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ABSTRACT 

 

Pilot Study of a ―Quality of Use‖ Scale with an Elementary Reading Program. 

(May 2011) 

Zelma Jane Gragg, B.A., University of Texas at El Paso;  

M.Ed., University of Texas at El Paso 

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Richard I. Parker 

 

 This study developed a summative scale that could be administered in a short 

time period to determine the Quality of Use (QOU) of an intervention used by teachers.  

The scale can be completed in less than an hour using easily attainable information.  The 

QOU scale was applied to an elementary reading program to determine if the program 

results were dependent upon the quality of the fidelity of teacher use. 

 The study focused on use of the Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS) portion of the 

Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Reading Program by 20 special education teachers in 13 

elementary schools in San Antonio, Texas.  Progress is measured by the use of the 

Decoding Skills Test (DST) (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 2004-b).  To determine each 

teacher‘s QOU, a summative scale was developed composed of five items (Initial 

Placement, Frequency of Direct Instruction, Materials – LPS, Materials – Literature/Test 

Prep, and Scheduling) that possessed low-moderate cohesiveness of Alpha=.71.   

Results of the study showed a correlation between QOU summary scores and 

residualized DST Raw Score Grade Equivalent (RSGE) gains.  The QOU could predict 
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.771
2
= 50% of score variance.  This is a strong prediction for a non-student external 

measure in education.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Context 

 On January 8
th

 in 2002, the President signed the No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001 (Texas Education Agency, 2005-a).  This legislation (NCLB), with its 

accountability requirements, was enacted to assist in creating systemic school change.  

One long-term goal of NCLB is student proficiency in both mathematics and 

reading/language arts by 2013-14 school year (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 2002; 

Texas Education Agency, 2002; U. S. Department of Education, 2002).  Per the Act 

requirement that each state establish an Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) definition 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2002), Texas implements NCLB through the use of a 

single AYP definition for all state schools.  AYP in Texas includes the testing, with 

baseline performance standards, of all students in mathematics and reading/language 

arts.  The baseline performance standards will increase until they reach 100% by 

2013/14.  The campuses and districts must also meet participation standards.  Both 

performance and participation apply to all students as well as various student groups:  

LEP (Limited English Proficient), special education, economically disadvantaged, 

African American, Hispanic and White student groups.  Other measures, such as high 

schools meeting a graduation rate standard, are also included (Texas Education Agency, 

2005-a).   

____________ 

This dissertation follows the style of Behavior Modification.   
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All schools are reviewed, whether they are Title I, Part A (Title I) schools or not.  

NCLB extended accountability provisions which formerly applied just to campuses and 

districts receiving Title I funds (Texas Education Agency, 2005-a).  Title I is a program, 

designed to help all children reach state academic standards, that provides financial 

assistance to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) and their schools who have high 

numbers or percentages of poor children (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  Non-

Title I schools are not necessarily held to the same school improvement interventions as 

the Title I campuses; though they are still subject to amending their individual school 

improvement plan for not meeting AYP targets (Texas Education Agency, 2005-a).  

Title I school campuses, failing to meet AYP for at least two consecutive years, must 

revise or develop a two-year plan to address NCLB requirements.  One of the 

requirements of this plan is that the campus offer supplemental educational services for 

students that come from low-income families.  These services include tutoring and 

academic enrichment which must be high quality and research based (Texas Education 

Agency, 2002).  

High quality and research based instruction is part of the Response to 

Intervention (RtI) model addressing student needs by using a continuum of services 

(Texas Education Agency, 2007-a).  RtI is part of the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act reauthorization of 2004 (IDEA 2004).  This general education includes 

assessment and intervention with learners who are struggling (NASDSE & CASE, 

2006).  It also becomes part of the process for determining if a student has a specific 

learning disability (SLD).  IDEA 2004 states that, as part of evaluation procedures, a 
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process may be used that determines response to scientific, research-based intervention 

(Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004, 2004).   

RtI uses an intervention model that is tiered.  The first tier, Tier I, is focused on 

group interventions.  These are designed for use with all students as preventive and 

proactive measures.  This curriculum is expected to be efficacious with about 80% to 

85% of students.  Tier II interventions are still group targeted interventions, but are 

designed to help about 15% of students.  These Tier II interventions are in addition to 

Tier I curriculum.  Tier III brings intensive interventions to about 5% of students.  These 

are individualized and will be adjusted as students reach targeted skills.  RtI, from IDEA 

2004, may have a major influence on the monitoring of children‘s progress.  It can be 

used to address NCLB‘s challenges and improve the outcomes for all students 

(NASDSE & CASE, 2006).   

The requirements of NCLB are also being felt by district reading programs such 

as those funded under Reading First (Stewart, 2004).  Reading First is a federal formula 

grant giving support to districts implementing programs and assessment tools based on 

scientifically based reading research (U. S. Department of Education, 2009).  NCLB sets 

a new focus for this instruction, requiring the use of scientific, research based reading 

instruction.  There are five components of reading that NCLB focuses on:  phonics, 

phonemic awareness, vocabulary, comprehension and fluency (Stewart, 2004).  One of 

the programs in Texas adopted by several large districts in that state, that has these 

components, is the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Reading Program.  This research 

based program includes the use of the Decoding Skills Test (DST), developed by Dr. 
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Ellis Richardson and Dr. Barbara DiBenedetto-Corona and cited by TEA as a valid 

reading development measure.  The phonic/linguistic portion of program is the 

Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS).  The ISM Reading program, as part of Fordham 

University‘s Interdependent Learning Model, was part of a nation-wide research 

program, Project Follow Through.  This research program, sponsored by the U.S. Office 

of Education, for two years assessed the program effects in Atlanta, GA.  The seven 

research program schools‘ first through third graders‘ results were compared to all of the 

Atlanta first through third graders‘ results after two years of the program.  At the 

research program schools, there was a 20% increase in the number of students scoring at 

or above 50
th

 percentile.  The improvement at the comparison schools was only about 

3% (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 2003).   Yet, even in a program showing positive 

results, ISM Teaching Systems, Inc. (2004-a) noted in their San Antonio ISD Annual 

Dyslexia Program Report for 2003-04 school year that the program produced uneven 

effects across schools.  They suggested that this could be due to the implementation level 

of the program at each school.   

 

Statement of Problem 

 When a school adopts a new program, it is important to determine whether a 

program works and, if so, why it works.  In order to determine the viability of a program, 

the researcher must first know whether a program is actually used, and at what level, i.e. 

its Quality of Use (QOU).  QOU of a program logically would impact student learning 

results.  In the case of the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) program, per the 
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designer/publisher, there was a dramatic difference between groups of students that 

gained the most and the least from the program in the San Antonio school system.  The 

highest group (Catching Up group) gained an average of more than two years between 

pretest and posttest.  This is versus the lowest group (No Effect group) where the gain 

was an average of seven months which was less than the predicted gain without the 

program (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 2004-a).  It would be very important to the 

district and the program to know whether it was the quality of program implementation, 

program internal weakness, or other factors that made the difference in the various 

student groups.  Possible contributing factors affecting the student groups would include 

school demographics, teacher demographics, or student demographics.  Identifying 

causes of the noted differences would help districts know whether the program could be 

used, if well implemented, with most students experiencing reading difficulties or if the 

program should be matched to school, teacher or student demographics. 

 To determine how well a program is being implemented, researchers have 

several options.  Direct observation is often considered desirable as observers can report 

what they have directly seen.  Informal observations can give an evaluator context for 

the program.  However, for evaluating a program, they are not sufficient.  Evaluators 

need to determine what they need to observe and when. Then how they are going to 

record it must be planned.  The observers must be trained to use these recording methods 

(King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).  One difficulty with observation is the need to 

observe many aspects of the use of the program for long time periods (Loucks, Newlove, 

and Hall, 1975).  These long term observations can last for months, as in a participant-
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observer study in which observations continued for 18 months (Hull & Zacher, 2007).  

Other observations have continued for three years, with the researcher observing every 

week for two to four days during school hours (Brinegar, 2010).  The activities observed 

could be changed just by the act of having an observer present (Loucks, Newlove, and 

Hall, 1975).   

 An alternative to observations is collecting data on use level by using interviews 

(Loucks, Newlove, and Hall, 1975).  The use of interviews is one form of self-reporting 

by personnel using a program.  It involves in person discussions of experiences in 

program use (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).  This often may require a number of 

interviewers, each of whom will need to be trained and supervised.  It does permit the 

most communication between the interviewer and the personnel responding.  It tends to 

gain and retain respondent cooperation.  Nonresponse bias is very low for interviews 

(Alreck & Settle, 1995).  However, interviews can be time consuming so the other form 

of self-reporting, using questionnaires, can allow more efficient information collection 

(King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).   

 Questionnaires may include questions about frequency and the length of 

activities as well as just confirming these activities occurred if important to program 

implementation.  Other important information to obtain would include which students 

participated, which students were non-involved and even if students were not paying 

attention.   However, questionnaires alone will not provide everything one would need to 

know about a program (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).  Both these survey type 

methods can be open to response bias such as that of acquiescence.  If the personnel 
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being interviewed or responding to questions feel a particular response is desired, they 

will answer that way rather than give their real response (Alreck & Settle, 1995). 

  Records of the program may constitute a more credible source than self-reports.  

These records give evidence of what has occurred in the program.  Examples of these 

records could include completed workbooks, student drawings, progress charts, teacher 

logs and state standardize test scores.  Records alone, however, may lack details which 

only those using the program could provide (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).  

 

Statement of Need 

   A method of determining the quality of program implementation needed to be 

developed that would incorporate strengths and minimize weaknesses of the various 

methods.  This Quality of Use (QOU) determination method needed to involve carefully 

planned, documented, short-term observations using a summative scale.  A demographic 

questionnaire could be developed to determine if there were other threats to internal 

validity present.  The summative scale would provide QOU levels in multiple areas that 

could be combined to produce an average QOU for a particular teacher.  This could then 

be applied to a program, such as the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) program, to 

determine if the progress, or lack of progress, could be attributed this reading program. 
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Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to develop a summative scale that could be 

administered in a short time period to determine the Quality of Use (QOU) of a 

particular intervention used by teachers.  This scale should not only be able to be 

completed in a matter of hours, or at the most, a few days; it should be based on easily 

attainable information.  One use of this QOU scale would be to determine if the results 

of the program were depended upon the quality of the fidelity of teacher use or upon 

some other variable.  Other potential uses could be those of determining the need for:  

accountability, frequent monitoring, self-monitoring, remedial training, new training and 

program emphasis change. 

The Quality of Use scale, hereafter referred to as QOU, would have a range of 

potential indicators.  Some indicators to be considered would include:  use or non-use of 

reading levels for initial placement (Putnam, 1996), use or non-use of direct instruction 

(Hunt, 1996; Putnam, 1996), frequency of instruction (Roberts, Jurgens & Burchinal, 

2005), records of program materials (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987), lesson plans 

(Frudden, 1984), teacher experience (Trcka, 1994), presence of other reading 

programs/tutorials (Cobb, 2001), Speech services (Nathan, Stackhouse, Goulandris & 

Snowling, 2004), socioeconomic status (SES) (Battle & Pastrana, 2007), ethnic makeup 

(Baker, Keller-wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000) and language proficiency (Baker, Keller-

wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000).  However, it was not yet known how these indicators 

relate to one another and exactly how they co-exist in a particular classroom.  It is 

important to know which indicators, or groups of indicators, influence student outcomes.  
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Measuring the QOU of the application and interaction of these influential indicators 

could determine what actually contributes to the success, or lack of success of a 

particular classroom intervention. 

Multiple indicators can be measured together in a single additive scale, a 

summated rating scale, and each indicator is considered an individual item measuring a 

particular dimension of a construct (Spector, 1992).  The items on this scale should be 

related.   If they are unrelated, they should not be combined because they may not be 

measuring the same variable (Babbie, 1990).  Similarity of measurement by multiple 

items can be summarized as inter-item correlation, or as distances on a 2-dimensional 

cluster graph.  High inter-item relationships permit the overall score to be judged as 

indicating a single factor or trait (StatSoft, Inc., 2010) and helps obtain high reliability 

between raters (Spector, 1981).  Reliability, the ability of a measure to give the same 

result every time, is related to validity, which is how well a measure reflects the concept 

being examined (Babbie, 1990).  How reliable a measure is can limit its validity 

(Spector, 1981).  Items included on the QOU scale should measure, with validity, 

concepts that are important to the design of the program to show good student gains.   

Because of the number of potential QOU indictors, it is desirable to reduce as 

many as possible to a single scale score, if they have a monotonic relationship, to 

produce a composite measure of the variable of QOU.   In a monotonic relationship, the 

indicators tend to increase or decrease together (Webster, 1913).  It is noted that the 

resulting summative scale score will have only ordinal properties (Babbie, 1990).  
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 Individual indicator items can be combined in a summative scale through various 

algorithms.  A simple combination method is to sum their individual subscale scores 

together—this is a simple additive approach (DeVellis, 2003).  A more complex method 

is to pre-determine their relative importance and combine them in such a way that some 

are weighted more heavily than others.  An example of this would be if two thirds of the 

items reflect on aspect studied and one third relates to a different aspect.  If both aspects 

need to be equally represented in the index, then a different weight should be assign to 

give equal importance to each aspect (Babbie, 1990).   A third method is to define the 

summative score by Bayesian combinations of items.  Bayesian pertains to statistical 

methods in which population parameters are random variables that have known 

probability distributions (Dictionary.com, n.d.).  The final QOU scale is a result of 

Bayesian logic statements, rather than arithmetic addition. 

 This QOU summative scale would then be used to evaluate the effect of different 

quality of implementation levels of the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Reading Program 

on student reading levels, over a one year time period.  As per Mills and Ragan (2000), a 

program‘s performance will be influenced by the extent it is used as intended.  ISM 

Teaching Systems, Inc. (2004-a) reported that their highest group gained an average of 

more than two years between pretest and posttest.  This is in contrast to the lowest group 

where the gain was an average of seven months which was less than the predicted gain 

without the program.   It would be valuable to know whether it was the quality of 

program implementation or another factor that made the difference in results in various 

student groups.   



 11 

Research Questions 

This study addresses the following questions:   1) Can an efficient, reliable, and 

valid Quality of Use (QOU) summative scale be developed with strong internal 

consistency (that is inter-item correlation) based on multiple sources to produce an 

average QOU for a particular teacher/classroom?  2) Do student results from the 

Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS) reading program, as 

measured by changes in the Raw Score Grade Equivalent (RSGE) scores during a one 

year time period, vary significantly depending on the quality of teacher use of the 

program?  3) What is the relationship between Quality of Use (QOU) as a predictor of 

student achievement, and other potential determinants of changes in student results such 

as:  teacher experience (Trcka, 1994), presence of other reading programs/tutorials 

(Cobb, 2001), Speech services (Nathan, Stackhouse, Goulandris & Snowling, 2004), 

socioeconomic status (SES) (Battle & Pastrana, 2007), ethnic makeup (Baker, Keller-

wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000) and language proficiency (Baker, Keller-wolff & Wolf-

wendel, 2000)? 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

Quality of Use Concept 

 Whether or not a new program is being used is only weakly assessed by 

determining whether the required materials were physically in the classroom.  That 

assessment leaves open the question of whether the materials were used or were left in 

the closet.  Hall and Hord (2001) go on to state the assumption formerly was that 

materials and training lead to use.  Witt, Noell, LaFluer and Mortenson (1997) found, in 

their study of teacher intervention use, although the teachers started with complete 

treatment adherence, the adherence decreased after training.  None of the teachers in this 

study continued the treatment adherence above 80% longer than 2 days after their 

training.  Even in a study of childhood literacy programs, that began with an 82% 

adherence at first observation and maintain at a 79% adherence during the second and 

third observations, the percentages of various intervention components varied from 17% 

to 100% (Zvoch, 2009).   Decreased intervention integrity, in a study of a mathematics 

intervention, generally showed poorer student response (Noell, Gresham & Gansle, 

2002). 

 Inconsistent treatment adherence can cause more experimental variability which 

can then make it difficult for an intervention study to have valid statistical conclusions 

(Gresham, MacMillan, Beebe-Frankenberger & Bocian, 2000).  Gresham et al. (2000) 

found that few learning disability studies actually measure and report intervention 
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integrity.  In the 5 years before the 2000 article, only 18.5% of the articles reviewed 

measured how the interventions were implemented.  By 2005, a review of intervention 

studies conducted in schools over a 15 year period showed only 30% of the studies 

reviewed reported implementation data (McIntyre, Gresham, DiGennaro and Reed, 

2007).  O‘Donnel (2008) reviewed over 120 documents, of which 23 primary studies, 

the newest of which was dated in 2006, measured quantitatively the relationship between 

implementation fidelity and outcomes.  Only 5 of these studies, or about 22 %, met all of 

the criteria: primary intervention research, implementation fidelity to K-12 interventions, 

efficacy of interventions for core school subjects, statistical quantitative fidelity 

measures, fidelity effectiveness correlation and reporting of sample size.  O‘Donnel 

states, that after reviewing fidelity literature, ―there is a shortage of K-12 core 

curriculum intervention studies that empirically measure fidelity of implementation and 

its relationship to outcomes‖ (p. 51). 

 With the current need for Response to Intervention (RtI) to provide research-

based instruction (Texas Education Agency, 2007-a), organizations like What Works 

Clearinghouse (WWC), established 2002, have developed to determine scientifically 

what actually works in the field of education (What Works Clearinghouse, 2010).  

Although this organization has very specific requirements of studies that are included in 

their review of interventions (What Works Clearinghouse, 2008), in a 2008 response to 

Stockard (2010), they state that their process of review may downplay the fidelity of 

implementations.  WWC further states, in WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook 

under Corrections and Adjustments, that ―The WWC makes no adjustments or 
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corrections for variations in implementation of the intervention…‖ (What Works 

Clearinghouse, 2008).  Without information on intervention integrity, it is not possible to 

tell how close the intervention treatment was to the intended treatment (McIntyre, 

Gresham, DiGennaro and Reed, 2007).  

 The differences in an intervention could then impact efficiency of learning, 

especially if differences are maintained over time.  If this continued for a full academic 

year, in multiple areas, fewer educational objectives would be taught (Grow, et al., 

2009).  Findings that intervention use is related to outcomes indicate the teacher‘s 

implementation of a program is important for it to be successful.  More adherence to the 

use of a program, i.e. high QOU, by teachers also could see an increase in effectiveness 

(Biggs, Vernberg, Twemlow, Fonagy, & Dill, 2008).  Various methods for measuring 

program implementation have been suggested.  Two systems of measurement reviewed 

are Levels of Use (LoU) and Fidelity of Implementation (FOI).   Quality of Use (QOU) 

of a program would incorporate aspects of both these intervention use measures.  

 

Quality of Use Measures 

Levels of Use 

 Studies and observations by Hall and Hord (2001) showed that there were several 

different patterns of behavior for users and non-users of an intervention.   Hall, Loucks, 

Rutherford, & Newlove (1975) present a Levels of Use (LoU) chart that defines use 

levels.  Of the eight use levels, three levels describe non-use and five levels describe use 

levels.  The non-users are split into: 1) Nonuse (LoU 0) – a user with limited/no 
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knowledge of the intervention or innovation, 2) Orientation (LoU I) – user actively 

learns about the intervention, and 3) Preparation (LoU II) – the user is getting ready to 

use the intervention and has a time planned to begin.  The user levels are:  1) Mechanical 

Use (LoU III) – the user is focused on the daily use of the intervention and changes are 

made to enable the user rather than the learner, 2) Routine (LoU IVA) – the user has 

stabilized his use of the intervention and few changes are being put into practice, 3) 

Refinement (LoU IVB) – the user is refining the intervention to increase the student 

impact both short and long-term, 4) Integration (LoU V) – the user is working with 

colleagues to have a collective impact on students, and 5) Renewal (LoU VI) – the user 

looks for major modifications of the intervention, or replaces it with an alternative, to 

increase student impact (Anderson, 1997; Gray, 1997; Hall & Hord, 2001;  Hall, Loucks, 

Rutherford, & Newlove, 1975).  LoU is one of the reasons that many program 

evaluations show no significant differences between subjects using a new intervention 

and the control group.  The group using the intervention may be implementing it only on 

a low LoU, especially if it is measured during the first period of use.  The lack of gains 

may be due to LoU, not just effect of the program (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, & 

Newlove, 1975).  Measuring LoU then becomes a critical piece in an evaluation study 

(Hall & Hord, 2001).  For example, using the CBAM-LoU (Concerns-based Adoption 

Model-Levels of Use), based on the eight levels of LoU, as one of the measures of the 

level of technology adoption, a study by Hancock and Knezek (2007) showed a strong 

relationship between the technology adoption level and the frequency of use of a free 

course management system. 
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 Measurement of LoU has presented problems.  Hall & Hord (2001) note that 

researchers have attempted to measure LoU through a paper and pencil self-report.  Hall 

& Hord feel this ―is like trying to decipher semaphore signals by listening to a radio‖ (p. 

86).  This is due to possible response bias that can be a weakness of survey type 

instruments.  Among other causes, response bias can enter through the respondent‘s 

desire to enhance their image or to answer in a socially acceptable manner (Alreck & 

Settle, 1995).   This could also be an issue in the interview methods Hall & Hord (2001) 

recommend; even with extensive training.  According to Loucks, Newlove, and Hall 

(1975), the LoU interviews were to be used instead of long-term observations as an 

alternative to assess levels (Hall & Hord, 2001).  Interviews alone would still be 

susceptible to this threat of social desirability response bias as well as other types of 

response bias such as that of acquiescence where the interviewee gives responses they 

perceive as desirable by the researcher (Alreck & Settle, 1995).    

 

Fidelity of Implementation 

 An associated concept that is related to how a program is used is Fidelity of 

Implementation (FOI).  FOI can be defined as content and instructional strategies 

delivered both accurately and consistently as they were intended (Fullan & Pomfret, 

1977; Gresham et al., 2000; National Research Center on Learning Disabilities, 2006, 

2007).  Mills and Ragan (2000) state that designers anticipate their program‘s 

performance will be influenced by the extent it is used in the intended way.  Dane and 

Schneider (1998) found various procedures to ascertain fidelity in the studies they 
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reviewed.  Five aspects that studies have measured to determine FOI are:  adherence – 

extent of delivery of program components as prescribed, exposure – quantity of program 

content given to participants, quality of program delivery – qualitative aspects of 

delivering program content, participant responsiveness – engagement of participants, and 

program differentiation – determination that subjects receive only planned, unique 

interventions (Dane & Schneider, 1998; Ruiz-Primo, 2006; Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco 

& Hansen, 2003).   

 The first aspect of FOI, adherence, refers to delivering the program as designed.  

In research, programs are supported to achieve fidelity.  In actual implementation, 

fidelity is not expected to be maintained to the same degree (Dusenbury, et al., 2003).  If 

a program is implemented with undocumented variations from the original design, it 

would be difficult to interpret results.  If results are negative, this could be seen as a 

problem with the program itself rather than a problem with program delivery (Dane & 

Schneider, 1998).  Many intervention failures could be attributed to lack of appropriate 

implementation (Gresham, 1989). 

 Second, the aspect of exposure refers to the amount of content of the program 

each participant receives.  This can be the number, the length or the frequency of 

program interventions (Ruiz-Primo, 2006).  Programs seem to be less effective when 

subjects have attended fewer of planned sessions (Dane & Schneider, 1998).  Greater use 

of a program could lead to an increase in its effectiveness (Biggs, et al., 2008). 

 The third aspect, quality of program delivery, refers to how well the program 

providers use the program processes and deliver the program content (Ruiz-Primo, 
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2006).  These are not related directly to content implementation; but qualitative aspects 

such as leader preparedness, enthusiasm and attitude toward the program (Dane & 

Schneider, 1998).  Techniques involved in some interventions rely on the program 

implementers to use interactive techniques requiring this type of facilitating or coaching 

skills (Dusenbury, et al., 2003).    

   Participant responsiveness, the fourth aspect of FOI, refers to the engagement of 

participants (Ruiz-Primo, 2006).  This aspect would measure how well a participant 

responds to sessions in amount of enthusiasm and participation (Dane & Schneider, 

1998).   It can be further defined as how engaged participants are in the various aspects 

of a program (Dusenbury, et al., 2003). 

 The last aspect, program differentiation, determines that subjects receive only 

planned interventions (Dane & Schneider, 1998).  These interventions should be unique 

and distinguishable from other programs (Ruiz-Primo, 2006; Dusenbury, et al., 2003). 

 Besides these five factors, there are other treatment integrity related factors 

presented by Gresham (1989).  Gresham‘s treatment integrity is very similar to FOI as 

he defines it as referring ―to the degree to which a consultation plan is implemented as 

intended‖ (Gresham, 1989, p. 37).  These factors are:  ―(a) complexity of treatments, (b) 

time required to implement treatments, (c) materials/resources required for treatments, 

(d) number of treatment agents required, (e) perceived and actual effectiveness of 

treatments, and (f) motivation of treatment agents‖ (Gresham, 1989, p. 38).   

Complexity of treatments becomes important as the more complex treatments 

have lower treatment integrity (Gresham, 1989).  Even a difference in the requirement of 
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more or less paperwork can affect teachers‘ willingness to participate (Lane, Kalberg, 

Bruhn, Mahoney & Driscoll, 2008).  Major difficulties are encountered in trying to setup 

and maintain extremely complex treatments.  Time becomes a factor due to the obvious 

interaction between how complex a treatment is and how long such a treatment will take 

to implement.  An intervention that requires a teacher to dedicate a great deal of time is 

probably not going to have good treatment integrity (Gresham, 1989). 

Another factor associated with how easily a teacher can implement an 

intervention is that of how many extra material and resources are required.  If the 

intervention needs material and resources that are not usually found in school 

classrooms, then this will also result in lower treatment integrity (Gresham, 1989). 

Poor treatment integrity is also a possible result of an intervention that requires 

many treatment agents.  This factor is likely to be combined with the complexity issue as 

an intervention requiring many agents is probably more complex than one only needing 

a single agent.  The difficulty appears to lie in the fact that any of the various agents can 

fail to follow the treatment design and cause poor treatment integrity (Gresham, 1989). 

Interventions judged to be feasible and highly effective, were more likely to be 

used by educators (Carter & Pesko, 2008).  Further, if an intervention is considered 

effective, it may have higher treatment integrity than an intervention considered 

ineffective.  This also applies to interventions that quickly produce change.  These 

interventions may be more likely to be continued with higher treatment integrity than 

interventions that take longer to show results.  The intervention treatment integrity 

appears to be reinforced by quick, positive results (Gresham, 1989). 
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Finally, the motivation of the intervention agent may have an effect on treatment 

integrity.  Teachers may refer a child primarily for testing and removal from the 

classroom rather than for intervention in the regular class (Gresham, 1989; Ysseldyke, 

Christenson, Pianta & Algozzine, 1983).  If motivation is for removal, rather than 

remediation, than interventions may have poor treatment integrity.  It is unlikely the 

teacher will implement accurately an intervention to help the child stay in the regular 

class if the teacher‘s desire is removal (Gresham, 1989). 

Methods suggested, by Gresham et al. (2000), for assessing FOI include both 

direct and indirect assessment.  Direct assessment involves direct observation or 

videotaping for later evaluation.  Indirect assessment includes such instruments as:  

interviews, self-reports, rating scales and permanent products.   Each method has 

potential issues.  Observer reactivity is a problem with using observation methods as the 

intervention may only be correctly implemented when observers, live or videotaping, are 

present.  As with LoU, the survey type instruments are susceptible to response bias 

(Alreck & Settle, 1995).  Permanent products, which are produced as artifacts during use 

of intervention components, are less likely to be affected by problems such as social 

desirability, reactivity and they require less time to assess (Gresham et al., 2000).  

Records alone, however, may lack details which only those using the program could 

provide (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987). 

 Both Levels of Use (LoU) and Fidelity of Implementation (FOI) are trying to get 

at the same concept.  They both are trying to determine how close implementation of an 

intervention is to the way it was designed to be implemented.  Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, 
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& Newlove (1975) note that what happens when an intervention, or innovation, is 

actually implemented can vary tremendously and they present a LoU chart that defines 

use levels.  FOI can be defined as content and instructional strategies delivered both 

accurately and consistently as they were intended (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Gresham et 

al., 2000; National Research Center on Learning Disabilities, 2006, 2007).  Without this 

control of how an intervention is implemented, conclusions cannot be drawn as to the 

effect of the independent variable, the planned intervention (Gresham et al., 2000). 

 

Quality of Use Need 

 A method of determining the quality of program implementation needs to be 

developed that would incorporate strengths and minimize weaknesses of the various 

methods.  This Quality of Use (QOU) determination method would need to involve 

carefully planned, documented, short-term observations of intervention artifacts using a 

summative scale.  A demographic questionnaire could be developed to determine if there 

were other threats to internal validity present.  The summative scale would provide QOU 

levels in multiple areas that could be combined to produce an average QOU for a 

particular teacher or other interventionist.  This could then be applied to an intervention, 

to determine if the progress, or lack of progress, could be attributed this intervention. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

 

Overview 

This study was designed to develop a summative scale that could be used to 

determine the Quality of Use (QOU) of teachers using a program to determine if the 

results of the program were depended upon the quality of the fidelity of teacher use or 

upon some other variable.  This scale used documented, short observations of 

intervention artifacts using the carefully developed summative scale.  A demographic 

questionnaire was used to determine if there were other threats to internal validity 

present.  The scale and questionnaire were designed to be completed in less than an hour.  

The questionnaire was completed while the artifact observation was taking place during 

a live classroom visit.  By having the subjects complete the questionnaire, rather than 

interviewing, there was less chance of subjects giving answers they thought were 

desirable.  At the same time, the observer was available to clarify questions and ask 

follow up questions concerning the artifacts.  Since the questionnaires were turned in at 

the end of the observation, the response rate was higher than that expected if they were 

sent out as a survey.   

Subjects of this study were special education teachers in Linguistic Pattern Series 

(LPS) programs in 13 elementary schools in the San Antonio ISD that represented high 

and low levels of overall student progress in the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) reading 

program observed in the spring semester of 2008.  A small preliminary study, consisting 
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of two teachers in one school, was undertaken to examine the QOU scale quality 

including determining whether the scale was working as designed, or needed further 

development.  The full study, consisting of 20 teachers in 13 schools, was designed to 

answer if an adequate, multi-item Quality of Use (QOU) summative scale could be 

developed to include classroom-level information from multiple sources summing to an 

average QOU score for a particular teacher and classroom.   

Also examined was whether student results from the Integrated Skills Method 

(ISM) Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS) reading program varied significantly depending 

on the quality of teacher use of the program.  Then the Quality of Use (QOU) effect was 

examined to determine if it was independent of the other possible determinants of 

changes in student results.  The developed summative scale was examined to determine 

if it was cohesive, or covaried, using a Classical Item Analysis and use of Cronbach‘s 

Alpha to measure overall inter-item correlation.  Residualized gain scores were used to 

examine the final scale that was composed of five items that possessed low-moderate 

cohesiveness.   

Gain scores, or simple change scores, can be problematic, because they often 

correlate substantially with pretest scores (Rogosa & Willett, 1983; Gardner & Neufeld, 

1987).  So much of the relationship between an external variable and a gain score may 

have existed a priori in the relationship between external variable and pretest scores.   

For this reason, there is general agreement that some statistical remedy be applied, one 

of the more effective being a residualized difference (Williams, Zimmerman, Rich & 

Steed, 1984) i.e. residualized gain scores.  Residualized gain scores are the residuals (or 
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leftovers) of the gain scores, after pretest prediction has been partialled out of them.  By 

residualizing, we ensure that the ordering of gain scores across classes is unrelated to 

their pretest order (Hough & Piper, 1982).   

 

Context 

 This study took place in the state of Texas.  Texas implements No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) through the use of a single definition for all schools to reach adequate 

yearly progress (AYP).  Even non-Title I schools are required to make amendments to 

school improvement plans if they fail to make this progress for two consecutive years.  

Title I schools failing to make progress for a particular indicator must fulfill some Title I 

School Improvement requirements.  These could include such activities as offering 

supplemental education services or providing school choice.  These requirements are 

progressive and are based on how many years the AYP standard is not met.  Reading is 

one of the areas assessed and included in the AYP calculation.  The following 

assessments have been part of this calculation: Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 

Skills (TAKS), State-Developed Alternative Assessment II (SDAA II), Locally-

Determined Alternate Assessments (LDAA) and Reading Proficiency Tests in English 

(RPTE)  (Texas Education Agency, 2005-a).  In 2007, per NCLB requirements, SDAA 

II and LDAA are no longer allowed options.  Besides the opportunity to take the regular 

TAKS, the options for students with disabilities are changed to:  TAKS Accommodated 

(TAKS-A), TAKS Modified (TAKS-M) and TAKS Alternative (TAKS-Alt).  These are 

designed to line up with the federal requirements for assessing students who have 
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disabilities.  TAKS and TAKS-A both meet the requirement for a general assessment 

that may be given with or without accommodations.  TAKS-M has standards that 

measure modified grade-level achievement on this alternate assessment.  TAKS-Alt is an 

alternative assessment whose standards are alternate rather than grade-level (Texas 

Education Agency, 2007-b).   

 The Texas district participating in the study, the San Antonio Independent School 

District (San Antonio ISD), is a large district in Texas serving 56,371 students (Texas 

Education Agency, 2006-b).  It is currently the ninth largest Texas district (SAISD, 

2006).  San Antonio ISD ethnic breakdown is:  African American (8.9%), Hispanic 

(87.3%), White (3.7%), Native American (0.0%), and Asian/Pacific Islander (0.0%).  

Their economically disadvantaged percentage in the ‗05/‘06 profile stood at 92.2% 

(Texas Education Agency, 2006-b).  As a district, San Antonio ISD met AYP (Texas 

Education Agency, 2005-b), although two of the district‘s high schools are listed as 

requiring school improvement in both Reading and Math by the Texas Education 

Agency (2005-c).   

 

Respondents 

Teachers 

Subjects of this study were special education teachers in Linguistic Pattern Series 

(LPS) programs in 13 elementary schools in the San Antonio ISD.  Teachers were from 

13 elementary schools in the district representing high and low levels of overall student 

progress in the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) program.  These schools were from a 
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pool of schools (Appendix A) with 9 or more students divided into high (Instructional 

Level Grade Equivalent [ILGE] gains greater than or = to 0.7 between ‘05 and ‘06) and 

low (ILGE gains less than or = to 0.3 between ‘05 and ‘06) gains (E. Richardson, 

personal communication, March 15, 2007) and paired (7 high and 6 low) representing 

schools with similar demographic data (Texas Education Agency, 2006-a).  It is noted all 

18 schools in the pool were given the choice to participate or not in the study, as were 

the teachers at the 13 schools that chose to participate.   

Depending upon the school, teachers are responsible for different numbers of 

students.  The average number of students taught, per teacher, is about 10 (E. 

Richardson, personal communication, April 24, 2006).  The teachers were divided into 

two teacher types:  1) teachers new to the program (less than 2 years of experience) and 

2) teachers experienced with the program (2 or more years experience).  Teachers were 

further categorized by their Quality of Use of the program. 

In order to teach in the ISM Program, teachers take a full-day workshop, five to 

six hours in length, of preparation training.  Trainers also meet with program teachers to 

discuss new developments, provide program information, and enrich teaching techniques 

as well as teaching strategies.  These meetings take place at least twice a year and can 

also provide a time that teachers can consult with each other concerning the program 

(ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 2004-b). 
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Students 

 The students of the teachers studied were elementary special education students 

currently in Resource or Special Education Behavior classes.  Special education students 

are registered in the program when ISM has received and entered basic student 

information and their Decoding Skills Test (DST) scores (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 

2004-b).  These students attend the schools that were chosen from a pool of schools 

(Appendix A) with 9 or more students divided into high (ILGE gains greater than or = to 

0.7 between ‘05 and ‘06) and low (ILGE gains less than or = to 0.3 between ‘05 and ‘06) 

gains (E. Richardson, personal communication, March 15, 2007) and paired (7 high and 

6 low).  In the 13 schools chosen, the ethnic breakdown is:  African American (0.3 to 

72.1%), Hispanic (25.2 to 99.3%), White (0.0 to 20.5%), Native American (0.0 to 0.3%), 

and Asian/Pacific Islander (0.0 to 0.9%).  Their economically disadvantaged percentage 

in the ‗05/‘06 profile varied from 62.3 to 100.0% (Texas Education Agency, 2006-a).   

 

Intervention 

 The Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Reading Program is composed of three 

program components:  1) Linguistic Component which uses the Linguistic Pattern Series 

(LPS) to teach the students reading and writing skills, 2) Literature Component which 

teaches the students reading enjoyment and how to learn through teacher selection of 

independent reading level literature and 3) Test Prep Component which uses the 

implementer‘s choice of a structured, sequenced workbook reading program, such as the 

Barnell Loft Specific Skill Series, to prepare students for reading tests.  This study 
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focused on the LPS portion of the ISM Reading Program that was developed for the El 

Paso Independent School District (EPISD) for compliance with Texas Education Agency 

(TEA) dyslexia intervention program rules (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 2003). 

 The LPS program is organized into achievement level sequences that are color 

coded and divided into three or four sub-levels.  Decoding words is taught through letter 

sounds.  Then students apply this skill to sentences, stories and other academic 

challenges.  All levels of the LPS program emphasize reading skills such as 

comprehension, composition and problem solving.  The program uses carefully 

structured sequence of the linguistic patterns to teach reading and writing.  For each 

target pattern, the students first learn to read and then comprehend both sentences and 

stories followed by performance of exercises that stress that pattern.  This gives the 

students reinforcement in the use of the pattern in writing as well as reading and 

providing the full range of development of reading skills (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 

2003).  

 

Instrumentation 

Dependent Measure - DST 

The Decoding Skills Test (DST) consists of three subtests, which measure 

various aspects of decoding, and is designed to be individually administered.  The first 

subtest is the basal vocabulary subtest.  This subtest has 110 items arranged in groups of 

10 words.  These words are on various reader levels and chosen to represent basal 

vocabulary taught in standard reading programs.  The second subtest covers phonic 
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patterns and measures aspects of student use of letter sounds.  The 120 items are divided 

into 24 groups and consist of real word monosyllabic and polysyllabic items and 

corresponding nonsense word items.  The third subtest is contextual reading.  It is used 

for clinical diagnostics and is rarely used as part of the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) 

program (E. Richardson & DiBenedetto, 1999).  When the DST was correlated to the 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills, the New York City Wide Reading Test, the Gates-MacGinitie 

Reading Tests, the Gilmore Oral Reading Test and teacher data for program placement; 

the strongest correlations were with the decoding subtests scores, which were all above 

.70, and with program placement which all showed above .80.  Interrater agreement, for 

each DST subtest, was between 84% and 100%.  The split-half coefficients were .95 to 

.99 for each subtest (K. Richardson, 1987). 

Before students enter the program, they take the DST.  The resulting test scores 

are sent to ISM Teaching Systems and entered into the data base.  The schools receive 

student lists reporting individual scores and recommendations for program placement.  

Teachers report lesson placements when instruction begins.  They also report mastery 

tests scores at the mid-point of the school year and at the school year‘s end.  Annually, 

the DST is administered again to provide an independent progress evaluation and current 

achievement level.  Each student‘s accumulated data base information is printed and 

returned to the school at beginning as well as at the end of every school year for teacher 

and administrator use (ISM Teaching Systems, Inc., 2004-b).   
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Independent Measures - Quality of Use Scale 

An adaptation of the Innovation Configuration Map, described by Hall and Hord 

(2001), has been developed to formulate a summative scale (Appendix C). This scale 

was used to determine each teacher‘s QOU of the program.  The summative scale 

include these areas:  initial placement, direct instruction, frequency of direct instruction, 

frequency of independent/interdependent related activities, linguistic pattern series 

materials, literature and test prep materials, ISM class scheduling and lesson plans.  

Although not part of the scale, background demographic information was also examined 

to determine other possible influences on student success. 

 

Initial Placement   

Level of appropriateness of initial placement was determined by examination of 

each teacher‘s records, Integrated Skills Method (ISM) records, teacher questionnaire 

and general questions asked during the classroom observation.  Initial placement was 

considered most appropriate if placed at the ISM recommended level based on the 

Decoding Skills Test (DST) Instructional Level Grade Equivalent/Raw Score Grade 

Equivalent (ILGE/RSGE).  This could vary to some of the least appropriate placements, 

such as being placed only by general availability. 

 

Direct Instruction 

Level of direct instruction was determined by examination of each teacher‘s 

records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked during the classroom 
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observation.  Levels can vary from the highest level of direct instruction, indicated by 

direct instruction by the teacher in one to three small groups at a time, with one to six 

students working on approximately the same reading level to low level of students 

reading to each other without a teacher present. 

 

Frequency of Direct Instruction 

Frequency of direct instruction was determined by examination of each teacher‘s 

records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked during the classroom 

observation.  Highest frequency would involve direct instruction of all groups 3 or more 

times per week and the lowest would involve only zero to one time per week. 

 

Frequency of Independent/Interdependent Related Activities 

Frequency of independent/interdependent related activities was determined by 

examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked 

during the classroom observation.  The highest QOU would be use of 

independent/interdependent literature and/or test preparation activities by all groups two 

or more times per week.  The lowest  QOU would be use of these activities one time or 

less every two weeks. 

 

Linguistic Pattern Series Materials 

 Use of linguistic pattern series materials was determined by examination of each 

teacher‘s record and evidence in materials or artifacts from related assignments.  For the 
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highest QOU, the teacher would need to have the LPS current assigned book and 

mastery test available for all program students and showing some student work in the 

majority of them.  Also there would be some LPS games/strategy materials present and 

put together for use for each LPS level assigned.  The lowest QOU would show LPS 

current assigned book and/or Mastery test not available or showing no student work in 

the majority of them. 

 

Literature and Test Prep Materials 

 Use of literature and test preparation materials was determined by examination of 

each teacher‘s record and evidence in materials or artifacts from related assignments.    

The highest level QOU would involve literature and test preparation materials at all LPS 

assigned levels present and evidence of use of both types present.  The lowest level 

would involve no literature or test preparation materials at LPS assigned levels present 

or no evidence of use present. 

 

ISM Class Scheduling 

Frequency of ISM classes was determined by examination of each teacher‘s 

records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked during the classroom 

observation.  The highest level would involve ISM classes scheduled at least 45 mins 

five times a week.  This could vary to the lowest level of ISM classes scheduled less 

than 30 mins two times a week or less than 60 mins total per week. 
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Lesson Plans 

The presence of lesson planning was determined by examination of each 

teacher‘s records.  The highest level here would show individual lesson plans present for 

all students for ISM (LPS), literature and test preparation.  The lowest level would be no 

consistent lessons plans present. 

 

Data Collection 

Data was collected by:  1) physical classroom observation, including notating 

evidence of program use in lesson plans and filled-in consumable materials, 2) responses 

to observer‘s questions, 3) responses to demographic questionnaire and 4) program data 

provided by program providers.   

A small preliminary trial of the study, using these data collection methods, was 

undertaken to verify the appropriateness of the scale and its reliability.   As in the full 

study, areas that were examined, to determine a teacher‘s QOU, are:  initial placement, 

direct instruction, frequency of direct instruction and independent/interdependent related 

activities, linguistic pattern series materials, literature and test prep materials, scheduling 

and lesson plans.  Background demographic information was examined.  The 

preliminary study was designed to determine if the scale is appropriate and works as 

designed or needs to be further developed.  Reliability was examined two ways.  First, 

the preliminary study school was visited twice to determine if the measures, as design, 

have re-test/repeat rater reliability over time.  Second, to determine if there is inter-rater 

reliability, the preliminary study school information was documented, as well as rated 
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using the scale.  A second rater was asked to look at this material and rate it using the 

scale to determine if similar scores are obtained.  This material was obtained by 

documenting for each of the eight areas examined.  Findings of the preliminary study are 

included in the Results section. 

 

Demographics 

 Demographics pertaining to teachers‘ general experience, ISM experience, 

training, job duties/programs, and assigned student characteristics were collected by:  1) 

reviewing TEA statistical information, ISM program information, district information, 

and school information and 2) reviewing teachers‘ responses to a demographic 

questionnaire and general questions asked during classroom observation.  (Appendixes 

D & E)  Relevant demographic information is included in the Results section. 

 

Design 

 Figure 1 describes the study‘s design.  Figure 1 is the design figure timeline and 

shows the independent variable, Quality of Use (QOU), in relation to the dependent 

variable, Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS) program-Decoding Skills Test (DST).  (See 

Figure 1) 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 

Teachers QOU at High  PreT/LPS Begins---------LPS Continues---Prelim-----Study---------PstT 

Performing Schools 

(10 teachers from 6-7 schools teaching a total of 70 to 120 students*) 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Teachers QOU at Low   PreT/LPS Begins----------LPS Continues---Prelim-----Study---------PstT 

Performing Schools 

(10 teachers from 6-7 schools teaching a total of 70 to 120 students*) 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

                     Fall (2007)                 Spring (2008) 

 

PreT  -  Pretest - Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS) – Decoding Skills Test (DST)  

LPS   -  LPS program implemented in 20 classrooms in 13-14 elementary schools during 

 the school year. 

Prelim -  Preliminary Study  (02-27-08 and 03-12-08) 

Study  -  Main Study  (03-24-08 to 04-04-08) 

PstT   -  Post Test (Annual) Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS) – Decoding Skills Test 

 (DST) 

*        -  Number of students based on ‗05/‘06 statistics (Texas Education Agency, 

  2006-a) 

 

Figure 1 - Quality of Use Study Design 
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Analysis by Research Question 

Can an Efficient, Reliable, and Valid Quality of Use (QOU) Summative Scale be 

Developed with Strong Internal Consistency (that is Inter-Item Correlation) Based on 

Multiple Sources to Produce an Average QOU for a Particular Teacher/Classroom? 

  For research question one, a summative scale was developed to ascertain if 

critical components of a particular reading program were actually being used and, if 

used, in a manner reflecting the quality of the fidelity to the program design.  In order to 

ameliorate the quality of results of a short term study, without the susceptibility to 

response bias of surveys or interviews alone, this scale relied on short-term observation 

of artifacts, with follow up questions, in addition to descriptions of program use.  

Teachers had a QOU on each of the eight scales (0-4) with an overall average QOU 

score computed from combining the individual scores.  The QOU scale used Bayesian 

logic statements, rather than arithmetic addition.  Scaling of QOU was done to permit 

that variable to be used efficiently in analyses with other variables, such as student 

achievement.  In this case, the scaling must be done prior to looking at student 

achievement scores, but after obtaining QOU data from teachers and classrooms, to 

avoid personal biases that may affect selection (Babbie, 1990).   A preliminary study 

was designed to determine re-test/repeat rater reliability and inter-rater reliability.  These 

were measured using Cohen‘s Kappa.   
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Do Student Decoding Results Vary by Teacher Quality of Use (QOU) of Program? 

 For research question two, Decoding Skills Test (DST) pretest and posttest score 

difference, interval data, was the dependent variable.  The independent variable of QOU, 

rank order data, was calculated for each individual teacher studied.  Teachers had a QOU 

on each of the eight scales (0-4) with an overall average QOU score computed from 

combining the individual scores.  DST pretest and posttest scores were used from 

Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Teaching Systems‘ records for all students active in the 

program.  QOU was determined by teacher program observation using the summative 

scale.  For this analysis, Multiple Regression procedures were used to analyze the 

relationship between these variables.   

 

What Is the Relationship between QOU as a Predictor of Student Achievement, and 

Other Potential Determinants of Changes in Student Decoding Results? 

For research question three, current measurement was taken of other independent 

variables available from TEA, district,  school records and demographic questionnaire 

responses such as:  teacher experience (Trcka, 1994), presence of other reading 

programs/tutorials (Cobb, 2001), Speech services (Nathan, Stackhouse, Goulandris & 

Snowling, 2004), socioeconomic status (SES) (Battle & Pastrana, 2007), ethnic makeup 

(Baker, Keller-wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000) and language proficiency (Baker, Keller-

wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000).  Multiple Regression procedures were used to measure 

multiple variables when more than one variable may affect the dependent variable. 
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Procedures 

Preliminary Study 

In the preliminary study, teachers‘ classrooms in the preliminary study school 

were observed.  During and after this observation, the teachers were asked for responses, 

by filling out a questionnaire (Preliminary Study - Appendix D), to ascertain their 

Quality of Use (QOU).  This was to mitigate the tendency of respondents to respond to 

sensitive questions with socially desirable answers.  It is noted that mail surveys have 

better performance on more sensitive questions, but face to face interview have a lower 

non-response (de Leeuw, 1992).  Since this questionnaire does not deal with known 

sensitive topics, such as income (de Leeuw, 1992); the lower non-response was 

desirable.  Filling out the questionnaire, rather than only being asked oral questions, 

should help the performance level of the instrument.  The higher response rate was 

maintained by the teachers being asked to complete it by the end of the observation.  

Also during the observation, teachers were allowed to ask the observer questions to 

clarify what information was being requested. 

The observations took place in each classroom at the school site.  A period of 

approximately 45 minutes was spent in each teacher‘s classroom.  Areas examined, to 

determine a teacher‘s QOU, were:  initial placement, direct instruction, frequency of 

direct instruction and independent/interdependent related activities, linguistic pattern 

series materials, literature and test prep materials, scheduling and lesson plans.  

Background demographic information was collected.  QOUs that were most consistent 
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with the program designed were given points based on a summative scale (Appendix C) 

per the following methods and guidelines. 

 

Initial placement.  Level of appropriateness of initial placement, the first QOU 

scale item, was determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, Integrated Skills 

Method (ISM) records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked during the 

classroom observation.  Initial placement was considered most appropriate if placed at 

the ISM recommended level based on the Decoding Skills Test (DST) Instructional 

Level Grade Equivalent/Raw Score Grade Equivalent (ILGE/RSGE).    As seen in the 

Preliminary Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix B), this can 

vary to the point that teachers only used non-DST scores or general availability to group 

students and did not verify any placement above the ISM recommended level by use of a 

mastery test.   

 

 Direct instruction.  The second QOU scale item, quality of direct instruction, was 

determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and general 

questions asked during the classroom observation.  The highest QOU level would be 

direct instruction by the teacher in one to three small groups, at one time, of one to six 

students with approximately same reading level.  As seen in the Preliminary Study 

Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix B), this can vary to the point 

that the lowest QOU would involve no direct instruction, with students grouped with 

approximately same reading level reading to each other. 
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 Frequency of direct instruction.  Frequency of direct instruction, the third QOU 

scale item, was determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher 

questionnaire and general questions asked during the classroom observation.  The 

highest QOU would involve direct instruction of all groups three or more times per 

week.  As seen in the Preliminary Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map 

(Appendix B), this can vary to the point that the lowest QOU would involve direct 

instruction of all groups zero-one times per week. 

 

 Frequency of independent/interdependent related activities.  Next, the frequency 

of independent/interdependent related activities QOU scale item was determined by 

examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked 

during the classroom observation.  The highest QOU here would involve use of 

independent/interdependent literature and/or test preparation activities by all groups two 

or more times per week.  As seen in the Preliminary Study Quality of Use Innovation 

Configuration Map (Appendix B), this can vary to the point that the lowest QOU would 

involve use of independent/interdependent literature and/or test preparation activities by 

all groups one time or less every two weeks. 

 

 Linguistic pattern series material.  The QOU scale item of use of linguistic 

pattern series (LPS) materials was determined by examination of each teacher‘s record 

and evidence in materials or artifacts from related assignments.  For the highest QOU, 

the teacher would need to have the LPS current assigned book and mastery test available 



 41 

for all program students and showing some student work in the majority of them.  Also 

there would be some LPS games/strategy materials present and put together for use for 

each LPS level assigned.  As seen in the Preliminary Study Quality of Use Innovation 

Configuration Map (Appendix B), this can vary to the point that the QOU level would 

have LPS current assigned book and/or Mastery test not available or showing no student 

work in the majority of them. 

 

 Literature and test preparation materials.  Use of literature and test preparation 

materials QOU scale item was determined by examination of each teacher‘s record and 

evidence in materials or artifacts from related assignments.  The highest level QOU 

would involve literature and test preparation materials at all LPS assigned levels present 

and evidence of use of both types present.  As seen in the Preliminary Study Quality of 

Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix B), this can vary to the point that the 

QOU would involve no literature or test preparation materials at LPS assigned levels 

present or no evidence of use present. 

 

ISM class scheduling.  Next, the QOU scale item of frequency of ISM classes 

was determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and 

general questions asked during the classroom observation.  At the highest QOU, ISM 

classes would be scheduled at least 45 mins five times a week.  As seen in the 

Preliminary Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix B), this can 
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vary to the point that the lowest level would show ISM classes scheduled less than 30 

mins two times a week or less than 60 mins total per week. 

 

 Lesson plans.   The presence of lesson planning, the last QOU scale item, was 

determined by examination of each teacher‘s records.  The highest level of QOU would 

show individual lesson plans present for all students for ISM (LPS), literature and test 

preparation.  As seen in the Preliminary Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration 

Map (Appendix B), this can vary to the point that the final QOU level, there are no 

consistent lesson plans present. 

 

 Background demographic information.  Background demographic information 

was then collected to determine other possible influences on student success.   This was 

gathered by reviewing TEA statistical information, ISM program information, district 

information, and/or school information.  Also, teachers‘ responses to a demographic 

questionnaire and general questions asked during classroom observation were reviewed.  

Progress of the students was examined to determine if QOU of the program is an 

accurate predictor student success.  Experience level of the teachers was obtained from 

district information, teacher questionnaire and/or by examining the Integrated Skills 

Method (ISM) records of teacher training.   

 

 

 



 43 

Full Study 

In the full study, teachers‘ classrooms in the various schools were observed.  

During and after this observation, the teachers were asked for responses, by filling out a 

questionnaire (Full Study - Appendix E), to ascertain their Quality of Use (QOU).  This 

was to mitigate the tendency of respondents to respond to sensitive questions with 

socially desirable answers.  It is noted that mail surveys have better performance on 

more sensitive questions, but face to face interview have a lower non-response (de 

Leeuw, 1992).  Since this questionnaire does not deal with known sensitive topics, such 

as income (de Leeuw, 1992); the lower non-response is desirable.  Filling out the 

questionnaire, rather than only being asked oral questions, should help the performance 

level of the instrument.  The higher response rate was maintained by the teachers being 

asked to complete it by the end of the observation.  Also during the observation, teachers 

were allowed to ask the observer questions to clarify what information was being 

requested. 

The observations took place at each school site.  A period of approximately 45 

minutes was spent in each teacher‘s classroom.  Areas examined, to determine a 

teacher‘s QOU, were:  initial placement, direct instruction, frequency of direct 

instruction and independent/interdependent related activities, linguistic pattern series 

materials, literature and test prep materials, scheduling and lesson plans.  Background 

demographic information was collected.  QOUs that were most consistent with the 

program designed were given points based on a summative scale (Appendix C) per the 

following methods and guidelines. 
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Initial placement.  Level of appropriateness of initial placement, the first QOU 

scale item, was determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, Integrated Skills 

Method (ISM) records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked during the 

classroom observation.  Initial placement was considered most appropriate if placed at 

the ISM recommended level based on the Decoding Skills Test (DST) Instructional 

Level Grade Equivalent/Raw Score Grade Equivalent (ILGE/RSGE).    As seen in the 

Full Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix C), this can vary to 

the point that teachers only used non-DST scores or general availability to group 

students and did not verify any placement above the ISM recommended level by use of a 

mastery test.   

 

 Direct instruction.  The second QOU scale item, quality of direct instruction, was 

determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and general 

questions asked during the classroom observation.  The highest QOU level would be 

direct instruction by the teacher in one to three small groups, at one time, of one to six 

students with approximately same reading level.  As seen in the Full Study Quality of 

Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix C), this can vary to the point that the 

lowest QOU would involve no direct instruction, with students grouped with 

approximately same reading level reading to each other or direct instruction with groups 

of students, of any size, on various reading levels reading at the same time. 
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 Frequency of direct instruction.  Frequency of direct instruction, the third QOU 

scale item, was determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher 

questionnaire and general questions asked during the classroom observation.  The 

highest QOU would involve direct instruction of all groups three or more times per 

week.  As seen in the Full Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map 

(Appendix C), this can vary to the point that the lowest QOU would involve direct 

instruction of all groups zero-one times per week. 

 

 Frequency of independent/interdependent related activities.  Next, the frequency 

of independent/interdependent related activities QOU scale item was determined by 

examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and general questions asked 

during the classroom observation.  The highest QOU here would involve use of 

independent/interdependent literature and/or test preparation activities by all groups two 

or more times per week.  As seen in the Full Study Quality of Use Innovation 

Configuration Map (Appendix C), this can vary to the point that the lowest QOU would 

involve use of independent/interdependent literature and/or test preparation activities by 

all groups one time or less every two weeks. 

 

 Linguistic pattern series material.  The QOU scale item of use of linguistic 

pattern series (LPS) materials was determined by examination of each teacher‘s record 

and evidence in materials or artifacts from related assignments.  For the highest QOU, 

the teacher would need to have the LPS current assigned book and mastery test available 
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for all program students and showing some student work in the majority of them.  Also 

there would be some LPS games/strategy materials present and put together for use for 

each LPS level assigned.  As seen in the Full Study Quality of Use Innovation 

Configuration Map (Appendix C), this can vary to the point that the QOU level would 

have LPS current assigned book and/or Mastery test not available or showing no student 

work in the majority of them. 

 

 Literature and test preparation materials.  Use of literature and test preparation 

materials QOU scale item was determined by examination of each teacher‘s record and 

evidence in materials or artifacts from related assignments.  The highest level QOU 

would involve literature and test preparation materials at all LPS assigned levels present 

and evidence of use of both types present.  As seen in the Full Study Quality of Use 

Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix C), this can vary to the point that the QOU 

would involve no literature or test preparation materials at LPS assigned levels present 

or no evidence of use present. 

 

ISM class scheduling.  Next, the QOU scale item of frequency of ISM classes 

was determined by examination of each teacher‘s records, teacher questionnaire and 

general questions asked during the classroom observation.  At the highest QOU, ISM 

classes would be scheduled at least 45 mins five times a week.  As seen in the Full Study 

Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map (Appendix C), this can vary to the point 
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that the lowest level would show ISM classes scheduled less than 30 mins two times a 

week or less than 60 mins total per week. 

 

 Lesson plans.   The presence of lesson planning, the last QOU scale item, was 

determined by examination of each teacher‘s records.  The highest level of QOU would 

show individual lesson plans present for all students for ISM (LPS), literature and test 

preparation.  As seen in the Full Study Quality of Use Innovation Configuration Map 

(Appendix C), this can vary to the point that the final QOU level, there are no consistent 

lesson plans present. 

 

 Background demographic information.  Background demographic information 

was then collected to determine other possible influences on student success.   This was 

gathered by reviewing TEA statistical information, ISM program information, district 

information, and/or school information.  Also, teachers‘ responses to a demographic 

questionnaire and general questions asked during classroom observation were reviewed.  

Progress of the students was examined to determine if QOU of the program is an 

accurate predictor student success.  Experience level of the teachers was obtained from 

district information, teacher questionnaire and/or by examining the Integrated Skills 

Method (ISM) records of teacher training.   
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

 

Preliminary Study Results 

A small preliminary study was undertaken to examine the QOU  scale quality, 

specifically, its reliability, stability, and cohesiveness of its 8 items (initial placement, 

direct instruction, frequency of direct instruction and independent/interdependent related 

activities, linguistic pattern series materials, literature and test prep materials, scheduling 

and lesson plans).  The preliminary study sample consisted of 2 teachers in one school.  

The preliminary study was designed to determine whether the scale was appropriate and 

works as designed or needed further development. 

Two types of reliability were examined:   inter-rater reliability and stability over 

time.  First, to determine whether there was inter-rater reliability, one teacher‘s 

information for each of the QOU‘s 8 items was rated and then documented.  A second 

rater was asked to look at this documented material and rate it using the scale to 

determine if similar scores would be obtained.   

The second form of reliability assayed was stability over time.  The preliminary 

study school was visited twice, 2 weeks apart, to determine if the QOU scores would 

have repeat rater reliability over time.  After the first visit, 3 items (Initial Placement, 

Direct Instruction, Materials - Literature, Test Prep) were rewritten to account for 

unforeseen options.  Initial Placement was change to show ―Use of DST ILGE to 
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initially place students‖ instead of ―Use of DST ILGE/RSGE to initially place students‖.  

This change was made to be consistent in evaluating the teachers.   

Next, the areas addressing direct instruction were amended.  Direct Instruction 

was changed to ―Direct instruction by teacher/aide‖ from ―Direct instruction by teacher‖ 

when it was noted that, as is frequent practice in Special Education classes, both the 

teacher and her aide were involved in providing direct instruction for the students.  Also, 

the final category, that was designed to show no direct instruction from a teacher or aide, 

was amended to add ―or direct instruction with groups of students, of any size, on 

various reading levels reading orally at the same time from different books‖ as this 

variation was not anticipated as being used by teachers.   

Finally, the Material – Literature, Test Prep was changed to ―evidence of use at 

assigned grade levels of both types present‖.  This wording replaced ―evidence of use of 

both types present‖ to clarify that use had to be shown on all assigned grade levels 

instead of just use of both types of materials on any level.   

For all these items, repeat reliability was not able to be checked due to changes in 

collection procedure.  Items that could be checked were:  Frequency of Direct 

Instruction, Frequency of Independent/Interdependent Related Activities, Materials – 

ISM (Linguistic Pattern Series), Scheduling and Lesson Plans. 

 

Inter-rater Reliability 

 Inter-rater reliability was checked by pertinent materials copied (see Appendix G 

for samples) and one classroom described verbally by the primary observer to an offsite 
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materials reviewer after the first rating.  The reviewer has a background of work 

experience in school computer labs, in school libraries, in substitute teaching and is in an 

MLIS program.  The reviewer‘s rating was completed on one classroom consisting of 14 

students.  Materials copied consisted of sample pages from ISM (Linguistic Pattern 

Series) books, attendance sheet (which also served as partial lesson plans) and a copy of 

teacher‘s printed schedule for students.    The reviewer observed the materials and asked 

questions of the primary observer concerning classroom setting and items present in the 

classroom to make his ratings.   

 

Stability Over Time - QOU Revisions 

The preliminary study was designed to determine if the scale was appropriate and 

worked as designed or needed to be further developed.  During the phase of testing and 

re-testing for repeat rater reliability, it was determined more data needed to be examined 

on 3 items (Initial Placement, Direct Instruction, Materials - Literature, Test Prep) during 

the 2
nd

 visit.  Because these 3 items were rewritten, the repeat rater reliability and 

stability findings for the early versions no longer applied. There was not time for re-

testing the new items.  Items that could be checked for the repeat rater reliability and 

stability were:  Frequency of Direct Instruction, Frequency of 

Independent/Interdependent Related Activities, Materials – ISM (Linguistic Pattern 

Series), Scheduling and Lesson Plans.   
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Research Question #1 

  Can an efficient, reliable, and valid Quality of Use (QOU) summative scale be 

developed with strong psychometric features based on multiple sources to produce an 

average QOU for a particular teacher/classroom?  Strong psychometric features include: 

Reliability, Stability, and Inter-item Cohesiveness or Scalability.  A scale was developed 

to ascertain the average QOU for each teacher.  Information from the preliminary study 

was used to examine the reliability and stability of the scale, as well as refine the 

guidelines of each area examined.  Results from the main study were used to determine 

inter-item cohesiveness or scalability.  This question will be answered for all three 

separate criteria:  Reliability, Stability, and Inter-item Cohesiveness or Scalability.   

 

Reliability  

The first of the three criteria for Research Question #1, Reliability, was examined 

during the preliminary study by use of an offsite materials reviewer as described in the 

preliminary study review.  Inter-rater reliability was checked by pertinent materials 

copied and the classroom described to an offsite materials reviewer after the first rating.  

This rating was completed on one classroom consisting of 14 students.  Materials copied 

consisted of sample pages from ISM (Linguistic Pattern Series) books, attendance sheet 

(which also served as partial lesson plans) and a copy of teacher‘s printed schedule for 

students.    The reviewer examined the materials and asked questions of the primary 

observer concerning classroom setting and items present in the classroom to make his 

ratings.  He also asked to have terms defined, such as ILGE/RSGE (Instructional Level 
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Grade Equivalent/ Raw Score Grade Equivalent).  Oral information given by the primary 

observer was told to the reviewer without elaboration that would influence his scores.   

The scores were compared between the initial, onsite rating of the teacher and the 

reviewer‘s rating of the teacher offsite.   The ratings results did not show variance when 

the same guidelines were used to examine the data by both raters.  The results showed 

100% agreement on all items. 

 

Stability 

The second criteria for Research Question #1, stability of the 8 variables in the 

QOU scale, was to be measured when the preliminary study school was visited twice by 

the primary observer, 2 weeks apart, to determine if the QOU scores would have repeat 

rater reliability over time.  Data was noted on a copy of the Quality of Use Innovation 

Configuration Map with Summative Scale.   After the first visit, some of the items 

(Initial Placement, Direct Instruction, Materials - Literature, Test Prep) were examined 

and it was determined more information was needed than had been obtained during the 

first visit of the preliminary study.   

Initial Placement was rewritten to show ―Use of DST ILGE to initially place 

students‖ instead of ―Use of DST ILGE/RSGE to initially place students‖.  This change 

was made to be consistent in evaluating the teachers.   

Direct Instruction was amended to ―Direct instruction by teacher/aide‖ from 

―Direct instruction by teacher‖.  This change was made when it was noted that both the 

teacher and her aide were involved in providing direct instruction for the students.  Also, 
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the final category of Direct Instruction, that was designed to show no direct instruction 

from a teacher or aide, was changed to add ―or direct instruction with groups of students, 

of any size, on various reading levels reading orally at the same time from different 

books‖.  This change was made due to a teacher action that was not anticipated before 

the preliminary study was begun. 

The Material – Literature, Test Prep prompt was also rewritten.  ―Evidence of use 

at assigned grade levels of both types present‖ was used instead of ―evidence of use of 

both types present‖.  This change clarified that use had to be shown on all assigned grade 

levels instead of just use of both types of materials on any level.   

As noted previously, repeat reliability was not able to be checked due to changes 

in collection procedure before the second visit.  Some items could be checked for repeat 

reliability.  These items were:  Frequency of Direct Instruction, Frequency of 

Independent/Interdependent Related Activities, Materials – ISM (Linguistic Pattern 

Series), Scheduling and Lesson Plans. 

When the items were examined; it was noted that there were varying amounts of 

consistency shown.  Two items, Frequency of Direct Instruction and Frequency of 

Independent/Interdependent Related Activities were very consistent for both teachers 

across both preliminary study visits and were in 100% agreement.  On the items of 

Scheduling and Lesson Plans, ratings were very consistent between the first and second 

measure with 2
nd

 teacher (100%). 

Items that were not consistent included Materials – ISM (Linguistic Pattern 

Series) which did show change with both teachers; but this was due more to refining 
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what questions needed to be asked of the teachers to interpret their artifacts, then actual 

changes in measurement.  As noted, on the items of Scheduling and Lesson Plans, 

ratings were very consistent between the first and second measure with 2
nd

 teacher 

(100%); but were not consistent with the 1
st
 teacher.  In the area of Scheduling, it was 

discovered, on the second visit, that the teacher had only given the schedule for oral time 

on the ISM lessons.  As the ISM program includes additional components, the second 

visit results included schedule results that showed oral reading and non-oral reading 

scheduled time.  Also, since the San Antonio ISD school district does not require 

formalized lesson plans in these classes, those teachers that do have some type of lesson 

plans appear to not be consistent with whether they address individual plans or general 

group work across time.  This was reflected in the 2
nd

 teacher‘s ratings.  Information 

gleaned from having repeat visits helped refine the collecting of data for the final study, 

but did not reflect the stability of the instrument.   

 

Scalability 

The third criteria of Inter-item Cohesiveness or Scalability, for Research 

Question #1, was examined as to whether the eight items on the Quality of Use (QOU) 

summative scale were cohesive, or covaried across the observed 20 teachers from 13 

schools.  For this examination a Classical Item Analysis was conducted.  Preliminary 

descriptive data includes the Means and Standard Deviations of Scale Items.  (See Table 

1). 
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Table 1 - Means and Standard Deviations of Scale Items 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

        Mean     Standard Deviation         Low/High Scores 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Initial Placement   0.600  1.314   0/4 

Direct Instruction  3.000  1.654   0/4 

Freq - Direct Instruc  3.750  0.910   0/4 

Freq - Related Activities 4.000  0.000   4/4 

Materials – LPS   2.850  1.663   0/4 

Materials – Lit/Tst Prep  2.250  1.743   0/4 

Scheduling   3.000  1.414   0/4 

Lesson Plans   1.050  1.669   0/4 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Except in the area of Frequency of Related Activities, all the items showed the 

full range of zero to four.  The Frequency of Related Activities was affected by an 

administrative directive that added a specific additional program that all classes were 

required to use in addition to the ISM materials.   This caused all teachers to earn a score 

of 4 as all teachers were using this required independent activity. 

The Classical Item Analysis itself showed that, as a group, the eight items 

covaried or ―hung together‖ poorly as a scale.  Cronbach‘s Alpha, which measures 

overall inter-item correlation, was only .490.  A newly constructed scale should show an 

Alpha at least in the .70‘s, to permit a meaningful, single summative score (Hinkin, 
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1995; Nunnally, 1978; Spector, 1991).  After deleting the fourth item, Frequency of 

Related Activities, for its lack of variance; the scale gives an Alpha of .50. 

 Individual item analysis showed item #8, Lesson Plans, with a negative 

correlation (-.291) with the rest of the items as a group, and item #2, Direct Instruction, 

with a near-zero (+.025) correlation with the other items.  Those two items were dropped 

from the scale, leaving a five item total from the original eight.  It is noted that deleting 

items from the scale could potentially change the meaning of QOU.  These remaining 

items, as a group, possessed a Cronbach‘s Alpha of .709.  Thus, the final scale was 

composed of five items (#1- Initial Placement, #3- Freq - Direct Instruc, #5- Materials – LPS, 

#6- Materials – Lit/Tst Prep, and #7- Scheduling) that possessed low-moderate cohesiveness 

of Alpha=.71.  

 

Research Question #2 

Do student results from the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Linguistic Pattern 

Series (LPS) reading program, as measured by changes in Raw Score Grade Equivalent 

(RSGE) scores during a one year time period, vary significantly depending on the 

quality of teacher use of the program? 

This predictive validity question asks about the relationship between QOU scores 

and student gain in RSGE scores over a one-year period.  On the Decoding Skills Test 

(DST) there are two possible scores:  the ILGE (Instructional Level Grade Equivalent) 

and the RSGE (Raw Score Grade Equivalent).  The ILGE score comes from the grade 

level before the list on which a student has difficulty reading the words.  It indicates the 
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highest level at which he/she can comfortably read and determines the level for 

instruction to begin.  The RSGE score is determined by totaling the number of words 

read.  This score measures a student‘s reading vocabulary and can indicate progress of 

word recognition skills.  The RSGE is a more discerning measure of student gains (ISM 

Teaching Systems, Inc., 2008).  Analyses therefore will be based on RSGE scores.  

Because QOU is a class-level variable, student scores were summarized by classroom 

and class means used for the main correlational analysis.  

The correlation, between QOU summary scores (based on five questions) and 

residualized RSGE gains, was examined.  The QOU could predict .771
2
= 50% of score 

variance.  This is a strong prediction for a non-student external measure in education.  

(Please see Appendix H – Pearson Correlations Section.) 

 

Research Question #3 

What is the relationship between Quality of Use (QOU) as a predictor of student 

achievement, and other potential determinants of changes in student results such as:  

teacher experience (Trcka, 1994), presence of other reading programs/tutorials (Cobb, 

2001), Speech services (Nathan, Stackhouse, Goulandris & Snowling, 2004), 

socioeconomic status (SES) (Battle & Pastrana, 2007), ethnic makeup (Baker, Keller-

wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000) and language proficiency (Baker, Keller-wolff & Wolf-

wendel, 2000)? 

The substantial relationship between QOU and student residualized gain scores 

on RSGE may have been moderated by, or even substantially caused by, a completely 
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unrelated variable.  This variable is termed a moderator.  The moderator is an extrinsic 

variable, quantitative or qualitative, that affects the predictive relationship between the 

independent and the dependent, or criterion, variables (Statistics Solutions, 2009).  Of 

the potential moderators, 3 were examined.  Because QOU is a classroom-level variable, 

a moderator variable also must be measured at or aggregated to the classroom level.  The 

analytic method used was to categorize each extrinsic variable into a two- or three-level 

variable, and then include that categorical variable along with QOU as predictors of 

RSGE.   Simple 3-category variables were created for each potential moderator, because 

three categories, if data were balanced, would provide a sufficient sample size of four to 

six per category from the small total N of only 16.   

The final analysis was a series of Multiple Regression procedures, from which 

the interaction effect could answer the question of differential relationship between QOU 

and RSGE for different levels of the moderating variable.  Within a full multiple 

regression model, there are main effects for each predictor, plus an interaction effect 

between predictors.  Both R and R
2
, from multiple regression, are used as indices of 

predictor strength.  R is squared to yield R
2 

(coefficient of determination), which shows 

the amount of explained variance in a particular variable (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996).  

Three of the other possible determinants of change (Ethnicity, Teacher Experience in 

ISM and Socioeconomic Status) in student results were examined individually as 

independent predictors and as potential moderators of the primary relationship between 

QOU and student score gains.  Moderator variables are variables affecting the strength 

and/or direction of a relationship that exists between a predictor variable and the 
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dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  Valentine and Cooper refer to Cohen‘s 

assertion that effect sizes in the social sciences can be generally be defined as small if r 

= .10, medium if r = .30 and large if r = .50 (Valentine & Cooper, 2003; Cohen, 1992).    

To determine R and R
2
, Multiple Regression was conducted, with RSGE 

residualized gain scores as the dependent measure, standardized QOU (based on five 

items) scores as the main predictor, and Ethnicity (three-category variable) as a second 

predictor, and potential moderator.  The three categories of performance by Ethnicity 

shows:  Level 1 - less than or equal to 97% (N=4, M=.250, SD=.173), Level 2 – greater 

than 97% to less than 98.8% (N=6, M=.483, SD=.360) and Level 3 – greater than or 

equal to 98.8% (N=6, M=.433, SD=.225).  

  Alone, QOU predicts R
2
=.594 or R=.771 and Ethnicity predicts R

2
= .117 or 

R=.342.  Therefore, Ethnicity is only a weak independent predictor of student skill gain.  

With the Ethnicity variable removed, R
2
=.534 or R=.731.  Therefore, most of the 

predictive strength of QOU is independent of (does not depend on) Ethnicity.  If QOU 

and Ethnicity effects are combined as two independent predictors, results do improve:  

R
2
=.651 or R=.807.  When their interaction effect is added to these two independent 

main effects, R
2
=.697 or R=.835.  Therefore, Ethnicity added to QOU does enhance the 

latter‘s predictive power.  However, Ethnicity is a weak predictor alone (R=.342) and 

acts only slightly as a moderator (adds .028 to the main effects R).   

The next predicted moderator, Teacher Experience in ISM, was examined as a 

three-category variable, with standardized QOU (five-item) scores as predictors, and 

RSGE residualized gain scores as dependent measure.  The three categories of 
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performance by Teacher Experience in ISM shows:  Level 1 - less than or equal to 2 

years experience (N=5, M=.580, SD=.311), Level 2 – greater than 2 years to less than 4 

years experience (N=5, M=.200, SD=.255) and Level 3 – greater than or equal to 4 years 

experience (N=6, M=.433, SD=.151).   

As presented earlier, QOU predicts R
2
=.594 or R=.771.  Teacher Experience in 

ISM alone is a moderately strong predictor of student skill gain:  R
2
= .324 or R=.569.  

When the Teacher Experience is removed from the main prediction by QOU, results do 

substantially drop:  R
2
=.368 or R=.607.  If QOU and Teacher Experience Main effects 

are combined, predictive power increases: R
2
=.692 or R=.832.  When their interaction 

effect is added to this, R
2
=.774 or R=.880.  Teacher Experience is therefore a substantial 

predictor alone (R=.569), whose main effect adds considerable to QOU predictive power 

(R increases from .771 to .832).  However, beyond this main effect, Teacher Experience 

has only a small moderator role, adding .048 R, pointing to its Main effect role. 

The final predicted moderator, Socioeconomic Status (SES), was examined as a 

three-category variable, with standardized QOU (five-item) scores as predictors, and 

RSGE residualized gain scores again as the dependent measure.  The three categories of 

performance by Socioeconomic Status shows:  Level 1 - less than or equal to 89.1% 

(N=5, M=.340, SD=.288), Level 2 – greater than 89.1% to less than 93.1% (N=5, 

M=.540, SD=.152) and Level 3 – greater than or equal to 93.1% (N=6, M=.350, 

SD=.339).   

As a reminder, in the primary relationship, QOU predicts R
2
=.594 or R=.771 and 

SES predicts R
2
= .106 or R=.326.  When SES is removed from this primary relationship, 
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the predictive strength of QOU drops somewhat:  R
2
=.501 or R=.708.  This means that 

QOU does not depend largely on SES predictive strength.  The combined main effects of 

QOU and SES effects are combined then R
2
=.607 or R=.779.  When their interaction 

effect is added to this, R
2
=.740 or R=.860.  Socioeconomic Status thus has only a small 

additive effect to QOU (R=.771 to .779) but a larger interactive or moderator effect 

(R=.779 to .86).   

In summary, none of the three extrinsic variables (Ethnicity, Teacher Experience 

and Socioeconomic Status) show sizeable moderating effects; although, per Cohen 

(1992) Teacher Experience in ISM appeared to have some effect as a predictor alone.  

The first variable examined, Ethnicity, proved to be only a weak independent predictor 

of student skill gain.  Most of the predictive strength of QOU is independent of 

Ethnicity.  When Ethnicity added to QOU, it does enhance the latter‘s predictive power; 

however, Ethnicity is a weak predictor alone and acts only slightly as a moderator. 

The second variable examined, Teacher Experience in ISM, by itself is a 

moderately strong predictor of student skill gain.  When the Teacher Experience is 

removed from the main prediction by QOU, results do substantially drop.  Teacher 

Experience‘s main effect does add considerable to QOU predictive power.  However, 

beyond this main effect, Teacher Experience has only a small moderator role. 

The last variable examined, Socioeconomic Status (SES), when removed from 

this primary relationship does drop the predictive strength of QOU somewhat; but to 

such a small degree that QOU does not depend largely on SES predictive strength.  

Socioeconomic Status thus has only a small additive effect but it does have a larger 
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interactive or moderator effect.  Overall, though, the substantial relationship between 

QOU and student residualized gain scores on RSGE does not appear to have been 

moderated by one of these variables.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 63 

CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Overview 

 The purpose of this study was to develop a Quality of Use (QOU) summative 

scale with good psychometric properties to answer research questions about the QOU of 

teachers using a specific program.  One intended application of such a scale is to 

determine whether QOU moderates the effects of a novel intervention on student 

performance.  Noell, Gresham & Gansle (2002) found that decreased intervention 

integrity generally showed poorer student response.  Inconsistent treatment adherence 

can cause more experimental variability which can then make it difficult for an 

intervention study to have valid statistical conclusions (Gresham, MacMillan, Beebe-

Frankenberger & Bocian, 2000).  Various methods for measuring intervention 

implementation have been suggested.  Two of these systems of measurement are Levels 

of Use (LoU) and Fidelity of Implementation (FOI).  Both these systems are trying to 

determine how close implementation of an intervention is to the way it was designed to 

be implemented.  Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, & Newlove (1975) note that what happens 

when an intervention, or innovation, is actually implemented can vary tremendously and 

they present a LoU chart that defines use levels.  FOI can be defined as content and 

instructional strategies delivered both accurately and consistently as they were intended 

(Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Gresham et al., 2000; National Research Center on Learning 

Disabilities, 2006, 2007).  Without this control of how an intervention is implemented, 
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conclusions cannot be drawn as to the effect of the independent variable, the planned 

intervention (Gresham et al., 2000). 

 Measurement of LoU has presented problems.  Hall & Hord (2001) note that 

researchers have attempted to measure LoU through a paper and pencil self-report.  Hall 

& Hord feel this ―is like trying to decipher semaphore signals by listening to a radio‖ (p. 

86).  This is due to possible response bias that can be a weakness of survey type 

instruments.  Among other causes, response bias can enter through the respondent‘s 

desire to enhance their image or to answer in a socially acceptable manner (Alreck & 

Settle, 1995).   This could also be an issue in the interview methods Hall & Hord (2001) 

recommend; even with extensive training.  According to Loucks, Newlove, and Hall 

(1975), the LoU interviews were to be used instead of long-term observations as an 

alternative to assess levels (Hall & Hord, 2001).  Interviews alone would still be 

susceptible to this threat of social desirability response bias as well as other types of 

response bias such as that of acquiescence where the interviewee gives responses they 

perceive as desirable by the researcher (Alreck & Settle, 1995).  

Methods suggested, by Gresham et al. (2000), for assessing FOI include both 

direct and indirect assessment.  Direct assessment involves direct observation or 

videotaping for later evaluation.  Indirect assessment includes such instruments as:  

interviews, self-reports, rating scales and permanent products.   Each method has 

potential issues.  Observer reactivity is a problem with using observation methods as the 

intervention may only be correctly implemented when observers, live or videotaping, are 

present.  As with LoU, the survey type instruments are susceptible to response bias 
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(Alreck & Settle, 1995).  Permanent products, which are produced as artifacts during use 

of intervention components, are less likely to be affected by problems such as social 

desirability, reactivity and they require less time to assess (Gresham et al., 2000).   

 A method of determining the quality of program implementation needed to be 

developed that incorporated strengths and minimize weaknesses of the various methods.  

The Quality of Use (QOU) determination method involves carefully planned, 

documented, short-term observations of intervention artifacts, with follow up questions, 

using a summative scale.  A demographic questionnaire was developed to determine if 

there were other threats to internal validity present.  The summative scale provides QOU 

levels in multiple areas that are combined to produce an average QOU for a particular 

teacher or other interventionist. 

 The newly developed QOU scale was applied to the classroom teaching of 20 

Special Education teachers who were using the curriculum, Integrated Skills Method 

(ISM) Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS), in 13 schools in the San Antonio Independent 

School District (SAISD).   The ISM program was chosen as it has a consistent pre-

test/post-test, the Decoding Skills Test (DST), that is given routinely to all program 

students when they first enter the program and annually thereafter (ISM Teaching 

Systems, Inc., 2004-b).  The classrooms in the SAISD were chosen as the ISM program 

is a well researched, established program in the district.  

An unanticipated circumstance in the SAISD was the required use of an 

additional reading program in all Special Education reading classrooms.  As there was 

no instance of these programs not being present; the effect of additional reading program 
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on the QOU of the ISM program could not be determined.  This item was removed from 

the scale as there was no difference in scores across classroom concerning this issue.  

Another circumstance, found in Special Education classes in SAISD, was that teachers 

were not required to maintain formal lesson plans, so teachers who had any type of 

lesson plans beyond basic scheduling was unusual.  One teacher had a locked file cabinet 

that had not been accessible for some time.  While she stated some records were there, 

they were not accessible for the observation and she was scored on that basis.  This was 

done for two reasons:  1) she did not have access to the materials so it would be similar 

to not having them and 2) other teachers also claimed to have similar materials but could 

not produce them when asked. 

 

Research Question #1 

 Can a multi-item Quality of Use (QOU) summative scale be developed to include 

classroom-level information from multiple sources summing to an average QOU score?  

A scale was developed to ascertain the average QOU for each teacher.  The original 

scale was reduced from eight to five items because the original eight items covaried 

poorly as a scale.  It is noted that item analysis is done to discover those items forming a 

scale that is internally consistent and to be able to delete items that are not consistent 

(Spector, 1992).  Deleting items from the scale could potentially change the meaning of 

QOU.  It could, however, indicate that some of the dropped items were not good 

indicators of the QOU construct.  Spector (1992) states that internal consistency implies 
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that items measure the same construct.  If they do not intercorrelate, they may not be 

representing a common construct.   

 Individual item analysis showed Lesson Plans, with a negative correlation (-.291) 

with the rest of the items as a group, and Direct Instruction, with a near-zero (+.025) 

correlation with the other items.  A third item, Frequency of Related Activities, was 

deleted for its lack of variance.  It is noted that during the observations, teachers noted 

that they were not required to have lesson plans.  Teachers with lesson plans may have 

less consistency with district policy, which could explain the negative correlation in the 

Lesson Plan item.  Similarly, it was district policy for all classes to have a particular 

related activity in use with the LPS program, which explains why no variance was found 

in Frequency of Related Activities.  The Direct Instruction item did not appear to 

correlate well with the other items.  This item may not be measuring an aspect of direct 

instruction that contributes to the QOU.  Rather than focusing on how the instruction 

was delivered, this item focused more on number of students in a group and number of 

groups being taught at one time.  While this element may affect some aspect of 

instruction, it did not appear to have a strong effect on the QOU of the program.  The 

remaining items (#1- Initial Placement, #3- Freq - Direct Instruc, #5- Materials – LPS, 

#6- Materials – Lit/Tst Prep, and #7- Scheduling)  possessed low-moderate 

cohesiveness.   

The multi-item Quality of Use (QOU) summative scale was developed to include 

classroom-level information from multiple sources summing to an average QOU score 

for a particular teacher and classroom.   The summative inter-rater reliability for this 
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scale was checked by copying pertinent materials from the preliminary study and 

describing the classroom to an offsite materials reviewer after the first rating.  When 

scores are compared between the initial rating of the teacher and the offsite reviewer‘s 

rating of the teacher offsite, it is seen that the ratings did not change when the same 

guidelines were used to examine the data by both raters. 

The preliminary study was designed originally so that the 8 variables in the QOU 

summative scale could be could be reviewed for stability.  To do this, the two teachers at 

the preliminary school were visited twice by the primary observer, 2 weeks apart, to 

determine if the QOU scores would have repeat rater reliability over time.   However, 

after the first visit, some of the items (Initial Placement, Direct Instruction, Materials - 

Literature, Test Prep) were examined and it was determined more information was 

needed than had been obtained during the first visit of the preliminary study.  These 

items were rewritten to address the information needed and could no longer be checked 

for stability during the preliminary study.   

Items that could be checked for repeat reliability were:  Frequency of Direct 

Instruction, Frequency of Independent/Interdependent Related Activities, Materials – 

ISM (Linguistic Pattern Series), Scheduling and Lesson Plans.  When the items were 

examined; it was noted that there were varying amounts of consistency shown.  Two 

items, Frequency of Direct Instruction and Frequency of Independent/Interdependent 

Related Activities were very consistent for both teachers across both preliminary study 

visits and were in complete agreement.  On the items of Scheduling and Lesson Plans, 

ratings were consistent between the first and second measure with 2
nd

 teacher.  On the 
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items of Scheduling and Lesson Plans, ratings were consistent between the first and 

second measure with 2
nd

 teacher.  Items that were not consistent included Materials – 

ISM (Linguistic Pattern Series) which did show change with both teachers due more to 

refinement of what questions needed to be asked of the teachers to interpret their 

artifacts, then actual changes in measurement.   

On the items of Scheduling and Lesson Plans were not consistent with the 1
st
 

teacher.  In the area of Scheduling, it was discovered, on the second visit, that the 

teacher had only given the schedule for oral time on the ISM lessons.  Also, since the 

San Antonio ISD school district does not require formalized lesson plans in these 

classes, those teachers that do have some type of lesson plans appear to not be consistent 

with whether they address individual plans or general group work across time as 

reflected in the 2
nd

 teacher‘s ratings.  Information gleaned from having repeat visits 

helped refine the collecting of data for the final study, but did not reflect the stability of 

the instrument. 

 One of the advantages of this scale is the limited amount of time needed to 

observe classrooms; while long term observations can last for months or years (Hull & 

Zacher, 2007; Brinegar, 2010).  It was anticipated that it would take about 45 mins to 

observe a classroom using this scale.  To complete the scale did take approximately 45 

mins if the time for the teachers to complete the additional demographic questionnaire is 

not included.  It was found that practice with the scale did make it easier to use and 

would reduce the time needed to complete. 
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A second advantage would be that an observer not familiar with the ISM 

program would be able to complete the scale after a short introduction to the various 

components.  During the preliminary study, an offsite reviewer who was not familiar 

with the ISM program was able obtain the same ratings on a teacher‘s materials and 

class description as the original rater.   

A third advantage of this scale was that the participants did not seem to be 

concerned about the scale once they understood that the results would be confidential 

and that their supervisors would not be judging their performance based on those results.  

Also, minimal time requirements on the part of the participant were required for scale 

completion.  

 Practically, QOU measurement could be instrumental in implementing a 

Response to Intervention (RtI) program.  This general education practice is a tool to 

assess and work with learners who are struggling (NASDSE & CASE, 2006).  It also 

becomes part of the process for determining if a student has a specific learning disability 

(SLD).  For this evaluation to be appropriate, it is imperative that the RtI interventions 

are implemented and used as designed.  Variations, that are not documented, may cause 

interpretation difficulties.  If the intervention is implemented as designed, then the 

effectiveness of the intervention can be evaluated.  A measure, such as the QOU scale, 

could be used to see if the intervention was being implemented as designed and 

effectiveness of the intervention could be appropriately measured.   
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Research Question #2 

Do student results from the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Linguistic Pattern 

Series (LPS) reading program vary significantly depending on the quality of teacher use 

of the program?  Student results from the Integrated Skills Method (ISM) Linguistic 

Pattern Series (LPS) reading program, as measured by changes in the Raw Score Grade 

Equivalent (RSGE) scores during a one year time period, do vary significantly 

depending on the quality of teacher use of the program.  Because QOU is a class-level 

variable, student scores were summarized by classroom and class means used for the 

main correlational analysis.  The correlation, between QOU summary scores (based on 

five questions) and residualized RSGE gains, was examined.  The QOU could predict 

.771
2
= 50% of score variance.  This is a strong prediction for a non-student external 

measure in education. 

 The QOU (Quality of Use) results appear to be consistent with Fidelity of 

Implementation (FOI) concepts.  FOI can be defined as content and instructional 

strategies delivered both accurately and consistently as they were intended (Fullan & 

Pomfret, 1977; Gresham et al., 2000; National Research Center on Learning Disabilities, 

2006, 2007).  Five aspects that studies have measured to determine FOI are:  adherence – 

extent of delivery of program components as prescribed; exposure – quantity of program 

content given to participants; quality of program delivery – qualitative aspects of 

delivering program content; participant responsiveness – engagement of participants and 

program differentiation – determination that subjects receive only planned, unique 

interventions (Dane & Schneider, 1998; Ruiz-Primo, 2006).  The Quality of Use (QOU) 
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of the ISM program addressed three FOI concepts:  adherence, exposure and quality of 

program delivery.  From the study results, it appears that QOU scale shows strong 

prediction ability for a non-student external measure. 

 

Research Question #3 

What is the relationship between Quality of Use (QOU) as a predictor of student 

achievement, and other potential determinants of changes in student results such as:  

teacher experience (Trcka, 1994), socioeconomic status (SES) (Battle & Pastrana, 2007),  

and ethnic makeup (Baker, Keller-wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000)?  Quality of Use (QOU) 

effect was examined to determine if it is independent of the other possible determinants 

of changes in student results.  This QOU effect was shown to be independent of the 

possible determinants of change in the student results in the areas of:  ISM Teacher 

Experience, SES and Ethnicity.   

In reviewing the effects of these areas, Ethnicity and Socioeconomic Status have 

only a weak independent predictor of student skill gain.  Ethnicity added to QOU does 

enhance the latter‘s predictive power; however, it is a weak predictor alone and acts only 

slightly as a moderator.  Socioeconomic Status has only a small additive effect to QOU 

but a larger interactive or moderator effect.  QOU does not depend largely on SES 

predictive strength.  Teacher Experience in ISM alone is a moderately strong predictor 

of student skill gain.  Its main effect adds considerable to QOU predictive power.  

However, beyond this main effect, Teacher Experience has only a small moderator role.   
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Other potential causes of student improvement that were considered were:  

Speech services (Nathan, Stackhouse, Goulandris & Snowling, 2004), language 

proficiency (Baker, Keller-wolff & Wolf-wendel, 2000) and presence of other reading 

programs/tutorials (Cobb, 2001).  Although total number of students with Speech 

services or possible language proficiency issues could be determined per classroom; the 

identification of which student did receive Speech services or had language proficiency 

issues could not be identified from the data collected.  Also, if the same student had both 

these issues would not be able to be determined.  The presence of other reading 

programs could not be examined as SAISD has put in place a policy that requires at least 

one other reading program be included in all Special Education reading classes; 

therefore, all classes examined had at least one other program present and no comparison 

was possible.  

 

Implications 

 Measurement of how programs are implemented has presented problems.  Long-

term observations are necessarily expensive and take time.  Survey type instruments are 

prone to response bias, such as the respondent‘s desire to enhance their image or to 

answer in a socially acceptable manner (Alreck & Settle, 1995).   This could also be an 

issue in the interview methods Hall & Hord (2001) describe; even with the extensive 

training component.  Interviews alone would still be susceptible to these threats of 

response bias as well as that of acquiescence where the interviewee gives responses they 

perceive as desirable by the researcher (Alreck & Settle, 1995).   The Quality of Use 
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(QOU) summative scale, which involves carefully planned, documented, short-term 

observations, as well as interview questions, address these issues.  The summative scale 

provides QOU levels in multiple areas that combine to produce an average QOU for a 

particular teacher. 

 It is possible that the five item QOU scale could be used with a variety of 

programs.  Some areas, such as the Frequency of Direct Instruction, could be used with 

very little change.  Other portions would need to be amended to directly address similar 

components of other programs.  The QOU scale areas of Initial Placement, as designed 

for the LSP program, refers to the use of the DST and/or mastery tests to initially place 

students.  If a different test is used to place students, it should be referred to instead of 

the DST and mastery tests.  Results of this study indicate that the following five items 

are most related to student success:   Initial Placement, Frequency of Direct Instruction, 

Materials (both program materials and supplementary materials) and Scheduling.  These 

areas of the final five item scale should be addressed; as how the students are placed, 

how frequently for how long they are instructed and documented use of all materials 

appear critical to the success of the program.  More study is needed to determine if this 

scale can be with a variety of programs with similar results. 

 

Limitations 

 The major limitations to this study are:  a) Assessment of QOU score stability, b) 

Limited measure of inter-rater reliability, c) Unknown effect of receive Speech services 

and/or had language proficiency issues, d) Presence of other reading programs and e) 
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Limited population studied.  The first limitation of this study is in the area of assessment 

of stability of QOU scores.  Due to the need, after the first visit of the preliminary study, 

for more information than had been obtained during the first visit, several items were 

revised and procedures were refined.   Consequently, stability was not able to be 

adequately measured.  Further studies would need to examine whether QOU scores are 

affected by repeated measures of the same classrooms.  These studies would need to 

have preliminary studies to verify that wording of scale items was appropriate; and, if 

any wording was changed, repeated use of the instrument completed before main studies 

were done. 

 Although inter-rater reliability was examined during the preliminary study by use 

of an offsite materials reviewer during the preliminary study, the second reviewer was 

not on-site.  The only reviewed materials were copied and orally presented.  To address 

this limitation, a stronger measure of inter-rater reliability, that of having two or more 

observers on-site, is suggested for future studies. 

 In this study, the identification of which student did receive Speech services 

and/or had language proficiency issues could not be identified from the data collected.  

Therefore the relationship of Speech services and/or language proficiency issues to the 

effects of QOU could not be determined.  Future studies should collect data that would 

link these services to individual student scores so these effects could be measured and it 

could be determine if these were a significant influence on changes seen in the 

dependent variable. 
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   Another possible determinant of change in student results, not ruled out, was the 

presence of other reading programs. This could not be examined as SAISD has put in 

place a policy that requires at least one other reading program be included in all Special 

Education reading classes; therefore, all classes examined had at least one other program 

present and no comparison with classrooms without a secondary program was possible.  

It is suggested that future studies attempt to include similar classroom situation that do 

not include a secondary reading program in order to rule out the possible effects from 

other programs. 

 Finally, this QOU study was completed using a very small sample from one 

school district in Texas.  Further studies would need to have larger numbers, drawn from 

a larger pool, to determine if the relationships noted do exist or if these findings 

represent something unique to this particular sample.  Also, the pool should include 

students from general education to rule out the possibility of an effect only seen due to 

the use of a limited sample of the population drawn from special education students. 

 

Conclusions 

 A Quality of Use (QOU) summative scale was developed to answer research 

questions about the QOU of teachers using a specific program in order to determine if 

the results of the program were depended upon the quality of the fidelity of teacher use 

or upon some other variable.  The scale was applied to the classroom teaching of 20 

Special Education teachers who were using the curriculum, Integrated Skills Method 

(ISM) Linguistic Pattern Series (LPS), in 13 schools in the San Antonio Independent 
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School District (SAISD).   The final QOU scale was composed of five items (#1- Initial 

Placement, #3- Freq - Direct Instruction, #5- Materials – LPS, #6- Materials – Lit/Test Prep, and 

#7- Scheduling) that possessed low-moderate cohesiveness.  In examining the correlation 

between QOU summary scores and residualized Score Grade Equivalent (RSGE) gains, 

the QOU scale predictions were strong for a non-student external measure in education.  

This QOU effect was shown to be independent of the possible determinants of change in 

the student results in the areas of:  ISM Teacher Experience, SES and Ethnicity. 

 In agreement with these findings, Biggs, et al. (2008) found that intervention use 

is related to outcomes indicating the teacher‘s implementation of a program is important 

for it to be successful.  More adherence to the use of a program, i.e. high QOU, by 

teachers also could see an increase in effectiveness.  Decreased intervention integrity 

generally showed poorer student response (Noell, Gresham & Gansle, 2002).  If a 

program is implemented with undocumented variations from the original design, it 

would be difficult to interpret results.  If results are negative, this could be seen as a 

problem with the program itself rather than a problem with program delivery (Dane & 

Schneider, 1998).  Many intervention failures could be attributed to lack of appropriate 

implementation (Gresham, 1989). 

 Various methods have been used to determine how well interventions are 

implemented.  Two systems of measurement reviewed were Levels of Use (LoU) and 

Fidelity of Implementation (FOI).   Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, & Newlove (1975) present 

a Levels of Use (LoU) chart that defines use levels.  Studies and observations by Hall 

and Hord (2001) showed that there were several different patterns of behavior for users 
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and non-users of an intervention.  Measurement of LoU has presented problems.  Hall & 

Hord (2001) note that researchers have attempted to measure LoU through a paper and 

pencil self-report.  They state that this questionnaire method will not work (Hall & 

Hord).  Observations were considered to measure LoU, but was rejected due not only to 

the need for long observation times, but also to the problem of the act of observing the 

intervention implementer could cause a change in the implementation just by the 

observer‘s presence.  Use of interviews is recommended as the best, most efficient way 

to collect LoU data (Loucks, Newlove, and Hall, 1975).  However, one problem with 

both interviews and questionnaires, is the tendency for respondents to provide responses 

to researchers or interviewers that they think will be most desirable (Alreck & Settle, 

1995). 

 An associated concept that is related to how a program is used is Fidelity of 

Implementation (FOI).  FOI can be defined as content and instructional strategies 

delivered both accurately and consistently as they were intended (Fullan & Pomfret, 

1977; Gresham et al., 2000; National Research Center on Learning Disabilities, 2006, 

2007).  Five aspects that studies have measured to determine FOI are:  adherence – 

extent of delivery of program components as prescribed, exposure – quantity of program 

content given to participants, quality of program delivery – qualitative aspects of 

delivering program content, participant responsiveness – engagement of participants, and 

program differentiation – determination that subjects receive only planned, unique 

interventions (Dane & Schneider, 1998; Ruiz-Primo, 2006; Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco 

& Hansen, 2003).  Besides these five factors, there are other treatment integrity related 
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factors presented by Gresham (1989).  These factors are:  ―(a) complexity of treatments, 

(b) time required to implement treatments, (c) materials/resources required for 

treatments, (d) number of treatment agents required, (e) perceived and actual 

effectiveness of treatments, and (f) motivation of treatment agents‖ (Gresham, 1989, p. 

38).   

 Methods suggested, by Gresham et al. (2000), for assessing FOI include both 

direct and indirect assessment.  Direct assessment involves direct observation or 

videotaping for later evaluation.  Indirect assessment includes such instruments as:  

interviews, self-reports, rating scales and permanent products.   Each method has 

potential issues.  Observer reactivity is a problem with using observation methods as the 

intervention may only be correctly implemented when observers, live or videotaping, are 

present.  As with LoU, the survey type instruments are susceptible to response bias 

(Alreck & Settle, 1995).  Permanent products, which are produced as artifacts during use 

of intervention components, are less likely to be affected by problems such as social 

desirability, reactivity and they require less time to assess (Gresham et al., 2000).  

Records alone, however, may lack details which only those using the program could 

provide (King, Morris & Fitz-Gibbon, 1987).  

 Quality of Use (QOU) of a program incorporates aspects of both these 

intervention use measures to reduce the limitations of each.  The QOU method involves 

carefully planned, documented, short-term observations of interventions artifacts, with 

follow up questions, using a summative scale giving QOU levels in multiple areas that 

are combined to produce an average QOU for a particular teacher or other 
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interventionist.  A demographic questionnaire is used to determine if there were other 

threats to internal validity present.  QOU observations are short and do not involve 

observing the intervention being implemented, only the artifacts produced, would not be 

susceptible to observer reactivity.  The questionnaire is completed while the observer is 

present; but not verbally, to reduce the tendency to give desirable responses.  Details 

missing from artifact, or permanent product, observation are overcome by the observer 

being able to ask questions of the implementers to clarify aspects being observed. 

 It is possible that the five item QOU scale could be used with a variety of 

programs.  Some areas, such as the Frequency of Direct Instruction, could be used with 

very little change.  Other portions would need to be amended to directly address similar 

components of other programs.  The QOU scale areas of Initial Placement, as designed 

for the LSP program, refers to the use of the DST and/or mastery tests to initially place 

students.  If a different test is used to place students, it should be referred to instead of 

the DST and mastery tests.  It would not be a good scale to be used with programs that 

did not produce permanent products, or artifacts, as this a critical aspect of QOU. 

 Witt, Noell, LaFluer and Mortenson (1997) found, in their study of teacher 

intervention use, although the teachers started with complete treatment adherence, the 

adherence decreased after training.  Findings that intervention use is related to outcomes 

indicate the teacher‘s implementation of a program is important for it to be successful.  

More adherence to the use of a program, i.e. high QOU, by teachers also could see an 

increase in effectiveness (Biggs, Vernberg, Twemlow, Fonagy, & Dill, 2008).  Student 

results from this small study are in agreement with the literature and do vary 
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significantly depending on the quality of teacher use of the program.  The QOU scale did 

predict .771
2
= 50% of score variance.  This is a strong prediction for a non-student 

external measure in education.  
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APPENDIX A 

SCHOOL POOL 

School 
Average ISM 
Level  

Reading TAKS 
%  

School 
#'s 

Program 
#'s 

A* High 93% 340 9 

B* High 80% 385 20 

C High 77% 740 15 

D* High 81% 443 11 

E* High 82% 663 10 

F* High 76% 299 9 

G* High 70% 671 12 

H* High 93% 404 11 

I* Low 90% 697 12 

J Low 87% 404 9 

K* Low 85% 496 18 

L Low 92% 631 11 

M* Low 88% 323 9 

N Low 70% 507 24 

O* Low 81% 556 27 

P* Low 85% 436 9 

Q* Low 75% 563 15 

R Low 86% 247 10 

 

(The High and Low school pool is based on 05/06 ILGE gains.  High schools included 

those schools with nine or more students that showed gains greater than or = to 0.7.  Low 

schools included those schools with nine or more students that showed gains less than or 

= to 0.3.  Seven High and six Low schools, marked with an *, were chosen for inclusion 

in the study.  Ten teachers at High schools and ten teachers at Low schools were 

observed for this study.) 
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APPENDIX B 

QUALITY OF USE INNOVATION CONFIGURATION MAP WITH 

SUMMATIVE SCALE – PRELIMINARY STUDY 

INITIAL PLACEMENT 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Use of DST 

ILGE/RSGE 

to initially 

place students.  

Students not 

grouped above 

recommended 

level. 

Use of DST 

ILGE/RSGE 

to initially 

place students.  

If grouped 

above 

recommended 

level, verified 

with 

appropriate 

mastery test. 

Use of non-DST 

scores/ 

availability to 

group students.  

If grouped above 

recommended 

level, verified 

with appropriate 

mastery test.   

Use of DST 

ILGE/RSGE to 

initially place 

students.  No 

verification if 

grouped above 

recommended 

level. 

Use of non-DST 

scores/availability 

to group students.  

No verification if 

grouped above 

recommended 

level. 

 

 

DIRECT INSTRUCTION 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher in 1 to 

3 small groups 

of one to six 

students with 

approximately 

same reading 

level.                                                                                                                                   

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher in 1 to 

3 small groups 

of more than 

six students up 

to ten students 

with 

approximately 

same reading 

level. 

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher in more 

than 3 small 

groups of one 

to six students 

with 

approximately 

same reading 

level.                                                                                                                                   

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher in more 

than 3 small 

groups of more 

than six 

students up to 

ten students 

with 

approximately 

same reading 

level or more 

than ten 

students in a 

single group 

with any 

number of total 

groups.                                                                                                                                   

No direct 

instruction. 

Students 

grouped with 

approximately 

same reading 

level reading to 

each other. 
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FREQUENCY OF DIRECT INSTRUCTION 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups 3 or 

more times per 

wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups at 

least 2 times 

per wk. & 

beginning 

readers 3 or 

more times per 

wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups at 

least 2 times 

per wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups at 

least 1 time per 

wk. & 

beginning 

readers at least 

2 times per wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups 0-1 

times per wk. 

 

 

 

FREQUENCY OF INDEPENDENT/ INTERDEPENDENT RELATED ACTIVITIES  

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups 2 

or more times 

per wk. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups at 

least 1 time per 

wk. and some 

groups 2 or 

more times per 

wk. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups at 

least 1 time per 

wk. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by some groups 

at least 1 time 

per wk. and all 

groups at least 

1 time every 2 

wks. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups 1 

time or less 

every 2 wks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 97 

 

MATERIALS – ISM (LINGUISTIC PATTERN SERIES) 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them.  Some 

LPS games/ 

strategy 

materials 

present and put 

together for use 

for each LPS 

level assigned. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them.  Some 

LPS games/ 

strategy 

materials 

present and put 

together for 

use. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them.   Some 

LPS games/ 

strategy 

materials 

present. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

&/or Mastery 

test not 

available or 

showing no 

student work in 

the majority of  

them. 

 

 

 

MATERIALS – LITERATURE, TEST PREP 

 

 (A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Literature and 

Test Prep 

materials at all 

LPS assigned 

levels present 

and evidence of 

use of both 

types present. 

Literature and 

Test Prep 

materials at all 

LPS assigned 

levels present 

and evidence of 

use of one type 

present. 

Literature or 

Test Prep 

materials at all 

LPS assigned 

levels present 

and evidence of 

use present. 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep materials 

at some LPS 

assigned levels 

present and 

evidence of use 

present. 

No Literature 

or Test Prep 

materials LPS 

at assigned 

levels present 

or no evidence 

of use present. 
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SCHEDULING 

 

 (A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 45 mins 5 

times a week. 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 30 mins 

(but less than 

45 mins) 5 

times a week or 

at least 45 mins 

3 or 4 times per 

week. 

 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 30 mins 

(but less than 

45 mins) 3 or 4 

times a week or 

at least 45 mins 

2 times per 

week. 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 30 mins 

(but less than 

45 mins) 2 

times a week. 

ISM classes 

scheduled less 

than 30 mins 2 

times a week or 

less than 60 

mins total per 

week. 

 

 

 

LESSON PLANS 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Individual 

lesson plans 

present for all 

students for 

ISM (LPS), 

Literature & 

Test Prep.   

Lesson plans 

present for all 

groups for ISM 

(LPS), 

Literature & 

Test Prep. 

Lesson plans 

present for all 

groups for ISM 

(LPS), and 

either 

Literature or 

Test Prep. 

Lesson plans 

present for all 

groups for ISM 

(LPS). 

No consistent 

lesson plans 

present. 
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APPENDIX C 

QUALITY OF USE INNOVATION CONFIGURATION MAP WITH 

SUMMATIVE SCALE – FULL STUDY 

INITIAL PLACEMENT 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Use of 

initial/annual

DST ILGE to 

initially place 

students.  

Students not 

grouped above 

recommended 

level. 

Use of 

initial/annual

DST ILGE to 

initially place 

students.  If 

grouped above 

recommended 

level, verified 

with 

appropriate 

mastery test. 

Use of non-DST 

scores/ 

availability to 

group students.  

If grouped above 

recommended 

level, verified 

with appropriate 

mastery test.   

Use of 

initial/annual 

DST ILGE to 

initially place 

students.  No 

verification if 

grouped above 

recommended 

level. 

Use of non-DST 

scores/availability 

to group students.  

No verification if 

grouped above 

recommended 

level. 

 

 

DIRECT INSTRUCTION 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher/aide in 

1 to 3 small 

groups of one 

to six students 

with 

approximately 

same reading 

level.                                                                                                                                   

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher/aide in 

1 to 3 small 

groups of more 

than six 

students up to 

ten students 

with 

approximately 

same reading 

level. 

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher/aide in 

more than 3 

small groups of 

one to six 

students with 

approximately 

same reading 

level.                                                                                                                                   

Direct 

instruction by 

teacher/aide in 

more than 3 

small groups of 

more than six 

students up to 

ten students 

with 

approximately 

same reading 

level or more 

than ten 

students in a 

single group 

with any 

number of total 

groups.                                                                                                                                   

No direct 

instruction. 

Students 

grouped with 

approximately 

same reading 

level reading to 

each other or 

direct 

instruction with 

groups of 

students, of any 

size, on various 

reading levels 

reading orally 

at the same 

time from 

different books. 
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FREQUENCY OF DIRECT INSTRUCTION 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups 3 or 

more times per 

wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups at 

least 2 times 

per wk. & 

beginning 

readers 3 or 

more times per 

wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups at 

least 2 times 

per wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups at 

least 1 time per 

wk. & 

beginning 

readers at least 

2 times per wk. 

Direct 

Instruction of 

all groups 0-1 

times per wk. 

 

 

 

FREQUENCY OF INDEPENDENT/ INTERDEPENDENT RELATED ACTIVITIES  

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups 2 

or more times 

per wk. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups at 

least 1 time per 

wk. and some 

groups 2 or 

more times per 

wk. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups at 

least 1 time per 

wk. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by some groups 

at least 1 time 

per wk. and all 

groups at least 

1 time every 2 

wks. 

Use of 

Independent/ 

Interdependent 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep. Activities 

by all groups 1 

time or less 

every 2 wks. 
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MATERIALS – ISM (LINGUISTIC PATTERN SERIES) 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them.  Some 

LPS games/ 

strategy 

materials 

present and put 

together for use 

for each LPS 

level assigned. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them.  Some 

LPS games/ 

strategy 

materials 

present and put 

together for 

use. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them.   Some 

LPS games/ 

strategy 

materials 

present. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

& Mastery test 

available for all 

program 

students and 

showing some 

student work in 

the majority of 

them. 

LPS current 

assigned book 

&/or Mastery 

test not 

available or 

showing no 

student work in 

the majority of  

them. 

 

 

 

MATERIALS – LITERATURE, TEST PREP 

 

 (A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Literature and 

Test Prep 

materials at all 

LPS assigned 

levels present 

and evidence of 

use at assigned 

grade levels of 

both types 

present. 

Literature and 

Test Prep 

materials at all 

LPS assigned 

levels present 

and evidence of 

use at assigned 

grade levels of 

one type 

present. 

Literature or 

Test Prep 

materials at all 

LPS assigned 

levels present 

and evidence of 

use at assigned 

grade levels 

present. 

Literature 

and/or Test 

Prep materials 

at some LPS 

assigned levels 

present and 

evidence of use 

at some 

assigned grade 

levels present. 

No Literature 

or Test Prep 

materials LPS 

at assigned 

levels present 

or no evidence 

of use at 

assigned grade 

levels present. 
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SCHEDULING 

 

 (A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 45 mins 5 

times a week. 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 30 mins 

(but less than 

45 mins) 5 

times a week or 

at least 45 mins 

3 or 4 times per 

week. 

 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 30 mins 

(but less than 

45 mins) 3 or 4 

times a week or 

at least 45 mins 

2 times per 

week. 

ISM classes 

scheduled at 

least 30 mins 

(but less than 

45 mins) 2 

times a week. 

ISM classes 

scheduled less 

than 30 mins 2 

times a week or 

less than 60 

mins total per 

week. 

 

 

 

LESSON PLANS 

 

(A) +4 (B) +3 (C) +2 (D) +1 (E) +0 

Individual 

lesson plans 

present for all 

students for 

ISM (LPS), 

Literature & 

Test Prep.   

Lesson plans 

present for all 

groups for ISM 

(LPS), 

Literature & 

Test Prep. 

Lesson plans 

present for all 

groups for ISM 

(LPS), and 

either 

Literature or 

Test Prep. 

Lesson plans 

present for all 

groups for ISM 

(LPS). 

No consistent 

lesson plans 

present. 
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APPENDIX D 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

PRELIMINARY STUDY 

 

1. In what school do you teach? 

__________________________________________ 

2. What grade level(s) do you teach? 

______________________________________ 

3. What subject(s) do you teach? 

_________________________________________ 

4. How many months/years have you been teaching? ________________________ 

5. How many months/years have you been teaching the ISM reading program? 

_________________________________________________________________ 

6. Were you trained by ISM personnel to use the program?  ____________ If not, 

what training did you receive and who provided the training? 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 

7. Have you taught other reading programs? ________ If so, what programs have 

you taught?________________________________________________________ 

How long were these taught?____ Are you currently teaching any of these 

programs?____ If so, is it in combination with the ISM program or is it taught to 

different students than you teach the ISM program?________________________ 
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8. How many students do you teach in the ISM 

program?______________________  How many girls and how many boys are 

included? Girls_______  Boys ________ 

9. How many of your special education ISM students are:    AI?____ AU?____ 

ED?____ MR? ____ NEC?____ OI?____ OHI? ____ (S)LD?____ SI?____ 

TBI?____ VI?____ Multiple Disabilities?____ Bi-lingual/Dual Lang?____ 

10. How many of your special education students are in Resource?____ Content 

Mastery?____ Both?____  

11. Are any of your ISM students also served in Speech? _____ How many?____ 

12. Do you teach ISM to students in groups? _____ If so, how many are in a 

group?____ Are these groups composed of multiple grade level students?_____ 

13. If you teach ISM in groups, how do you determine which group in which to place 

students? 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 

14. How many times per week do the students receive the ISM program?____ How 

long is each session? _____ Are missed sessions made-up?_____ 
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15. What is the ethnic makeup of your ISM program students? 

_________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX E 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

FULL STUDY 

 

1. In what school do you teach? 

__________________________________________ 

2. What grade level(s) do you teach? 

______________________________________ 

3. What subject(s) do you teach? 

_________________________________________ 

4. How many months/years have you been teaching? ________________________ 

5. How many months/years have you been teaching the ISM reading program? 

_________________________________________________________________ 

6. Were you trained by ISM personnel to use the program?  ____________ If not, 

what training did you receive and who provided the training? 

_________________________________________________________________ 

7. Have you taught other reading programs? ________ If so, what programs have 

you taught?________________________________________________________ 

How long were these taught?____ Are you currently teaching any of these 

programs?____ If so, is it in combination with the ISM program or is it taught to 

different students than you teach the ISM program?________________________ 
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8. How many students do you teach in the ISM 

program?______________________  How many girls and how many boys are 

included? Girls_______  Boys ________ 

9. How many of your special education ISM students are:    AI? _____ AU? _____ 

ED? _____ MR? _____ NEC? _____ OI? _____ OHI?  _____ (S)LD? _____ 

SI?_____ TBI? _____ VI? _____ Multiple Disabilities? _____                           

Bi-lingual/Dual Lang?  _____ Bi-lingual/Dual Lang Denials?_____ 

10. How many of your special education students are in Resource?____ Content 

Mastery?____ Both?____  

11. Are any of your ISM students also served in Speech? _____ How many?____ 

12. Do you teach ISM to students in groups? _____ If so, how many are in a 

group?____ Are these groups composed of multiple grade level students?_____ 

13. If you teach ISM in groups, how do you determine which group in which to place 

students?        (Please be specific concerning measures used such as:  current 

grade level, class scheduling, DST scores, mastery tests, standardized 

assessments, teacher made tests, etc.) 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 

14. How many times per week do the students receive the ISM program?____ How 

long is each session? _____ Are missed sessions made-up?_____ 
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15. What is the ethnic makeup of your ISM program students?     (Please state 

approximate numbers per ethnic group.) 

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX F 

TRACKING FORM FOR INITIAL PLACEMENT QUESTIONS 

FULL STUDY 

Initial Placement 

 

Student  Recommended Level  Initial Placement If above DST,  

   (DST ILGE)   (this year)  Mastery Test  

                    present/passed 

 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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APPENDIX H 

PEARSON CORRELATIONS SECTION 

Pearson Correlations Section    (Pair-Wise Deletion) 
  

 5_item     ILGEGain resILGE Gain     RSGE_Gain resRSGE Gain  Pre_RSGE 
5_item_StzSc 1.000 0.329 0.345 0.774 0.770 -0.116 
ILGE_Gain 0.329 1.000 0.983 0.507 0.526 0.482 
resILGE Gain 0.345 0.983 1.000 0.513 0.526 0.321 
RSGE_Gain 0.774 0.507 0.513 1.000 0.999 -0.038 
resRSGE Gain 0.771 0.526 0.526 0.999 1.000 0.000 
Pre_RSGE -0.116 0.482 0.321 -0.038 0.000 1.000 
Post_RSGE 0.119 0.617 0.463 0.261 0.298 0.955 
Pre_ILGE -0.056 0.184 0.000 0.017 0.051 0.907 
Post_ILGE 0.110 0.617 0.462 0.252 0.288 0.953 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.830       Standardized Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.880 
 

  
Pearson Correlations Section    (Pair-Wise Deletion) 

  
 Post_RSGE Pre_ILGE Post_ILGE 
_5_item_StzSc 0.119 -0.056 0.110 
ILGE_Gain 0.617 0.184 0.617 
resILGgain 0.463 0.000 0.462 
RSGE_Gain 0.261 0.017 0.252 
resRSGEgain 0.298 0.051 0.288 
Pre_RSGE 0.955 0.907 0.953 
Post_RSGE 1.000 0.881 0.995 
Pre_ILGE 0.881 1.000 0.887 
Post_ILGE 0.995 0.887 1.000 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.830       Standardized Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.880 
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