlate positively 

with scale scores addressing the learned curriculum. 

Prediction 7.  TISBRI component scores addressing the enacted curriculum will 

correlate positively with teachers’ estimates of proportion of time devoted to instruction in 

each of the components. 
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Chapter 2 

Method 

Respondent and Student Sample 

 The respondents in this study were 16 classroom reading teachers, 2 resource 

teachers, and 1 Title I teacher who completed a rating scale for one (n = 19) of their students 

in grades kindergarten through 3.  The sample was drawn from schools in two counties in 

North Carolina.  Descriptive data including ethnicity, gender, and degree obtained were 

collected for each teacher and are presented in Table 1.  Additional information including the 

number of courses taken in reading instruction, years of teaching experience, and grade 

taught were also collected and are presented in Table 2.  Teachers removed all identifiers of 

the students from the assessment products they submitted.  The students’ identities remained 

anonymous to the researcher throughout data collection.  Descriptive data collected for the 

students included the amount of reading instruction they received relative to the other 

students in the class (more, about the same, or less), grade, retention, age, gender, and 

ethnicity (see Table 3).  

Instrumentation 

 Teachers’ Implementation of Scientifically Based Reading Instruction (TISBRI) is the 

instrument developed for use in this study.  The initial development of the TISBRI is 

described in Appendix A.  The TISBRI is designed to measure teachers’ implementation of 

the five essential components of scientifically based reading instruction as described in Put 

Reading First (Armbruster, Lehr & Osborn, 2001).  This instrument is focused on the 

delivery of instruction to a single student during the course of a school year. The background  
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Table 1 

Descriptive Data for Teachers Sampled Within Each Grade Level 
 
  
Grade Level K 1a 2 3 K-3a 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 

  % 
  (n) 
 
 
Demographic Characteristics 
 

Female 37 32 21 5 95 
 (7) (6) (4) (1) (18) 
 
Caucasian 32 26 21 5 84 
 (6) (5) (4) (1) (16) 
 
African American 5 5 0 0 11 
 (1) (1) (0) (0) (2) 
 
Hispanic 0 0 0 0 0 
 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
 
Asian 0 0 0 0 0 
 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 

  
 Other 0 0 0 0 0 
 (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
  
Educational Background 

 
Bachelors 21 16 5 5 47 
 (4) (3) (1) (1) (9)  
 
Masters  16 16 16 0 47 
 (3) (3) (3) (0) (9) 

 
Total N 7 7 4 1 19 
  
 

aOne teacher within this group did not report gender, ethnicity, or educational background.
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Table 2 
 
Mean Number of Reading Courses and Years of Teaching Experience for Teachers Sampled  
 
Within Each Grade Level 
  
 
Grade Level K 1 2 3 K-3 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Reading Courses 3.50a 4.29 3.67a 3.00 3.82 
 (1.52) (1.70) (0.58) (0.00) (1.42) 
 
K-3 Experience 6.29 11.00 16.75 5.00 10.16 
 (6.73) (12.62) (5.25) (0.00)  (9.68) 
 
Total Years Teaching 9.17 16.43 21.00 5.00 14.39 
 (6.46) (14.35) (10.10) (0.00)   (11.39) 
 
Total N 7 7 4 1 19  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Note. Values in parentheses represent standard deviations. 
 
aOne teacher within this group did not report the number of reading course completed.
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Table 3 
 
Descriptive Data for Students Sampled Within Each Grade Level 
 
 
Grade Level K 1 2 3 K-3 
 
 
 % 
 (n)      
Instructional Setting 
 
 General Education 32 32 16 5 84 
  (6)  (6)  (3) (1) (16) 
 
 Resource 0 5 5 0 11 
  (0) (1) (1) (0) (2) 
 
 Title 1 5 0 0 0 5 
  (1) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
 
Demographic Characteristics 

 
Female 11 26 0 0 37 
 (2) (5) (0) (0) (7) 
 
Caucasian 5 26 5 5 42 
 (1) (5) (1) (1) (8) 
 
African American 16 11 11 0 37 
 (3) (2) (2) (0) (7) 
 
Hispanic 11 0 5 0 16 
 (2) (0) (1) (0) (3) 

  
 Asian 5 0 0 0 5 
  (1) (0) (0) (0) (1) 
  
 Other 0 0 0 0 0 
  (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
 
Retained 0 5 5 0 11 
 (0) (1) (1) (0) (2)  
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Table 3. (cont.) 
 
 
Grade Level K 1 2 3 K-3 
 
 
  M 
   (SD) 
 
Months of Instruction 4.57 6.57 7.75 6.00 6.05
 (3.10) (2.51) (2.22) (0.00) (2.78) 
 
Age 5.29 6.33 8.00 8.00 6.38 
 (0.49) (0.52) (0.82) (0.00) (1.24) 
 
Total N 7 7 4 1 19 
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information portion of this instrument includes data on factors that may influence the enacted 

curriculum a student receives.  These factors include level of teacher training and experience, 

opportunities for assistance outside of the classroom, and the kind of reading program used 

by the teacher.   

The rating scale portion of the instrument is focused on the enacted and learned 

curricula.  Teachers were asked to determine the frequency and quality of their instruction for 

items reflecting each of the five components.  To measure the degree of student learning for 

each item, teachers were asked to determine the level of progress their students had made in 

response to instruction.  The assessment portion of this instrument required teachers to 

provide information on the type and frequency of assessments they used to address each of 

the five components.  In addition, teachers provided three different examples of assessments 

they had conducted during the course of the school year with the student they selected.  

These assessments were evaluated based on the degree to which they reflected each of the 

essential components of reading instruction and their alignment with teacher self-reports.    

Description.  The TISBRI includes four parts: Background Information, 

Implementation, Components of Instruction, and Assessment (see Appendix B for the field 

trial version used in this study).  In part one, Background Information, respondents selected 

the middle student from their “middle” reading groups to focus their responses or selected the 

middle student from their class distribution based on reading level or current grade in 

reading.  The respondents provided demographic and other relevant background information, 

described the reading programs they used, and identified whether the program was 

considered “scientifically-based.” 
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Part two, Implementation, is divided into three sections: Learning Objectives, Student 

Strategies, and Teacher Strategies.  Learning Objectives refers to skills the student has 

demonstrated.  Student Strategies refers to specific strategies that the student has used while 

engaged in reading activities, and Teacher Strategies refers to instructional techniques or 

processes used by the teacher to help a student achieve an objective and/or employ a strategy.  

For each section, respondents rated the frequency with which each item was addressed with 

this student (Never, Sometimes, Often, Almost Always).  For those items they had addressed 

at least once, respondents rated the quality of their delivery (Poor, Fair, Good, Excellent) and 

indicated if the student demonstrated progress due to the teacher’s instruction on this item 

(No Progress, A Little Progress, Some Progress, A Lot of Progress). 

Part three, Components of Instruction, requires the respondents to read a list of 

descriptors for the five different components of reading instruction and estimate the percent 

of instructional time they have spent on each component with the student they selected.  

Respondents could also select “Other Instruction Related to Reading” and describe any 

aspects of their instruction not reflected in the descriptors.  The sum of percentages for each 

type of reading instruction was intended to be equal to 100. 

In part four, Assessment, respondents identified which types of assessments they 

conducted for each component of reading and how frequently these assessments occurred.  

Then teachers collected three different products completed by the student that were 

representative of their assessment practices.  Respondents were guided to choose the 

products that represented their common assessment practices in reading and were 

discouraged from selecting assessments based on student performance.  They described each 
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assessment and its purpose, then estimated the number of times they had conducted each 

assessment with the student since the beginning of the school year. 

Scale development.  Items were assigned to groups based on the essential component 

of reading instruction that each item reflected.  To evaluate my original assignment of items 

to groups, seven graduate students completing a course in the theory and practice of reading 

instruction reviewed the total item pool and assigned each item to a component of reading 

instruction based on their knowledge of Put Reading First (Armbruster, Lehr & Osborn, 

2001) and other reading research.  Percent of agreement was calculated for the original item 

pool, and items that resulted in disagreement by at least two evaluators were considered for 

removal.   

Of the original pool of 73 items, 49 items (67%) were assigned to the same 

component by at least six of the seven raters resulting in 24 items considered for removal.  

Four of these items were removed, and nine items were revised.  The remaining 11 items 

were assigned to the same component by five of the seven raters and were retained in their 

original format to preserve the breadth of the item pool.   

Three repeat items and two veracity items were placed within the rating scale portion 

of the instrument to monitor the consistency of teacher responses.  The percent of agreement 

between original and repeat items was calculated for each respondent, and average frequency 

ratings for the veracity items were also calculated.  These results are presented in Chapter 3. 

Scoring.  Scoring procedures developed for the TISBRI include methods for 

evaluating rating scale responses and assessment products.  Rating scale responses were 

evaluated across four dimensions: Items Addressed, Frequency, Quality of Delivery, and 
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Student Progress.  Items Addressed was calculated by dividing the number of items 

addressed by the total number of items within each component to create a percentage score.  

A score for each component (Phonemic Awareness, Phonics, Fluency, Vocabulary, and Text 

Comprehension) and one composite score were derived from this procedure.  

Frequency scores of 0, 1, 2, and 3 were respectively assigned to Frequency ratings of 

Never, Sometimes, Often and Almost Always.   Frequency ratings were averaged for all items 

within each component of reading instruction (Phonemic Awareness, Phonics, Fluency, 

Vocabulary, and Text Comprehension) and for the total item set yielding five component 

scores and one composite score.  

Quality of Delivery scores were calculated by assigning scores of 0, 1, 2, and 3 for 

Poor, Fair, Good, and Excellent ratings, respectively, and averaging these scores.  Five 

component scores and one composite score were derived.  

Student Progress was calculated by assigning scores of 0, 1, 2, and 3 for respective 

ratings of No Progress, A Little Progress, Some Progress, and A Lot of Progress.  These 

scores were averaged across items resulting in five component scores and one composite 

score. 

The scoring of the Assessment section involved several procedures.   First, the 

Assessments Conducted portion was divided into two parts: breadth of coverage and depth of 

coverage.  Teacher responses to which types of assessments they conducted for each 

component of instruction (breadth) were scored on a 0 to 3 scale with 0 indicating that no 

assessments were conducted and three indicating at least three different types of assessments 

were conducted.  This resulted in five component scores and one composite score for breadth 
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of coverage.  Depth of coverage was calculated by first assigning point values from 0 to 5 for 

ratings of Never, Once, Quarterly, Monthly, Weekly, and Daily respectively.  Points were 

totaled within each component resulting in five component scores and one composite score. 

The scoring of the Assessments Products involved three steps.  First, a rubric was developed 

to evaluate the products submitted by the teachers (see Appendix C).  Each product received 

five ratings (one for each component of instruction).  The rater used a set of descriptors to 

decide which assessment components were present in the product.  The product received a 0 

for each component that was not present.  For components that were present, the product 

received scores of 1, 2, or 3 depending on how many measures of each component were 

illustrated.    

Second, two raters independently scored each product based on the rubric described 

above resulting in five ratings per product, per rater.  When differences in ratings occurred 

that were within one point, the average of the two ratings was used as the final score.  When 

two or more points separated the raters’ scores, a third rater reviewed the product.  If this 

rater’s scores did not coincide with either of the two previous raters’ scores, then the two 

closest scores were averaged.  Finally, a composite score for all three products was calculated 

by averaging ratings within components.  

Additional information was also summarized that did not involve specific scoring 

methods.  Percent of Instructional Time Devoted to Each Component presents the 

respondents’ estimates of how their instructional time was divided for the target student.  In 

addition, Potential Targets for Intervention were identified from respondents’ self-reports.  

Items that were not addressed or were only addressed once, items that were delivered poorly, 
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and items that were addressed but the student demonstrated little or no progress were 

identified for this list. 

Procedure 

 Consultants for the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, speech/ 

language pathologists, district superintendents, directors of Exceptional Children’s services, 

curriculum specialists and school principals were contacted to obtain permission to distribute 

the rating scale.  Distribution of the instrument and consent forms occurred in one of three 

ways: by mail, in person at staff development meetings, or via a school psychologist working 

within the schools.  In all conditions, teachers were provided with a stamped, self-addressed 

envelope to return their materials to NCSU.  In April 2005, 180 packets were distributed via 

mail to kindergarten through third grade teachers in 13 elementary schools within 

Rockingham County yielding eight respondents.  In November and December of 2005, an 

additional 33 packets were distributed to teachers who were either enrolled in graduate level 

courses or attending workshops related to reading instruction.  Additionally, 105 packets 

were given to Wake County school psychologists to distribute to teachers within their 

schools.  This second round of data collection yielded eleven additional respondents.   Upon 

returning the materials to the research staff, teachers’ names were entered into a drawing to 

win a $100.00 gift certificate to a teaching store (round one of data collection) or a $40.00 

gift certificate to a local restaurant (round two of data collection).  All teachers were given 

the opportunity to complete the scale a second time to have their names submitted twice into 

the drawing.  Five respondents submitted additional scales.   
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Teachers’ names did not appear on their responses nor were their names included in 

the database.  Teachers were assigned identification numbers to record on their instrument 

and to use as a signature on their consent forms.  Teachers were provided with four options 

for consent: (a) They could remain completely anonymous and provide only their 

identification number on all forms submitted to the research staff;  (b) They could give 

consent to participate in the stability study and provide contact information so they could 

receive a second mailing of the instrument;  (c) They could give consent to be entered into 

the drawing for a chance to win a gift certificate and provide contact information on a 

separate sheet of paper to be placed in the drawing box; or  (d) They could give consent to 

participate in the stability study and consent to have their names entered into the drawing 

twice (once for each set of materials they submitted).   A list of names and contact 

information for those teachers who provided this information for the stability study was kept 

separate from the responses and used for mailing purposes only.  Contact information for the 

drawing was kept in a secure box, and only the winners were contacted.  See Appendix D for 

the consent form and Appendix E for the IRB approval letter. 

Teachers were asked to complete the following steps: 

1. Select the middle student from their “middle” reading group.  (If instructional 

groups were not used, the teacher selected the student whose reading level or 

average test score was in the middle of the class distribution.) 

2. Complete the TISBRI on the reading instruction delivered to that student since the 

beginning of the school year.   
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3. Collect products completed by the student that represent common assessment 

practices in reading.   

4. Remove all identifiers of the student from the products to be submitted. 

5. Mail the products and the instrument to me at NC State.   
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Chapter 3 

Analyses and Results 

Using the scoring methods described in the previous chapter, mean response values 

were generated for each respondent on parts two through four of the TISBRI 

(Implementation, Components of Instruction, and Assessment).  Component and composite 

scores for each part of the TISBRI will be summarized and descriptive characteristics of the 

instrument will be highlighted prior to evaluating each of the seven predictions. 

Component and Composite Scores 

Implementation.  Table 4 displays average scores within each grade level for the 

Implementation portion of the instrument.  The average percent of items the respondents 

indicated they had addressed in their reading instruction ranged from a mean of 75% (SD = 

0.25) in kindergarten to a mean of 96% (SD = 0.05) in first and second grade.  On average, 

composites for Frequency ratings ranged from a mean of 1.62 (SD = 0.56) in kindergarten to 

a mean of 2.04 (SD = 0.38) in second grade indicating that respondents typically addressed 

each item Sometimes to Often in their reading instruction.  Quality of Delivery ratings ranged 

from 1.911 in third grade to a mean of 2.34 (SD = 0.30) in first grade suggesting that 

respondents felt their delivery of instruction ranged from Fair to Good for those items they 

had addressed.  Respondents also felt that, on average, the student made A Little Progress to 

Some Progress on those items the respondents had addressed as reflected in Student Progress 

composite scores that ranged from 1.58 in third grade to a mean of 2.45 (SD = 0.15) in 

second grade. 

                                                 
1 Because there was only one respondent for third grade, values for this group have no variance. Therefore, a 
standard deviation was not reported. 
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Table 4 
 
Mean Response Values for Teachers Sampled Within Each Grade Level on Part Two of the  
 
TISBRI (Implementation) 
  
             
Scale K 1 2 3 K-1 2-3  
 
 
Percent of Items Addresseda  
 
 PA 78 99 100 100 89 100 
  (22) (2) (0) __ (19) (0) 
  
 P 78 92 100 77 85 95 
  (25) (11) (0) __ (20) (10)  
 
 F 81 95 90 100 88 92 
  (24) (9) (13) __ (19) (12) 
 
 V 66 96 91 100 81 93 
  (32) (4) (18) __ (27) (16) 
 
 TC 76 97 99 100 87 99 
  (26) (8) (2) __ (21) (2) 
 
 C 75 96 96 95 85 96 
  (25) (4) (5) __ (20) (5) 
 
Frequencyb 
 
 PA 1.54 2.12 2.07 1.53 1.83 1.96 
  (.56) (.34) (.13) __ (.54) (.27) 
  
 P 1.59 2.16 2.31 .92 1.88 2.03 
  (.45) (.39) (.35) __ (.50) (.69)  
 
 F 1.99 2.08 1.90 2.08 2.04 1.93 
  (.75) (.41) (.55) __ (.58) (.49) 
 
 V 1.31 1.84 2.04 1.86 1.57 2.00 
  (.84) (.25) (.62) __ (.65) (.54) 
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Table 4 (cont.) 
 
             
Scale K 1 2 3 K-1 2-3 
 
 
Frequency 
 
 TC 1.63 1.95 2.06 2.05 1.79 2.05 
  (.70) (.39) (.60) __ (.57) (.52) 
 
 C 1.62 1.98 2.04 1.72 1.80 1.97 
  (.56) (.21) (.38) __ (.44) (.36) 
 
Quality of Deliveryb 
  
 PA 2.03 2.43 2.06 1.94 2.23 2.04 
  (.25) (.41) (.25) __ (.38) (.22) 
  
 P 2.04 2.54 2.10 1.6 2.29 2.00 
  (.26) (.41) (.19) __ (.42) (.28)  
 
 F 2.46 2.41 2.23 2.42 2.43 2.27 
  (.42) (.28) (.46) __ (.34) (.40) 
 
 V 2.11 2.17 2.20 1.79 2.14 2.12 
  (.48) (.37) (.49) __ (.41) (.46) 
 
 TC 2.19 2.15 2.09 2.14 2.17 2.10 
  (.46) (.38) (.60) __ (.40) (.52) 
 
 C 2.15 2.34 2.20 1.91 2.25 2.14 
  (.27) (.30) (.31) __ (.29) (.30) 
 
Student Progressb 
 
 PA 2.00 2.53 2.43 1.59 2.26 2.26 
  (.53) (.29) (.17) __ (.50) (.40) 
 
 P 2.06 2.48 2.62 1.20 2.27 2.33 
  (.45) (.37) (.20) __ (.45) (.66) 
 
 F 2.24 2.53 2.42 1.50 2.38 2.24 
  (.69) (.35) (.34) __ (.55) (.51) 
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Table 4 (cont.) 
 
             
Scale K 1 2 3 K-1 2-3 
  
 
Student Progress 
 
 V 1.81 2.14 2.47 1.64 1.97 2.31 
  (.55) (.42) (.31) __ (.50) (.46) 
 
 TC 1.89 2.18 2.43 1.82 2.04 2.30 
  (.59) (.37) (.39) __ (.50) (.43) 
 
 C 2.00 2.35 2.45 1.58 2.18 2.28 
  (.48) (.33) (.15) __ (.44) (.41) 
 
 
Note.  PA = Phonemic Awareness, P = Phonics, F = Fluency, V = Vocabulary, TC = Text 

Comprehension, and C = Composite.  Values in parentheses represent standard deviations.  

Dashes indicate the standard deviations could not be estimated because no variance occurred 

in responses (n = 1). 

aValues represent percentages. bValues represent average ratings on scales ranging from 0 to 

3. 
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Components of Instruction. Table 5 displays average scores within each grade level 

for the percent of instructional time teachers estimated devoting to each component of 

reading.  Total hours of reading instruction per week ranged from 8.00 hours in third grade to 

a mean of 9.75 (SD = 2.87) hours in second grade. 

Assessment.  Mean response values for the Assessment portion of the TISBRI are 

displayed in Table 6.  On average, teachers reported using two to three or more different 

kinds of assessments for each component of reading instruction as reflected in Assessments 

Conducted – Breadth composite scores that ranged from 2.77 (SD =.60) in kindergarten to 

3.00 in first through third grades.  The Assessments Conducted – Depth scores are not easily 

interpretable because ratings from 0 to 5 were summed across nine types of assessment 

yielding a potential score range of 0 to 45.  Composite values ranged from 17.80 (SD = 6.46) 

in kindergarten to 25.70 (SD = 5.55) in second grade.  Component scores for Assessment 

Products (based on the scoring rubric designed for this instrument) indicate that on average, 

none to two measures were used to evaluate student progress in each component. 

Descriptive Characteristics of the TISBRI 

Veracity items. For the first veracity item, respondents indicated that, on average, they 

Never to Sometimes taught students to “outline textbook chapters using formal outlining 

strategies” (M = 0.42, SD =  0.84).  A much wider range of responses from Never to Often 

was found for the second fake item: “provide a full hour of intensive phonics instruction each 

day” (M = 1.42, SD = 1.12).   

 Repeat items. The three repeat items added to the pool provided a measure of 

consistency across responses.  Evidence suggests respondents were moderately consistent 
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Table 5 

Mean Response Values for Teachers Sampled Within Each Grade Level on Part Three of the  
 
TISBRI (Components of Instruction) 
  
             
Scale K 1 2 3 K-1 2-3  
 
 
Percent of Instructional Time 
 
 PA 23 19 21 15 21 20 
  (10) (9) (13) __ (10) (12) 
  
 P 23 19 19 5 21 16 
  (8) (9) (12) __ (8) (12)  
 
 F 13 16 14 25 15 16 
  (7) (6) (5) __ (6) (7) 
 
 V 15 17 16 10 16 15 
  (7) (5) (5) __ (6) (5) 
 
 TC 17 19 30 45 18 33 
  (4) (9) (16) __ (7) (16) 
 
Total Hours  
  9.64 8.64 9.75 8.00 9.14 9.40 
  (6.87) (3.38) (2.87) __ (5.23) (2.61) 
 
 
Note.  PA = Phonemic Awareness, P = Phonics, F = Fluency, V = Vocabulary, and TC = 

Text Comprehension.  Values in parentheses represent standard deviations.  Dashes indicate 

the standard deviations could not be estimated because there was no variance in response (n 

= 1). 
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Table 6 
 
Mean Response Values for Teachers Sampled Within Each Grade Level on Part Four of the  
 
TISBRI (Assessment) 
  
             
Scale K 1 2 3 K-1 2-3  
 
 
Assessments Conducted – Breadtha 
 
 PA 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00  
  (.00) (.00) (.00) __ (.00) (.00) 
 
 P 2.86 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.93 3.00  
  (.38) (.00) (.00) __ (.27) (.00) 
 
 F 2.57 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.79 3.00 
  (1.13) (.00) (.00) __ (.80) (.00) 
 
 V 2.57 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.79 3.00 
  (1.13) (.00) (.00) __ (.80) (.00) 
 
 TC 2.86 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.93 3.00 
  (.38) (.00) (.00) __ (.27) (.00) 
 
 C 2.77 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.89 3.00 
  (.60) (.00) (.00) __ (.43) (.00) 
 
Assessments Conducted – Depthb 
 
 PA 19.14 23.14 24.00 12.00 21.14 21.60  
  (5.87) (7.34) (8.04) __ (6.71) (8.79) 
 
 P 18.86 23.43 24.75 13.00 21.14 22.40  
  (5.87) (7.55) (7.09) __ (6.92) (8.08) 
 
 F 16.86 21.14 24.00 23.00 19.00 23.80 
  (8.28) (9.49) (2.94) __ (8.84) (2.59) 
 
 V 16.00 23.57 26.75 28.00 19.79 27.00 
  (7.26) (8.83) (5.32) __ (8.70) (4.64) 
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Table 6 (cont.) 
 
             
Scale K 1 2 3 K-1 2-3  
 
 
Assessments Conducted – Depth 
 
 TC 18.14 22.71 29.00 30.00 20.43 29.20 
  (6.23) (8.08) (7.79) __ (7.32) (6.76) 
 
 C 17.80 22.80 25.70 21.20 20.30 24.80 
  (6.46) (8.14) (5.55) __ (7.52) (5.21) 
 
Assessment Productsa 
 
 PA .77 .18 .04 .00 .45 .03 
  (.27) (.31) (.09) __ (.42) (.08) 
 
 P 1.51 .71 .71 .50 1.08 .67  
  (.64) (.68) (.58) __ (.76) (.51) 
 
 F .19 .32 .31 .00 .26 .25 
  (.22) (.27) (.24) __ (.24) (.25) 
 
 V .28 .26 .33 1.00 .27 .47 
  (.44) (.29) (.47) __ (.35) (.51) 
 
 TC .50 1.25 1.29 2.00 .90 1.43 
  (.76) (.60) (.34) __ (.76) (.44) 
 
 
Note.  PA = Phonemic Awareness, P = Phonics, F = Fluency, V = Vocabulary, and TC = 

Text Comprehension.  Values in parentheses represent standard deviations.  Dashes indicate 

the standard deviations could not be estimated because there was no variance in response (n 

= 1). 

aValues represent average ratings on scales ranging from 0 to 3. bPotential value range is 

from 0 to 45. 
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when completing the TISBRI.  Seven of the nineteen respondents (37%) had perfect 

agreement between their first and second responses across all three item sets.  An additional 

seven respondents (37%) had perfect-agreement for two of the items and were within one 

point on the third item.  

 Potential targets for intervention.  Items that at least 6 respondents (32%) indicated 

had not been addressed in their instruction are displayed in Table 7.  Also displayed are items 

that received Student Progress ratings of zero or one by at least 6 respondents indicating that 

the respondents had addressed the item in their instruction but the student had made little or 

no progress.  No Quality of Delivery items are displayed in Table 7 because respondents 

rarely indicated that their delivery of instruction was poor. 

Psychometric Properties of the TISBRI 

To evaluate the psychometric properties of the TISBRI, seven predictions were 

tested.  Each prediction and the conditions necessary to support the prediction will be 

reviewed before describing the results.  The first prediction was tested using the original item 

values for each respondent. The remaining predictions were tested using the component and 

composite scores described at the beginning of this chapter. 

Prediction 1. The final item pool for the TISBRI will have appropriate psychometric 

characteristics.  

(a) Items will be highly correlated with other items related to the same component.  

Evidence to support this condition would include coefficient alphas of at least .80 

within each component. 
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Table 7 

Potential Targets for Intervention 

 

Item       

% of 

Respondents 

 

Items Not Addresseda 

SS01F.   Listen to recorded readings of a text while following along.  32 

SS04V.   Use a dictionary and other reference aids to define new words.  32 

SS20F.   Build fluency by reading from a script to rehearse and perform a play.  37 

SS24TC.  Work with a partner or in a small group to understand content-area texts.  32 

TS30V.   Teach root words (words from other languages that are the origin of  . . .  42 

Limited Student Progressb 

SS16TC. Look forward in the text to see if new information may resolve the difficulty. 32 

SS19TC. Look back through the text to find breakdowns in comprehension.  32 

 

Note. SS = Student Strategy, TS = Teacher Strategy, F = Fluency, V = Vocabulary, and TC = 

Text Comprehension. 

aList includes items that respondents indicated not addressing in their instruction. bList 

includes items that were addressed by the respondents and received Student Progress ratings 

of zero (No Progress) or one (A Little Progress). 



45 
 

(b) Items will correlate with composites for each component and the total TISBRI 

composite.  Evidence to support this condition would include item-total correlations 

greater than .30 for component scale composites and for the total TISBRI composite.   

(c) The item pool will have a simple factor structure that corresponds to the 

underlying component structure of the TISBRI.  Meeting a majority of the following 

decision rules would provide support for this condition: exploratory factor analysis 

would yield only five factors with Eigenvalues > 1.0, the “bend” in a scree plot of 

Eigenvalues would occur at or near the fifth factor, and each item in the final pool 

would have loadings of at least .40 on the intended factor and less than .30 on 

unintended factors. (Note: this prediction was not tested due to insufficient sample 

size.) 

 Due to small sample size and insufficient distribution of respondents across grade 

levels, item-analyses were used only to identify those items which might be considered for 

removal from the item pool if similar results were found upon further data collection and 

analysis.  The item pool consisted of 76 items each assigned to one of the five components of 

reading instruction, 3 repeat items, and 2 veracity items.  Frequency ratings were used for all 

item-analyses.  Three missing values (less than 1% of the total number of values) across two 

respondents were replaced with the mean frequency rating for each respondent to preserve 

the sample size when calculating coefficient alphas.  Item-analyses for Quality of Delivery 

and Student Progress ratings could not be determined because seventeen respondents omitted 

at least one item from each of the scales.  Three of these respondents omitted 28 or more 

items (35% of the items in the scale). (If the respondent indicated that an item had not been 
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addressed, the respondent did not have to complete the Quality of Delivery and Student 

Progress scales for that item.) 

The first condition for Prediction 1 was supported by coefficient alphas of at least .80 

for all five components indicating that items were highly correlated with other items related 

to the same component (see Table 8).  The second condition was fulfilled by item-total 

correlations greater than .30 for component scale composites and for the total frequency 

composite for 65 of the items (80%).  See Table 9 for a list of items that did not meet this 

condition and have been considered for removal.   

Prediction 2. The TISBRI will be a relatively stable measure of teachers’ self-reports.  

Correlation coefficients for test-retest stability on Items Addressed, Frequency, Quality of 

Delivery, and Student Progress that are greater than .80 would provide strong evidence to 

support this prediction.  

 Correlations were calculated between scores for a subset of teachers (n = 5) who 

completed the scale again one to three weeks later.  (They were not required to resubmit 

assessment product data on the second time.) Due to the small sample size, Spearman’s rho 

was used instead of the Pearson product moment correlation to determine test-retest stability.  

Five component scores and one composite score were evaluated for each scale (Items 

Addressed, Frequency, Quality of Delivery, and Student Progress) yielding twenty-four 

measures of test-retest stability. 

 Partial support was found for the stability of the TISBRI over a one to three week 

period.  See Table 10 for all test-retest correlations. Six of the twenty-four scores evaluated 
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Table 8 

Internal Consistency of the TISBRI 

 

Scale 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

 

N of Items 

 

Frequency  

 Phonemic Awareness .86  17 

 Phonics .83  13 

 Fluency .82  12 

 Vocabulary .93  14 

 Text Comprehension .93  23 

 Composite .97  81a 

 
Note. Values based on 19 cases.  
 

aIncludes two veracity items not assigned to a component. 



48 
 

Table 9 

Items Considered for Removal from the TISBRI 
 
 
 
 
 
Item 

 
 
Item-Total  
 
Correlation 

Cronbach’s  
 
Alpha if Item 
 
Deleteda 

 
LO19PA. Identify and make oral rhymes.b    .30  .97 

SS17F. Read along as part of a group  of students with you or . . .  .18  .97 

TS01PA. Focus instruction on one or two types of phoneme . . . b -.36  .97 

TS02PA. Make explicit connections between phonemic . . . b .25  .97 

TS04P. Use a phonics program that has carefully selected . . .  .09  .97 

TS07TC. Model how to apply a particular comprehension . . .  .20  .97 

TS12P. Use a phonics program that provides precise directions . . . .16  .97 

TS17PA. Deliver phonemic awareness instruction in a small . . . b  .04  .97 

TS26P.  Help student understand why he/she is learning the . . .  .30  .97 

TS28P. Help student apply what he/she learns about sounds  .29  .97 

TS36P. Teach letter shapes and names. b    -.06  .97 

TS37F. Read aloud from a big book showing students where . . . b  -.08  .97 

 
Note. The values represent internal consistency measures for the Frequency scale.  LO =  
 
Learning Objective, SS = Student Strategy, TS = Teacher Strategy, PA = Phonemic  
 
Awareness, F = Fluency, P = Phonics, TC = Text Comprehension. 
 

aCronbach’s Alpha with all items included = .98.  bItem also met removal criteria for within  
 
component values.
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Table 10 

Test-retest Stability of the TISBRI 

 

Component 

Items 

Addressed 

 

Frequency  

Quality of 

Delivery  

Student 

Progress  

 

Phonemic Awareness .50 .67 .21 .90* 
     (.09-.99)a 
 
Phonics .79 .15 -.24 1.00** 
 
 
Fluency .76 .90* .21 .67 
   (.09-.99)a 
 
Vocabulary .95* .30 .29 .70 
  (.42-.1.00)a 
 
Text Comprehension 1.00** .05 .15 .70 
 
 
Composite .90* .00 .80 .70 
  (.09-.99)a 
 

Note. n = 5.  Values represent Spearman’s rho correlations.  

aValues represent 95% confidence intervals for significant Spearman’s rho correlations. 

*p  < .05.  **p < .01 
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 (25%) met criteria for test-retest stability (Spearman’s rho greater than .80).  The rank order 

of respondents’ scores remained consistent across administrations for Items Addressed in 

Text Comprehension and Student Progress in Phonics resulting in perfect Spearman’s rho 

correlations.  Confidence intervals for the remaining four significant correlations are 

displayed in parentheses in Table 10. 

Prediction 3. The rubric developed to score the assessment products will demonstrate 

acceptable inter-rater agreement.  This prediction would be adequately supported by at least 

80% agreement between the two raters and a correlation coefficient of .80 or greater for 

inter-rater agreement.  In addition, a weighted coefficient kappa of .60 or greater would 

provide strong evidence for the reliability of the rubric. (Note: coefficient kappa was not 

calculated due to the insufficient distribution of values across raters on the rubric scores.) 

Two raters scored 42 assessment products from 17 respondents using the rubric 

developed for this instrument.  One respondent did not submit any assessment products, and 

a second respondent submitted assessment products that were unrelated to reading 

instruction.  Each product received five scores (one for each component of reading). 

 The rubric developed to score the assessment products demonstrated acceptable inter-rater 

agreement for two of the five reading components, Fluency and Text Comprehension, as 

demonstrated by correlation coefficients of .81 and .92 respectively (p  < .01).  The 95% 

confidence interval for Fluency ranged from .67 to .89, which included the prediction of r > 

.80.  The 95% confidence interval for Text Comprehension remained above this level, 

ranging from .86 to .96.   Correlation coefficients for the remaining components were 

moderate (Phonemic awareness, .74; Phonics, .67; Vocabulary, .57) and statistically 
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significant (p  < .01)).  Only 15 of the 42 products that were scored (36%) had perfect 

agreement between the two raters.  Six additional products had near perfect agreement 14%), 

which meant that 50% of the products elicited scores with less than near agreement between 

raters.  

Prediction 4. Emphasis on the five components of reading instruction will shift from 

phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency instruction in earlier grades to emphasis on 

vocabulary and text comprehension instruction in later grades.  Evidence to support this 

prediction would manifest in the form of significant interaction effects between grade level 

(K-1 and 2-3) and the five components of reading on multiple dependent measures (i.e., 

percent of Items Addressed, Frequency of instruction, Quality of Delivery, and Percent of 

Instructional Time Devoted to Each Component) based on a MANCOVA at alpha = .05. 

[Should the interaction be significant, the eta squared (proportion of explained variance) will 

be calculated.  Strong evidence would be indicated by a medium or higher effect size (i.e., > 

.20).  Post hoc analyses using Bonferroni’s method will be calculated to identify the nature of 

the interaction between grade level and reading components.] Due to the small sample size, 

kindergarten and first grade teacher responses were combined into a single group, as were 

second and third grade teacher responses.   

 Limited support was found for the prediction that emphasis on instruction would shift 

from phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency instruction in the earlier grades to emphasis 

on vocabulary and text comprehension instruction in the later grades.  A significant 

interaction effect between grade level and the five components of reading was found on only 

one of the four dependent measures: teachers’ estimates of Percent of Instructional Time 
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Devoted to Each Component (F(4, 95) = 3.03, p = .02)2.  Although significant, the interaction 

explained only 13% of the variability in the model (partial η2 = .13). An insufficient number 

of groups for grade level prevented post hoc analyses to identify the nature of this interaction.  

However, upon visual inspection of the mean response values for each group (See Table 5), 

K-1 teachers estimated spending more time on phonics instruction than 2-3 teachers 

estimated, and 2-3 teachers estimated spending more time on text comprehension instruction 

than K-1 teachers estimated suggesting the nature of the interaction may be in line with my 

prediction for these two components of instruction. 

Prediction 5.  Component scores addressing the enacted curriculum for the teacher 

self-report portion of the TISBRI will correlate positively with component scores of the 

assessed curriculum.  This prediction would be supported by positive correlations of the 

Frequency component scores with Assessments Conducted scores and Assessment Products 

scores.  These correlations should be significant at alpha = .05.  

 Evidence partially supports the positive and significant correlations of one of the 

scales representing the assessed curriculum (Assessments Conducted but not Assessment 

Products) with a scale representing the enacted curriculum (Frequency).  See Table 11 for all 

correlations.  Assessments Conducted - Breadth scores for Fluency, Vocabulary, and Text 

Comprehension correlated moderately with their corresponding component scores within the 

Frequency scale (.65, .61, and .59 respectively) (p  < .05).  However, Breadth scores 

correlated just as well with Frequency ratings across components as they did with Frequency 

ratings within components.  These correlations were likely due to a lack of variability in 

responses for the Breadth subscale.  (Eighteen of the nineteen respondents indicated using at 
                                                 
2 N = 95 for this analysis because each respondent was treated as five separate cases (one for each component). 
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Table 11 
 
Correlations Among Measures of the Enacted Curriculum (Frequency Subscales) and  
 
Measures of the Assessed Curriculum (Assessment Subscales) 
 
                                                                                          
                                                                                  Frequency Subscales  
                                                 
 
 

Phonemic 
Awareness 

 
Phonics 

 
Fluency 

 
Vocab. 

Text 
Comp. 

 
Assessments Conducteda  
                                                                               
 Phonemic Awareness __b __ b __ b __ b __ b 
  (.65**) (.54*) (.44) (.46*) (.53*) 
 
 Phonics .68** .34 .65** .61** .59** 
  (.68) (.55*) (.40) (.47*) (.53*) 
 
 Fluency .68** .34 .65** .61** .59** 
  (.70**) (.45) (.59**) (.65**) (.69**)
       
 Vocabulary .68** .34 .65** .61** .59** 
  (.69**) (.46) (.53*) (.63**) (.63**) 
 
 Text Comprehension .68** .34  .65**  .61** .59** 
  (.67**) (.40)  (.54*)  (.66**) (.70**) 
    
Assessment Products  
 
 Phonemic Awareness -.56* -.56* -.24 -.66** -.43 
  
 Phonics -.30 -.14 -.02 -.26 -.24 
 
 Fluency .18 .17 -.09 .06 .02 
  
 Vocabulary .17 -.01  .06  -.01 .03  
 
 Text Comprehension .31 -.04  .29  .45 .28  

aTop value represents Breadth; bottom value in parentheses represents Depth. bValue could 

not be computed because no variation occurred for this subscale.  *p  < .05.  **p < .01 
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least three different assessment methods for each component of instruction resulting in 

ratings of 3.00 for each component across respondents.)  Assessments Conducted – Depth 

scores for all five components correlated moderately with their corresponding component 

scores within the Frequency scale (.65 for Phonemic Awareness, .55 for Phonics, .59 for 

Fluency, .63 for Vocabulary, and .70 for Text Comprehension) (p  < .05).  Similar to Breadth 

scores, Depth scores often correlated just as well with Frequency ratings across components 

as they did with Frequency ratings within components suggesting limited variability in 

responses. 

Component scores within the Frequency scale did not correlate positively and 

significantly with component scores within the Assessment Products scale.  Contrary to 

expectation, the Phonemic Awareness scores for the Assessment Products were negatively  

correlated with their corresponding scores within the Frequency scale ( -.56, p  < .05).  (Very 

few of the assessment products that were scored reflected examples of phonemic awareness 

assessments.)  Table 12 displays the 95% confidence intervals for the significant correlations 

found between Frequency and Assessment subscales (i.e., within components).  Given the 

small sample size, these intervals provide more cautious estimates of the true relationships 

between these scales. 

Prediction 6. Scale scores addressing the enacted curriculum will correlate positively 

with scale scores addressing the learned curriculum.  This prediction would be supported by 

positive correlations of the Frequency and Quality of Delivery scale scores with the Student 

Progress scale scores.  These correlations should be significant at alpha = .05.  
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Table 12 

Confidence Intervals for Significant Correlations Among the Frequency and Assessment  
 
Subscales 
 
                                                                                          
                                                                                  Frequency Subscales  
                                                 
 
 

 
Phonemic 
Awareness 

 
 
Phonics 

 
 
Fluency 

 
 
Vocab. 

 
Text 
Comp. 

 
Assessments Conducted - Breadth  
                                                                               
 Fluency   .28-.85    
 
 Vocabulary    .22 - .83 
 
 Text Comprehension       .19 - .82 
 
Assessments Conducted – Depth 
 
 Phonemic Awareness .28 - .85 
 
 Phonics   .13 - .80 
 
 Fluency   .19 - .82    
 
 Vocabulary    .25 - .84 
 
 Text Comprehension       .36 - .88 
 
Assessment Products  
 
 Phonemic Awareness -.81- -.14 
 
 
Note. Values represent 95% confidence intervals. 
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Limited support was found for correlations between scales reflecting the enacted 

curriculum (Frequency and Quality of Delivery) and the scale reflecting the learned 

curriculum (Student Progress).  See Table 13 for all correlations. The Fluency and Text 

Comprehension component scores for Frequency correlated moderately and significantly 

with their corresponding Student Progress component scores (.46 and .51 respectively; p  < 

.05).  The true correlation of these scales is likely to range from .01 to .76 for Fluency and 

from .07 to .78 for Text Comprehension (95% confidence interval).  No positive and 

significant correlations were found between Quality of Delivery component scores and 

Student Progress component scores.   

Prediction 7. TISBRI component scores addressing the enacted curriculum will 

correlate positively with teachers’ estimates of proportion of time devoted to instruction in 

each of the components.  Evidence to support this prediction would manifest in the form of 

significant positive correlations between percent of Items Addressed and Percent of 

Instructional Time Devoted to Each Component.  These correlations should be significant at 

alpha = .05. 

Partial support was found for the correlation of scores addressing the enacted 

curriculum (Percent of Items Addressed) with teachers’ estimates of proportion of time 

devoted to instruction.  See Table 14 for all correlations. Fluency and Vocabulary component 

scores for Percent of Items Addressed correlated moderately and significantly with teachers’ 

estimates (.46 and .53 respectively, p  < .05).  The true correlation of these scales is likely to 

range from .01 to .76 for Fluency and from .10 to .79 for Vocabulary (95% confidence 

interval).  A negative correlation was found for Phonemic Awareness component scores.  As  
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Table 13 

Correlations Among Measures of the Enacted Curriculum (Frequency and Quality of  
 
Delivery Subscales) and Measures of the Learned Curriculum (Student Progress Subscales) 
 
                                                                                      
                                                                                 Student Progress Subscales 
                                                        _______________________________________________  
 
 

                    
Phonemic 
Awareness 

 
 
Phonics 

 
 
Fluency 

 
 
Vocab. 

 
Text 
Comp. 
 

 
Frequency Subscales   
                                                                               
 Phonemic Awareness .23 .21 .45 .36 .44  
 
 Phonics .27 .38 .29 .23 .21 
 
 Fluency -.18 -.15 .46* .28 .35 
       
 Vocabulary -.08 -.01 .33 .43 .44 
 
 Text Comprehension -.13 -.12  .37 .44 .51* 
 
Quality of Delivery Subscales  
   
 Phonemic Awareness .32 .31  .39 .33 .28 
  
 Phonics .34 .39  .38 .30 .21 
 
 Fluency -.23 -.17  .33  .24 .22 
 
 Vocabulary -.13 -.01  .23  .36 .25 
 
 Text Comprehension -.22 -.12  .31  .41 .38 
    

*p  < .05.  **p < .01 
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Table 14 

Correlations Among Percent of Items Addressed and Teachers’ Estimates of Their  
 
Distribution of Instructional Time  
 
                                                                                      
                                                                                 Percent of Instructional Time 
                                                        _______________________________________________  
 
 

                    
Phonemic 
Awareness 

 
 
Phonics 

 
 
Fluency 

 
 
Vocab. 

 
Text 
Comp. 
 

 
Percent of Items Addressed   
                                                                               
 Phonemic Awareness -.52* -.34 .49* .47* .31 
 
 Phonics -.28 -.36 .16 .39 .15 
 
 Fluency -.36 -.28 .46* .44 .21 
  
 Vocabulary -.61** -.38 .59** .53* .36 
 
 Text Comprehension -.42 -.31  .37 .49* .26 
 
    

*p  < .05.  **p < .01 
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 the percent of Phonemic Awareness items that were addressed increased, the percent of time 

teachers estimated devoting to Phonemic Awareness instruction decreased (-.52, p  < .05).  

The 95% confidence interval for this estimate is also quite wide, ranging from -.79 to -.09. 

 Evidence provided limited to partial support for each of the seven predictions 

regarding the psychometric properties of the TISBRI.  Interpretations of these results and a 

discussion of limitations and directions for future use of the TISBRI will be presented in the 

following chapter. 
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Chapter 4 

Discussion 

This study was an attempt to design a meaningful and useful instrument for 

measuring a student’s previous opportunities to learn from explicit and systematic instruction 

in the five essential components of reading.  The Special Rule for Eligibility Determination 

in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 provided the primary rationale for 

developing such an instrument.  The specific goal of this study was to determine the 

instrument’s psychometric properties.  In the following sections, I will evaluate the progress 

made toward this goal, discuss the limitations of the present study, and address next steps for 

measuring opportunities to learn. 

Psychometric Properties of the TISBRI 

Due to a small sample size and an insufficient distribution of respondents across 

grade levels, limited insight was gained into the psychometric properties of the TISBRI.  

Each area of analysis will be discussed in light of these limitations. 

Item analyses and reliability. Item-analyses suggest strong internal consistency 

estimates; however, these estimates are based on a respondent sample that included only four 

second grade teachers and one third grade teacher.  A greater distribution of respondents 

across grade levels would likely increase the diversity of items addressed as well as the 

variability of frequency ratings which may, in turn, influence the internal consistency 

estimates for the TISBRI.  Additionally, items currently considered for removal may become 

essential to the TISBRI if they reflect learning objectives or strategies that are more 

commonly addressed by second and third grade teachers. 
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Stability.  With only five respondents completing the instrument a second time, 

Spearman’s rho correlations were used in place of Pearson’s r correlations to evaluate test-

retest stability.  Spearman’s rho correlations examine the relationship between the rank order 

of values on a given variable and not the values themselves, and, unlike Pearson’s r, this 

method does not assume random error distribution.  However, given the small sample size, 

wide confidence intervals (see Table 10), and limited statistical power for these estimates, I 

recommend these results be interpreted in light of the inherent lack of precision within the 

estimates (i.e., they should be largely ignored). 

Inter-rater Agreement.  Based on an evaluation of scores for 42 student work samples 

(i.e., two or three samples per student), evidence did not support acceptable inter-rater 

agreement.  This lack of support may be due to the design of the rubric itself, or to 

insufficient training of the raters.  Raters found it challenging to decipher between examples 

of phonemic awareness assessments and phonics assessments given the definitions provided 

for them on their scoring rubric and their knowledge of differences between these two areas 

of instruction.  Running records were the primary examples provided for fluency 

assessments, making this component easy to identify.  Examples of text comprehension 

assessments also appeared more clear-cut than examples of other kinds of assessments.  

These reasons may explain why inter-rater agreement for fluency and text comprehension 

met acceptable levels while inter-rater agreement for the remaining components remained in 

the moderate range.  Given that scores for 50% of the products did not meet an acceptable 

level of inter-rater agreement, revisions should be made to the rubric and to methods for 

training the raters. 
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Discriminant Validity.  To perform a MANCOVA, each respondent was represented 

as five separate cases (one case for each component of reading) in the data set boosting the 

sample size from 19 to 95.  Although this inflation of sample size allowed for the evaluation 

of interaction effects between grade level and each component of instruction across the four 

dependent measures, it violated statistical principles of independence between observations.  

It is unlikely that teachers’ responses for a given component are completely independent 

from their responses to other components.  Therefore, estimates of significance for the 

interaction of grade level and component on teachers’ estimates of instructional time are 

likely to be inflated given the actual number of respondents.     

Concurrent Validity.  Due to small sample size, correlational studies of scales within 

the TISBRI provided limited insight into the relationship of curricular areas represented 

within the instrument.  Although significant correlations fell within the moderate range, in 

general, 95% confidence intervals for these estimates stretched from low (.20) to high (.80) 

levels of correlation.  Although results suggest that some relationships do exist between 

scales, such a wide band of confidence prevents meaningful interpretation of these 

relationships.  

Limitations of the Present Study 

 Recruitment of teachers was the single greatest challenge to this study and led to its 

most significant limitation: insufficient sample size.  A return rate of 6% suggests that there 

was not enough incentive to complete the instrument given the time and effort required.  

When asked why they did not complete the instrument, teachers in the first round of data 

collection (April and May, 2005) had two common responses: “It is too long” and “It is just 
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the wrong time of year; I’m too busy.”  The second round of data collection, which took 

place in December, 2005 and January, 2006, had a similar return rate to the first round 

suggesting the instrument’s length may be of greater concern than time of year for data 

collection. 

 A related limitation is the lack of random selection of teachers for participation in the 

study.  After initial efforts to solicit help with recruitment from North Carolina’s Department 

of Public Instruction proved unfruitful, I began contacting school districts directly and 

recruiting teachers via mail, via the school psychologists working at their schools, and at 

various workshops and graduate courses.  Those who chose to participate may stand out from 

a random sample of teachers in terms of experience, knowledge of reading instruction, 

interest in scientifically based practices, or some other distinguishing variable.  For example, 

four of the respondents were recruited from workshops that focused on improving reading 

instruction which may have given them a greater knowledge base to draw from in their 

instruction than would be typical of teachers who did not attend the workshops.  Although 

the student sample was ethnically diverse and 63% male, the respondent sample was 

predominantly Caucasian and female.  Improving the diversity of the respondent sample 

across all demographics, would strengthen the conclusions that could be drawn regarding the 

TISBRI’s psychometric properties.  In addition, to investigate grade-level differences 

reliably, participants should be recruited via stratified random sampling to ensure that 

respondents in each grade level have comparable demographic characteristics. 

 This study was also limited by its methods for evaluating the concurrent validity of 

the TISBRI.  The collection of assessment products provided the primary method for 
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determining the validity of teacher self-report.  The results of this study indicate that the 

rubric developed to evaluate these products will need to be revised for future data collection, 

and raters may need to receive additional training before scoring the products.  In addition, 

procedures for collecting assessment products may also need to be changed to limit the 

influence of teacher judgment. For the present study, teachers chose which products to 

submit and self-reported the breadth and depth of their assessment practices.  To eliminate 

the influence of teacher judgment in the evaluation of assessment products on future data 

collection efforts, teachers could submit an entire student assessment portfolio (assuming 

there is one) for evaluation by independent raters.  Contingent upon the development of a 

reliable rubric for evaluating these portfolios, this method may provide a more sound 

measure of concurrent validity between the Frequency and Assessment scales on the TISBRI. 

Next Steps for Measuring Opportunities to Learn 

 The results of this study raise more questions than answers.  Two questions will be 

addressed with respect to future directions for research:  Is the TISBRI just too long? And, is 

teacher self-report a feasible method for evaluating an individual student’s opportunities to 

learn?   

Is the TISBRI just too long?  Judging from feedback and poor response rate, the 

answer to this question is “Yes.”  However, having a large initial item pool allows for the 

removal of items that do not significantly impact the internal consistency of the instrument.  

Removing such items can only be done if a sufficient sample size is obtained to run the 

appropriate analyses.  Therefore increased incentives may be necessary to recruit participants 

to complete the TISBRI in its current version.  The TISBRI could also be revised to focus 
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exclusively on the frequency of instructional practices and the breadth and depth of 

assessment practices by omitting the Quality of Delivery and Student Progress scales.  

Additionally, research examining indicators of scientifically based reading instruction may 

prove beneficial to streamlining the TISBRI.  For example, research may find that teachers 

who use phonics programs that provide precise directions for the teaching of letter-sound 

relationships also address several other objectives and strategies related to phonics 

instruction that teachers who do not use these programs consequently omit (e.g. segmenting 

written words into onsets and rimes, helping students understand why they are learning the 

relationships between letters and sounds).  Identifying key indicators may reduce the number 

of objectives and strategies that would need to be assessed on the TISBRI, yielding greater 

parsimony of measurement. 

  Is teacher self-report a feasible method for evaluating an individual student’s 

opportunities to learn?  Maybe.  If key indicators of scientifically based reading instruction 

can be identified through research and a parsimonious scale developed, teacher self-report is 

the most efficient method for measuring an individual student’s opportunities to learn.  

However, this method should be compared to other methods of assessment for an individual 

student including teacher interviews, direct observations, and permanent product reviews to 

determine which methods produce the most reliable and valid estimates of opportunities to 

learn from scientifically based reading instruction.   

Two problems are likely to remain problematic for self-report instruments, no matter 

how well constructed. The first is that teachers may simply be unable to evaluate the quality 

of instruction they provide. That is, delivering and managing instruction may exhaust 
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available cognitive monitoring resources, leaving teachers unable to accurately self-assess 

the quality of their activities. The second problem is that even accurate reports cannot 

reliably indicate how a student might respond to other instruction, or even the same 

instruction delivered by a different person. Response to intervention approaches to 

establishing lack of opportunity to learn cannot directly demonstrate whether a student 

actually received appropriate instruction prior to intervention, but they can demonstrate 

whether a student responds to a particular intervention delivered by a particular person.  

Conclusions 

 Limited insight was gained into the psychometric properties of the TISBRI.  The 

instrument demonstrated strong internal consistency, but no conclusions could be drawn for 

the stability of the instrument, the relationships between scales in the instrument, or its ability 

to detect grade level differences in response patterns.  Small sample size, lack of random 

selection, and an unreliable method for evaluating the assessment products all contributed to 

the lack of meaningful findings. 

Greater incentives may be needed to recruit participants to complete the TISBRI in its 

current version.  If a sufficient sample size could be obtained, the TISBRI may be stream-

lined to create a more parsimonious measure of an individual student’s prior opportunities to 

learn.   This has utility not only for addressing the Special Rule for Eligibility Determination 

but also for expediting more intense services to students who have received adequate 

opportunities to learn, tailoring interventions to meet the specific needs of an individual 

student, and enabling teachers to evaluate and improve upon their instruction. When 

determining appropriate uses for the TISBRI, consideration must be given to the potential 
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rewards and sanctions associated with its use.  Using the TISBRI to help determine eligibility 

for special education services might cause teachers to intentionally misrepresent aspects of 

their instruction.  Therefore, the collection of assessment products and other data may 

become critical to preserving the validity of teacher self-report. 

Upon further development, the TISBRI could have implications for use by school 

psychologists.  This instrument could provide insight into the breadth and depth of learning 

opportunities a student receives in the general education environment.  Such information 

could help school psychologists determine if deficits in academic achievement result from 

lack of exposure to appropriate instruction or an innate disability.  Identifying the root of the 

problem may lead to better recommendations for services.  School psychologists could also 

use the TISBRI as a tool to consult with teachers regarding their instructional practices in 

reading.  Promoting the TISBRI as a self-evaluation tool for teachers would allow school 

psychologists to influence the learning opportunities of all children within a classroom not 

just the opportunities of a single child referred for services. 
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Development of the TISBRI 

 
Development of the TISBRI involved several steps.  First, the content domain was 

intended to reflect the essential components of reading instruction (phonemic awareness, 

phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and text comprehension).  Put Reading First (Armbruster, Lehr 

& Osborn, 2001) was used to identify specific learning objectives, student strategies, and 

teacher strategies for each component.  Items were randomly placed within each section so 

that items reflecting the same component (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, 

vocabulary, or text comprehension) were unlikely to be clumped together.  At least ten items 

were developed for each component.  Then measures of frequency, duration, and delivery 

were developed to assess implementation of these objectives and strategies.  Finally, a rubric 

was designed to measure the alignment of permanent product data with teachers’ self-report. 

 The TISBRI was reviewed for clarity, content, style, and deliverability in a pilot study 

conducted prior to the current research.  The initial version was submitted to four university 

professors, and two elementary school teachers.  The professors included two from School 

Psychology and two from Education.  The teachers included one kindergarten teacher and 

one first grade teacher.  This feedback was used to organize, streamline, and improve the 

readability of the instrument.  After revisions were made, a focus group was used to make 

further improvements to the instrument.  The group included one kindergarten teacher, two 

first grade teachers, one second grade teacher, and one Title One teacher.  Feedback from this 

discussion was used to modify the measurement scales and clarify the directions for the 

instrument.
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Appendix B 

Teacher’s Implementation of Scientifically Based Reading Instruction 

(TISBRI)
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Appendix C  

Rubric for Scoring Assessment Products 
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Rubric for Scoring Assessment Products 

 
Step 1:  Decide which assessment components are reflected in the measure.  To do this, 
consider the goal(s) of the assessment and how it was evaluated by the teacher.  A measure 
may include more than one component.   
 

Description of Assessment Components 
 

Phonemic Awareness Assessment: Any measure of the student’s ability to hear, 
identify, and/or manipulate sounds (e.g., segmenting, blending) in spoken words.   

Examples:  DIBELS – Initial Sound Fluency, Phoneme Segmentation 
Fluency 

 
 Phonics Assessment: Any measure of the student’s ability to make connections  
 between letters of written language and the sounds of spoken language. 

Examples:  DIBELS – Letter Naming Fluency, Nonsense Word Fluency  
 

Fluency Assessment:  Any measure of the student’s accuracy, speed, and 
expressiveness of oral language. 
 Examples:  Running records 
 
Vocabulary Assessment:  Any measure of the student’s understanding of oral 
vocabulary or reading vocabulary. 
 Examples:  Pre/Post-tests of reading vocabulary 
 
Text Comprehension Assessment:  Any measures of comprehension of written 
language. 
 Examples:  CBM – maze passages, Reading passage comprehension tests  
 
Other Reading Assessment:  Any measure not reflected in the components 
described above. 

 
Step 2:  For those components not present in the assessment product, score a 0.  For 
components that are present, use the following criteria: 
 

o Score a 1 if the product illustrates only one measure of this component. 
o Score a 2 if the product illustrates two different measures within this 

component. 
o Score a 3 if the product illustrates at least three different measures within this 

component. 
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Example 1.  Running Record with Retell 
 

Goals:  Analysis of errors (meaning, language, visual/graphophonic), accuracy of 
reading, ability to describe the setting, characters, plot, problem/solution, and make 
connections to other texts or to self 

  
Component Score Evidence 

PA 0  
P 1 Error analysis 
F 1 % words correct 
V 0  

TC 3 Setting, plot, characters, etc. 
   
Example 2.  DIBELS 
 

Goals: accuracy and speed of initial sound identification (pointing response), 
accuracy and speed of letter naming (oral response), accuracy and speed of phoneme 
segmentation (oral response), accuracy and speed of nonsense word identification 
(oral response). 

 
   
Component Score Evidence 

PA 2 Initial sound, phoneme segment. 
P 2 Letter naming, nonsense word 
F 2 Speed, accuracy 
V 0  

TC 0  
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North Carolina State University  
INFORMED CONSENT FORM for RESEARCH 

 
Title of Study Teachers’ Understanding and Implementation of Scientifically Based Reading Programs 
 
Principal Investigator Kelly Laugle    Faculty Sponsor Jeff Braden, PhD. 
 
 
We are asking you to participate in a research study.  The purpose of this study is to assess teachers’ 
implementation of the five components of sound reading instruction as identified by the National Reading 
Panel.  This includes instruction in the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and text 
comprehension.  
 
INFORMATION 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete the following steps: 1) Select the middle 
student from your “middle” reading group to focus your responses or select a student from the middle of your 
class distribution for reading levels or current grades in reading.  2) Complete a self-report instrument on the 
reading instruction you have delivered to that child since the beginning of the school year.  3) Collect products 
completed by the student that represent your assessment practices in reading.  4) Remove all identifiers of the 
student from the products to be submitted. 5) Mail the products and completed instrument to the research staff 
at NC State. 
 
RISKS 
You may feel uncomfortable rating your own level of instruction.  However, your name will not appear on the 
responses forms, nor will your name be stored in the database.  You may also feel uncomfortable submitting a 
student’s work to research staff.  You will have free choice of what materials to submit and will be asked to 
remove all identifiers of the student before submitting. 
 
BENEFITS 
Direct benefits to the participant include exposure to potentially new methods and topics of reading instruction 
and an opportunity for self-evaluation.  In addition, completion of this rating instrument will allow for its 
stream-lining in future development to reduce the amount of time required for completion by other teachers.  
Students may also benefit indirectly from this study.  Providing a measure of teachers’ reading instruction may 
facilitate informed decision making in the identification of students with disabilities.  This measure may allow a 
team to rule-in or rule-out insufficient learning opportunities as a reason for inadequate academic progress. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
The information in the study records will be kept strictly confidential.  Data will be stored securely in an Excel 
database on the principal investigator’s personal computer.  Contact information will remain separate from 
response data.  You will be provided with an identification number to place on the materials you submit.  This 
number will be matched to your name only if we need to contact you to send additional materials.  If you do not 
want us to match your number with your contact information, you may check the appropriate box at the end of 
this form.  No reference will be made in oral or written reports which could link you to the study. 
 
COMPENSATION  
For completing this study you will have the opportunity to be entered into a drawing to receive a $100 gift 
certificate to a teacher supply store.  Your name will be entered in the drawing (if you provide consent) when all 
materials have been received by research staff.  If you would be willing to complete the instrument a second 
time, your name will be entered into the drawing again after the second set of materials has been received to 
increase your chances of winning the gift certificate. 
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CONTACT 
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact the researcher, Kelly 
Laugle at kmlaugle@ncsu.edu, or 919-673-3222.  If you feel you have not been treated according to the 
descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this 
project, you may contact Dr. Matthew Zingraff, Chair of the NCSU IRB for the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research Committee, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-1834) or Mr. Matthew Ronning, Assistant Vice 
Chancellor, Research Administration, Box 7514, NCSU Campus (919/513-2148) 
 
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty.  If you decide to 
participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and without loss of benefits to which 
you are otherwise entitled.  If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed your data will be 
returned to you or destroyed at your request. 
 
CONSENT 
If you understand the above information and agree to participate, please complete the instrument and return it, 
along with the bottom of this page.  Please keep this letter for your records. 
 
Investigator's signature__________________________________ Date _________________ 
 
Your Research Identification number is: ___________________________________ 
 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

 
CONSENT 

 
“I have read and understand the above information.  I have received a copy of this form.  I agree to participate 
in this study with the understanding that I may withdraw at any time.” 
 
Please check one of the following: 
 

� I would like to remain completely anonymous. 
  
� I will provide my contact information below so that I may receive a second mailing of the instrument, 

but I do not wish to be entered in the drawing to win a $100.00 gift certificate to a teacher supply store. 
 
� I will provide my contact information on a separate sheet of paper to be entered into the drawing to 

win a $100.00 gift certificate to a teacher supply store, but I do not wish to receive a second mailing of 
the instrument. 

 
� I will provide my contact information below so that I may receive a second mailing of the instrument, 

and I will provide my contact information on a separate sheet of paper to be entered TWICE into the 
drawing to win a $100.00 gift certificate to a teacher supply store. 

 
 

Please use your research identification number as your signature. 
 
Subjects research ID #: ___________________________________ Date: ________________ 
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If you would like to receive a copy of the results from this study, please check the box below and provide your 
email address. 
 

� Yes, I would like to receive a copy of the results.  My email address is: 
_________________________________ 

Contact Information to receive a second mailing:  
 
Name:  _____________________________________  Email: ________________________  
 
Phone number:_____________________     
 
Address: 
_________________________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix E  

IRB Approval Letter
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