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ABSTRACT 

 

This paper describes a qualitative case study designed to investigate research-based practices as a 

contemporary phenomenon within the real-life context of schools. Selected first grade teacher 

perceptions of research based practices and sustainability of research-based practices in rural, 

low-income schools that are no longer receiving funding were participants.  Data were gathered 

through a questionnaire administered to 97 elementary teachers at six sites as well as 

observations and interviews of four teachers at four different sites.  Results showed that several 

factors affected sustainability of research-based practices such as: lack of continual training, 

teacher expertise, professional classroom help and time restraints. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Statement of Problem 

  Over the last decade, there has been increased emphasis on research-based practices  

in education.  ‗Research based practices‘ refers to the use of research and scientific studies as a 

basis for determining the best practices in a field (Beghetto, 2003).  The most recent embodiment 

of this focus is research-based practices, a phrase associated with the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001 [NCLB].  NCLB is the better known acronym for the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) of 2001, a federal law that reauthorized a number of national programs 

that aim to improve the performance in US elementary and secondary schools (No Child Left 

Behind, 2001).             

 The phrases ‗scientifically based‘ and ‗research-based practices‘ have been gaining 

distinction in discussions about the nature of education.  One such instructional practice, reading, 

became a focus of research during the 1990s when both state and federal agencies launched 

initiatives to raise reading achievement.  Under the NCLB Act educational programs and 

practices were to be based on scientifically based research. Following these initiatives, President 

George W. Bush in early 2001 introduced a program based on research-based practices as part of 

NCLB.  The No Child Left Behind Act (P.L. 107-110), signed into law in January 2002, 

established the Reading First Program (Title I, Part B, Subpart 1). The Reading First legislation 

required programs and instruction to be based on scientific research-based practices in reading 

and endeavored to ensure that all children could read at or above grade level by the end of third 

grade, thereby significantly reducing the number of students who experience difficulties in later 

years. The overarching goal of research-based practices was to effectively improve students‘ 
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reading achievement. The initiatives targeted low-income, low-performing schools whose 

districts and states prepared articulated plans for increasing the use of teachers‘ research-based 

instruction (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001).  Now that the six-year period of this legislation 

has come to a close it is important to evaluate the state of research-based practices as they pertain 

to reading in the classrooms.          

 Now that the research-based program of Reading First is no longer being funded and 

teachers are not receiving extended training, there is an opportunity to examine whether the 

research-based practices that were implemented during funding and external support are 

sustainable.   Little is known about whether research-based practices will be sustained, 

particularly in high-need, low-resource, rural areas serving primarily minority students.  The 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) identified low income, minority students 

as being at greater risk for reading deficits.  While scores for the highest-performing students 

have improved over time, those of America's lowest-performing students have stayed the same.  

Trends in scores for student groups were generally similar to those for students overall. At grade 

4, there were no significant changes in the average reading scores from 2007 to 2009 for student 

groups by race/ethnicity, gender, or type of school.  (National Assessment of Educational 

Progress, 2009).           

  In the Congressional Research Service Report for Congress (2006), the data indicated 

that the Reading First program had been the subject of ongoing controversy.  Some of the 

criticisms of the program were centered on the observed prescriptive nature of the program as    

it had been administered, allegations of conflicts of interest between consultants to the program 

and commercial reading and assessments, and the instruction and methods that were 

implemented in the classroom.  The Report noted that those evaluating the program had noted 

that there are many areas of educational research, but few randomized controlled trials that 

addressed continued implementation of the practices, the ways in which practices were modified, 

and factors that influenced the sustained use of practices.      

 Many states have chosen to rely upon a limited number of instructional practices, 

assessment programs, and training programs.  Much of the implementation‘s success has been 

based on score success of students.  These scores do not reflect the program elements that were 
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implemented and were effectively put into action (McCallion, 2006).  It is important to evaluate 

the research-based elements that were implemented through Reading First by observing them in 

classroom to determine sustainability and fidelity to implementation. 

Educational Gaps           

 Substantive educational gaps exist between children attending schools in rural areas and 

those in other population areas.  Rural schools are responsible for the education of a large portion 

of American school children.  The Institute of Education Sciences (IES) report (Digest of 

Education Statistics, 2009) indicates that in 2003-04 over half of all operating school        

districts and one-third of all public schools in the United States were in rural areas.  Small, 

isolated rural schools have long posed a challenge to state and federal level policy makers.  Often 

the problems facing these schools have been seen as solved by consolidating these small schools 

into larger schools.  Small schools were judged too costly and ill equipped to meet the diverse 

needs of their students.  Although consolidation of small schools continues to be of interest in 

some states, there are practical problems of geography and politics that prohibit this effort from 

becoming the only solution to providing quality education in rural areas (Harmon &Weeks, 

2002).            

 Many of the challenges and issues that confront rural schools are not new, and in       

large measure they are linked to regional and local circumstances of change and reality in      

rural areas.  Addressing issues of education in rural areas includes confronting the realities of 

people in poverty and the growing diversity of rural America.  Rural minorities often live in 

geographically isolated communities where poverty is high, opportunity is low, and the 

economic benefits derived from education and training are limited (Harmon and Weeks, 2002).  

Addressing rural education will require solutions to both the poverty gap of minority groups   

and the persistent impoverished conditions of all rural poor, especially those who work for low 

wages.             

  Understanding and improving the delivery of services to this population will have a large 

and important impact on public education (Keith, Quirk, Cohn-Rosenthal, & Franzese, 1996).  

For example, in Florida‘s elementary schools, as poverty and percentage of minority students 

increase the percentage of a school‘s population reaching level three, identified as the minimal 
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level of performance, and higher on the state-mandated FCAT Reading test decreases (Florida 

Department of Education, 2009). 

Purpose of Study           

  The issue being explored in this study was the degree to which research-based practices, 

ie. Reading First, were being sustained in a sample of rural classrooms serving a high percentage 

of at risk students after the end of funding for the program.  The cessation of funding meant both 

the end of on-going professional development for teachers and supply of other resources in this 

rural district.  An element of the study was the examination of district teachers‘ perceptions and 

knowledge of the program‘s research-based practices.  Another facet of the study was comparing 

the level of implementation of program components in selected teachers‘ classrooms with their 

expressed knowledge and perceptions of this research-based program.  This project examined 

whether the research-based practices introduced during Reading First were still being 

implemented with fidelity in observed classrooms after the external support for the program had 

ended.             

 It is important to examine programs that are receiving federal funds to determine what 

elements of the program are being implemented and how this implementation adds to the success 

of students.  For programs to continue, the implementation must be examined to determine 

whether student success was due to the program being taught as intended of because of other 

factors.  Florida received roughly $300 million over a six-year period for the federal research-

based Reading First Program.  These funds were to help every child reach the goal of reading at 

or above grade level by 2012. This research-based program provided grants that assisted Florida 

school districts and schools to implement proven methods of scientifically based reading 

instruction in classrooms in order to prevent reading difficulties in grades K-3 (Miller, 2003).  

Along with the grants in 2002, Florida‘s Governor's office and the Legislature established the 

Florida Center for Reading Research (FCRR).  The FCRR was established to a) conduct basic 

research on reading, b) disseminate information about research-based practices related to literacy 

instruction and assessment for children, c) conduct applied research that would have an 

immediate impact on policy and practices related to literacy instruction in Florida and                 

d) provide technical assistance to Florida‘s schools and to the State Department of Education for 
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the improvement of literacy outcomes in students from pre-K through 12th grade (Foorman, 

Lefsky, & Robinson, 2008).           

  Florida‘s research-based reading formula for reading improvement, that provided the 

focus of this study, was based on the five research-based instructional components on which 

reading instruction should focus: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension.  This formula reflected the same components of the Reading First program. 

These skills needed to be explicitly taught through structured lessons (Grek, 2004).  While some 

other states and districts focused on literacy more broadly, Florida focused on a set of K-12 

reforms aimed at improving students‘ reading ability through research-based, effective reading 

instruction.  Districts were required to develop and implement a plan demonstrating that all 

reading instruction and efforts to support it were research based (Marsh, et al. 2008).  

 According to the Florida Center for Reading Research, high quality initial instruction     

is critical.   Students‘ instruction consists of doing whole group instruction, small group 

instruction that is differentiated and direct instruction every day, with reading centers for 

practice. This 90-minute block of time would not be divided throughout the day or shortened    

for special events.  Immediate intensive interventions would be implemented for children lagging 

behind in the growth of critical reading skills (90 minutes plus an additional 30 minutes daily). 

Students identified by assessment as behind in reading skills were to receive an additional 30 

minutes of instruction daily by the teacher or reading specialist (Crawford & Torgesen, 2006). 

  Researchers have endorsed instructional practices that have been incorporated into 

Florida‘s plan as successful elements in teaching children to read (Grek, 2004).  The guidelines 

that were looked for in classroom implementation were: a) daily uninterrupted 90 minute reading 

block, b) use of a scientifically based reading series, c) small and large group differentiated 

instruction, d) rich literature environment, and e) teaching of skills related to the five reading 

components.  Florida teachers who taught at schools funded by Reading First received training  

in these components at academies offered throughout the funding cycle.    

 As noted previously, one organizational requirement of these research-based reading 

practices was the creation of an uninterrupted 90-minute literacy block.  The 90 minutes of 

reading instruction were to be a block of time with no or very minimal interruptions.  There 



6 

 

would be no announcements or other activities unrelated to reading during this time.  There may 

be times that a student would need to use the restroom, or did not feel well and must leave the 

classroom.  Some interruptions were unavoidable.  But for the most part, an essential 

characteristic of this block was that interruptions were required to be kept to a minimum.                                       

 Another essential component of research-based reading practices was the teacher‘s use of 

a scientifically based reading series.  During, the 90-minute block of reading instruction, the 

core-reading program had to be implemented.  The core- reading program would include the    

five essential components, it had to be research based, and it must be systematic and explicit.    

The instruction would be clearly defined, not just implied, giving the students direct and precise 

directions as well as guidance during the lessons. The ICE-R measure was developed to measure 

the degree of fidelity of implementation of the core-reading program (Vaughn & Briggs, 2003) 

and was used in the study (See Appendix A).       

 Also, this study was designed to document whole group as well as small group 

instruction by survey data, observation and informal interviews.  Instruction of concepts and 

strategies would be introduced in large groups and reinforced in small ones.  This instruction 

would include a combination of whole and small group instruction along with small group 

independent work time, (centers) while the teacher was working with other groups.  Small group 

instruction would be focused on specific skill areas of concern for the students that made up each 

group.           

 Another element in this study was documentation of the degree to which there was a 

literature rich environment.  A print rich classroom is one in which children interact with many 

forms of print including signs, labeled centers, wall stories, word displays, labeled murals, 

bulletin boards, charts, poems and other printed materials.  Students need to have access to 

classroom libraries with different genres and reading levels as well as classroom reading 

technology.  This element was also examined through survey data, observation and informal 

interviews.            

 The final elements that were investigated in this study were the five reading components.  

Core elements of scientifically based reading programs include explicit and systematic 

instruction in the following:  A) phonemic awareness-the knowledge and manipulation of sounds 
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in spoken words, B) phonics-the relationship between written and spoken letters and sounds, C) 

fluency-the ability to read with accuracy, and with appropriate rate, expression, and phrasing, D) 

vocabulary-the knowledge of words, their definitions, and context and E) comprehension 

strategies-the understanding of meaning in text (Reading First Title  I, Part B, Subpart 1, 2002). 

Research Questions          

  As noted, the purpose of this study was to determine the degree to which research-based 

practices were sustained in a rural, high minority, low- income school district, after external 

funding of the program had ended.  To accomplish the stated purpose of the study, a school 

district in which teachers were initially trained in the components of research-based practices 

was identified and consent was given by the district to conduct the study.  The following 

research questions were developed:           

 1)   To what degree were the components of research-based practices currently being   

       implemented in the classrooms?   Were teachers implementing all components of this       

       research-based program or were they substituting and omitting key components?   

 2)   Were teachers‘ perceptions of research-based practices consistent with their    

       implementation of those practices?  That is, were teachers‘ perceptions of research- 

       based practices, which have been examined through surveys and interviews,            

       consistent with their observed classroom practices?       

Answering these questions would allow the researcher to come to conclusions about whether 

teachers at rural, minority, low- income schools were able to sustain these practices with fidelity 

after external funding for research-based practices such as Reading First had ended.  

 This case study of the continued efforts to implement a program built on research-based 

practices, utilized a range of methods including surveys, observations, and interviews that 

explored teachers‘ perspectives, knowledge, and classroom instructional practice during their 

scheduled reading block.  The implementation elements that were evaluated were: the 90 minute 

reading block, literature rich environment, small and large group instruction, the five reading 

components and use of a scientifically based reading series. These elements were documented 

and coded using the ICE-R measure (see Appendix A). 
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Definition of Terms         

 At risk student is a student who is not meeting the requirements necessary for promotion 

to the next grade level or a student whose education attainment is below other students of their 

age or grade level or a student who has been retained or a student who is not reading on grade 

level (U. S. Department of Education, 2008).         

  Elementary and Secondary Education Act is a United States federal statute enacted April 

11, 1965. The Act is an extensive statute that funds primary and secondary education, while 

explicitly forbidding the establishment of a national curriculum. As mandated in the Act, the 

funds are authorized for professional development, instructional materials, and resources to 

support educational programs, and parental involvement promotion. The Act was originally 

authorized through 1970; however the government has reauthorized the Act every five years 

since its inception (Landsberg, 2006).  Last act, enacted in 2002 commonly referred to as No 

Child Left Behind Act.        

 Explicit instruction is direct teacher-led instruction.  It involves teacher modeling,  

student practice with teacher guidance and feedback, and student application in a new situation.  

This term is interchangeable with direct instruction (Strickland, 2002).    

 FAIR test- the Florida Assessment for Instruction in Reading is a new assessment system 

that provides teachers screening, diagnostic, and progress monitoring information that is 

essential to guiding instruction (Florida Department of Education, 2009).  

 Fidelity of implementation refers to the actual enactment of instruction as intended to be 

delivered.  As used in this study, it is the adherence to the guidelines set forth by the Reading 

First Program.  Fidelity is the faithfulness to the elements of research-based practices with 100% 

consistency (Gresham, MacMillan, Beebe-Franken, & Bocian, 2000).     

 Florida Center for Reading Research (FCRR) was established in January, 2002, to 

conduct basic research on reading, to disseminate information about research-based practices, to 

conduct applied research that would have an immediate impact on policy and practices, and to 

provide technical assistance to Florida‘s schools and to the State Department   of Education 

(Foorman & Robinson, 2008).       

 Perceptions are the attitudes or understandings based on what is observed or known in 
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regard to an event or a situation (Allington, 2009)       

  Reading First was a national program, created as part of NCLB, which provided grants 

to states with the goal of improving students‘ reading achievement through encouraging the use 

of scientifically proven methods of instruction. Reading First schools received support to apply 

scientifically based reading research (SBRR)(see p.10) including effective instructional and 

assessment tools to ensure that all children learn to read well by the third grade.  Federal funds 

were to be used to support increased professional development as well as the use of screening as 

a diagnostic tool and classroom-based instructional reading assessment. The funds were also for 

materials and coaches, who assisted teachers in learning the newest scientifically based reading 

research for use in the classroom.  The National Reading Panel identified five components that 

were important to reading instruction. These components are: phonemic awareness, phonics, 

fluency, vocabulary, and comprehensions (U. S. Department of Education, 2008). These 

components will be expanded upon in Chapter 3.       

 Scientifically Based Reading Research (SBRR) - Other terms that are sometimes used to 

convey the same idea are research-based instruction and evidence-based research. Scientifically 

based reading research is research that applies rigorous, systematic and objective procedures to 

obtain valid knowledge relevant to reading development, reading instruction, and reading 

difficulties.  It means that a particular program or collection of instructional practices has a 

record of success this includes research that:        

  A) employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment, 

  B) involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated hypotheses and  

       justify the general conclusions drawn,       

 C)  relies on measurements or observational  methods that provide valid data across      

       evaluators and observers and across multiple measurements and observations and 

  D) has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel of independent  

       experts through a comparably rigorous,  objective and scientific review (Armbruster,  

       Lehr, Osborn, & Adler, 2006).         

  Sustainability is the ability of a staff to maintain the core beliefs and values it holds     

for its reading program (its reading culture) and to use them to guide program adaptations over 
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time while maintaining improved or enhanced outcomes (adapted from Century & Levy, 2002). 

  Systematic Instruction is an arrangement of skills in a logical order from the easiest to 

the most difficult (Strickland, 2002).  

Conceptual Framework        

 Qualitative research is characterized by an emphasis on describing, understanding, and 

explaining complex phenomena.  Qualitative research is research that involves analyzing and 

interpreting surveys, texts, observation, interviews in order to discover meaningful patterns 

descriptive of a particular phenomenon (Creswell, 2007).   This study was qualitative in nature.  

The conceptual framework was grounded in the elements of research-based reading practices in 

which teachers had been trained.  In turn, evidence of these elements would be expected to be 

identifiable in the perspectives of the teachers implementing the program through survey, 

interviews and identifiable in their instructional practices.  As noted, these elements consisted of 

a 90 minute uninterrupted reading block, literature rich environment, scientifically based reading 

series, five components of reading, and small differentiated and large group instruction (U.S 

Department of Education Office of Secondary Education, 2002).  In turn fidelity of 

implementation of these components was determined through classroom observations. 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1:  Elements of Conceptual Framework 

Training in elements of research-

based reading practices 

Perceived knowledge of elements 

research-based practices from 

Reading First 

Fidelity of implementation of 

research-based reading practice 
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Significance of Study         

 It is particularly important to evaluate all programs for effectiveness when education 

funding is tight.  Considerable time and money has been expended in the implementation of a 

program that is based on research-based practices.  Thus far the results in the literature have  

been mixed in regard to the success or failure of research-based practices.  Research on teacher 

and lesson factors that increase teachers‘ implementation fidelity and the sustainability of the 

quality of programs have been relatively limited (Han & Weiss, 2005). The bulk of the research 

has focused on urban and suburban schools. Little recent research was located to determine 

effective practices for use in rural schools (Sly, Everett, McQuarrie, & Wood, 1990).   

 This study will add to the research by exploring teachers‘ perspectives of research-based 

practices and document how they implement the program in minority, low-income, rural schools.  

Exploring implementation is important in evaluating program effectiveness.  It is hoped that 

findings from this study will help with a greater understanding of teacher‘s perceptions and   

what is actually implemented in the classrooms. This study also has the potential to identify 

elements that make sustainability difficult for the classroom teacher, thereby helping 

administrators with decisions of what kinds of materials, training, supplements, or instructional 

practices that would be beneficial to help alleviate sustainability issues. 

Assumptions and Limitations        

 There are three primary assumptions that underlie this study.  One is that all teacher 

participants gave honest, truthful answers to all questions in the study.  Another assumption is 

that any teachers observed did not change their reading instruction because of their knowledge of 

being observed and finally the teachers were implementing research-based practices with fidelity 

before funding ended.   Because this program of research-based practices had ended the teachers‘ 

own perceptions of what had been implemented previously was the only source of data relative 

to the latter.            

 There are possible limitations in this qualitative study.  In this collective, exploratory case 

study, there were a relatively small number of teacher participants. Any loss of participants from 

the study would limit the researcher‘s ability to explore thoroughly the phenomenon of interest 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Another limitation was researcher bias. According to Merriam (1998), 
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―The researcher brings a construction of reality to the research situation, which interacts with 

other people‘s constructions or interpretations of the phenomenon being studied.‖ (p.22, 23).  

Experiences, beliefs, feelings, wishes, attitudes, culture, views, state of mind, reference, error, 

and personality can bias analysis and reporting.  For this reason the researcher must acknowledge 

her background and experiences which might predispose the researcher to certain biases as an 

instrument of data collection in the study.   The researcher‘s observations were made through the 

lens of her own knowledge base having been an elementary classroom teacher for 20 years and 

also having served as a reading coach.  As an elementary teacher the researcher has taught 

reading to levels K-6 with a large concentration in low-income, low performing students and has 

received additional training in literacy instruction. The researcher has also been a reading coach 

trained in the guidelines of Reading First.  The researcher worked as a reading coach for a year 

and a half and attended weekly coaches meetings to improve my skills as a coach and her 

understanding of effective research-based reading practices.  This background knowledge of 

research-based practices in addition to her own classroom experiences could affect the critical 

analysis of the interviews and observations as well as the interpretation and approach to the study 

(Creswell, 2007).           

 Validation strategies used in this study to address limitations were triangulation which 

was the use of multiple sources of data from a small sample to collaborate data.  Clarifying 

researcher bias is another strategy so the researcher‘s position is understood by the readers.  

Member checking was also used in this study where interviews were taken back to the 

participants to judge their accuracy and credibility.  The final strategy used was peer examination 

where another researcher kept written accounts of classroom observations to compare and 

discuss with the researcher.          

  The remaining chapters present information that was pertinent to this study.  Chapter two 

begins with an examination of literature that examines background on research-based practices, 

teachers‘ attitudes on program implementation, implementation of research-based programs, 

sustaining research-based practices, research on low-income schools, rural studies, and 

controversies.  The topic of chapter three is methodology.  This chapter begins with the goal of 

the study then progresses to the description of the design, the study context, participants, and 
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guidelines defining research-based practices, data analysis, and trustworthiness. Chapter four 

summarizes the findings of the study. Chapter 5 presents a summary of the study, conclusions 

and implications derived from the research findings, recommendations for practice based on the 

study conclusions and implications, and recommendations for future research. 
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                                            CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 Despite expanded opportunities for school improvement since the implementation of   

NCLB (2001) and clear evidence that improvement was warranted, school improvement remains 

an extremely difficult process.  As a component of NCLB, the research-based program of 

Reading First provided billions of federal dollars to improve the reading achievement of 

children.  

Research-Based Practice          

 The phrases ‗scientifically based‘ and ‗research-based practices‘ have been gaining 

distinction in discussions about the nature of education.  However, the question of whether 

education has a scientific basis is controversial and can be traced back to the early 1890s.  The 

federal government‘s involvement in these efforts can be linked from the Cooperative Research 

Act of 1954 to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1966 (Beghetto, 2003).  

 The ESEA was to provide federal funding for reform and, focused on children from   

low-income families.  The knowledge base for reform was to be created by new national research 

and development centers.  Regional Educational Labs were created to be the translators of 

scientific knowledge for practitioners.  The U.S. government had now become interested in the 

research base for programs that schools adopted.        

 Unfortunately, the transformation to research-based practices that were anticipated with 

the passage of ESEA of 1966 did not take place because of underinvestment and weak standards 

for education research.  The conditions under which science could inform educational policies 

and practices were met with many barriers.  The most prevalent barriers consisted of:  a) an anti-

scientific spirit that pervaded mainstream education, b) a lack of accountability for results, c) a 
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tendency toward postmodern and other philosophical positions on teaching and learning, and d) a 

tendency to implement instructional strategies and programs on the basis of tradition, with a lack 

of attention to evidence-based instruction.  Another issue was that educational practices were 

rarely changed to any degree by widely read policy papers, reviews and policy studies carried out 

by major think tanks and universities. The gaps between what was known scientifically and what 

was implemented in schools remained (Whitehurst, 2010).       

 The enactment of the ESEA revolutionized the federal government's role in education. 

Prior to the law's passage, educational policy-making had been the near exclusive domain of 

state and local governments. However, part of the ESEA's legacy was a fierce debate over 

whether the federal government had become overly involved in regulating local school districts' 

affairs through programs like the ESEA. Moreover, some question whether Title I's costly 

programs actually raised student performance. Nevertheless, cash-strapped school districts 

continue to seek and accept ESEA funding (Landsberg, 2006).     

  In 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) required federally funded educational 

programs be built on scientifically based research (SBR).  As a result, the way schools made 

critical decisions about curriculum and instruction would change.  The imperative for 

incorporating SBR was dictated not only by federal law, but by good judgment as well. With 

budgets tighter and district demands greater, educators needed to be able to evaluate the evidence 

for the effectiveness of costly programs and materials. (Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy, 

2003). Therefore, educators would need to care about SBR and how it impacted success in their 

schools. They would need to learn and understand SBR in order to improve learning in the 

classroom and integrate SBR into their educational operations. It was important to have a clear 

understanding of the scope of the federal requirements.     

 The NCLB legislation, along with guidelines from the U.S. Department of Education, 

defined scientific research for the goal of determining what works in educational programs and 

practices.  The NCLB Act presented a detailed definition of SBR focused on six criteria. An 

explanation and discussion of each of these criteria follows: 

1. Research that employs systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or 

experiment.  Systematic empiricism requires doing those observations in a careful 
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manner in order to answer a specific question.  In educational research, systematic 

empiricism requires an exact definition of the intervention and program being studied, 

and careful measurement of its outcomes. 

2. Research that involves rigorous data analyses that are adequate to test the stated 

hypotheses and justify the general conclusions drawn.  It is necessary to analyze data 

from a study using appropriate statistical procedures that can support the conclusions. 

3. Research that relies on measurements or observational methods that provide reliable and 

valid data across evaluators and observers, across multiple measurements and 

observations, and across studies by the same or different investigators.  

Scientific research needs to use reliable methods of collecting data. 

4. Research that is evaluated using experimental or quasi-experimental designs in which 

individuals, entities, programs, or activities are assigned to different conditions and with 

appropriate controls to evaluate the effects of the condition of interest, with a preference 

for random-assignment experiments, or other designs to the extent that those designs 

contain within-condition or across-condition controls. 

5. Research that ensures that experimental studies are presented in sufficient detail and 

clarity to allow for replication or, at a minimum, offer the opportunity to build 

systematically on their findings. Scientific research is open to the public. A person who 

claims to have discovered an effective teaching technique needs to submit evidence for 

its effectiveness to public scrutiny. If the results are sound, and the practice is truly 

effective, other people should be able to get the same results. 

6. Research that has been accepted by a peer-reviewed journal or approved by a panel of 

independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review.  The 

purpose of peer review is to submit research to public criticism—to shine the light of 

objectivity generated by independent minds. This process helps to screen out poor quality 

research, especially research that has serious problems. 

Gathering, synthesizing, and using SBR is important when making good, informed 

decisions.   SRB gives educators more confidence in their decision making and contributes to 
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greater opportunity for students to succeed.  SRB also gives teachers sound information to base 

and give credence to their classroom practices (Margolin & Buchler, 2004).   

Reading and Research-Based Practices          

  A number of different approaches to teaching reading were prevalent during this time 

span.  In 1997 the federal government was ready to reexamine research-based practices. 

Congress requested the Director of the National Institute of Child Health and Human 

Development (NICHD), in consultation with the Secretary of Education, to convene a national 

panel to assess the status of research-based knowledge, including specifically the effectiveness of 

various approaches to teaching children to read. The National Reading Panel was formed in 1997 

with the stated aim of assessing the effectiveness of different approaches used to teach children 

to read. The National Reading Panel (NRP) (2000) report was a consensus document based on 

the best judgments of a diverse group of experts in reading research and reading instruction. The 

NRP Committee highlighted and recommended a number of reading instruction strategies that 

had proven to be successful in teaching children to read, particularly for those children who are 

at risk for learning to read (National Reading Panel, 2000).      

 In 2000, the National Reading Panel Report compiled and analyzed research on reading 

instruction components to see which had been experimentally tested.  The panel determined 

enough evidence existed to validate the efficacy of instruction in alphabetics (phonemic 

awareness and phonics), fluency, comprehension (vocabulary instruction and text 

comprehension), teacher education and reading instruction, and computer technology in 

improving reading outcomes (National Reading Panel, 2000).  Because of this converging 

emphasis on the importance of these components of reading, President George W. Bush initiated 

Reading First, a research-based program, in 2001. 

Reading First-An Example of Research-based Practice   

 As one of the programs mandated under NCLB, Reading First was administered by      

the federal Department of Education.  The National Reading Panel (NRP) issued a report in 2000 

that responded to a Congressional mandate to help parents, teachers, and policymakers identify 

key skills and methods central to reading achievement.  Through Reading First, states and 
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districts received support to apply scientifically based reading research and the proven 

instructional and assessment tools consistent with this research—to ensure that all children learn 

to read well by the end of third grade. The program provided formula grants to states that 

submitted an approved application. State Educational Associations (SEA) awarded sub grants to 

eligible Local Educational Associations (LEA) on a competitive basis. SEAs funded those 

proposals that showed the most promise for raising student achievement and for successful 

implementation of reading instruction, particularly at the classroom level. Only core reading 

intervention programs that provided instruction founded upon scientifically based reading 

research were eligible for funding through Reading First.  The portion of NCLB that applied to 

reading instruction provided funding to schools on the condition that they adopt scientifically        

reading programs.  Programs qualifying as scientifically based were those that incorporate 

explicit and systematic instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension.   Funds were allocated to states according to the proportion of children age 5 to 

17 who resided within the state and who were from families with incomes below the poverty 

line.            

 Under Reading First, qualifying schools received over 1 billion in federal dollars per year  

to provide: A) professional development for all teachers and coaches, B) core reading programs 

consistent with the components of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and 

comprehension and, C) intervention and assessment materials (U.S. Department of Education, 

2008).   This program provided assistance to states and districts to establish scientifically based 

reading programs for students enrolled in kindergarten through grade three. Funds supported 

increased professional development and required the use of screening and diagnostic tools in 

addition to classroom-based instructional reading assessments to measure how well students 

were reading and to monitor their progress.      

 Reading First training focused on what worked and supported proven methods of reading 

instruction in classrooms.  There are two major dimensions to effective reading instruction in 

grades K-3.  First, it must focus on the right content, and second, it must be delivered, organized, 

and managed in a way that is consistent with what has been learned from research.  In order to 

effectively teach all children to read, these components of reading-related knowledge and skill 
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must be integrated within a coherent instructional design.     

 To accomplish effective reading instruction, teachers received professional development 

training aimed at increasing student achievement by enabling and ensuring the implementation of 

the reading program.  The Florida Literacy and Reading Excellence (FLaRE) center took on the 

responsibility for providing technical assistance to districts for professional development and for 

directly providing professional development to K-3 teachers.     

 The FLaRE center planned and executed four-day Reading First academies as well as 

follow-up staff development for all K-3 teachers in schools that received funding.  The purpose 

of the academies was to provide training in the principles of reading instruction that was based 

on scientific research.  Professional development prepared all teachers to teach the essential 

components of reading instruction in an explicit, systematic way. The training involved varying 

approaches to instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension strategies (Florida Department of Education, 2005).   

 Reading First was the largest federally funded initiative ever undertaken with the explicit 

goal of increasing classroom teachers‘ use of research-based reading instructional practices (U.S. 

U.S. Department Education Sciences, 2008).   According to the U.S. Department of Education, 

for the first time in our nation‘s education system, federal mandates were aligned with best 

practices in teaching students to read.         

 At the close of Reading First‘s six year funding cycle, it was important to evaluate the 

state of research-based practices, i.e., whether these practices were being implemented as 

intended as well as the program‘s sustainability when it was no longer being funded (Guidance 

for the Reading First Program, 2002). The Reading First Impact Study final report finds, on 

average that after several years of funding the Reading First program, had a consistent positive 

effect on reading instruction yet no statistically significant impact on student reading 

comprehension (Gamse, Bloom, Kempe, & Jacob, 2008).  Advocates of Reading First have long 

maintained that its emphasis on phonics, scripted instruction by teachers and regular, detailed 

analyses of children's skills would raise reading achievement, especially among the low-income 

kids it targets. But the new study by the U.S. Education Department's Institute of Education 
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Sciences (IES) shows that children in schools receiving Reading First funding had virtually no 

better reading skills than those in schools that didn't get the funding (Toppo, 2008). 

Origin of Research-Based Programs      

 An examination of the origin of research-based reading programs helped provide a better 

understanding of such programs and a context for this study.  During the 1990s, reading became 

a very active area of policy activity with both state governments and federal government.  During 

this time period, numerous national reports condemned American education for its failure to 

produce significant numbers of students who achieved high scores on standardized measures of 

core subjects.   Miskel and Song (2004) found an agreement across the political spectrum and 

levels of government, "Acquiring high reading skills is of fundamental importance to the success 

of every individual, the society and the economic system‖ (p.89).  Outside the federal 

government came reports from the National Reading Council (NRC), the Learning First Alliance 

(LFA), the America Federation of Teachers (AFT), and the National Reading Panel (NRP) that 

had several convergent findings.  They all emphasized the connection between children's 

language use and their early literacy skills.  All the reports advocated integrated approaches       

of phonics instruction, vocabulary, writing, fluency and comprehension as well as the need for 

professional development, standards and assessment.      

  In January 2001, one week after becoming president, George W. Bush sent Congress    

an education reform bill that referred to the NRP‘s research findings that made Reading First, a 

research-based program, part of the NCLB initiative.  Miskel and Song (2004) studied the 

dynamics of the policies and processes of governmental players (actors) and nongovernmental 

players.  They used three descriptive research questions to guide the study of the enactment of 

Reading First. Question 1: ―What were the prominence levels of the actors in the national 

reading policy elite network and how active were they in advancing the research-based program 

to legislation?‖ Question 2: ―How did actors in different positions in the national reading    

policy elite network interact with one another in attempts to influence or promote the passage    

of the research-based legislation?‖  Question 3: ―What roles and actions did the inside elite 

reading policy actors take in the policy process that led to the passage of the Reading First 

legislation?‖ (p. 91-92).         
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 The researchers selected the 10 highest ranked interest groups, eight government 

organizations and two individuals not represented by organizations for their sample.  They 

collected data about the policy process from archival documents.  Next, they interviewed the 

policy actors using a semi-structured set of questions. The researchers employed social network 

analysis to address the first two questions and content analysis to respond to the third question. 

In regard to question one in the case of research-based program, a relatively small group of 

inside policymakers who were not seen as highly prominent controlled its writing and enactment.  

As for question two, the researchers found that it was not necessary to activate all the arenas      

in the network to achieve specific policy innovations because some changes would be 

accomplished within a closed circle. In addressing the third question, the pooled efforts of 

President Bush, Senators Kennedy and Gregg, and Representatives Boehner and Miller were   

the key players in the enactment of Reading First, a research-based program, with little 

opposition to the program.          

   Miskel and Song‘s (2004) concluded observations of a research-based program points to 

the fact that Reading First decisions were made very quickly and by a small group. This study 

addresses school implementation and sustainability.  Decision-making in small leadership   

arenas disrupts expectations for involvement and undermines implementation and sustainability 

efforts of new policies. This a research-based program moved quickly to enactment without 

much time for discussion and with a small leadership group tightly controlling the enactment 

process (Miskel and Song, 2004). 

Research-based Program        

 The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) focused reading instruction on findings compiled 

by the National Reading Panel (NRP).  In 1997 the NRP was charged by Congress to, ―Convene 

a national panel to assess the status of research-based knowledge, including the effectiveness of 

various approaches to teaching children to read‖ (National Reading Panel, 2000).     

 What elements would be comprised in research-based program?  The Reading First 

legislation required programs and instruction to be based on scientific reading and aimed to 

ensure that all children could read at or above grade level by the end of third grade.  The program 

targeted low-income, low-performing schools.  To qualify for funds, state and district 
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development plans must include training in reading instructional methods and materials that 

incorporated the five essential components of reading instruction. These components were:  a) 

phonemic awareness, b) phonological awareness, c) fluency, d) vocabulary, and e) 

comprehension.                                                     

 Research-based programs promoted instructional practices that were based on scientific 

research.  The emphasis on scientifically based research supported the consistent use of 

instructional methods that have been proven effective.  To meet the definition of ‗scientifically 

based‘, research must:  a) employ systematic, empirical methods that draw on observations or 

experiment, b) involve rigorous data analyses, c) rely on measurements or observational methods 

that provided valid data across evaluators and observers, and d) be accepted by a peer-reviewed 

journal (National Reading Panel, 2000 and Stanovich & Stanovich, 2006).   

 Research-based practice legislation outlined the general components and activities to be 

included in state and local plans.  First, it specified that curriculum used in classrooms must 

reflect scientifically based reading research that included the components of reading instruction. 

Next, it addressed teachers‘ professional development on the implementation of scientifically 

based reading practices.  Also state and local plans included procedures for diagnosis and 

prevention of early reading difficulties (U.S. Department of Education Office of Communication 

and Outreach, 2002).           

 According to the research-based guidelines, a well-implemented, high quality reading 

program set high expectations for reading achievement and included explicit strategies for 

monitoring student progress.  Effective classroom instruction was to include small group 

differentiated instruction.  Teachers would be using effective classroom management strategies 

to maximize time on reading based tasks and activities.  Teachers and students would be 

continuously be engaged in activities related to the five essential reading components (Gamse, 

Bloom, Kempe, & Jacob, 2008).  

Teachers’ Attitudes on Implementation     

 Applebaum and Adkins (1977) assessed teachers‘ attitudes toward the compensatory 

education program, which they were to implement in their classrooms.  Often school 

administrators do not consider the feelings and opinions of classroom teachers who are 
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responsible for actual implementation of the program.  Programs of this nature cannot take into 

account an individual teacher‘s influences.  No single program will work for all teachers   

making implementation for all challenging.  Additionally, it is usually difficult for the program 

management to insure the program is being implemented as designed.      

 This study took place in 50 Title I schools of the Dallas Independent School District 

(DISD) during the 1975-1976 school year.  Two hundred and fifty-six teachers, 90% of those 

sampled, responded to the questionnaire. K-3 teachers in each of these schools had a minimum 

of three compensatory education programs in the classrooms.  These programs were to be taught 

in addition to their regular curriculum.  The questionnaires were analyzed and seven areas of 

concern were identified.  These areas of concern were identified as:  1) information concerns, 2) 

collaboration concerns, 3) student outcome concerns, 4) lack of knowledge, 5) time and energy 

concerns, 6) implementation and revision, and 7) negativism.     

 The authors indicated that emphasis needed to be placed in revising the method in which 

programs are implemented as well as keeping the number of programs in a given classroom at a 

manageable level.  Also, more emphasis must be made in staff development.  The findings also 

indicated that teachers seldom were asked about their desire to use these programs.  Teachers had 

limited knowledge about the compensatory programs but were willing to learn as long as they 

had time to implement the programs in the classroom.      

 This study addressed the difficulties of program implementation as well as teachers‘ 

concerns about implementation.  The levels of implementation and commitment to 

implementation varied in the classrooms that were studied.   Once teachers were trained in 

program implementation the study did not address sustainability of that implementation.  

 Guskey (1988) designed a study to investigate the relation between selected teacher 

perceptions shared by highly effective teachers, and teacher attitudes toward the implementation 

of new instructional practices.  Data were gathered through a questionnaire given to 120 

participants following a staff development program that addressed mastery learning instructional 

practices. Since the vast majority of modern educational improvement efforts involve the 

implementation of new or alternative instructional practices it is important to understand the 

factors that influence this implementation.        
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 There were several criteria that influenced teachers‘ decisions regarding the 

implementation of recommended practices. The first was how clearly and specifically the 

practices were presented. The next was how well the new practices were aligned with the 

teacher‘s present teaching philosophy and practices. Another factor was whether the time and 

effort of the new practices compared to the benefits achieved as well as the importance of the 

new practices and the difficulty of use.         

 The results of this investigation indicated that there was a relation between perceptions of 

teachers that were effective with instruction and attitudes toward the implementation of new 

instructional practices.  Effective teachers were more receptive to the implementation of new 

instructional practices, like wise less effective teachers appeared to be less receptive to 

implementing new instructional practices.  Mann (1986) suggests that this was typically the   

case in instructional improvement efforts, where those needing improvement the least were the 

first to become involved in a new program, while those needing it the most remained separate 

and uninvolved.         

 Evidently, the better the understanding of the relationships among these perceptions and 

attitudes will help with future program implementations.  It is important to understand struggling 

teachers‘ unwillingness to participate and find ways to alleviate their negative perceptions about 

new program implementation.  Teacher perceptions and attitudes need to be addressed when new 

programs are implemented.          

 A study done by Pease-Alvarez and Samway (2008) investigated teachers‘ experiences 

with a mandated scripted reading program, teachers‘ perceptions of the program, and the effect it 

had on changing their instructional beliefs and practices. The authors interviewed ten randomly 

selected teachers (five primary and five intermediate) and the principal at an elementary school.  

The initial interviews lasted from one to two hours. After two years, the authors then interviewed 

two teachers and the principal to help understand the changes in district wide policies that related 

to reading and language arts instruction. The authors‘ approach to the data analysis was inductive 

and repetitive which involved reading and discussing the transcribed interviews, identifying 

coding categories and themes within the categories, and posing further questions.   

 Four of the teachers of the Pease-Alvarez and Samway (2008) study that were 
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interviewed expressed they were proponents of balanced literacy, the previous form of 

instruction used by teachers before the mandated scripted program was put into effect.  Balanced 

literacy, as viewed by the school, was characterized as having instruction in skills and strategies 

that were individualized by the needs of the students, flexible grouping of students to focus on 

instruction in guided reading, workshops to support teaching in writing and supporting students 

to become successful and enthusiastic readers and writers. The principal also showed his or her 

support of balanced literacy and indicated it was working at the school.  Once the scripted 

reading program came into effect, balanced literacy and collaborative professional development 

disappeared.           

 The interviews revealed that there were drastic changes in the teachers‘ practices due to 

the mandating of the program. The scripted program dominated the school day and literacy 

instruction. The teachers were not focused on the needs of the children and most of their 

instruction was determined for them by the teaching manual. All of the teachers expressed how 

they seemed to lose control over what and how they were teaching. The teachers felt undermined 

and disrespected. They also voiced their opinions about the scripted program being forced upon 

them even though they were experienced, knowledgeable, and effective teachers. Even though 

these teachers were mandated to implement the program exactly how it is written, many 

articulated the need to adapt or adjust it after implementing the program fully. Some teachers 

eliminated components of the program and drew on their own learning and teaching techniques 

to meet student needs.            

 Many teachers agreed that they needed to adjust the curriculum and instruction to meet 

the needs and interest of their students. One teacher that was a proponent for the district adopting 

the reading program changed, eliminated, abbreviated, and paraphrased portions of the program 

to address the needs of his students. Two teachers reported that they eliminated and replaced 

units so that they could build on understanding for the students.  A new teacher in first grade 

stated that she gave her students more workbook activities in fear of being caught or getting 

yelled at for not following what the program scripted for them to do. Another teacher, after using 

the program for a few months and adjusting it, abandoned the program altogether. The follow up 

interviews with these teachers two years later reported that they referred back to the program 
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only if it fit into what they were teaching at the time. The second interview with the principal 

showed that he felt that the teachers were gifted and endorsed the teachers‘ need to focus on 

standards rather than follow the script (Pease-Alvarez & Samway, 2008).               

    Even though no teachers were reported losing their job for not complying with the 

mandated reading program, teachers felt an extreme amount of pressure to follow the program   

in an effort to keep their jobs. Pease-Alvarez and Samway (2008), with their many years of 

teaching, had never come across educators with consistent fear about job security.  Those who 

did resist the mandating of the program did so without authoritative knowledge. With 

autonomous use of the program, many felt isolated from their colleagues.  Teachers were afraid 

to discuss what they were doing in case their actions were to become public knowledge.  Before 

the mandate, they freely collaborated to implement differentiated instruction.  After the mandate, 

teachers were no longer assured that their colleagues shared the same opinions about instruction 

(Pease-Alvarez & Samway, 2008).             

 The authors were able to determine the importance of teachers understanding of program 

implementation and the importance of administrative support for new program implementation.  

Administrators must support teachers through the transition period and alleviate concerns as well 

as work through fears and problems.  Teachers must also communicate concerns without fear of 

losing their positions if implementation is to be achieved. 

Implementation of Research-Based Programs      

 Kersten and Pardo (2007) found that there are large inconsistencies between what 

policies are intended to do and what actually happens in classrooms.  The authors each did an 

ethnographic case study on a different teacher at the same school. The authors compared and 

coordinated their findings to consider ways in which teachers can successfully negotiate literacy 

practices to stay in compliance with Reading First mandates, while meeting the needs of their 

students.           

 This ethnographic methodological study used methods of informal and formal interviews, 

observations, participation in co-planning sessions, and analysis of literacy curriculum. 

According to the authors, the most significant implication emerging from the study is that 

effective teachers were finding ways to work within the constraints of Reading First to meet their 
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needs, the needs of students and still follow the mandates that were encompassed in Reading 

First. Some of the ways they worked within constraints was by implementing writing workshop, 

thematic units, literacy stations, and giving a day to the basal series while maintaining focus on 

guided reading.             

  In response to mandates, teachers chose a variety of paths.  Some resorted to resistance, 

others created hybrids of their own best practices and policy- required practices, and others 

found ways to finesse the policy content while maintaining their own sense of pedagogy.  Based 

on their findings, the authors suggested ways that educators and elementary schools can continue 

to successfully meet the literacy needs and interests of an increasingly diverse student population 

despite standardization in the form of basal reading programs and one-size-fits-all conditions 

outlined in curriculum guides and programs such as Reading First.  The researchers concluded 

that teachers with effective practices can work successfully within the NCLB and Reading First. 

   The relevance of this research was that teachers were implementing Reading First in 

ways that are different from what the design intended, so the perspectives of school members 

may be different than what is implemented. By moving to one day a week for basal reading 

instruction, were the teachers still following the mandate of fidelity to the series? Are they really 

staying in the parameters of the Research-based grant?  Measuring the success of the program is 

difficult when implementation is altered.  The weakness of this study was that it followed just 

two teachers in a school and the administrator was supportive of different teaching curriculum as 

long as teachers were producing high test results. Measuring the success of the program is 

difficult when implementation is altered.        

 A two-year study by Oliver and Maddahian (2002) evaluated how Open Court, Success 

Marker, and Language for Learning/Reading Mastery (research approved programs) were being 

implemented at the school level, how teachers were implementing the District Reading Plan in 

the classroom, and the affect the District Reading Plan had on achievement.  The key element of 

the plan was that schools that scored below the 50th on the Stanford Nine Achievement Test in 

second or third grade were mandated to adopt one of three reading programs.  Not only were the 

schools required to use one of the programs, but they also received professional development for 

teachers and coaches.          
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 The methods used to examine effectiveness of the programs were questionnaires, 

observations, and test scores and were distributed to principals, coaches, and teachers.  The 

results from this data identified that most of those questioned wanted more professional 

development.  Concerns that arose from teachers dealt with how to conduct independent time, 

how to pace the program and how to help English other learners and low level learners.  

Teachers were exceeding the required amount of time on reading, but were still unable to finish 

their lessons each day.  Also, first year teachers struggled with implementing the programs as 

intended.  Overall, school-level implementation of these programs improved from year one to 

two, but principals did not engage frequently in activities supporting the program.   

 Valencia, Place, Martin and Grossman (2006) did a longitudinal study investigating    

how beginning elementary teachers understood and used curriculum materials for teaching 

reading.  They explored how new teachers perceive curriculum materials, their use of these 

materials, and the changes made to the materials over time.  This study focused on four 

elementary teachers (during their first three years as teachers) who worked in different school 

positions, with a variety of curriculum and materials. The study was a qualitative study grounded 

in a sociocultural theory.  The methods used were observation, individual and group interviews, 

field notes, and documents from classrooms and districts.  Across the four sites, the curriculum 

used varied from tightly structured, mandated reading curriculum, and a program model in which 

the teacher was free to use whatever materials needed to teach effectively.    

 The first teacher taught second grade at an economically and ethnically diverse school 

that consistently scored poorly on standardized reading tests. Because test scores were poor, the 

teachers and administrators decided to adopt a comprehensive program written to accompany a 

basal reading program called Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC). This 

program was a precursor of Success for All and is still used as a supplement to that program. 

CIRC provided a series of weekly lessons that are developed around a reading selection in the 

basal reader.  This type of instruction is routine each week and teachers are to follow the 

delineated plan for the lessons. Students work in whole group, partners, or individually. The 

principal at the school stated that teachers did not have to follow CIRC with fidelity. Along   

with CIRC materials, the teacher had the basal reader, benchmark materials, and a small 
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classroom library of trade books that were not used often by the students. The teacher also       

had a 90-minute reading block of whole class reading instruction.     

 The second teacher taught fourth grade at a private Christian school where reading was 

taught 30 minutes each day. There was only one class for each grade level and only 25% of the 

students were diverse. The teacher relied on a limited supply of materials for reading instruction. 

Even though the head teacher reported that there was flexibility in teaching reading, there was a 

recent basal reading program for the teachers to use. The teacher was observed teaching each 

story in the basal reader as it appeared and teaching all lessons to the entire class. The basal 

reading occupied almost the entire reading instructional time. However, the teacher did take time 

out twice to use trade books as whole group instruction and used chapter books during small 

group literature circles to discuss chapters. These books did not come with teacher guides or any 

additional support.           

 The third teacher taught at a diverse school similar to the first teacher‘s school. This 

school had a variety of materials and they were expected to use these materials for reading 

instruction. The principal reported that the staff worked together to implement an assorted 

approach to reading and added a basal reading program to the prior literature based approach in 

order to meet the individual needs of the students.        

 The final teacher taught first grade in an affluent school district.  This teacher created her 

own reading program. This teacher relied on her own knowledge derived from teacher education 

programs and professional books she read.  The teacher used a variety of materials to establish 

an effective reading program.  This included a basal reading program, beginning reader books 

organized by reading level, sets of magnetic letters, and many other teacher constructed 

materials.  The basal reader was the only thing that had a teacher‘s manual for instruction.  The 

teacher taught reading in a 90 minute block that included small group instruction, repeated 

readings for fluency, spelling practice, and independent reading and writing (Valencia, et al., 

2006).             

 The data showed two interesting perspectives on teaching reading that seemed to secure 

the teachers‘ thinking and use of curriculum materials. The first came from the initial interview 

during the pre-service program where all four teachers believed that their job was to create a 
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reading program in their classroom. They also were more concerned with how to address all the 

components of a complete reading program regardless of whether they had access to all 

comprehensive materials for reading. All four teachers showed concern for meeting the 

individual needs of their students. This concern followed the teachers throughout the four years 

the researchers gathered data.          

 As for following scripted materials that three of the four teachers were expected to use, 

they welcomed them. It gave them a sense of assurance that they were providing high quality 

instruction and covering important curriculum content; however, this created problems for two of 

the teachers. The teachers focused more on completing tasks or assignments instead of student 

learning. Another issue was the teachers‘ routine approach to implementation of the material. 

There was evidence that these teachers were not given support in understanding the materials or 

education on how to use them more effectively.  When two of the teachers made some attempts 

to add to the mandated core curriculum, they found that the additions appeared isolated or 

compartmentalized. This resulted in fragmented instructional programs.    

 Towards the end of the study, the four teachers began to see limitations of the curriculum 

materials they used along with their own approaches to instruction. This insight reflected the 

teachers‘ commitment to meet individual needs of students and development of a complete 

reading program (Valencia, et al., 2006).        

  This study showed the conflicts that teachers were having with curriculum.  The teachers 

had a hard time reconciling the reading program with the needs of their students.  After dealing 

with the curriculum over an extended time teachers were adjusting and supplementing the 

curriculum as well as their own instructional practices.  They were no longer implementing the 

curriculum as intended.            

 Shelton (2010) focused on the effect of program fidelity on teachers‘ decision making in 

a rural school.  In order to examine the teachers‘ fidelity to the program, it was necessary to 

observe the acts of teaching and learning in the classroom.  A total of 12 instructional 

observations were conducted in two third-grade classrooms.  Three forms of observation were 

created:  the verbatim record, field notes, and an analysis into the reading experiences in the 

classrooms.          
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 Fidelity to the program was required by the administration and when analyzing the 

teaching of reading in the each classroom revealed that there was a strong degree of fidelity to 

the program.  Yet there was extremely limited instruction.  Teaching was a presentation of 

information; nothing was personalized neither content nor delivery.  Opportunities to read were 

not present in either classroom.  In the data, there was no observation of students reading beyond 

literal interpretation of text.  Fidelity to the program did not result in either personalized 

instruction or instruction that aided the students‘ comprehension.     

 In this study teachers were implementing the program with fidelity.  The focus of the 

instruction was on immediate products:  recitation of words, independent answers to 

comprehension tasks, and workbook pages completed independently.  The students took no 

responsibility for their learning and exhibited no signs of interest in the reading tasks.  Fidelity 

was achieved but little learning was taking place (Shelton, 2010).      

  Hines, Connor, Campo, Damico, Enoch, and Nam (2007) analyzed the impact of an 

action research project on teaching and learning of reading teachers at sixty schools involved in 

the Indiana Reading Program.  The inquiry project was conducted for educators to study their 

practices and its context, explore the research base for ideas, compare what they find to their 

current practices, participate in training to support needed changes, and study the effects on 

themselves and their students and colleagues within the parameters of Reading First. The goal 

was to implement inquiry to help with the implementation of Reading First.   

 The researchers focused on three short-term goals in conceptualizing the inquiry project 

as an instrument that could promote substantive change in the classroom and beyond.  The first 

goal was to invite and enable teachers to choose the direction and goals of their own professional 

development.  The second goal was to encourage teachers‘ abilities to critically reflect on their 

own beliefs and practices, exploring the impact of local contexts on participants‘ practices. The 

third goal was to reinforce the view that teachers can trust that they do process the requisite 

knowledge skills, and fortitude to produce accurate analyses of children‘s literacy skills.   

 The researchers had mixed results meeting the goals.  In respect to goal one, many 

teachers capitalized on the opportunity provided by the inquiry project to experience more 

curricular autonomy.  There were also teachers who were resistant to inquiry.  Even though the 
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rationale for the inquiry was to create a space for professional autonomy, some teachers 

experienced it as just the opposite. They looked at it as yet another task imposed on the teacher 

from above and an additional drain on their time and energy.      

 Goal two‘s outcomes were similar to the first goal.  Many teachers were able to 

collectively reflect with their colleagues about their beliefs and practices and implement 

practices that benefited their students.  Other teachers believed that inquiry was used mainly to 

meet benchmarks, applying more pressure to increase students‘ scores.  The third goal proved to 

be difficult for most teachers.  A few were able to disseminate standardized assessment data and 

provide strategies to help improve students‘ performance using alternative forms of assessment 

to compliment the standardized tests, but most found the process to be confusing and time 

consuming.              

 The research group discovered that not all teachers bought into the project.  They     

found there were different levels of enthusiasm, commitment, and implementation. Many of    

the more experienced teachers felt the program was just one more project they would invest      

in, and once committed, the project would be dropped. Teachers felt conflicted about committing   

to another program when experience proved that most programs were not sustained (Hines et al., 

2007).            

 The strength of this study was that it took place over a period of four years and involved 

over 60 schools.  The questions that arose from this study concerned teacher professionalism.  

When time is a scarce resource, can professional autonomy be legislated? When dealing with 

program implementations can fidelity be achieved when teachers are not vested in the decision 

making?  If teachers are truly empowered to reflect on their practices in local contexts, will they 

be welcomed for challenging prevailing educational assumptions?    

 Connor, Jacobsons, Crowe and Meadows (2009) observed classroom instruction and 

student reading outcomes.  They explored reading instruction and students‘ growth in first, 

second and third grade.  Researchers investigated the nature and variability of content and     

time spent in various classroom literacy activities, the extent to which teachers differentiated 

instruction, and the levels of student engagement using site visit data.  The 1,586 children were 

taught by 95 teachers in 33 schools.  All schools met the Reading First criteria for low student 
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achievement and low socio-economic households.       

 In an effort to understand how teachers in Reading First schools were using research-

based classroom practices, the researchers conducted site visits.  These visits included interviews 

with staff and unannounced observations of randomly selected classrooms.  Across all three 

grades, students were on grade level in oral reading fluency, but only first graders were meeting 

grade level goals in reading comprehension.  Classroom teachers were observed providing    

more time explicit and systematic teacher-managed instruction in phonological awareness, 

phonics and reading comprehension strategies.       

 The results of this research constituted an encouraging picture of instruction based on 

research. Teachers were spending more time in reading instruction using the five research 

components.  It also pointed out the complexity of implementing effective instruction when 

children in the same classroom respond differently to the same type and amount of instruction.  

Even with the extra resources and funding that Reading First provided, meeting the goals of No 

Child Left Behind was challenging.  Sustaining research-based practices was challenging once 

funding and resources are no longer provided.        

 Abbott, Walton, and Greenwood (2002), set out to discover the secret to successful 

research-based practices as teachers use them in the classroom. Their focus was on research-

based practices for teaching phonemic awareness.  The study took place over a three year period.  

The first year two kindergarten teachers were asked add phonemic awareness activities to their 

daily instructional practices without providing explicit training, these teachers lacked the 

knowledge and skills needed for teaching phonemic awareness to their students.  Because the 

teachers lacked time to learn phonemic skills and also translate research activities into lessons 

the researchers converted the procedures into step-by-step classroom activities.  During the six-

month implementation of phonemic awareness activities the principal became concerned that the 

segmentation skills were beyond the ability of kindergarten students so implementation activities 

had to be changed.          

 During the second year after an in-service training a first grade teacher expressed an 

interest in phonemic awareness training for students having difficulty in reading.  The teacher 

identified 11 students for work in phonemic awareness.  Over an eight week period student gains 
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were up a mean of 41% prompting the other first graded teachers to request training.   

 The third year both first grade teachers implemented the program.  Although the students 

made large gains they did not meet the criterion level of the study. This was typical of the 

instructional interventions in this study.        

  The authors came to several conclusions.  First, it was important to match teachers‘ 

needs and interest to relevant strategies.  Next, research needed to be translated into teacher-

friendly materials and procedures that fit into the real classroom.  Third, teachers were an 

essential component in choosing the strategies to implement.  In addition, teachers needed 

consultation, training, evaluating, revising and reorganizing over an extended period of time.  

Finally, forces outside the classroom had an effect on how strategies were implemented and how 

these instructional strategies continued to be used in the classroom (Abbott, Walton, & 

Greenwood, 2002).           

 This study demonstrated several important factors that contributed to successful and 

unsuccessful implementation of research-based practices.  It is important to be aware of these 

factors when new programs are introduced in schools.   Because of the small size of the sample 

this study could only be generalized to the teachers that participated.     

 The U.S Department of Education's Institute of Education of Science (2008) released the 

interim report from the Reading First Impact Study, a Congressionally-mandated evaluation of 

the federal government's initiative to help all children read at or above grade level by the end of 

third grade. The Reading First Impact Study was an assessment of the extent to which the federal 

funding increased teachers' use of the essential elements of reading instruction and improves 

students' reading comprehension.  The study covers 17 school districts in 12 states, examining 18 

different school sites. The study used regression discontinuity design in 17 of the study sites and 

a randomized experiment in one site. Regression discontinuity is a quasi-experimental method 

that exists for estimating program impacts.        

 The key findings included that on average, the Reading First program increased the 

amount of time that teachers spent on the five essential components of reading instruction. The 

findings identified that teachers were providing more systematic and explicit instruction, though 

this instruction did not improve students' reading comprehension scores.    
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 Again this study addressed implementation of the Reading First Program. More class 

time was required to address the five components (phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, 

fluency, and comprehension) of the program. It was identified that teachers were spending more 

time on reading, but it was not carrying over to higher reading comprehension scores for 

students. This study covered 18 different sites over a two year period which adds to the strength 

of the findings. Although, how the components of the program were implemented were not 

observed. 

Sustaining Research-based Practices       

  Klingner, Vaughn, Hughes, and Arguelles (1999) examined the extent to which the 

reading instructional practices learned by a group of teachers was sustained and modified over 

time.  The researchers were interested in the ways in which teachers adjusted research-based 

practices to fit their routines, personal styles, and teaching dilemmas.    

 Teachers participated in an intensive, yearlong professional development where they 

learned three multileveled practices: partner reading, collaborative strategic reading, and making 

words.  Teachers were observed and interviewed three years later to determine the extent to 

which they continued to implement the practices, the ways in which they modified them, and 

factors that influenced their sustained use of practices.      

 The group of 12 teachers who participated in the yearlong professional development 

experience committed to try each instructional approach in their classrooms for nine weeks.  

They were encouraged, but not required, to continue using the practices after that period. After 

professional development, seven teachers remained in the study.  All but two of the seven 

teachers partially or completely implemented the practices during the nine week period.  

Sustained implementation during the remainder of the school year was maintained by four of the 

seven teachers only 25%.  Three of the teachers continued to implement the instructional 

practices at high levels during the next year.        

 The data collected for this study were a result of focus groups and individual interviews, 

observations, and checklists.  Data from checklists were compiled into descriptive tables.  

Teachers consider partner reading to be applicable across the widest range of grade levels. 

Making words was applied regularly by teachers across grade levels during the first year as 
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teachers learned the practices.   During subsequent years intermediate-level teachers 

discontinued its use.  Collaborative strategic reading was never implemented by all the teachers 

in the group and was continued to be used by fewer teachers than the other practices.  

 The researchers identified the top factors that facilitated the sustained implementation of 

the instructional practices as indicated by teachers.  The first factor was a support network. The 

teachers described this support as coming from a variety of sources in particular administrative 

support. The next factors that influenced sustainability were student benefits and students‘ 

acceptance of instructional practices. The final factors that contributed to sustainability were 

ready available materials and the freedom to modify practices.     

  The factors that impeded implementation were high-stakes achievement testing and 

content coverage. Teachers felt pressure to cover content no matter if students reached mastery 

due to materials covered on testing.  Time constraints were another factor that impeded 

implementation as well as a mismatch of teaching style and strategies. The last factor was lack of 

in-depth understanding of practices and strategies.        

  Three years following professional development on the implementation and use of 

targeted practices, the teachers demonstrated use of some of these practices.  Furthermore, 

teachers had adjusted these practices to suit their instructional styles and the needs of the 

students in their classrooms (Klingner et al., 1999).      

 These researchers examined sustaining three research-based practices in reading over a 

period of three years. They chose practices that would actively involve all students, would not 

involve large expenditures of materials or equipment, and could be used to enhance instruction 

regardless of the core reading program. Although these findings were noteworthy, there were 

limitations to the study. Of the twelve teachers that originally began the study only five 

completed it. Also only two of the three strategies were consistently implemented after extensive 

professional development of all strategies.        

 During another study researchers examined the challenges one reading coach faced 

during the implementation of coaching initiatives in a high poverty, urban school.  Al Otaiba, 

Hosp, Smart, and Dole (2008) used a mixed methods approach, reporting both qualitative and 

quantitative data.  They collected quantitative data that described the reading levels of 
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kindergarten and first grade students at the school, as well as pretest and posttest scores of 

teachers‘ knowledge.  The qualitative part consisted of a teacher survey, focus group interviews, 

documents, and field notes.          

   Participants that made up this study were 33 teachers with an average of 14.8 years 

experience, a principal with 17 years experience, and the reading coach who had been a 

classroom teacher as well as having a clinical practice that concentrated on assessing students, 

and who also had experience in consulting and giving presentations.  The teacher survey and 

focus group field notes were coded for themes with triangular analysis.  The teacher pretests and 

posttests were analyzed using a paired sample t-test.  The researchers found that before training, 

the teachers‘ mean score was 61% correct on items and after training was 67% correct. They 

were also able to discern the skills that the kindergarten and first grade students were struggling 

to establish mastery.           

 Al Otaiba et al. (2008) found that a) teachers encountered new information about 

teaching reading that conflicted with their current knowledge, b) the new information conflicted 

with their core reading program, c) teachers had different perceptions of the role of the reading 

coach, and d) reform efforts were time intensive.  Unfortunately, the program was cancelled 

before training could be offered. The weakness of this study was that it took place at one site and 

ended up being a very short-term study.  The principal at this school was reassigned and the 

program was not sustained by the new principal.       

 The general purpose of the study by Evans, Baugh and Sheffer (2003) was to present 

post-funding data of the Comprehensive School Reform (CSR) programs, their relation to NCLB 

and support of its requirements, and the impact of CSR on student achievement.  The United 

States Department of Education (2002) offered some guidance in the definition of 

Comprehensive School Reform by referring to the legislative components of the program that, 

when systematically implemented, would lead to scientifically based educational practices. 

These components included high quality professional development, measurable goals and 

benchmarks, meaningful parent involvement, external support and technical assistance, and 

proven methods for learning and instruction.       

 The data reported were obtained from a total of 96 sites in 78 schools in Pennsylvania.  
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These schools started their funding cycle at the beginning of the 1998-99 school year; their 

funding ended at the conclusion of the 2000-01 school year.   A team of consultants from the 

Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) gathered post-funding data. The intent of the 

monitoring effort was to determine the aspects of CSR that were still being implemented, the 

degree to which the original CSR model was still in place, and the approach the school was 

taking with respect to NCLB requirements. The implementation data were gathered during site 

visits to each of the 78 schools during April-June of 2003. At the time of the implementation site 

visit, it was reported that 50 of the 78 schools, or about 64%, were still implementing the CSR 

model. The degree of implementation ratings were based on a four-point Likert scale, where 

3=Implemented and 4=Functional. Across all 78 schools, the overall mean was 3.87 and the 

standard deviation was .132. Most schools indicated that their test results had improved over the 

past four years. They also felt that the student achievement results were consistent with other 

district assessments.           

   In general, many of the components of CSR were continuing to be implemented in the 

schools and were supporting NCLB requirements. The majority of the schools included in this 

study continued to implement their specific CSR model.  In terms of student achievement, the 

implementation of CSR enhanced student achievement for these schools. This study did not 

identify whether the schools that did not keep up with implementation had any change of student 

achievement.            

  Evan, Baugh, and Sheffer examined implementation and sustainability of 

Comprehensive School Reform practices in Pennsylvania. While the trends across all schools 

reflected positively on CSR programs and their sustainability, the data does not provide 

persuasive evidence in terms of guaranteeing that any given model will continue to be highly 

implemented after the funding cycle has been completed (Evans, Baugh, & Sheffer, 2003). 

   Stringfield, Datnow, and Ross (2005), addressed the sustainability of comprehensive 

school reform (CSR) models in thirteen schools in one urban district.  The research draws upon 

qualitative data gathered in a longitudinal case study of the implementation of six CSR models.  

After three years, reform efforts came to an end in six of the 13 schools studied; two other 

schools were still implementing reforms but at very low levels. Only five of the 13 schools 
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continued to implement their CSR models with moderate to high levels of intensity. Findings 

showed that changing district and state environments affected the sustainability of CSR models 

in schools. Depending on each school‘s strategy for dealing with the changes, as well as their 

own local circumstances, experiences with reform, and capacity affected their level of 

sustainability. This study pointed to the importance of understanding district and state contexts 

in the sustainability of comprehensive school reform models. This marks a departure from prior 

research on reform sustainability that has focused mainly on school-level factors. As the findings 

make clear, the changing district and state policies, leadership, and agendas affected the 

sustainability.              

  In all schools that dropped reforms teachers admitted to putting reform-related activities 

aside to prepare students for the state tests.  In other cases, there were multiple factors leading to 

the instability of the reform efforts.  The changing district and state policies and priorities 

provided schools the opportunity to drop the reforms.  Reform sustainability or lack of 

sustainability did not result from individuals or institutions acting in isolation from one another.  

Forces at the state, in districts, schools and classrooms all interacted to shape the longevity of 

reform.            

 The findings of this study yielded some additional specific implications for educators in 

schools.  First, if a school is not planning on sticking with a reform for long, it is best not to start 

at all. Teachers become frustrated with the never-ending cycle of reforms that progress through 

schools and over time become increasingly doubtful of them.  Second, educators need to work 

hard towards making the reform an accepted part of school curriculum.  As the findings of this 

study make clear, reform sustainability does not come easily; it takes extensive time and effort.  

Third, if the principal and faculty believe that a reform is working well, they would be advised to 

keep district administrators informed about their successes along the way.  Finally, if a school is 

located in a high poverty, traditionally low-test score background, it would be sensible to choose 

a reform that can help the school improve on state and district measures of accountability 

(Stringfield, Datnow, & Ross, 2005).         

  This research demonstrated the difficulty of sustaining programs once implemented and 

each showed mixed results. The first study looked at only three strategies and the sustainability 
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of using these strategies was mixed. The subsequent study showed that without support program 

implementation barely happens and the program is not sustained. The next study showed strong 

implementation and sustainability during the funding cycle and the final research demonstrated 

that there is more factors that influence sustainability than just classroom implementation. 

Research on Low Income Schools        

  Cummins (2007) argued that the National Reading Panel‘s (NRPP) findings have been 

selective and problematic in its interpretation of systematic phonics instruction.  Cummins 

observed that there is minimal scientific support for the approaches that have been promoted for 

low-income students.  With the pending reauthorization of NCLB, it was time to explore whether 

the reading instruction being implemented in schools serving low-income students was 

consistent with what is known about literacy development and how children learn.  Two studies 

were conducted on Reading First classrooms; one a quasi-experimental evaluation of a reading 

intervention program and the other a longitudinal study in primary grades in a bilingual program.  

The first study consisted of two groups of at-risk first graders. One group received systematic 

phonics instruction and tutoring while the control group received small group guided reading 

instruction without any word study activities or tutoring.      

 Results showed the group that received systematic phonics instructions performed better 

on reading assessments then the control group.  The author concluded that a balanced 

intervention, one that included an explicit focus on language, combined with text comprehension 

strategy instruction and encouragement to read and write, worked better than an intervention 

consisting of simple guided reading.       

 Cummins (2007) next examined a Spanish-English bilingual program that served low-

income students.  Spanish and English were used as the languages of instruction. The literacy 

development of four students was documented over a 4-year period from kindergarten to second 

grade. Two of the students were taught literacy only in Spanish and two only in English. The 

students received structured phonics instruction in kindergarten and minimal phonics instruction 

in first and second grades. The researcher discovered students acquired literacy in language in 

the absence of formal systematic phonics instruction.  The author‘s conclusion was that there is 

evidence that, in contrast to systematic phonics instruction, literacy engagement was strongly 
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related to the development of reading comprehension.  The strength of this research is the 

argument that low-income reading does not have to be more systematic than reading for students 

who are not low income. Students acquired literacy in a language in the absence of formal 

systematic phonics instruction (Cummins, 2007).       

  Al Otaiba et al. (2008) investigated the role of the amount, content, and implementation 

of reading instruction provided by 17 kindergarten teachers in eight Reading First elementary 

schools.  Although improving early literacy instruction so that all students learn to read is a vital 

goal of Reading First, little is known about the impact of the amount, content, and 

implementation of research-based instruction.        

  The purpose of this study was: 1) to examine children‘s reading and phonological growth 

relative to state benchmarks; 2) to examine amounts and types of literacy instruction and how 

instruction was implemented; 3) to investigate the relations among, content, and implementation.   

The participants came from eight schools with 17 teachers involved in the study.  Students in this 

study were predominantly African-American (70%) and an even larger majority of students 

received free and reduced lunch (86%).  Classroom observations were made three times to 

determine amount, content, and implementation of literacy instruction.   

 There has been a large amount of concern about improving reading outcomes in high 

poverty schools, it is notable this study showed increases in children‘s letter naming and 

decoding fluency as well as growth in phonological awareness.  Additionally, teachers and 

children were focused on reading instruction.  Researchers identified more than 90% of the 

instructional time had a reading focus.  The finding showed that children with lower levels of 

initial reading and vocabulary skills are more affected to the quality and quantity of instruction 

they received (Al Otaiba, et al., 2008).         

 This research takes place in low income schools that were implementing the research-

based practices of phonological awareness and letter naming fluency.  The researchers found that 

kindergarten students showed growth in these skills and that classroom teachers‘ implementation 

was what was subscribed by Reading First.  The researchers addressed implementation during 

the first year of funding for Reading First as well as kindergarten achievement on specific skills. 

Implementation of these skills was taking place as subscribed in observed classrooms.   
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 Rural Study           

  For more than three decades, the main tool for raising educational performance has been 

the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), more particularly, Title I.  In the fall 

of 1997, Congress approved $150 million to implement proven strategies for whole school 

restructuring.  From this federal Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program 

money was earmarked for competitive grants to schools that receive Title I funds.  CSRD‘s 

relationship to Title I could be important to rural areas, which tend to have high percentages of 

impoverished children.  Congress wanted to assure that all schools, particularly, rural schools 

could implement the reform plan of their choice.  Elements of teacher time and school resources 

must be matched with community needs, resources, and expectations.     

   Of the 46.5 million students attending public schools in the U.S., approximately 5 

million students are educated in rural schools and approximately 1 million attend schools with 

enrollments of less than 450 students (U.S. Department of Education, 2000). During the school 

years of 1999-2000 and fall 2002, Carlson and Buttram (2004) studied five small, southwestern 

rural schools using case study methodology to determine their success in implementing 

comprehensive, school-wide, and research-based improvement models.    

 To implement this research, five small, rural schools were identified in five states. The 

regions selected were challenged by population sparseness, high poverty, diverse ethnic groups, 

conservative political values, and weak economies (Beeson & Strange, 2000). The schools 

selected for this study were a purposeful sample (i.e., they were chosen for their potential for 

representing a cross section of rural schools and different comprehensive school reform models). 

  The researchers worked in two phases in order to fully document the implementation 

process in each of the chosen schools over the three years of their grants and to gauge the impact 

of their chosen research-based improvement model on student achievement over time. Phase one 

was conducted in the first year of the schools‘ implementation. Phase two was conducted after 

the three-year grant period ended.        

 The data collected were carefully analyzed for patterns of consistency and unanimity of 

perceptions.  Each school case was prepared and a meta-analysis was conducted across all five 

cases. Both common experiences and significant unique events were noted and reported.  Each 
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case was conducted in a similar manner. Two-to three-day visits were arranged.  Prior to the 

visit, each school received a brief one-page summary of the study and a copy of the interview 

protocol. Upon arrival at the schools, the contact person developed a schedule for the interviews, 

leaving some open time for classroom visits and other observations.     

  The researchers discovered the schools were able to overcome many of their limitations 

while taking advantage of their small size. The increase of additional funds for a three-year 

period of time provided much needed fiscal support that local and state sources typically could 

not provide. The nature of projects selected addressed the special learning needs of all children 

and provided valuable insights and methods in working with low income and minority children. 

 Although all of the schools were to some degree successful in implementing their 

research-based improvement models, they did encounter some difficulties along the way.  

Teacher resistance surfaced in each of the schools though the size of the resistance varied.    

First, this study clearly showed that rural isolation, small size, and limited fiscal and personnel 

resources do not necessarily limit a school‘s capacity to improve.  Second, the added funds 

enabled budget strapped rural schools to purchase much needed consultant services and 

instructional equipment and materials to successfully implement major instructional changes.    

In nearly all cases, this was missing from these schools in the past. Third, although state-

mandated testing programs do not enjoy wide support among school personnel and many 

parents, they did play a major role in motivating the schools of this study to pay closer    

attention to all students‘ progress. Finally, researchers discovered that teachers can make a 

difference. They do need additional resources to transition from present practices to those     

more promising. Federal funds can help stimulate and support the change process. It is 

unfortunate that these funds are not offered on an even more long-term basis to help 

institutionalize required changes.        

 This research addressed the difficulties that rural schools experience due to their size. 

Implementation of new programs when funded had mixed success in the five schools. Once 

funding ended implementation was hard to sustain (Carlson & Buttram, 2004).    

  Adequate yearly progress (AYP) on No Child Left Behind criteria was examined      

from a randomly selected sample of districts that qualified for the Rural Education   
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Achievement Program (REAP) and Small Rural Schools Achievement (SRSA) in a study      

done by Farmer et al. (2006). Within the NCLB legislation the REAP was established to provide 

additional funding to help schools address challenges that are unique to rural districts.  While 

recognizing that the goals of NCLB are important, many rural schools find the legislation 

challenging.            

 The results of this study suggested that the majority of rural schools that qualified for 

REAP were making adequate yearly progress during the early implementation of No Child Left 

Behind.  However, after more data become available a substantial proportion of these schools 

were not.  The data also indicated a wide range in the performance of rural schools that appear  

to be related to both geographical differences and differences in the populations of students 

served.                      

  As efforts move forward to enhance the educational outcomes of rural students, it is 

necessary to recognize the diverse needs of rural communities and to establish programs that can 

be responsive to the issues that schools face.  These issues are related to geographic isolation, 

poverty, and high concentrations of students who are at risk for academic difficulties.  This study 

addresses the fact that implementation in rural schools is difficult due to these issues which are 

unique to rural communities.  Even with funding some rural schools struggle to meet annual 

yearly growth. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 

        The goal of this case study was to examine the degree to which research-based 

practices were being implemented by first grade teachers in a rural school district after funding 

for the research-based program had ended.  Were teachers who had received training in research-

based practices able to sustain and continue implementation of these practices in their 

classrooms?  Did their perceptions of their use of these research-based practices match what they 

were implementing in the classroom?  This chapter describes the methodology that was used to 

conduct this study. 

Research Design          

 When researchers are interested in exploring, explaining and describing a phenomenon 

within a context, a case study method is desirable since it focuses on a particular situation, event, 

program, or phenomenon, expresses rich details and sheds light on the phenomenon (Creswell, 

2007; Merriam, 1998).  Creswell (2007) describes a case study as a methodology well suited 

when the researcher wishes to study a group, incident, or phenomenon by using multiple data 

collection.  Yin (2002) recommends using case study methodology when researching a 

contemporary issue.  The case study research methodology allowed the researcher to triangulate 

data from multiple sources collected through surveys, interviews, and observations to create a 

more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon.      

 This case study was both exploratory and collective.  An exploratory case study begins 

with assumptions; however, the researcher is aware that the findings might indicate that these 

assumptions are incorrect (Yin, 2002).  This study was exploratory in that it sought to examine 

the perceptions of first grade teachers regarding research-based practices and whether their 

perceptions matched what they were implementing in the classroom.   This study was also 
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collective; a collective case study results in the researcher exploring two or more cases to 

investigate one issue (Creswell, 2007).  This study examined the implementation of research-

based practice within four different classroom environments after federal funding for the 

program had ended.          

School Setting and Student Demographics       

  This collective case study took place in the first grade classrooms of those teachers 

meeting selection criteria (outlined later in this chapter) in a district that qualified for a federal 

grant to implement research- based reading practices.  Funds were allotted to State Educational 

Agencies from 2002 through 2008, according to the proportion of children aged 5 to 17 who 

resided within the State and were from families with incomes below the poverty line.  All the 

schools in this study were Title I schools. Title I provides financial assistance to Local Education 

Agencies and schools with high numbers or high percentages of low income children to help 

ensure that all children meet challenging state academic standards (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2002).  This district was selected for the study because of the commitment of the 

administration to continue research-based practices after funding ended.    

 Procedures followed the ethical guidelines for survey research issued by Florida State 

University’s Institutional Review Board for Research Involving Human Subjects.  The 

application was submitted and approved by the review board.  To gain access to the school sites, 

the researcher presented the proposed study to the district assistant superintendent.  The assistant 

superintendent reviewed the proposal and gave her approval to conduct the study in the school 

district. Upon approval, the researcher followed the guidelines suggested.  The researcher 

contacted each principal by email with an attached file of information that was to be passed out 

to teachers in grades kindergarten through three.  The researcher then distributed surveys at each 

school, described in subsequent sections.       

 As noted, the particular school district was chosen for its commitment to the continuation 

of the research-based program after funding ended.  This district was statistically considered as 

low income with 26.60% of the population in the county living below the poverty line, high 

minority, in a rural area and was predominantly African-American (U.S Census Bureau, 2009).  

The average student ethnic breakdown of the six elementary school sites at the time of the study 
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was as follows: 80.23%, African-American; 14.15%, Hispanic; 5.43%, white; 0.18% Asian/other 

islander.  As stated before, all of the schools were Title I with 85.92 % of students receiving free 

and reduced lunch (Florida Department of Education, 2009).    

 Each of the schools was graded in 2009 by the state system that was based on three 

criteria.  First schools earn points in subject areas- one point for each percent of students meeting 

high standards in reading, mathematics, science and writing as determined by scoring three and   

above on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test ( FCAT).  Second, schools earn points for 

adequate progress-one point for each percent of students making gains in reading and 

mathematics. Finally, points are earned from the percent of eligible students tested.   

 Based upon total points, schools receive the following grades: 525 and above received an 

‗A‘; between 495-524, receive a ‗B‘; between 435-494, a ‗C‘; a ‗D‘ is received for between 395-

434 points; lower than 395 received a ‗F‘ (Florida Department of Education, 2009).  The schools 

in this study ranked as follows:  two were ‗A‘ schools, one school a ‗B‘, and three, ‗C‘ schools.  

The schools had a combined 97 teachers in grades K-3.  There were 24 kindergarten teachers, 25 

first grade, 23 second grade, and 25 third grade.   

      To obtain background data on the prior professional development training, the current 

perspectives, and teaching practices of the k-3 teachers relative to the research-based reading 

practices, a survey (See Appendix B) was given out to all 97 of the K-3 teachers. All of these 

teachers had received research-based training unless they were first year teachers or coming from 

a district that had not received funding for research-based training.  The surveys were placed in 

each teacher‘s school mailbox with a letter of explanation, consent form and a drop box for 

returns (See Appendix C).  The surveys were distributed three times with e-mails sent to all the 

teachers requesting the return of the surveys.   All the surveys were returned anonymously except 

for those given to the first grade teachers and were grouped by individual schools for possible 

sub-analysis.  A secondary purpose for the survey was to assist in identifying first grade teachers 

who met selection criteria (see below) and who might participate in the case study.   

First Grade Teacher Participants        

  First grade was chosen for the study primarily because so many reading components are 

taught at this level.  Based upon initial survey data, out of the 25 first grade teachers, 11 teachers 
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were not eligible for the study because they were either first year teachers or others who had, for 

some reason, not received training in research-based practices. Another qualification was that 

teachers had to have already taught in the district at least one year and be assigned in the current 

year to schools that had received grants in previous years to implement research-based reading 

practices. After determining which teachers met all of these criteria, those eligible teachers were 

contacted about participating in the study. The first observation times were set up with the four 

qualifying teachers who agreed to become participants.      

 Teachers‘ participation in this study was voluntary.  Included in the packets given to the 

K-3 teachers was a letter of consent and a survey to be completed. The first grade teachers were 

given a survey that requested their names for future contact whereas the kindergarten, second 

and third surveys did not request the teacher‘s name.  To participate, teachers returned both the 

signed consent letter and completed survey in the provided envelop.  The first grade teachers 

received in their mailboxes a cover letter explaining the study, consent form, (See Appendix C) a 

survey, (See Appendix B) and manila envelope to conceal confidential data.  In order to track 

surveys to the classrooms, the respondents‘ identities were not anonymous to the researcher.  

However, their names were replaced by pseudonyms and their identities kept confidential in the 

final report and in anything that could publicly identify them as well as the identities of the 

schools.  The original goal was to have two teachers from each of the ‗A‘ schools and two 

teachers from two of the three ‗C‘ schools for a total of eight teachers.  However, the number of 

teachers who returned surveys and were qualified to participate ended up being four.  The 

participants were from two ‗A‘ and two ‗C‘ schools.  These teachers provided the opportunity for 

four in-depth case studies with in-depth, prolonged observations and interviews.  

 The four teachers that participated in the study had a combined average of five years of 

teaching experience.  One of the four teachers had earned her master‘s degree and two of the four 

teachers had their reading certifications.  The teachers had been in the district for an average of 

five years. 

        

Data Sources and Collection Procedures        

  Data sources in the study primarily consisted of a summary of the written survey given 
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to all K-3 teachers; more focused analysis of surveys of the four participant first grade teachers;  

the informal interviews with these teachers and classroom observations during their reading 

instruction blocks.  Survey research involves the use of questionnaires and/or interviews to 

gather data about people and their thoughts and behaviors.  The purpose of a 

survey/questionnaire is to determine and confirm multiple realities, the different and possibly 

even contradictory views of what happened (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  For this study, surveys 

were specifically used to obtain from teachers their perspectives on research-based practices and 

what they perceived was taking place in their classrooms as well as what practices were actually 

being implemented.          

 As noted previously, surveys were placed in teachers‘ mailboxes to identify which ones 

had professional development training, to gain teachers‘ perspectives on research-based practices 

and to provide cover letter, and consent form (See Appendix B for survey, Appendix C for cover 

letter explanation and consent form).  For this research, a survey was adapted from one 

developed by the University of Georgia for the Georgia Department of Education. The Georgia 

questionnaire was constructed by selecting those items from four years of teacher questionnaires 

used by the University of Michigan that related to reading topics corresponding to the domains 

of the Reading First initiative:  phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and reading 

comprehension.  All items in the questionnaire had established validity and reliability measures  

(Georgia Department of Education, 2005).  The adaptation to the survey consisted of the 

elimination of questions that pertained to assessment which reduced the number of items.  

Assessment questions were eliminated because schools were implementing a new assessment 

program and the questions on the original survey were directed toward the old assessment and 

did not address the current environment.  To address research purposes, the survey instrument 

was composed of 34 structured and one open-ended response items (See Appendix B for the 

survey).             

 A second source of data collection came from informal interviews (See Appendix D).  

The interviews were guided by open-ended and semi- structured questions where neither the 

exact wording nor order of the questions was determined ahead of time.  Questions were used to 

clarify survey responses and to explore further what was happening during observations.  Some 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Questionnaire
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Data


50 

 

questions focused specifically on discrepancies between survey responses and actions noted 

during classroom observations.  This format allowed the researcher to respond to the situations 

as they arose.  Consequently, informal interviewing was particularly useful for exploring a topic 

broadly.  Because each interview tended to be somewhat unique as questions tended to emerge 

based upon observations of each teacher‘s classroom, it was more difficult to analyze interview 

data, especially when synthesizing across respondents (Merriam, 1998).    

 The final source was classroom observations.  The purpose of the classroom observations 

was primarily to document the elements of research-based practices that were being implemented 

in the classrooms and to determine the degree to which these elements were being implemented 

with fidelity (See Appendix A for the observation document).  Thus, the observations were 

meant to specifically address the research questions (Merriam, 1998). Observation was also one 

component of the data that provided for triangulation of other data sources.  Multiple methods, 

such as, surveys, observation, and interviews lead to more valid, reliable and diverse 

construction of realities (Johnson, 1997).       

 To make more valid, reliable observations in the study, the Instructional Content 

Emphasis-Revised [ICE-R] was selected (See Appendix A).  This tool was used to organize 

notes after classroom observations to monitor fidelity of implementation of research-based 

practices.  The ICE-R is essentially a quantitative system for analyzing the qualitative nature of 

classroom reading instruction (Vaugh & Briggs, 2003).    

 According to Vaugh and Briggs (2003) content validity of the ICE-R was established by 

a thorough literature review and through consultation with experts in the field. Instructional 

categories and sub-categories in ICE-R were collected from a variety of sources documenting 

instructional practices found in beginning reading instruction.  Input from authorities in the field 

established that the instrument measured what it purported to—instructional content of reading 

and language arts instruction. This is a valid and reliable observation instrument used to 

systematically categorize and code the content of reading and language arts instruction and can 

be used to collect data helpful in answering the following questions: What is being taught?   How 

is it being taught?  How well is it being taught?   What is being used to teach?   Reliability 

checks were done before instructional methods were used in the schools (Phelps, 2009).    
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 The first grade teachers who indicated a willingness to participate in the study and met 

the criteria were observed during their entire reading block on five occasions over a three-month 

period using the ICE-R.  The reading blocks generally lasted from an hour and a half to two 

hours.  Three of the participants were observed one time by another researcher as part of the 

process of determining the validity of observations as described subsequently.   

   As noted in the introduction, to accomplish the purpose of the study, the key element to 

examine during the observations was whether research-based practices, were being implemented 

with fidelity in the classrooms.  These guidelines (See Table 2) were as follows: 1) fidelity to a 

scientifically researched core reading series, 2) 90 minute uninterrupted reading block, 3) the 

five components of reading, 4) small and large group instruction and 5) literature rich 

environment  (U.S Department of Education Office of Secondary Education, 2002).   

 

Table 1:  Guidelines Defining Research Based Practice in the Study 

Guidelines                                                   Definitions 

Scientifically researched                              Instructional Content-Phonemic awareness, 

core reading series                                        phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension 

                                                                      Instructional Design-explicit instructional 

                                                                      Strategies, coordinated instructional strategies, 

                                                                      coordinated instructional sequences, ample 

                                                                      practice opportunities, aligned student material 

                                                                      Examples: Trophies-Harcourt,  

          Open Court-Imagine   It!-SRA McGraw Hill 

                                                                      The Nation‘s Choice-Houghton Mifflin 

                                                                       Reading Mastery Plus-SRA McGraw Hill 
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Table 1: Continued 

Guidelines                                                   Definitions 

90 minute uninterrupted                                 a protected, uninterrupted block of time  

reading block                                                  for reading instruction-instruction for  

                                                                        beginning readers and struggling readers  

                                                                        be at least 90 minutes a day or more 

 

Five components of reading                           Phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, 

                                                                        vocabulary, and comprehension 

 

Instruction size                                               Whole group-the whole class 

                                                                        Small group 5-7 students 

 

Literature rich environment                            A classroom in which many different 

                                                                        kinds of print are evident.  These include 

                                                                        age-appropriate books, magazines, student 

                                                                        journals, and examples of student work.  It can 

                                                                       also include signs, word walls, word displays, 

                                                                        labeled charts and graphs, big books, listening        

centers, and multimedia capable computers 

          

Role of Researcher          

 In this case study, the researcher took on several roles.  As an observer, she took on the 

role of a non-participant.  Non-participant observation is observation with limited interaction 

with those people observed during the process and recording events on the spot. The advantage 
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of doing observations as a non-participant is the extensive amount of data obtainable. As a non-

participant observer in this study, the researcher‘s objective was to collect data in a natural, 

educational, classroom setting.  A disadvantage of this method is the threat of not staying 

focused on the phenomena being observed (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).  The use of the ICE-R 

helped reduce that limitation.          

  Another role of the researcher in the study was to conduct interviews of each participant 

concurrently but outside of the observation process.  Yin (2002) asserted that interviews may 

take several forms, case study interviews are often informal and questions are derived from what 

is being observed.  Since the researcher had survey data she was able to gain information about 

the focus of the study as well as the participants‘ perceptions to help guide the interview process.  

The researcher took into account that data collected through interviews were subject to bias, poor 

recall, and inaccurate information, and required corroboration with the information collected 

from the observations (Creswell, 2007).  In addition, confirmation of participants‘ views was 

achieved by member checks.  Member checks of the interviews were done to add validity to the 

study. After the completion of interviews, the questions and teachers‘ answers were typed and 

taken back for teachers to check for accuracy.  During this process new questions arose and were 

again responded to by teachers.  At the end of the study, the interview transcripts were again 

reviewed by the teachers. 

Data Analysis Procedures         

 As noted, three different data sources provided the bases for analyses: surveys, informal 

interviews, and classroom observations.  According to Creswell (2007) analysis is a breaking up, 

separating, or disassembling of research materials into pieces, parts, elements, or units.   After 

the examination of the surveys, informal interviews, and observations in the classrooms the 

materials were categorized and coded.  This process facilitated making sense of massive amounts 

of data, reducing the volume of information, identifying significant patterns and constructing a 

framework for communicating the essence of what the data revealed.  The type of coding that 

was done of the data was descriptive. Field notes drawn from observations were transferred to 

the ICE-R instrument.  The categories were organized to answer the questions of the study.  Do 

teachers‘ surveyed perspectives, obtained from their surveys and interviews, match what is being 
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implemented in their classrooms?  Are research-based practices being sustained and 

implemented with fidelity in the first grade classrooms being studied?       

  To achieve the answers to these questions, the researcher examined the data provided by 

the surveys before making observations and doing interviews.  After establishing each teacher‘s 

perceptions by reading their responses concerning their understanding and their implementation 

of research-based components, the researcher began observations and interviews.  During the 

observation and interview phases, copious notes were taken concerning the components that 

were central to the study.  Following each observation, interviews took place that dealt with 

inconsistencies between survey responses and what was being implemented in the classroom as 

well as teaching different components with fidelity.   Observations and interviews were 

interacting components that provided enhanced understanding of each other (Krathwohl, 1998).  

In order to achieve a complete understanding the researcher used focused interview prompts and 

provided probing questions whenever necessary.       

  At the completion of each classroom observation, the researcher took all the notes and 

reread and organized them.  The data was then transferred to the ICE-R form (See Appendix A).  

The ICE-R was developed to systematically categorize and code the content of reading 

instruction.  The data yielded by ICE-R included: 

 Multi-dimensional descriptions of reading and language arts instruction 

 Amount of time allocated for components of reading instruction relative to the total 

instructional time 

 Student grouping patterns 

 Materials utilized 

 Levels of student engagement 

 Instructional quality    

 Text reading variables  

 The observational content captured through ICE-R contains the skills that were taught 

and used during reading instruction.  The instrument places importance on components of 

reading instruction (Vaughn & Briggs, 2003).  After the data was coded and categorized, 
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inconsistencies were identified between teachers‘ understanding of components and perceptions 

of implementation.  Also implementation of components with fidelity was analyzed from the 

data.               

Credibility           

 The credibility of qualitative inquiry depends on three distinct but related inquiry 

elements: rigorous techniques and methods for gathering high-quality data that are carefully 

analyzed, with attention to issues of integrity, reliability, and triangulation; the credibility of the 

researcher; and the appreciation of naturalistic inquiry, qualitative methods, and inductive 

analysis.  Triangulation refers to the designed use of multiple methods with offsetting and 

counteracting biases, in investigations of the same phenomenon (Creswell, 2007). Triangulation 

was achieved through the use of qualitative data from the surveys, informal interviews, and 

classroom observations.              

Dependability         

 Dependability refers to the reliability of the coding producers.  To achieve dependability 

the researcher recruited an education, graduate student to participate in observations and coding. 

For the purpose of the current study, the inter-rater agreement was determined by comparing 

observations made by two individuals using the instrument in multiple instances during the study 

(Myer & Sylvester, 2006).  The researcher and student examined the observation tool (ICE-R) 

and went through the directions and steps for using the instrument.  The researcher also went 

over the purpose for the study.  Together three observations were made and field notes were 

taken. After each observation the researcher and student individually coded the data and met 

after the last observation to share results.  The information in all sections of the ICE-R 

corresponded 100% across the three observations.        

Trustworthiness           

  Trustworthiness is an essential component of qualitative research. Findings should 

reflect the reality of the experience (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Techniques for enhancing 

trustworthiness include prolonged engagement, persistent observation, member checks, reflective 
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journals and triangulation across sources. One strategy that was used in this study was the 

collection of data from multiple sources in the field over a concentrated period of time.  The 

study consisted of a survey, five observations per teacher and interviews that took place during 

the study time frame.  Member checks involved taking interview analysis back to each of the 

research participants after observations were completed to make sure it represented a reasonable 

account of the interview thus, minimizing researcher bias.  A reflective journal was kept to detect 

any influences of the researcher‘s personal frame of mind, biases, and tentative interpretation on 

the data being gathered.  Finally, as noted, the study was designed using three sources of data 

collection from each of the participants.  This provided a richer, multilayered and more credible 

data set.  To enhance transferability it was important to do a thorough job of describing the 

research context and the assumptions that are central to the research.  The key is a thorough 

description of the specific setting, circumstances, participants, and procedures.  The person who 

wishes to transfer the results to a different context is then responsible for making the judgment of 

how sensible the transfer would be. 

Summary           

 As indicated earlier, the study took place in a district that was continuing to implement 

research-based practices after funding ended.  Surveys were distributed, observations made, and 

interviews held. The surveys were reviewed to gain an understanding of teachers‘ perceptions of 

research- based practices.  Five observations were made in each of the four first grade teachers‘ 

classroom and the descriptive data was organized on the ICE-R instrument.  Participant 

interviews provided information to clarify surveys and observations. Having three data sources 

added to credibility to the study and having another researcher make observations added to the 

dependability. Trustworthiness was established through collection of data over an intense period 

of time, member checks, a reflective journal, and triangulation of data. The data was reviewed 

and analyzed then findings and conclusions were drawn. 
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 CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS 

 

This study was designed to determine if teachers were able to sustain research-based 

practices in which they were trained after grant funding had ended.  As described in Chapter 3, 

this study utilized a qualitative approach and pulled data from several sources described more 

fully below.  The following research questions were examined:     

 To what degree are the components of research-based practices being    

  implemented in the classrooms?         

 The research-based components consisted of a daily uninterrupted 90 minute reading 

block; use of scientifically based reading series;  small and large group differentiated instruction;  

rich  literature environment; and teaching of the five reading components (phonemic awareness, 

phonological awareness, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension).      

 Were teachers implementing all components of this research-based    

  program or were they substituting and omitting key components?    

 Were teachers‘ perceptions of research-based practices consistent with their

 implementation of those practices?          

 That is, were teachers‘ perceptions of research-based practices, which have been 

examined through surveys and interviews consistent with their classroom practices?  

 The chapter begins with the district-level examination of teachers‘ perceptions and 

knowledge of the endorsed program.  The data was obtained from surveys distributed to K-3 

teachers at six schools within the school district where the study was conducted. The purpose of 

the survey was to examine teachers‘ perceptions of the research-based reading program. The 

survey asked the teachers what they knew and understood about the essential domains of 

reading; if they felt they had been adequately prepared to teach those domains; if they had been 
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provided effective instruction in each domain; and the degree to which their classrooms and 

teaching reflected use of research based practices. The survey also addressed how research based 

practices were supported at their sites as well as how students progressed through participation in 

the program. A complete copy of the survey is found in Appendix (A).    

 Following the discussion of the district-level survey, the study compares the 

implementation of the required program components in four classrooms.  The teachers assigned 

to these four classrooms were trained as a part of the original grant in each of the areas and 

domains listed earlier.  Each of the four teachers had volunteered to be observed and to share 

their perceptions about the program.  Each teacher was observed in her classroom, interacting 

with her class over a three and half month period. Each individual classroom and teacher was 

observed five times for a period of no less than 90 minutes. In addition to the observations, 

informal interviews with each teacher were conducted before and after the classroom 

observations.  The individual teacher‘s survey data was also used to establish clarity between 

teachers‘ perceptions of implementation and actual implementation.  In other words, the survey 

for each observed teacher was also reviewed to determine the level of understanding the teacher 

had of the research based practices.     

 Survey            

  As stated in Chapter 3, surveys (See Appendix A) were distributed to the K-3 teachers in 

the six schools in the local district that had received funding to provide training in research-based 

practices.  The survey response rate was 61% as 59 useable surveys from teachers in the district 

were returned.  Acceptable response rates vary by how the survey is administered and the 

method of delivery.  For this method of distribution, a response rate above 50% is considered to 

be quite good (Johnson & Owen, 2003).        

 Table 2 illustrates the median percentages of the 59 teachers who responded to the 

survey. The survey was divided into four domains.  The first domain was made up of 15 

statements that pertained to the teachers‘ understanding of research-based practices, how 

prepared they felt to teach those practices, and what practices they used in their classrooms.  The 

second domain was composed of 11 statements which referred to instruction in the classroom. 

For example, the use of instructional materials, the use of small group instruction, and literacy 
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centers (small area within the classroom where students work independently to explore literacy 

activities).  The third domain was comprised of four statements on the support research-based 

practices received from the administration. The final domain was comprised of four statements 

on how students were progressing using research-based practices.      

  The responses to each survey question were organized by domain.  A median score for 

each domain was determined by using the middle score in each domain.  The median was then 

used to divide the number of participants to find the percentage.  

 

Table 2:  Survey Results per Domains                                                        

Domains                                     Strongly Agree   Agree    Disagree   Strongly Disagree  Not Sure                 

Understanding/ Preparedness            53%               44%          2%               0%                     0% 

Classroom description/teaching        48%               44%          5%                0%                    0% 

Support of practices                           63%              32%           2%                0%                   .8% 

Student description                            31%              60%           3%                0%               3% 

 The survey revealed the perceptions of the teachers who responded to the survey about 

research-based practices and provided background information to compare with teachers‘ who 

were observed.  The first domain of the survey consisted of items exploring teachers‘ 

understanding and preparedness to teach the components of research-based practices.  Of the 59 

teachers who responded to the survey over 95% of the teachers felt they understood and were 

adequately prepared for and provided instruction in research-based components of reading in 

their classrooms with 53% of the teachers who strongly agreed and 44% who agreed.  The next 

domain examined how instruction looked in the classroom and over 90% felt they had resources 

and materials needed as well as provided different types of instruction in their classrooms with 

48% who strongly agreed and 44% who agreed.  The third domain pertained to the support for 

research-based practices received at each site with 95% of the teachers feeling practices were 

supported at their schools with 63% who strongly agreed and 32% who agreed.  The final 
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domain addressed student progress under these practices.  Just over 90% of teachers felt their 

students were progressing in reading using research-based practices with 31% who strongly 

agreed and 60% who agreed.  According to the results of the survey, the majority of teachers 

who responded felt they had an understanding of research-based elements, were prepared to 

teach the elements, had the resources, proved research-based instruction, had support for 

implementation, and that their students were progressing under the practices.     

 The purpose of obtaining the survey data was to determine whether the views of selected 

teachers were typical or an anomaly.  The majority of the four observed teachers (table 4) 

strongly agreed or agreed on all the domains. In all four domains the teachers‘ responses in the 

combined agree and strongly agreed were at least 75%. Therefore, the responses of the observed 

teachers were typical.   

Table 3:  Survey Results per Domains/Observed Teachers                                                        

Domains                                       Strongly Agree   Agree  Disagree   Strongly Disagree   Not sure  

Understanding/ Preparedness               25%             50%          0%                0%     0% 

Classroom description/teaching           50%              25%        25%               0%                0% 

Support of practices                             75%               13%          0%               0%                     0% 

Student description                              50%               36%         13%              0%      0% 

Observations           

  In this study, the findings from the classroom were organized around the four 

classrooms.  These four sections included:  the school demographics; a description of the school 

and neighborhood; a description of the physical environment of the classroom; a description of 

the research-based practices taking place in the classroom and information from the classroom 

teachers about their abilities to carry out research-based practices in their classrooms.  

 Each of the teachers was observed five times.  Three of the teachers were observed by 

two researchers to establish an inter-rater reliability.  All observations was at least 90 minutes 

with most lasting up to 120 minutes or two hours.  Each teacher was notified beforehand that she 



61 

 

would be observed.  The observations took place over a period of three and half months.  Phone 

conversations with the teachers also took place over the course of the study to answer pertinent 

questions that arose.              

 The county where the study was conducted is the only county with the majority 

population that is African American.  All the schools were located in a rural district where 26.6% 

of the population lives below the poverty level with 57.14% of the population Black; 38.70%,  

White;  6.17%,  Hispanic; .26 %, Asian; and .23%, Native American; and 2.76% from other 

races (Census Bureau, 2009).  This district was identified as a rural district according to 2006 

code system set up by the Federal Department of Education (National Rural Education 

Association, 2006).                            

 Case I: Miss Ridge.  Sangre Elementary was a school that had a state rating of ‗A‘.  The 

student body of the school was made up of 48% Hispanic, 39% Black, 12% White, and 1% 

unknown. The number of students that qualified for free or reduced lunch was 73%.  The ratio of 

teacher to students was 1:17 (Public School Review, 2003-2010).  When I visited the school to 

start my research the office staff was friendly and helpful.  The receptionist showed me to the 

workroom so I could place the surveys in the teachers‘ mailboxes and helped me to pass them 

out.  She set up a place for teachers to return the surveys and made announcements and sent out 

e-mails reminding teachers when I was going to be there to pick up completed surveys.  There 

was an 80% return rate of surveys at this school.         

 After previewing the two returned surveys from first grade teachers, Miss Ridge met the 

qualifications for the study and consented to participate. She had been trained in research-based 

practices and had taught in a Reading First School her whole career.  The other teacher had not 

been trained in research–based practices therefore did not qualify.  Miss Ridge was contacted by 

e-mail and by phone to set up a convenient time to start observations.  Miss Ridge was 

enthusiastic about participating in the study.  She was receptive to having me observe the next 

day.            

 Miss Ridge’s classroom. When I returned to the school to start my observations the 

janitor walked me down to Miss Ridge‘s room.   As soon as I knocked on the door, I was warmly 

greeted by Miss Ridge and introduced to her students.  Miss Ridge was a young Caucasian 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Race_%28United_States_Census%29
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Race_%28United_States_Census%29
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woman in her fourth year of teaching.   Miss Ridge‘s class had 19 students with 12 boys and 

seven girls.  Her classroom comprised nine Hispanic students, five Black students, and four 

White students.              

 Miss Ridge explained to her students I was there to watch them during their reading 

lesson and would be visiting several times.  Her students were very well behaved and her 

classroom was well managed.  The students were friendly and would often come to me to get 

help on their seatwork when their teacher was occupied which was an acceptable practice.   

When it was appropriate, she would talk with me about her students and the reading program.  At 

the end of each of her reading blocks, I was able to interview her with predetermined questions, 

that addressed the practices observed as well as to clarify survey responses.  

 The classroom was large with a wall of windows which allowed sunlight to come into the 

room.  The room was set up in two sections.  The front section had a large area for whole group 

instruction and centers.  In this area was a storage table where the teacher kept flashcards, 

markers and other supplies. Also in this area was an easel whiteboard that the teacher used for 

instruction in addition to her computer.  Along one wall was a bank of five student computers.  

The floor in this area had a carpet for students to sit on while they were receiving instruction. 

This front section also had bookshelves which housed the classroom library, reading games, 

(opposite memory, sequencing cards, word puzzles, rhyming games, I Can Spell, and I Can Tell 

a Story) and classroom papers.  Miss Ridge had her library books in tubs that sat on the shelves.  

She had eight tubs with 10-15 books per tub and she had them arranged by levels. Next, to the 

class library was a reading nook area with a rug and pillows.  The back section of the room had a 

table on one side and beyond it was the teacher‘s desk.   In the back corner was a storage cabinet.  

This cabinet contained the free items that came with the reading program (phonics kit, alphabetic 

kit, comprehension kit and vocabulary kit- though the kits were no longer complete).  The 

students‘ desks were positioned in rows in this back area with a view of the marker board and 

projector screen.  The teacher could project reading programs from her computer to the screen.  

 Miss Ridge had her classroom decorated with different charts, posters, sound spelling 

cards and vocabulary word wall.  She had her classroom rules and consequences posted on a 

chart at the front of the room.  Above the marker board and on the wall by the white board easel 
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she displayed the sound spelling cards which went with the Imagine It! reading series.  These 

cards had all the letters of the alphabet with their different sound spellings and were large enough 

for the students to reference anywhere in the room.  Scattered about the room were posters that 

had pictures with correlating print.  She had posters of color words, ordinal numbers, shapes, 

numbers, money, punctuation pals and geometric shapes.  In one area she had a display of 

student art and work.  In addition she has word walls which displayed school words and 

vocabulary words from the reading series.  For the most part, Miss Ridge‘s room was bright and 

cheery though she struggled with stacks of papers scattered across her desk and some of the 

storage areas.  She provided a positive, safe environment for learning in her classroom.  

   Reading instruction in Miss Ridge’s class.  During the first observation, Miss Ridge 

and her students were finishing up Unit 8.  This unit was entitled Away We Grow, and was 

centered around plants.  All the stories in this unit were informational and the word study was a 

review of long vowels.  Throughout the subsequent observations, the students were working in 

Unit 9 called Home Sweet Home.  This unit dealt with houses; how they were built, different 

types of homes and special houses. This unit reviewed long /e/, consonant blends, and r- 

controlled (See Appendix E).  Miss Ridge had her reading lessons designed to follow the scope 

and sequence of her reading series, Imagine It!.  Her lessons followed the daily plan set out by 

the series. She strictly adhered to her teacher‘s guide for her lessons, but had to pick and choose 

what activities to do because of time restraints.         

 She began each reading lesson with her students sitting in a semi-circle on the carpet 

facing the whiteboard easel for whole group phonological awareness and word study/phonics.  

Her reading lesson began like this for every lesson except when assessing.  The teacher began 

her integration of word study lesson by a review or introduction of different types of words 

example:  synonyms, antonyms, and contractions. She then moved to a lesson on letter/sound 

relationship reviewing long vowels.  She wrote letters on the whiteboard with a marker and had 

students do blending exercise to make words. She accomplished this task by having the students 

do the sounds of each letter then she would start at the beginning of the word and guide the 

students with a line down the word blending the sounds to make the word. Along with this 

activity, she incorporated blending of phonemes by asking students how many sounds they heard 
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in words.  According to her teacher‘s guide, these lessons were to take 10-15 minutes, but on 

average it took 45 minutes.  Her lower level students struggled to stay engaged and her higher 

level students were bored.  The lower level students would fiddle with things on the carpet, 

wiggle, or lay down, and the higher students would not always participate, though Miss Ridge 

was good at redirecting her students when needed.        

 To transition her students back to their desks, Miss Ridge had each child participate in a 

word fluency or spelling task by having them read or spell three sight words from flashcards. 

Once the students had read or spelled their three words, they went back to their desk and waited 

while the other students finished the task.  These teacher transitions could take up to almost 10 

minutes.  This transition was keeping students on task, but was not stimulating and added more 

time to an already long lesson.         

  Once students were back at their desks, Miss Ridge would have them work in their 

reading workbooks.  They would independently work on workbook pages that went with the 

phonics lesson, spelling or vocabulary.  She allowed 20 minutes for students to complete this 

work.  Those students who could not do the workbook pages independently would raise their 

hands for help and Miss Ridge would assist.  Eventually, she had students who finished their 

work help those who were unable to do the pages or do coloring sheets.  She would then go 

around and check completed work and have students make corrections.  Her lower level students 

did not finish and she had little time to help them because she was grading the pages of those that 

were finished. This portion of the lesson was also whole group with no differentiation for 

individual student needs.  Since the lower level students could not do the work, she only had 

them do what they could.  This usually involved doing nothing or only doing the parts on which 

they had received assistance.           

 The final portion of the reading block consisted of text reading.  The students read 

decodable readers on the carpet and went over the anthology at their desks.  The students choral 

read or round robin read from their decodable readers or anthologies.  Choral reading refers to 

student reading aloud in unison with a whole class or group of students. Round robin is where 

students read orally one after another.  For most of the students this was a difficult task.            

  Miss Ridge would preview the story with the class by going over the pictures, genre, 
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vocabulary and reading strategies.  She would project the lesson for the book on the screen for 

the students to follow.  After reading from their decodable books she would ask comprehension 

questions.  If time permitted they listened to the story from their anthology book and followed 

along with the story projected on a screen via the computer. Miss Ridge would again go over the 

pictures, genre, vocabulary, and reading strategies.  The students then stacked their chairs on top 

of the desks so the janitor could vacuum while the students were at lunch.     

 Miss Ridge’s assessments and centers.  Only one time while I was observing, did I see 

a change in the daily routine in Miss Ridge‘s classroom. She was assessing the students.  On 

assessment day, the students started the morning at their desks with a review of the unit. The 

higher leveled students participated in the review by answering questions, while the lower level 

students sat at their desks and watched.  As noted, the unit that I observed was about plants.  All 

the stories in this unit were informational nonfiction.  Miss Ridge began the review by doing a 

whole group anthology reading having students listen to the text and following along with the 

text projected on a screen via the computer.  This software program projects the story passage, 

reads the story aloud, and underlines each word as it is read.    

 During this activity, students reviewed unit vocabulary and comprehension focus 

questions.  Students were asked the meaning of words within the story, such as petal and bright, 

with the teacher pointing out the importance of the sentences around the word to figure out the 

meaning.  Miss Ridge reviewed comprehension strategies of looking at the pictures as well as 

visualizing answering focus questions.  The questions consisted of:  How do plants grow?, 

Where do plants grow?, and What are the parts of a plant?  Again this was done using the 

computer.  She would project a picture from the story on the projector and ask the students 

questions that went with the picture and story.  She would also have the students close their eyes 

and visualize what they saw after she read a page from the story. Again the higher level students 

were active participants, while the lower level students were just watching. After reviewing the 

unit for 20 minutes, the test was passed out and with the aid of their books students individually 

worked on the assessment. The assessment consisted of four sections: 

comprehension/vocabulary-10 questions, phonics-5 questions, grammar usage & mechanics- 5 

questions, and fluency- a reading passage.  The back page of the assessment had a fluency 
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component that the teacher had the students skip.  Miss Ridge walked around and monitored the 

students and then answered any questions that arose.  During the assessment, the students 

worked quietly at their desks and those who finished first did a coloring sheet. The lower level 

students were unable to do much of the assessment and Miss Ridge was not observed making 

any accommodations to meet their needs.        

 Miss Ridge had the students turn in their assessments after 30 minutes even though a few 

were not finished.  Again, these were the lower level reading students.  The students then went to 

the carpet and did a word study activity concentrating on blending to the syllable.  This consisted 

of Miss Ridge placing each syllable of the word on the whiteboard then blending the syllables 

together to make the word.  An example of this was:  con-tin-ue, cu-cum-bers, and mu-sic (See 

Appendix 9).   This lesson was only 20 minutes long so she told student they could do centers.  

This was the first observed center time.  The centers consisted of  Success Maker on the 

computer, listening center, free reading of classroom library books, tag reading (a Leapfrog 

touch reading system), and blocks. She transitioned the students to activity centers by having 

each child spell two sight words before they could choose their center. Her lower level students 

chose to play at the block center.  The students did activity centers for about 15 minutes then 

prepared the classroom for the janitor.         

 Miss Ridge summary.  This classroom was observed on five occasions.  Miss Ridge 

followed the same routine except when assessing.  All of the instruction during those 

observations was whole group with no differentiated instruction.  The centers allowed for 

students to choose different activities, but each center had the same thing and the only leveling 

was done by students choosing the different center, such as doing a reading activity compared to 

blocks.  She did a nice job of managing her students‘ behavior and worked to follow the basal 

reading directions.  Her students did not display any disruptive behavior though they were not 

actively engaged in reading instruction.        

 The following table breaks down the content areas during each observation and the 

emphasis placed on each component.  The ICE-R instrument was used to organize the data. 

  



67 

 

 

Table 4: ICE-R data/occurrence of indicated content (Miss Ridge) 

Observation Fidelity      

to series 

Phonological 

awareness 

Word 

Study/ 

Phonics 

Fluency Vocabulary/ 

Comprehen- 

sion 

Grouping 

Whole/Small/ 

Pairing/Indepen

dent/ 

Individualized 

First 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

10% or 

Less 

 

   10-40% 

Whole 40-70% 

Independent 10-

40%  

 

Second 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

10-40% 

Whole 90-100% 

Independent 

10% or less 

Third 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

 

   10-40% 

Whole 70-90% 

Small 10% or 

less 

Independent 

10% or less 

Fourth 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

10-40% 

Whole 

 90-100% 

Independent 

10% or less 

Fifth  

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

10-40% 

Whole 

90-100% 

Independent 

10% or less 
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Case II: Miss Hopper.  Westwood Elementary was a school that had a rating of ‗C‘. The 

student body of the school was made up of 62% Black, 31% Hispanic, 5% White, and 2% 

unknown; the number of students who qualified for free or reduced lunch was 65%. The ratio of 

teacher to students was 1:14 (Public School Review, 2003-2010).  Westwood was an older 

school situated closer to town. The school had outdoor corridors that lead to the different grade 

level buildings. The buildings were surrounded by a chain link fence, but gates were situated 

around the school for easy access. One a day before one of my visits, the school was on lock 

down because of a shooting in the school parking lot.        

 The office area of the school was very busy. The staff was friendly, but didn‘t have much 

time to interact before moving on to the next person.  One of the receptionists directed me to the 

school mailboxes where I passed out surveys and set up an area for return.  I would call the 

school on the day before I was to visit and the receptionist would remind teachers to return their 

surveys. I also e-mailed each teacher to encourage them to return their surveys.  On one visit to 

pick up surveys I met the principal and she expressed her interest in my study and hoped that I 

was getting cooperation from her staff.  The rate of return among K-3 teachers was 46%.  Miss 

Hopper was the only first grade teacher to return a survey with consent.  Fortunately, she also 

met the qualifications as described in chapter three and thus became a participant in the study. 

 On my first observation visit, I checked in at the office another teacher volunteered to 

escort me to Miss Hopper‘s room. When walking to her room, I passed several students dressed 

in school uniforms.  There were a few teachers standing around directing students to their 

classrooms. The teacher escorting me pointed to the building on the left and directed me to the 

third door.           

 Miss Hopper’s classroom.   Miss Hopper‘s door was open so I entered the room that 

was pretty chaotic.  Students were all over with a couple pushing and shoving.  Miss Hopper 

come from behind a tall cabinet and stopped the students who were pushing and shoving, then 

she spotted me.  She immediately came over and I introduced myself.   We had corresponded 

earlier by phone and e-mail and we visited a few moments.  She expressed how excited she was 

to have me in her classroom.  Miss Hopper‘s class had 19 students with 13 boys and six girls. 

Her classroom comprised of 18 Hispanic students and one non-Hispanic.  Miss Hopper is a 
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young Caucasian woman in her fourth year of teaching.       

 The room was a large rectangular room, but seemed smaller because of the mess.  The far 

long wall had one large floor to ceiling window that was covered half way with a blind that 

allowed natural light to filter into the room.  In the middle of this wall was a table stacked with 

games, papers, center supplies, and other materials.  The front of the room had a whiteboard with 

an area on the floor for whole group instruction.   Around the whiteboard was displayed the 

sound spelling cards from the Imagine It! series.  In the middle of the room were the students‘ 

desks.  Miss Hopper had the desks set up in three groups of four students with one group of five 

and two students isolated each on opposite sides at the front of the room.  In the front corner of 

the other long wall was a table work area; further down the wall was a computer area with three 

computers.  The back section of the wall had a bookcase and carpet reading area. Scattered on 

the carpet was a crate with about 15 books; scattered on the shelf were a few more books and 

individual books were spread across the floor.  In the back of the room in the middle was the 

teacher‘s desk piled with papers, books, and other materials. Running perpendicular to the 

teacher‘s desk was a high open shelved cabinet with materials from the reading series in large 

tubs.  These were the reading kits that go with the series.  In front of the teacher‘s desk was a 

horseshoe table also piled with books and materials.  The chaotic physical appearance of the 

classroom was reflective of the chaos that was observed in the classroom as whole.  

 The room was decorated with charts and posters.  The charts and posters were hung 

around the room and displayed different skills. There was a chart with the different punctuation 

marks: comma, colon, semicolon, exclamation mark, question mark, period, hyphen, apostrophe, 

and parenthesis. A reading strategies chart showing different strategies such as: adjusting reading 

speed, answering questions, summarizing, classifying, asking questions, predicting, making 

connections, confirming predictions, fact and opinion, inferring, comparing and contrasting, 

drawing conclusions, point of view, and classifying.  She also had a word wall with vocabulary 

words from the reading series and a birthday poster as well as listening rules chart. She also had 

a chart that had rules for workshop.         

 Reading instruction in Miss Hopper’s class.  As mentioned before, Miss Hopper was 

contacted in advance to set up observations.  We had discussed that I wanted to see her normal 
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reading block.  She began each observed lesson with whole group phonological awareness and 

word study/phonics.  Miss Hopper‘s class was working on Unit 8 that had plants as the theme.  

Miss Hopper did more whole word reading and syllable blending than individual letter blending. 

She put the words: pod, blocks, boxes and knot and asked individual students to read the words. 

After this she wrote the following words on the board: oc-to-pus, oc-to-ber, sha-dow, and be-low 

and had individual students blend by syllables then she had the students, as a group, blend the 

words (See Appendix E).  She also did sentence reading and worked on building sentence 

fluency.  She wrote the sentence: The wind blows yellow and brown leaves into my yard. Miss 

Hopper then had one student read the sentence; afterward the whole group read the sentence 

several times to work on fluency.         

 Throughout each observation, Miss Hopper did the word study/phonics lessons the same 

way.   She organized her students on the floor in front of the whiteboard and followed the lesson 

from the Imagine It! series.  Miss Hopper had a difficult time controlling her students on the 

floor. There were students constantly pestering each other leading to constant tattling.  She had 

developed a system for putting stars on the board to reward students‘ responses to questions and 

appropriate behavior; she would also remove stars for misbehavior which wasn‘t working too 

well.  She managed to get through the lessons, but the students‘ behavior meant the lessons took 

much longer than they should.  Furthermore, the lessons were not as effective as they could have 

been.   Miss Hopper‘s class had a terrible time with transitions. During any transition there was 

hitting, pushing and tripping.  Along with this physical misbehavior came tattling, arguing and 

crying.  Miss Hopper seemed to have some difficulty dealing with these management issues. 

 After doing word study/phonics, Miss Hopper would have her students get out their skills 

practice book to work on spelling, vocabulary or phonics skills.  This activity again caused 

commotion as a few students argued over books.  On one occasion, she gave her students a 

pretest of their spelling words for the week (See Appendix E).  Three boys refused to write their 

words and even after redirecting them they would not write the words.  She finally just ignored 

them.              

 During independent work time, there was a high noise level with students out of their 

seats pestering each other.  Many of the students did not do their work and the teacher did not 
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force the issue.  Two of the boys were openly defiant about doing any work so the teacher  

ignored them and worked with those who were more cooperative.  Miss Hopper walked around 

during work time, but struggled to keep her students on task.  She spent most of her time keeping 

students from pestering each other.  At some point in every observation, there was an outside 

interruption.  There were other teachers stopping in, announcements over the intercom, and calls 

into the room.             

 After independent work time, Miss Hopper would have her students get out their 

anthology books so they could read or review the story (Green and Growing). She had them 

follow along as a tape read the story.  She had to stop the tape several times to redirect students.  

After listening to the information story on plants, she questioned the students on story content 

and reviewed different comprehension strategies. In one instance, when the students were 

answering questions, a message came over the loud speaker that Miss Hopper had a parent 

waiting for a conference that had not been scheduled.  She told the office personnel the parent 

would have to wait until someone could cover her room. Any time the teacher was occupied the 

students were out of their seats, running around, and talking.  Just as she got the students back to 

their seats another announcement came over the loud speaker about students roaming the halls 

and the parent showed up at the door to talk with the teacher.  At this point, a parent volunteer 

came to the room to take the whole class outside for an Earth Day activity and the teacher stayed 

in the room and conferred with the parent.  This 90-minute ―uninterrupted‖ reading time was 

only about 40 minutes with multiple interruptions.       

 Miss Hopper’s assessment and centers.  During one observation the students were 

being assessed over Unit 7, I Think I Can. Miss Ridge had the students all sitting in their seats 

and she did a quick review. She basically went over the questions straight for the test.  She only 

spent about five minutes then she passed out the assessment.  The assessment consisted of four 

sections: comprehension/vocabulary-10 questions, phonics-5 questions, grammar usage & 

mechanics- 5 questions, and fluency- a reading passage.  Again she had two boys that weren‘t 

working.  Most of the students were staying on task.  When students completed the assessment, 

they lined up around the horseshoe table and Miss Hopper timed them on the fluency passage.  

This was the only time I witnessed a one-on-one situation and it was not instruction, but 
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assessment.  The students were told to clean out their desks while they were waiting to have their 

fluency checked.             

 I observed Miss Hopper‘s class doing workshop (centers) on three occasions. Her centers 

consisted of: a fluency center, vocabulary center, phonics center, AR center, and listening center. 

She did not have students work on computers because the three computers she had in her room 

did not work.  A few of her centers were made up of paper, pencil activities that involved tasks 

that did not transfer to learning, for example, vocabulary centers- write the word and the 

definition and phonics center- write the long vowel spelling words three times each. The fluency 

center was sight word bingo, the listening center had a plant story, and for the AR center students 

chose a book to read and then they took a test.  The majority of the centers were not 

differentiated.  Students chose their own level of AR book so this was leveled, though the 

students at this center were talking and not reading.        

 Miss Hopper summary.  Most of Miss Hopper‘s time was spent on trying to manage her 

students‘ behavior.  Following the reading block, students went to lunch and we spent time on 

interview questions.  Miss Hopper asked me for suggestions and talk about her frustrations.  She 

was frustrated with how her reading lessons were going as well as how out of control her class 

acted. I told her that my role was to observe, but on my last visit I would answer any questions 

that she had.           

 During my observations, Miss Hopper had two different reading coaches come into her 

room to evaluate her reading and to observe.  She did not feel comfortable asking for their help 

because part of their job was to evaluate her efforts.  Each of the coaches left a checklist of 

research-based practices that were taking place in the classroom.  The two checklists that I 

examined did not record any areas of concerns or give any suggestions for lesson improvement.  

Miss Hopper expressed frustration about not getting support in the areas about which she had 

concerns.  Because Miss Hopper had her certification in English for Speakers of Other 

Languages (ESOL) she was primarily given students who were ESOL learners. Miss Hopper was 

evaluated on job performance before my last visited and she received several ―needs to improve 

on classroom management‖(Miss Hopper, personal communication, April 27, 2010.)  After my 

last observation, I gave her management strategies and some names to research for more 
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behavior management strategies.        

 I was able to observe in Miss Hopper‘s class five times.  She followed the same reading 

routine except when assessing.  She did word study/phonics, independent workbook time, group 

text reading and workshop time.  All or her instruction was whole group or independent with no 

small group differentiated instruction.         

 This table also breaks down the content areas during each observation and the emphasis 

placed on each component.  The ICE-R instrument was used to organize the data. 

Table 5: ICE-R data/occurrence of indicated content (Miss Hopper) 

Observation Fidelity   

to 

series 

Phonological 

awareness 

Word 

Study/ 

Phonics 

Fluency Vocabulary/ 

Comprehen-

sion 

Grouping 

Whole/Small/ 

Pairing/Independent/ 

Individualized 

First 

Observation 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

 10% or less 

Whole 40-70% 

 

Second 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

  10-40% 

Whole 10-40% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

Third 

Observation 

 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

  10-40% 

Whole 70-90% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

Fourth 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

   10-40% 

Whole 70-90% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

Fifth 

Observation  

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

   10-40% 

Whole 70-90% 

Independent 10-40% 
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Case III: Miss Holloway. Clegern Elementary was a school with a state rating of ‗A‘. 

The student body of the school was made up of 11% Hispanic, 87% Black, and 2% unknown. 

The number of students who qualified for free or reduced lunch was 91%.  The ratio of teacher to 

students was 1:19 (Public School Review, 2003-2010).  Clegern is an older school in a semi-

isolated area.  The office receptionist at this school was not receptive to my passing out surveys.  

I showed her my pass and told her I had approval from the district office.  I also told her I had 

sent a description of my study to their principal via e-mail to make sure there were no concerns. 

The receptionist then allowed me to place the surveys in the teachers‘ mailboxes.  I checked in 

with the school over the next three weeks.  During this time, I asked the receptionist if she could 

announce I was coming over to pick up completed surveys. She informed me that I had put the 

surveys out there so if the teachers weren‘t turning them in that was their choice. I e-mailed the 

teachers two additional times requesting they fill out the survey and turn it in.  The percentage of 

return of surveys at this school was 46%.           

 Miss Holloway was the only first grade teacher to return a survey.  Since she met the 

qualifications she was contacted by e-mail to participate.  Miss Holloway expressed she was 

excited about participating in the study when we talked on the phone and we confirmed my 

observation times.            

 Miss Holloway’s classroom.   Miss Holloway‘s class had 18 students with seven boys 

and 11 girls.  Her classroom comprised 17 Black students and one non-Black.  Miss Holloway 

was a young Black woman in her second year of teaching, but had worked in the school as an 

aide for two years previous to finishing her degree.  She had also received training in research-

based practices.          

 Miss Holloway‘s classroom was very neat and organized.  Her room was a large 

rectangle with windows across the top of one long wall.  Under this wall she had bookcases with 

center supplies, classroom library and other materials.  All the materials were organized into tubs 

and containers.  She had a large classroom library with around 50 books. The books were 

organized in containers according to different reading levels.  Also along this wall were two 

computer stations.   On the short wall in the front of the room was the marker board and 

projector screen.  The middle of the room was set up with four tables with four to five students at 
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each table.  Miss Holloway had a couple of single desks where she could isolate students who 

were having behavior problems. The other long wall had a bulletin board and wall space covered 

with the Imagine It! sound spelling cards.  The back of the room had a table and the teacher‘s 

desk.  Next to the teacher‘s desk was a tall filing cabinet. Miss Holloway had all her papers 

organized in containers; her shelves were also neatly arranged allowing students easy access to 

materials.            

  Miss Holloway had a bulletin board display that complemented the unit in the reading 

series that had to do with homes.  She had charts, posters and a word wall exhibited around the 

rest of the room.  She had a word wall of vocabulary from the reading series as well as math and 

science word walls.  The math and science word walls had words such as; addition, subtraction, 

equal, cycle, cloud, and environment.  The charts displayed were high frequency words, days of 

the week chart, conduct chart and pledge chart. She also had an Obama I Can poster and posters 

that displayed appropriate manners.  Miss Holloway‘s room was organized, light and decorated 

with lots of print.         

 Reading instruction in Miss Holloway’s class.  Miss Holloway began each of her 

reading lessons following the format outlined in the teacher‘s guide.  She either began with a 

whole group word study/phonics or word usage lessons.  She had the students stay in their seats 

and face the projector screen and presented her lesson using the overhead projector.  She did 

word study lessons concentrating on consonant diagraphs. She concentrated on blending to the 

syllable. She had students read the syllables and blend them together. An example of the words 

she used for this was: chil-dren, sham-rock, whis-per (see Appendix E).   Then she would do a 

lesson on word usage such as compounds, contractions or grammar skills.  During these lessons 

she would cover the meanings of different words and would call on different students to use 

words in a sentence.  Her word study lesson would last between 30 and 45 minutes even though 

the teacher‘s guide allotted 10-15 per lesson.        

  Following this activity she passed out a decodable book for each student titled Houses. 

Decodable books accompanied the word study skills for the week and gave students the 

opportunity to read continuous text in a story while confronting words that had the phonics 

elements they had been taught. The decodable books also exposed children to high-frequency 



76 

 

words.  She then reviewed comprehension strategies. She and the students began browsing the 

story.  They examined the title and she asked the students what they thought the story would be 

about.  Next, they discussed the pictures in the story and made predications.  Miss Holloway then 

had one of the students read the first page and made sure the other students were following along 

(round robin reading).  She then questioned the students about what was just read.  She 

proceeded to follow this procedure until the book was completed.  After the book was finished 

she questioned the students about what they predicted and what actually took place in the story.  

The students were engaged and participated in the activity.  She had the students do different 

decodable activities throughout the week.        

 One activity Miss Holloway had the students do was to partner read the story. Partner 

reading consists of students choosing a partner with whom to read the story then each child takes 

a turn reading a page.   After they completed the reading, she had them read with the other child 

starting first.  She had the students do this activity to work on fluency.  As the students finished 

the reading Miss Holloway passed out comprehension questions.  The students worked 

independently to answer the question and the teacher had the students write the page number of 

where they found their answers.  This taught the student to skim the story looking for specific 

information.  On the following observations she had the students reread the books independently 

and then do workbook pages that went along with the decoding activities.    

 Miss Holloway would then do an activity that involved working in the student anthology.  

She introduced the story much the same way that she did using the decodable books, first 

browsing the story then making predictions from the pictures. Miss Holloway walked the 

students through the story having them look at the pictures and having them respond to what they 

thought the story was about.   While working in the anthology book, Miss Holloway would 

discuss genre, different reading strategies, vocabulary, and comprehension skills.  The stories of 

these observation involved houses.        

 Miss Holloway’s assessment and centers.  Miss Holloway was beginning a new unit so 

the only assessment that I witnessed was a short quiz. The quiz was over the decodable book, 

Houses.  The students had answered the questions in a previous activity.  She gave each student 

the same four questions to answer again.  They were allowed to use their books to find the 
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answers.             

 Miss Holloway ended the reading block by doing centers when time allowed.  The 

centers the students worked at were listening, sight word bingo, phonics-ice cream building 

words game, writing, computer-Starfall.com., and reading fluency.  As students worked at the 

centers, Miss Holloway walked around and monitored their work.  Miss Holloway did not do any 

small group instruction while the students were working at centers.  The students worked at 

centers until it was time to go to lunch that was usually about 15 minutes.     

 The students knew what to do at the centers and immediately started the activities at their 

center.  Students were allowed to move to a different center when they finished an activity so 

they stayed engaged.  The centers were well organized and the students all stayed working until 

it was time to cleanup.  Clean-up time took less than five minutes, afterward the students left for 

lunch. Miss Holloway and I were able to talk about the observation and to address any question 

that I had while she walked her students to lunch. I also phoned Miss Holloway for follow 

questions.           

 Miss Holloway summary.  Miss Holloway had an aide for part of her reading block.  

The aide mainly did morning paperwork and worked with students who came in late. The same 

three students were over an hour late during every observation.  Miss Holloway had no problems 

with classroom management.  Her students were asking and answering questions, doing the work 

they were given, and independently working at centers and seatwork.  Her students followed 

directions and classroom routines that had been established.   Miss Holloway did not provide 

differentiated instruction in her group lessons or in her center activities.    

 The following table breaks down the content areas during each observation and the 

emphasis placed on each component.  The ICE-R instrument was used to organize the data. 
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Table 6: ICE-R data/occurrence of indicated content (Miss Holloway) 

Observation Fidelity   

to 

series 

Phonological 

awareness 

Word 

Study/ 

Phonics 

Fluency Vocabulary/ 

Comprehen-

sion 

Grouping 

Whole/Small/ 

Pairing/Independent/ 

Individualized 

First 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

   10-40% 

 

Whole 40-70% 

Pairing 10% or less 

Independent 10-40% 

Second 

Observation 

70-90% 10% or less 70-90% 10% or 

less 

 10-40% Whole  40-70% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

Third 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

 

   10-40% 

Whole  

70-90% 

Small 10% or less 

Pairing 10% or less 

Independent 10% or 

less 

Fourth 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

10-40% 

Whole 

 90-100% 

Small 10 or less 

Independent 

10% or less 

Fifth  

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

10-40% 

Whole 

90-100% 

Small 10% or less 

Independent 

10% or less 
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Case IV:  Miss Covington.  Douglas was a school that had a rating of ‗C‘.  The student 

body of the school was of 91% Black, 5% White, 1% Hispanic and 3% other.  Douglas is a Title 

I school with 76% of the students qualifying for free or reduced lunch.  The ratio of teacher to 

students is 1:14 (Public School Review, 2003-2010).  Douglas is located on a hill on the outskirts 

of a small town.  It is an older school that from both the outside and inside looked a little 

neglected.             

 The office staff was very friendly and helpful.  I passed out surveys to the teachers‘ 

mailboxes and returned to the school twice and there were no surveys to be picked up.  The 

office personnel made excuses for lack of response.  I e-mailed each teacher then I redistributed 

the surveys two more times and finally had a response rate of 50%.  Miss Covington was initially 

contacted by e-mail to participate in the study.  She agreed and we set up an observation time.

 Miss Covington’s classroom. After checking in at the office, one of the staff directed me 

to Miss Covington‘s classroom.  To get to her classroom, we walked down a wide inside corridor 

that opened up to five classroom doors. I knocked on the door and introduced myself to Miss 

Covington and she invited me in.  She introduced me to her aide and showed me where I could 

sit. Miss Covington‘s class had 17 students with seven girls and 10 boys.  Her class was made-up 

of 16 Black students and one Hispanic student.  Miss Covington was an older Black woman with 

nine years of experience.  This was her first year at this school, but she had Reading First 

training and previously worked at another Reading First school within the district.   

 Her room was a square shaped classroom and a bit dark.  The only natural light that came 

into the room was from the top of an outside door on the front wall opposite the inside door. 

When you walked into the room you were in the back of the room.  The back wall had a 

bookshelf, horseshoe table, and four student computers. The bookshelf and back table had stacks 

of paper and workbooks on them and on the floor around them.  The shelf was stacked with 

classroom materials in an unorganized mess.       

 On one sidewall was another large book shelf with reading materials from the reading 

series.  The materials were just piled on the shelves with no specific order with some of the 

materials on the floor in front of the shelf.  Also along this wall were two small work tables.   
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The other side wall had the teacher‘s desk and two short filing cabinets arranged with the desk 

jutting out from the wall and two filling cabinets along the side making an ‗L‘ shape. The desk 

and cabinets were covered with papers and materials. Under the teacher‘s desk were baskets with 

her materials. The front wall had half a white marker board and an overhead projector. 

 The room was decorated with charts, posters and the Imagine It! sound spelling cards.  

Across the back half of the room was a clothesline with student‘s work hanging from it.  On the 

back wall were posters of classroom rules, labels for centers, and star student.  On one side wall 

was a word wall of vocabulary words, high frequency words, and labels for centers.  Around the 

white marker board in the front were the sound spelling cards. Miss Covington had the daily 

schedule posted on the board.  She had the students‘ desks in the middle of the room arranged in 

a ‗U‘ shape.  She had five desks isolated for those students who struggle with behavior.  The 

room was cluttered, messy and dismal.         

 Miss Covington‘s classroom library was composed of two crates.  Each crate sat on top 

of a desk.  The crates were piled with books organized in no particular way.  She had 

approximately 30 books in the crates.        

  Reading instruction in Miss Covington’s class.  Miss Covington began the reading 

block with students doing morning seatwork.  The work was some sort of paper pencil activity 

and was not always related to reading.  During this time there was quite a bit of activity going on 

in the room. Students were coming and going with other teachers and support personnel coming 

in and out.  Several of the children were off task and wandered around the room. Many of the 

students did not have the work completed when Miss Covington began the reading lesson.   

Throughout this time period, Miss Covington spent most of her time visiting with the people 

coming into the room.            

  Miss Covington followed her Imagine It! teacher‘s guide when she began her reading 

lesson.  She started with a whole group word study activity. The class was reviewing long vowel 

sounds and she put long ‗a‘ words on the board after which she called students up to the board to 

read a word (See Appendix E).  If the student struggled with the word, she had the child sound it 

out for the whole class and then the whole class read and blended the word. Her word study was 

mainly reading whole words and blending only when the student did not know the word.  
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Afterward the whole class read all the words in unison.      

 Next, she put sentences on the board and had one child read the sentence.  Once the child 

read the sentence, she had the whole class reread the sentence several times to work on fluency 

and expression.  After that the teacher put words on the board and then had individual students 

come up and circle words that match the meanings she read. These activities took around 45 

minutes.              

  Following word study activities, Miss Covington had the students work in of their 

practice books. She had to redirect several students to complete their work.  After the students 

were finished, Miss Covington graded a few of the students‘ books, and then these students 

graded the other students‘ work. Those that were finished were supposed to read accelerated 

readers (AR) books, but most just played around.  Students then put their workbooks away and 

got out their anthology books.         

 Miss Covington previewed the informational story with the class about plants.             

She asked questions about the title and the pictures.  She reviewed the concepts of main idea and 

author‘s purpose.  Individual students took turns reading a page from the story (round robin 

reading) and then Miss Covington questioned the class about what was read.  She had several 

students who did not pay attention and were in and out of their seats.  At the completion of the 

story, she had the students put their books away.  When she had time in the block she also had 

the students read the decodable book that went with the lesson.  This was done with the whole 

group.  During the reading of the decodable books, she went over vocabulary, fluency and 

comprehension strategies.         

 Center time in Miss Covington’s class.  At the completion of whole group reading Miss 

Covington sent the students to workshop.  The students did Success Maker at the computer 

center, listening center, two sight word centers, and AR.  The centers were placed around the 

room on different tables in different areas.  None of the centers were organized.  The teacher 

could not find the books or tapes for the listening center so those students had to wait for her to 

find what she wanted them to do.  Two of the computers had no audio; therefore the phonics 

lesson could not be done.  The students at the sight word center had to find the cards to use for 

that activity and the AR students just kept rummaging through the crate of books with little 
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reading taking place. Miss Covington did not have a designated library, just two crates with 

about 15 books in each.  During center time, the students spent most of their time wandering 

around the room or sitting and talking.  While the students were doing centers, the teacher was 

working on things at her desk. None of the centers were differentiated, though students were 

choosing AR books on their levels.  The students then put away activities (shoved the materials 

on the shelves) and lined up for lunch.         

 Miss Covington summary.  This was the routine that was followed on all the 

observations though sometimes in a different order.   I was able to interview Miss Covington 

before or after her reading block on each of her observations.  She had several people coming in 

and out of her room at all times. Our interviews were often interrupted by phone calls and people 

stopping to visit.  Miss Covington took care of personal situations during her reading block.  

When interviewing her, she felt confident that she was following the research-based practices for 

which she had been trained.          

 Again the following table breaks down the content areas during each observation and the 

emphasis placed on each component.  The ICE-R instrument was used to organize the data. 

Table 7: ICE-R data/occurrence of indicated content (Miss Covington)  

Observation Fidelity      

to series 

Phonological 

awareness 

Word 

Study/ 

Phonics 

Fluency Vocabulary/ 

Comprehen-

sion 

Grouping 

Whole/Small/ 

Pairing/Independent/ 

Individualized 

First 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

   10% or 

less 

Whole 40-70% 

Independent 10% or 

less 

Small 10% or less 

 

Second 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

    10-40% 

Whole  10-40% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 
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Table 7 continued: 

Third 

Observation 

 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

 less 

 

 10% or 

 less 

Whole 70-90% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

Fourth 

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or 

less 

 

   10-40% 

Whole 70-90% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

 

Fifth   

Observation 

 

70-90% 

 

10% or less 

 

40-70% 

 

10% or  

less 

 

 10% or less 

Whole 70-90% 

Independent 10-40% 

Small 10% or less 

 

Cross Case Examination 

      The purpose of the classroom observations was to gather data that would reference 

whether teachers‘ perceptions identified from the survey were consistent with the teaching that 

was taking place in the classrooms.  The field notes provided a characterization of the research-

based practices that were taking place in the classroom as well as those that were missing from 

the classrooms.  From the observations, patterns emerged across the cases involving elements 

that were being examined for this study.   This section highlights the key similarities and 

differences that emerged across each of the sites involving the key research-based practices.  As 

stated in Chapter 3, these observations were made from my experiences as an elementary teacher 

and a trained reading coach.  

Element 1:  Fidelity to Imagine It! Reading Series 

      One of the elements looked for across the four classrooms was fidelity to a scientifically 

researched core reading series.  The Imagine It! reading series was used by all the elementary 

schools in the district.  The four observed teachers all responded on the survey that they agree 

with the statement:  I modify the reading program (core curriculum) used at school to teach an 
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essential component that may not be adequately addressed by the program. On the other 

statement pertaining to fidelity:  I depart from the core curriculum by augmenting or deleting 

particular lesson as the needs of my students dictate; the teachers‘ responses were more mixed.  

Miss Holloway and Miss Covington both agree that they depart from the core curriculum by 

augmenting or deleting particular lessons, while Miss Ridge strongly agreed and Miss Hopper 

disagreed. The K-3 teachers surveyed had the greatest agreement that they departed from the 

core curriculum.  During the observations, all of the teachers taught their lessons straight from 

the teacher‘s guide, but because of time management issues they were unable to complete the 

entire lessons.  To stay within their reading block, some activities were left undone, but nothing 

was augmented in any of the classes that were observed.      

 When interviewed about the reading series, the teachers‘ comments about the program 

were similar.  All the teachers stated their concerns about the time guidelines as well as how 

difficult the program was for their students.  Miss Ridge stated:        

  I have a hard time using this series. It doesn‘t seem to fit the needs of my students.  It is 

  way too hard for my low students and my high students already know many of the   

 phonics lessons.  The guide says an activity will take ten minutes and it takes much 

 longer, so you skip a lot and just do core skills.  I don‘t teach to fidelity because it takes 

 too long (April 12, 2010/Interview #1).  

Miss Holloway added:         

 There is a part in my contract that says I must teach Imagine It! with fidelity or no longer

 have a job.  The reading coach comes by and fills out a checklist evaluation form to make 

  sure that I am following the program to fidelity.  Because of this my students don‘t

 always do workshop because there isn‘t time (May 2, 2010/Interview #1).   

  During the observations the only instruction and activities observed came from the 

Imagine It! reading series.  Using the ICE-R, which is an instrument used to measure 

instructional content of reading instruction, the rate of emphasis for use of the series was in the 

high emphasis range 71-90%. The ICE-R emphasis coding scale ranges for ―Maximum 

Emphasis‖ (90-100%) to ―Minimal Emphasis‖ (10% or less).  Each observation of each of the 

four teachers fell into this range except for one observation when the students spent part of their 
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instructional time doing an Earth Day Activity (they went outside and planted a tree).  The 

amount of emphasis reflects the amount of time spent on an instructional activity and how long a 

certain grouping pattern or set of materials were used.  Calculating emphasis was a matter of 

using the noted start and end times for when materials were used. The total time for use of the 

materials was divided by the total time of the complete observation (Vaughn & Briggs, 2003). 

Element 2:  90 Minute Uninterrupted Reading Block 

      Another element to be examined was the 90 minute uninterrupted reading block. The 

90-minute reading block is a protected, uninterrupted block of time for reading instruction.  

There were three questions on the survey pertaining to the 90 minute uninterrupted reading 

block.  All four teachers observed strongly agreed there was time dedicated each day to reading 

instruction as well as the school schedule adjusted to protect the 90-minute block of daily 

reading instruction. This was also the consensus of the other teachers that were surveyed.  

 While observing and setting up times to do observations, I faced several incidents where 

reading was not taking place or was interrupted. The interruptions at the ‗A‘ schools were fewer 

and not quite as disruptive as those at the ‗C‘ schools.  During observations at Sangre in Miss 

Ridge‘s class (‗A‘ school), there were very few interruptions.  On two occasions, the 

interruptions were made by people coming into the classroom. The first interruption was the 

janitor coming in to clean the room and then to discuss an event from the night before.  The other 

was a teacher who wanted to borrow a book.  The other interruptions consisted of one call into 

the classroom and four intercom announcements.          

  In Miss Holloway‘s class at Clegern (‗A‘ school), the assistant principal and principal 

dropped in and observed while I was in the room. The other interruptions were two calls into the 

classroom and two announcements over the intercom.  While the students were working at 

workshop, Miss Holloway left her aide to watch the students so she could help the teacher who 

called with a problem in the computer lab.        

 The first observation in Miss Hopper‘s class at Westwood (‗C‘ school) was shortened by 

the students‘ leaving the classroom to participate in an Earth Day activity.  This happened after 

there had been two intercom announcements, two calls into the room, another person coming by 
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to ask a question and a parent showing up for a conference.  Subsequent reading observations 

were interrupted by collecting money for a field trip, a discussion about the parking lot shooting, 

four announcements over the intercom and five calls into the classroom.  On one occasion when 

I arrived to observe Miss Hopper, she was nowhere to be found.  The administration had 

requested that she check outside for any damage caused by the parking lot shooting (Two young 

men shot at each other in the school parking lot where one of the young men had stopped by the 

school to see an employee).  She left her students unattended to do this task.   

 Miss Covington‘s classroom at Douglas Elementary (‗C‘ school) was also plagued by 

excessive interruptions.  During my observations there was a lot going on the room. At some 

point in every observation the teacher took a call coming in to the classroom. One instance that 

occurred was the delivery of preordered t-shirts.  Miss Covington stopped her lesson and 

proceeded to pass out the six shirts that had been ordered.  On another observation, a 

grandmother of one of the students came into the class and delivered a cactus to Miss Covington 

as a gift.  Miss Covington and the students then took the cactus outside so it would get sun. 

During the same observation, one of the office staff came into the room so Miss Covington could 

fill out a referral form to send a student home.  In addition, four calls were made into the room, 

two of which were for students.  The final interruption I observed was a shortening of the reading 

block by 35 minutes for a school picnic.       

 Yet despite these interruptions of the 90 minute reading block that I observed in all four 

classrooms, all of the teachers were confident that they had minimal interruptions. Miss 

Covington, who had multiple interruptions, stated:       

  Our school is set up so first grade does reading in the mornings.  All the classes do 

  reading so there aren‘t many interruptions.  Every once in a while we have special events 

  where reading is skipped but that doesn‘t happen very often (May 24, 2010/observation 

 # 5). 

The other teachers when interviewed had similar comments. Miss Holloway stated:  

 We all have a reading block in the morning and we are checked by the reading coaches to 

 make sure we are doing it.  We also do 30 minutes of intervention reading in the 



87 

 

 afternoons.  Our reading times are protected and we don‘t have very many times   

 when we are bothered during reading (May 2, 2010/observation #1) 

Element 3:  Five Components of Reading 

     Scientific research (U.S Department of Education, 2008), states that there are five 

essential components of reading that children must be taught in order to learn to read.  These 

components are:  phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension 

(National Reading Panel, 2000).  The National Reading Panel insists that children must be taught 

these skills in order to learn to read.  The survey administered and responded to by 59 of the 

district teachers had 15 questions related to the teachers‘ understanding of and training in the five 

components, as well as their ability to provide effective instruction in these areas.  Of the four 

observed teachers, three strongly agreed or agreed on all 15 items that dealt with the components 

of reading.  The fourth teacher, Miss Ridge disagreed on items related to her preparedness to 

teach vocabulary and comprehension and her ability to provide effective instruction in fluency, 

vocabulary and comprehension. 

Phonological Awareness         

 Miss Ridge‘s lessons revealed consistent emphasis on phonological awareness (PA).  

Every lesson that she taught had some kind of practice in this component.  Even though she 

taught this component with every lesson on the ICE-R emphasis code scale it was rated a 

minimal emphasis (10% or less).  The content emphasis category on ICE-R allowed for the 

determination of which types of activities received the most or least amount of emphasis.  The 

five-point emphasis scale ranges from ―Maximum Emphasis‖ to ―Minimal Emphasis‖.  The 

emphasis code reflected the amount of time spent on an instructional activity.  Calculating 

emphasis was a completed by using a start and end time for each activity, then it is possible to 

calculate the percent of class times spent on the activity.   In calculating the percentage, the total 

amount of time spent on that activity.  In calculating the percentage, the total amount of time 

spent includes the amount of time spent on non-instructional activities as well (Vaugh & Briggs, 

2003).  
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 When I asked Miss Ridge about doing this component with every lesson she stated:   

 When I did the Reading First training I was teaching kindergarten so a lot of the     

  training was on phonological awareness (PA).  After teaching kindergarten       

  where so much of the focus is on PA, I learned to teach this skill and add it to   

  most phonics lessons.  I think that is why I am so bad at teaching fluency,      

 comprehension and vocabulary.  I didn‘t pay as much attention to the those skills  

  and now when I have to spend so much time on them, I don‘t feel confident   

  teaching them (April 14, 2010/ Interview#3).            

 The other three teachers intermittently did a PA activity, but I did not see the PA activity 

at each of the observations conducted with those three teachers. The other three teachers felt 

that since it was no longer part of the basal series lesson they just incorporated it when they felt 

the need.  When asked about PA activities Miss Holloway commented:    

 The book had more of these activities at the first of the year, but now it is mainly 

 phonics.  I just do the lessons that are in the book.  My class has done pretty good  until 

 this last part of the year.  At unit eight we got into the anthology and more  

 comprehension and my kids have struggled.  It got real hard.  Lots of comprehension  

 (May 4, 2010/Interview #3).       

Phonics            

  All four of the observed teachers spent between 20-40 minutes each observation doing 

word study/phonics another of the five components. The emphasis coding scale puts this at the 

high moderate emphasis (40%-70%).  Every of the four observed teachers began their reading 

block with a phonics lesson from the basal reading book.  The teacher‘s guide allowed up to 10 

minutes for these lessons.  However, all four of the teachers were taking up to 40 minutes to 

complete this section. Not surprisingly, each teacher expressed frustration with this portion of the 

reading lessons.  Miss Hopper expressed it well for all four teachers when she said:    

   I have a hard time staying within the time frames the book gives me.  I know part of it is 

   because my kids don‘t behave, but the other first grade teachers at my school say they   

   can‘t do the lessons in the times the book has laid out either.  I asked the reading coach  
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   to come and show me how to do the lessons in the times the book gives, but she didn‘t 

   (April 26, 2010/Interview #2).             

Miss Covington stated:         

 I like the Imagine It! series, but it‘s hard to fit it all in.  Phonics are real important 

to my kids.  They are doing good [sic] in reading, but it takes too much time to do the 

phonics part. The guide says it takes 10 minutes for most of the lessons, but to do all it 

says it takes at least 30 minutes and sometimes more (April 19, 2010/Interview#1). 

Miss Holloway expressed her frustration by saying:       

    I don‘t always get to workshop because the lessons take too long.  I had another teacher 

   model lessons for me and it took her just as long.  No one seems to be able to do the  

   lessons by the times that the book says you should.  I went to a workshop and lots of 

   other teachers were complaining about the same thing (May 4, 2010/Interview #3). 

Fluency            

  The next component to be observed was fluency.  This component was the other element 

that all the teachers struggled to incorporate into their reading block. Where too much time was 

being spent on phonics, not enough time was being devoted to fluency.   On the coding 

document ICE-R the emphasis coding scale placed fluency on the minimal emphasis (10% or 

less).  On my first visit to Miss Ridge‘s classroom, her students did the unit assessment which 

had a fluency section on the test and she just had them skip it (April 12, Observation #1).  I asked 

her about this and she said, ―I don‘t do fluency because it is too hard for most of my students.‖ 

(April 12, 2010/Interview #1)          

  Even though I observed elements of fluency such as sight word practice and sentence 

prosody practiced in her classroom, it was not explicit instruction, meaning that strategies such 

as modeling fluent reading, repeated readings, teaching reading rates, emphasizing expression 

and providing practice opportunities.  The other teachers had fluency centers during workshop 

which consisted of students practicing sight words.  I did observe Miss Hopper doing the fluency 

assessment with her students on the unit assessment (April 26, 2010/Observation #2).  Though 

she was checking for fluency I did not witness explicit instruction in fluency just practice in sight 
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words and sentence reading.  When I asked her about teaching fluency she said:   

 I assess my students using the passage on the unit test and they are getting better, but not 

 keeping up with goals set by the book.  We have a computer program called Waterford  

 that aligns students with the skills that they need to work on.  There are fluency 

 activities in this, but we go to the computer lab to do this and it is down a lot. We are  

 scheduled to go two times a week, but feel lucky if we go once a week (April 26, 2010/ 

 Interview #2). 

Vocabulary and Comprehension         

  The final two components observed were vocabulary and comprehension.  The ICE-R 

instrument coded these items under one heading.  What time the teachers did not spend on 

phonics was devoted to vocabulary and comprehension. The emphasis coding scale would 

indicate high moderate emphasis (40%-70%) was witnessed in the classrooms during 

observations.             

  This was an area that Miss Ridge was not confident in teaching as identified on her 

survey, but when observed, it was clear that she was explicitly teaching these concepts on a 

regular basis. On my first observation, of her she was reviewing the stories in the unit to prepare 

students for assessment.  During this review, she was questioning students about story content, 

she was instructing them how to examine pictures to help understand story content.  She had 

them visualize what was being described in the story.      

  At the same time, she was doing vocabulary instruction as well.  I observed that she had 

students identify the vocabulary words in the passage and then look at the words surrounding the 

vocabulary for clues to meaning (April 12, 2010/Observation #1).   This section was taken from 

the reading series that she was clearly following with fidelity.  Like Miss Ridge, this was a   

component that was being taught with regularity by the other three teachers.  They were teaching 

comprehension strategies and going over vocabulary in every observation I made.   

 A possible explanation for the teachers‘ success was that the reading series used had a 

strong and explicit systematic approach to teaching vocabulary and comprehension that all of the 

teachers followed.  The lessons and phonics were the components that took the majority of 

classroom time.  When asked about teaching vocabulary and comprehension Miss Holloway 
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stated:            

 I spend a lot of time teaching vocabulary and comprehension and my students did well on 

 on the first two Florida Assessments for Instruction in Reading (FAIR) tests.  I felt that I  

 was doing a good job teaching these skills, but on this last test, my students struggled. 

 There was so much more comprehension on it.  Now that my students are in unit eight in 

 the reading series it has gotten way hard for them.  The anthology stories are tough  

    (May 2, 2010/Interview #1).       

Element 4: Small and Large Group Instruction 

      A variety of grouping formats have been proven effective for teaching reading to 

students. Vaughn, Hughes, Moody and Elbaum (2001) discovered teachers' grouping practices 

play a critical role in facilitating effective implementation of reading instruction.  Elementary 

students have also reported that whole class instruction is the predominant instructional grouping 

format. Students noted that teachers most frequently provided reading instruction to the class as a 

whole or by having students work alone. Students less frequently reported opportunities to work 

in small groups.  Small-group reading refers to a small group of four to six children, in an 

assisted-literacy experience in which the teacher supports and guides the students with text on 

their instructional level as well as skills students are struggling to master.  The teacher survey 

had one question that addressed small group instruction. Three of the four teachers strongly 

agreed they used small group instruction with their students.  Miss Ridge disagreed.   

  After observing all of the teachers, whole group or students working independently were 

the only forms of instruction taking place during the reading block.  The ICE-R instrument has 

four primary dimensions that provide descriptive data and identified instructional grouping under 

dimension C.  Each of the students‘ activities was coded whole class, small group, pairing, 

independent, or individualized.   Whole group, independent, and pairing were the only types 

coded on field notes with whole group receiving high emphasis (70%-90%), independent low 

moderate emphasis (10%-40%) and pairing minimal emphasis (10% or less).    

 In sharing my observations about small group instruction Miss Ridge said, ―I usually 

don‘t do small group instruction because the first grade lessons can take up to two hours on most 
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days.‖ (April 15, 2010/Interview #4) Miss Hopper stated, ―I sometimes do small group when 

there is time.‖ (April 27, 2010/Interview #4)  Miss Holloway commented, ―We have small group 

instruction during reading intervention at 2:00.‖ (May 4, 2010 /Interview #2)  Miss Covington 

said, ―We have small group instruction about two times a week after lunch.‖(May 13, 

2010/Interview #4)  Although three of the teachers said they did small group instruction, it was 

not occurring during their reading block, based on my observations.  All the instruction that I 

observed took place during the reading block was either whole class, independent or paired. 

Element 5: Literature Rich Environment 

       The final component to be observed was a ―literature rich environment.‖  A literature- 

rich environment is a setting that stimulates students to participate in language and literacy 

activities in their daily lives (Vaughn, Hughes, Moody and Elbaum, 2001).  The teacher survey 

had five statements that explored teachers‘ perceptions of a literature rich environment.  All four 

of the observed teachers agreed or strongly agreed on each statement with the exception of Miss 

Ridge who disagreed about having sufficient and appropriate instructional materials to teach 

reading.            

  All of the classrooms were decorated with print rich items such as posters, charts, 

schedules, bulletin boards, and word walls.  Miss Ridge and Miss Holloway had orderly and neat 

classrooms that allowed the print items to have a strong impact.  Miss Hopper and Miss 

Covington had rooms that were messy and chaotic.  The messy environment detracted from the 

print environment.  All four of the classroom libraries were small but they were there, as 

required, in the classroom. The largest library contained about 100 books while the smallest had 

about 20 books.   Each one of the four classrooms had computers to do literature activities, but 

many of the computers were not working.  Each of the schools participated in Accelerated 

Reading (AR).  Throughout my observations, I only witnessed the students at Covington reading 

AR books, although I did not see any of the students take a comprehension test for the books 

they were reading.         

 Although the environment was print rich, some of the reading materials suggested by   

the reading series had not been purchased.  Miss Ridge stated, ―We didn‘t get the materials 
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needed. We‘re missing workbooks, level readers and various other things.‖ (May 19, 

2010Interview #5)  The other teachers felt they had the materials needed to successfully 

implement the program, though they felt that the technology component was not consistent. Miss 

Hopper commented, ―We do reading activities in the lab and in class when our computers work‖ 

(April 26, 2010/Interview #2).  Miss Covington stated:      

  I would have the students do phonics activities during our center time, but the sound on 

 the computers doesn‘t work.  I have asked to have them fixed, but the tech person hasn‘t  

 had time to deal with the problem.  We do get to go to computer lab, but we don‘t always 

 do reading (May 13, 2010/Interview #4). 

Interviews          

 Sustainability of research-based practices.  Because this program of research-based 

practices had ended, the teachers‘ own perceptions of what had been implemented as a result of 

the district commitment was the only source of data collection.  When the study was introduced 

to the assistant superintendent for approval, she stated: ―The six schools that were Reading First 

schools will continue the edicts of the program because they align with Florida‘s K-12 

initiatives‖ (July 13, 2009).  This statement was an explicit expectation from administration that 

the elements of the program would be sustained.        

 On one occasion, in Miss Hopper‘s room two different reading coaches came into the 

room during my observation. The first coach came in, walked around, and then left.  The second 

reading coach came in and filled out an Imagine It! checklist based on her observations and left 

the form on the teacher‘s desk.  I later asked Miss Hopper about the reading coaches.  First, I 

asked about the role of the reading coaches.  Miss Hopper replied:     

 They are here to support us.  The first reading coach who came in mainly makes sure we 

  have copies of benchmark tests and helps with the FAIR testing.  She doesn‘t do much 

  for us in comparison to last year.  Last year she did workshops and would come to your  

 class and model for you or just give you ideas.  Now she is split up between two other 

 schools.  She mainly works with third through fifth.  The other reading coach just  

 evaluates us to make sure we are following the reading series.  She leaves the checklist so 

  we can make sure we are following the series.  She doesn‘t help us.    
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I then asked Miss Hopper what else was different from last year she said:    

 Really, not much.  We don‘t get as much help and the reading series takes a lot longer to 

 do.  I usually do more whole group instruction because I don‘t have as much time to do  

 workshop, but with this group I probably wouldn‘t do workshop anymore than I do (April 

 27, 2010/Interview #3).              

The other teachers had similar responses. Miss Ridge stated:      

 Last year I didn‘t need much help but with Imagine It!  I have asked for help several 

  times from the reading coach and she never has time.  Her main job is testing. This year I 

 spend so much time doing the reading series that I don‘t meet the needs of my students.  I 

 cover the core skills, but only in whole group.  I leave out some of the stuff in the book, 

 but I still do the core. This series is not good for the low students.  Last year I did do 

 small groups, but now I don‘t have time (April 14, 2010/Interview #2)       

Miss Holloway replied:          

 Our reading coach helps with testing.  She also helps set up the after lunch intervention 

 groups and what we are teaching to each group. This year I mainly do whole group  

 because Imagine It! takes so long.  Last year I did reading groups, but I don‘t have time  

 this year.  I do all the series, but some of it I have to shorten to get it in all the parts (May 

 6, 2010/Interview #4).                                                                                                                 

Miss Covington stated:           

 The reading coach helps with the tests.  I‘ve changed the way I do things because of 

 Imagine It!. It takes a lot more time and has a lot more units.  I cover everything I need to 

 just in a different way.  I mainly do what I have always done (May 13, 2010/ Interview  

  #4). 

Synthesis of Findings          

 The purpose of the classroom observations was to examine whether teachers‘ 

implementation of research-based practices matched their perceptions as well as if they were 

sustaining practices.  During this qualitative study, this contrast was supported through analysis 

of survey data, classroom observations and interviews.  These and other findings provided a 
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basis for answering the broader question regarding sustainability of research-based practices in a 

rural, low-income school district.            

Five Essential Features of the Research- Based Reading Program   

 1.  With regard to fidelity to the reading series, all four teachers were teaching  

      lessons from the series exclusively.  Because of time constraints, they were   

      picking and choosing the elements to be taught or skipped which was reflected in 

      their survey responses, observations, and interview responses.  Miss Hopper was the   

      only one of the four teachers who indicated on her survey that she did not depart from 

      the core curriculum by augmenting or deleting particular lessons as the needs of   

      students dictate, even though when observed and interviewed she admitted she  

      shortened elements because of time issues. Therefore, the perceptions of three of the  

      observed teachers matched what was taking place in the classroom.      

  2.  When considering the 90 minute reading block, all four strongly agreed that an 

       uninterrupted 90 minute block of time was dedicated each day to reading instruction   

       as well as the school schedule adjusted to protect the 90 minute daily reading block.  

       But this effort was not witnessed during any of the observations.  Although, the  

       interruptions were fewer in Miss Ridge‘s and Miss Holloway‘s classrooms; they were 

       still observed.  For that reason, the teachers‘ perceptions did not match what was  

       taking place in the classroom.  There did not appear to be an emphasis on preserving   

       the 90-minute reading block.  Different school activities were taking place during the 

       block such as field day and Earth Day activities.  Phone calls into each of the        

       classrooms and announcements took place during each observation.   

 3.  When taking into account the five components of reading: phonemic awareness,   

       phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension, three of the four teachers strongly 

       agreed or agreed on their preparedness and effectiveness to teach these elements.   

       Miss Ridge disagreed on her preparedness to teach vocabulary and comprehension 

       and her effective instruction in fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.  All of the   

       teachers were observed teaching all of the components explicitly except for fluency.    

       The reading series lessons were very strong in teaching the components while fluency 
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      was skipped by the teachers.  Only one teacher‘s perceptions out of four matched  

       what was taking place in the classroom.       

 4.  The next element to be examined was small and large group instruction.  Three of the 

      four teachers strongly agreed they did small group instruction.  Again Miss Ridge        

      disagreed that she used small group instruction both on the survey and when    

      interviewed and it was not observed in her classroom.  Miss Holloway and Covington  

      both said they did small group instruction after lunch though this section was not  

      observed.  Miss Hopper said she did small group instruction when she had time  

      again not observed.  Small group instruction was not observed in any classroom.  

      Even during center time when small group instruction could have taken place, it was 

      never observed.  In conclusion, perceptions did not match the reality as observed by   

      the researcher.          

   5.  The final component examined was a literature rich environment.  All the teachers 

        observed provided a print rich environment, though Miss Ridge said materials  

        were lacking in her classroom.  The opportunity to access literature through    

        technology via computers was weak in each classroom.  All the teachers‘ perceptions 

        matched what was observed in the classroom.       

Teachers’ Perceptions and Implementations      

  The teachers‘ perceptions and knowledge of research-based practices were mixed. Miss 

Ridge had a better understanding of her strengths and weaknesses and was implementing 

components consistent with this level of understanding.  The other three teachers felt they were 

well trained in the components and were effective in teaching them, however, when observed 

and interviewed, there were discrepancies between the four perceptions and implementation.  

Through examination of the data from surveys, observations and interviews, it was evident that 

some elements were still being implemented, but not with fidelity.     

 Part of the Reading First training consisted of teaching the elements of the program 

explicitly, systematically, and with fidelity.  The teachers observed were not able to sustain 

explicit instruction of research-based practices or to follow the practices with fidelity.  On the 

other hand, they were consistently teaching the skills through the systematic process outlined in 
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the reading series.  Implementation in ‗A‘ schools and ‗C‘ schools was comparable.  

 The biggest difference was in the classroom environment.  The classrooms in the ‗A‘ 

schools were better organized and less chaotic. The teachers at these schools had procedures and 

routines in place.  Students were reminded of classroom expectations and received supervision 

on classroom behavior.  There were fewer interruptions and more time spent on instruction.  The 

teachers at the ‗C‘ schools were struggling with consistent classroom management strategies as 

well as consistent routines. They were spending more time on classroom management and less 

time on instruction.          

 Overall, the four observed teachers believed that they were more prepared and stronger in 

their knowledge and instruction in their survey responses than they were when interviewed.  As 

stated earlier, the teachers observed and those surveyed responded similarly to the four domains 

examined. The consensus among all four was that they were prepared and implementing the 

research-based practices in their classrooms.  All of the observed teachers, with the exception of 

Miss Ridge and the teachers who answered the survey agreed on all domains.  The four observed 

teachers expressed frustration when interviewed about their ability to teach reading as they were 

instructed during training.  The frustrations of the four observed teachers was evident during 

interviews as all four questioned me about any changes I thought they could do to improve their 

reading instruction.            
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND 

IMPLICATIONS 

 

Overview of Chapter 

      The purpose of this case study was to determine whether the research-based practices 

introduced during Reading First were being sustained with fidelity in observed classrooms after 

the external support for the program had ended.  The purpose of this chapter is to provide a 

discussion of the study findings. This chapter contains four sections.  The first section provides a 

review and conclusions of the study.  The second describes limitations and implications resulting 

from the research findings.  The third section suggests recommendations for future research.  The 

final section offers concluding thoughts.   

Review of the Study 

     Maintaining a program after support ends provides challenges for any education 

initiative.  Districts need to have an understanding of the current level of implementation of 

scientifically based reading instruction programs in their schools to determine sustainability.  

Most evaluations of programs are based on test results and not what is taking place in the 

classroom.  To determine whether a program is being sustained, an evaluation has to occur in the 

classroom. The basic goal of research-based reading programs was to improve students‘ reading 

achievement. The programs targeted low-income, low-performing schools in districts and states 

that prepared articulated plans for increasing the use of teachers‘ research-based instruction.  

Instructional practices that were incorporated into Florida‘s plan as successful elements for 

teaching children to read included:  a) use of a scientifically based reading series, b) daily 
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uninterrupted 90 minute reading block, c) the teaching of skills related to the five reading 

components, d) small and large group differentiated instruction, and e) rich print environment.  

   Teachers and administrators were being required to be accountable for the effectiveness 

of the educational programs and methods that are used in their schools and classrooms.  As noted 

in chapter two from Klingner et al. (1999) and Evans et al. (2003) research demonstrated the 

difficulty of sustaining programs once implemented. This case study attempted to answer the 

following two questions related to these issues. 

1. To what degree were the components of research-based practices currently being 

implemented in the classrooms?  Were teachers implementing all components of 

this research-based program or were they substituting and omitting key 

components?   

2.  Were teachers‘ perceptions of research-based practices consistent with their 

implementation of those practices?  That is, were teachers‘ perceptions of research-

based practices, which have been examined through surveys and interviews, 

consistent with their observed classroom practices?  

 

The Study Outcomes 

As described previously, Reading First was a scientifically based reading program 

mandated under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001, better known as No 

Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2002).  This reading program included particular components 

designed to ensure that all children were reading at or above grade level by third grade.  The 

NCLB legislation provided funding for implementation of Reading First in schools identified as 

Title I.  Research under the auspices of the U.S. Department of Education‘s Institute of 

Education Science, has, however, revealed that children in schools that had received Reading 

First funding have virtually the same reading skills as children in schools that did not receive 

funding (Toppo, 2008).  The results of the current study may provide some clues as to the 

reasons for such outcomes and ways to address them. 
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In the current study, regarding the degree to which these instructional practices were 

being implemented in the classroom, the results were mixed.  All of the teachers used a 

scientifically based reading series and each one omitted some key elements.  In all four 

classrooms, the 90-minute daily, uninterrupted reading block was not being implemented.  In 

each classroom there were daily interruptions.         

 Explicit instruction in phonics, vocabulary and comprehension was strong in all the 

classes, but phonemic awareness was only periodically addressed and fluency was minimally 

addressed, if it were addressed at all. The reading series primarily addressed phonemic 

awareness in the first semester, but did not allow for further instruction to students who still 

required it.           

 Fluency activities were addressed in every unit, but were often omitted.  None of the 

teachers were doing small group instruction during the reading block.  Therefore, individual 

reading needs were not being addressed.  All of the classrooms had a print rich environment, but 

technology rich literature was limited because computers were often not working.  

 When considering teachers‘ perceptions of research-based practices and what was being 

implemented in the classroom, again, the results were mixed.  The data from surveys returned by 

the K-3 teachers at the six elementary school sites indicated that the majority of the teachers who 

responded believed that they had an understanding of research-based elements, were prepared to 

teach the required elements, had the resources, provided research-based instruction, had support 

for implementation, and that their students were progressing under the practices.  Three of the 

four observed teachers also responded along the same lines.  Miss Ridge was the only teacher 

who was aware that she struggled to implement some of the components in her classroom, while 

the other teachers‘ perceptions did not match what was taking place in the their classrooms.  The 

actions of the teachers who were observed were in conflict with what they indicated on their 

surveys and what they were implementing in their classroom and expressing in their interviews.  

These teachers followed the reading series daily although they omitted some activities.  Because 

they were following the reading series, they believed they were following the research-based 

practices with fidelity and were sustaining the program as they had been trained. Their overall 

perceptions of research-based practices were not consistent with their implementation of those 
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practices.           

 The results of this study, coupled with the understandings provided in existing literature 

indicate there were several criteria that influenced teachers implementing research-based 

practices (Kersten & Pardo, 2007).  These criteria included continued training of the components 

of the program to be implemented, the ability to teach the research-based practices while keeping 

fidelity to the adopted reading series, time management, classroom management and meeting 

student needs (Applebaum & Adkins, 1977) 

Limitations and Implications        

 There were limitations that arose during the study. First, it was assumed that teachers 

were implementing the research-based program during the time of funding and training support.  

However, no research data was available to support or refute that assumption. When teachers 

were interviewed, they felt the biggest change in what they did might be attributed to the new 

reading series they were implementing during the school in which the study was implemented.   

Time restraints kept them from doing small group instruction, centers, differentiated instruction, 

and teaching all the elements of the reading program.  Before implementing this reading series, 

the teachers indicated that they had been implementing the research-based program as designed.  

   The response rate from first grade teachers on the surveys was low.   Some of the 

teachers who were initially willing to participate did not meet one or more of the qualification 

(e.g., first year teacher or had not had training), therefore the number of participants in the study 

was lower than anticipated. Another limitation was the time frame; the study would clearly have 

been stronger with more observations of more teachers.  More observations may have been 

possible had the study not suffered unforeseen delays that resulted in its not beginning until the 

last part of the second and final semester of the school year.  Follow-up observations the next 

school year were not possible because teachers had changed grade levels and schools.  

 As noted in chapter one, another limitation was inherent in that the researcher conducted 

this study. As a former teacher, I had my own biases and prejudices based on past years of 

teaching experience.  I have taught reading very successfully in elementary classrooms in 

Florida.  I was tasked, as were the teachers in the four observed classrooms, to implement a 

similar reading improvement program in public schools.  I, too, struggled with implementation 
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issues and frustrations.  However, I did manage to become successful, so much so that I was 

asked to become a reading coach.  This gave me the unique perspective of an observer of reading 

instruction.  Nonetheless, I made a very concerted effort to maintain my objectivity throughout 

the study.  I was sympathetic to the frustrations and limits experienced by the teachers with 

whom I worked during the study.  But as the researcher, I tried as much as possible to allow the 

teachers‘ voices and experiences to speak for themselves. 

Challenges to Effective Implementation      

 Great emphasis has been placed on research-based practices in our schools.  Changes in 

instructional programs and practices have filtered down from federal legislation to state 

education offices to district implementation and finally, to the individual schools and classrooms. 

This process resembles the parlor game, ―Telephone‖ in which a story is told to the first person 

in a long line and by the time it reaches the last person, the story is very garbled, confused, and 

often, incomprehensible.  What is left out in this process is any examination of fidelity to the 

original design.  By the time a program reaches the classroom teacher, the ability to sustain the 

original guidelines with fidelity, often without continual training of the teachers, may become, 

like the parlor game, a garbled mess.        

 The observed factors that affected implementation of this scientifically based reading 

improvement program included lack of ongoing training, teacher expertise, professional 

classroom help and time restraints. All these factors were identified by teachers themselves as 

well as through the teachers‘ responses on the surveys, through interviews and observations.  

These were all factors that were identified after funding for the program had ended.  The findings 

reflect the need for the consideration of the following needs and recommendations: 

 Provide ongoing training for teachers. One of the areas that teachers expressed a need for 

was more training.  The academy provided an in-depth training, but as teachers began to 

implement research-based practices, situations arose in which teachers needed more 

practical instruction, such as classroom modeling.  Intensive training outside the 

classroom is important to introduce new ideas and concepts, but applications of these 

ideas and concepts need to be addressed in an authentic setting.  The teachers were also 
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all implementing a new reading series with very little training in the series. As noted 

Abbott, Walton, and Greenwood (2002), teachers need training over an extended period 

of time.  All of the observed teachers were also all implementing a new reading series 

with very little training in the series. They often expressed their frustration with being 

told, ‗just follow the teacher‘s guide and you will be able to do the program and meet all 

components within the reading block‘. There was lack of support from the series 

company as well as the reading coaches.  Teachers felt they were basically left to figure 

out the new series on their own. 

 The teachers in the study also struggled with differentiated instruction.  They articulated 

they did not know how to set up their lessons or centers to meet the needs of all their 

students within the parameters of the reading series. All lessons were set up for whole 

group instruction with no small group instruction to meet the different levels of the 

student abilities.  Centers were not set up for students to practice skills that had already 

been taught or to address the different student levels.  

 The teacher participants also commented that they lacked expertise in reading instruction.  

Not only were the teachers unable to differentiate instruction and establish purposeful 

literacy centers they struggled to teach key components.  During the observations, they 

demonstrated very few if any strategies for teaching fluency.  On occasion, they 

discussed with me suggestions for improving their reading instruction.  Lack of in-depth 

understanding of practices and strategies has previously been identified as a factor 

(Klingner et al.1999). 

 Each one of the schools had a reading coach.  The job of the reading coach is to organize 

assessments, help administer testing and to evaluate data.  The coaches were providing 

these services, but were not providing any reading instructional help.  As indicated by the 

teachers, the coaches were being called upon to work more with upper grades as well as 

at different schools.  This was very likely a result of the loss of funding for the program.  

As noted in previous research the additional funds for the period of time of a program 

adds needed fiscal support that local and state sources typically could not provide 
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(Carlson & Buttram, 2004). Once this funding ended the rural district was not able to 

sustain the reading coaches role as it had when funding was in place.   

 The issue of time management was a problem during the reading block in each 

classroom.  The new series was taking so much time teachers were not implementing 

small group differentiated instruction or literacy centers. Time constraints were also 

keeping teachers from teaching all the elements of the program.  Teachers were trying to 

follow the guidelines of the series, but were unable to do so within the reading block time 

period.  In the study by Klingner, Vaughn, Hughes, and Arguelles (1999), one factor the 

authors identified that impeded implementation and sustainability was time constraints. 

Several implications emerged from the study.  It was clear that teachers‘ perception     

 of what they thought they were doing in the classroom was different from what was actually 

taking place.  In addition, other issues besides funding were contributing to teachers‘ inability to 

sustain research-based practices with fidelity.  Classroom management was an issue in two of the 

classes and all of the teachers were experiencing difficulty teaching the new reading series.   

  Another implication to be addressed was the teachers‘ consistent knowledge of teaching 

components of research-based practices.  Although the teachers could identify and felt that they 

understood the reading components, they still had difficulty implementing those components in 

the classroom.  The teachers had received training in research-based best practices, but struggled 

to implement these practices within the time frame of the classroom.     

 Teachers also struggled to implement the reading components with fidelity.  Fidelity of 

implementation as defined previously is the presentation of instruction the way it is ―intended to 

be delivered‖ (Gresham et al. 2000).  Each teacher expressed frustration with fitting in all the 

components within the time framework allocated for reading.  Teachers struggled to teach all the 

research-based components that were mandated within the new reading series curriculum that 

has been adopted by the district.  The components of research-based practices were present in the 

new reading series, but teachers during observations were omitting elements.   

 Another implication is the effect that funding has on rural, low income schools in 

sustaining programs.  Funding rarely meets all program needs. Grants often provide only seed 

funding or are time-limited, leaving many programs struggling to sustain themselves. This is 
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especially true for programs in rural communities, which typically have access to fewer 

resources and face additional barriers to sustainability.  Rural communities that have high 

poverty, declining population, and economic decline lack a strong and supportive social services 

infrastructure that is increasingly important to supplement the formal education process 

(Stringfield, Datnow, & Ross, 2005).   

 The best practices established under this research-based program have been incorporated 

and implemented statewide through the K-12 Comprehensive Research-Based Reading Plan 

(Miller, 2003).  The K-12 Reading Plan was the driving force to institutionalize and sustain 

research-based best practices.  The statewide plan reinforced the research-based practices 

introduced and implemented during reading first.   Schools continued working toward sustaining 

best practices in reading through the implementation of each district‘s K-12 Reading Plan.  Due 

to the research-based program implementation great strides were made in reading instruction 

(Miller, 2003). 

 

Recommendations for Future Research       

  The intent of this case study was to explore research-based practices and to provide some 

indication of the degree to which research-based practices were sustainable without funding, on-

going professional development and other resources in a rural district serving high percentages 

of at risk students.  The intent of this study was not to generalize the findings; however, the 

findings may provide an opportunity for more effective sustainability of research-based 

practices. Recommendations for future studies are: 

 Conducting a study with a larger number of teachers.  This study was limited to four first 

grade classroom teachers from a population of a possible 25 first grade teachers.  These 

teachers participated because they filled out a consent form and met the qualifications as 

specified in Chapter 3.  It would be beneficial to see how a larger number of teachers are 

able to implement research-based practices.  It would also be beneficial to observe first 

grade teacher who had not received training to compare their ability to sustain research-

based practices. 
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 Conducting a longitudinal study.  Extending this study over a longer period would 

provide more extensive results.  Following the participants over an extended period 

would provide greater insight into sustainability.  After teachers received more training 

and practice with the reading series would the implementation change? 

 Conducting interviews with teachers before a program is implemented to examine their 

commitment to a new program.  Teachers‘ attitudes should be determined before 

program implementation to establish possible influence of attitude on future success of a 

program. A teacher‘s attitude plays an important role on both the level of fidelity to 

implementation as well as the sustainability. 

 

Final Thoughts          

 The latter quarter of the 20th century, in particular, was marked by recurring efforts at 

school reform and improvements in the educational system of the United States.   As each new 

reform was widely disseminated and implemented, the research followed closely behind, 

sometimes weighing in on the issue only after the schools had moved on to the next apparent 

innovation.  Recent national reform and policy movements, though, may halt this frustrating 

cycle.   Indeed, for the first time, Congress and other educational policymakers are making some 

funding sources available to only those schools that implement educational reforms with high-

quality evidence of effectiveness.  Although politicians made decisions involving curriculum, it 

is the classroom teacher‘s responsibility to implement that curriculum.  In today‘s age of 

accountability the classroom teacher is responsible for taking the primary role in regards to 

teaching effective reading strategies (Allington & Walmsley, 1995).     

 Educators need to take into account different perspectives when considering the evidence 

in support of adopting a particular program or practice:  1) the theoretical base of the reform 

practice or program, 2) implementation and replicability information, and 3) evidence of effects 

on student achievement (Comprehensive School Reform Program Office, 2002).  The theoretical 

base is the set of guiding principles behind a program.  A clearly stated theory gives a program 

greater coherence because teachers understand how students are supposed to learn and what 

purpose the various components of the program serve.  The implementation and ability to 
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replicate certain programs can work better in some situations than in others.  For this reason, 

local stakeholders must examine whether particular programs will be successful within their 

context.  The evidence of effects on student achievement needs to come from several different 

high-quality studies.           

  Although politicians make decisions on curriculum, it is the classroom teacher‘s 

responsibility to implement and sustain the curriculum.  As the researcher observed and reflected 

on her own knowledge of and experience with research-based practices, it seemed that the 

classroom teacher is often left to struggle through new programs with little support.  Often initial 

training is very intense as indicated previously and all the important information is covered very 

quickly. Once the teacher tries to apply all this information in the classroom, situations arise and 

confusion emerges. With little or no follow up training, teachers are often left frustrated and 

struggling.            

  Good teachers form the foundation of good schools.  All the teachers who were observed 

were teaching the same reading series, but with different results.  All the teachers were 

implementing the same reading program and each of the teachers was struggling with some 

component or components of the series and all were struggling with the time frame. The teachers 

at the ‗C‘ schools were dealing with more challenging students.  On top of working with a 

difficult curriculum that was extremely scripted they were dealing with students who were 

impulsive and did not respond well to a rigid scripted model.     

 The scripted nature of the reading series did not promote differentiated instruction, small 

group instruction or literacy centers.  It appears that when the curriculum material covers a large 

portion of the curriculum, when instruction is more prescribed, and when school expectations for 

fidelity are high, there is little to no need for teachers to think or research their practices.  There 

is limited flexibility for teachers to meet the varied needs of their students.  The purpose of 

differentiated instruction is to meet the varying levels and needs of each student.  Each classroom 

had high-level students who were bored with skills they had already mastered and the low level 

students who were lost and frustrated.  Small group instruction would help to meet the needs of 

both the high and the low level students.  Implementing literacy centers is a way to differentiate 

instruction and give students the opportunity to practice important skills that have been 
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introduced through whole group.            

  If teachers are to be successful in implementing research-based practices with fidelity 

they must have more training on instruction and be given the opportunity to be creative and 

flexible with the curriculum.  Professional development activities are needed that include 

opportunities for teachers to discuss with colleagues the specifics of applying new strategies and 

to learn about their underlying concepts and intent. Teaching children to read is paramount and 

systematic, explicit instruction can be accomplished if teachers are given the help they need as 

well as some leeway to be creative with instruction.  The purpose of the reading instruction 

should not be about the explicit, systematic way the program is taught but how the needs of each 

student are being met.            

 Teachers are resourceful and creative and need to be in a position to adapt learning 

materials to meet the challenge of the classroom.  The development and implementation of 

programs should make teachers more empowered to make the necessary changes to fit their 

teaching styles and the needs of their students.  A structure and system must exist so that when 

teachers try out new methods of teaching, they receive feedback from a peer or a person 

knowledgeable in the new strategies.  To be useful, research must be able to be converted into 

manageable and comprehensible teaching strategies and procedures.  Further, these strategies 

must reflect, and fit within the particulars of day-to-day instruction.    

 There needs to be a return to teachers being responsible for essential areas of classroom 

teaching.  Because of their training and classroom experience teachers should have more input 

into the curriculum that is adopted for classroom implementation. The development and 

implementation of these mandated programs should allow teachers to collaborate and identify the 

deficiencies of these programs to better meet the challenges of the classroom.  

 Neither requiring comprehensive, drastic alterations of instructional practice nor merely 

playing with small aspects of teaching behaviors are likely to result in meaningful or sustained 

change in teaching practices.  Teachers need to have meaning applied to teaching practices, 

support for meaningful practices and evidence that these practices are meeting the needs of their 

students. 
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APPENDIX A 

ICE-R FORMS 

Sample Form for Recording Observations 

Time  Summary of activity Grouping Materials       Student 
engagement 
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ICE–R CODING FORM 

Classroom Information 

 

District:___________________________________________ 

 

 

School:___________________________________________ 

 

 

Teacher:__________________________________________ 

 

 

Observer:_________________________________________ 

 

 

Subject:___________________________________________ 

 

 

Grade:____________________________________________ 
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Number of students:________________________________ 

 

 

Date:_____________________________________________ 

 

 

Length of observation:______________________________ 

 

 

Length of class period:______________________________ 

 

 

Number of minutes spent on activities not directly related to learning  

academic content(i.e. role call, announcement):___________________ 

 

 

Number of minutes spent on logistical tasks of an academic nature (i.e. checking 

homework, handing out books, 

 energizers for young kids):_________ 
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Instructional Content Emphasis–Revised 

Dimension A: Content category 

Dimension B: Content subcategory 

Dimension C: Instructional grouping 

Dimension D: Materials used 

Time Brief summary of activity A  B C D Content 

Emphasis 

Student 

Engage 

ment 

Quality 

Indicator 

Text 

 Reading 
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ICE–R Content Codes: Short Form 

 

Dimension 

A  

1: Concepts of    
print 

2: Phonological 
     Awareness 

3: Alphabetic 
  Knowledge 

4:Word Study/Phonics 5:Spelling 

B
 D

im
en

sio
n
 

1. concepts of print 1. Rhyming 
2. Blending or 
segmenting 
sentences/sylls. 
3. Onset/rime 
4. Blending or 
segmenting 
phonemes 
5. Isolation tasks 
6. Other 

1. Letter 
identification 
and/or 
recognition. 
2. Other 

1. Letter/sound 
relationships 
2. Provides 
opportunities 
for application of 
letter/sound 
knowledge 
to reading /writing/ 
spelling. 
3. Irregular words 
4. Word reading 
5. Integration of word 
study 
6. Other 

1.Spelling 

 

 

D 
Dimension 

A dddd 

 

6: Oral Language 
       Development 

666 

7:Fluency 8: Text Reading 9: Comprehension 10: Writing or  
Language Arts   

 B
 D

im
en

sio
n
 

   1. Teacher 
initiated 
structured 
opportunities 
to talk with 
teachers/peers. 
2. Expansion of 
student initiated 
language 
(incidental 
language 
strategies) 
3. Other 

1. Letter or 
sound naming 
fluency 
2. Word 
 fluency 
3. Repeated 
reading of 
text 
4. Other 

1. Supported oral 
reading 
2. Choral reading 
3. Independent 
silent reading 
4. Independent oral 
reading 
5. Teacher reads 
aloud 
6. Teacher reads 
aloud while 
students read 
along 
7. Other 

1. Vocabulary 
2. Prior 
knowledge/ 
predicting 
3. Reading 
comprehension 
monitoring 
4. Listening 
comprehension 
monitoring 
5. Comprehension 
strategy 
instruction/use 
6. Other 

1. Shared  
  writing 
2. Writing 
composition 
3. Independent 
writing/ 
publishing 
4. Grammar and 
punctuation 
5. Handwriting 
instruction 
6. Copying 
7. Other 

 

A
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6: development 
Oral language 
7: Fluency 8: Text reading 9: Comprehension 
10:  

Dimension: C 
Instructional 
Grouping 
I 

DdDimension: D 
      Materials 
    M 

Emphasis 
Coding 
 ScaleE  
 

Indicators of 
Engagement 
 

 Quality 
 Indicators 
 

Text 
Reading  
 

1. Whole class 
2. Small group 
3. Pairing 
4. Independent 
5. 
Individualized 

1. Games & puzzles 
2. Manipulatives 
3. Word wall 
4. Text—basal 
5. Text—trade book 
6. Text—decodable 
7. Text—pattern 
8. Text— unknown 
9. Text—ST or T made 
10. Big Book (or similar) 
11. Pencil and paper 
12. Words out of context 
13. Computers 
14. Audio-tapes 
15. Workbooks/ 
       worksheets 
16. Oral language 
17. Chalk board or equiv. 
18. Other 
19. Visuals—with print 
20. Visuals—without 
      print 

5. Maximum 
emphasis: 
occurred 
during 
most of 
observation 
(90-100%) 
 
4. High 
emphasis 
(70-90%) 
 
3. High 
moderate 
emphasis 
(40%- 70%) 
 
2. Low 
moderate 
emphasis 
(10% - 40%) 
 
1. Minimal 
emphasis 
(10% or 
less) 

3. High 
 
2. Medium 
 
1. Low 

4. Excellent 
 
3. High 
Average 

 

2. Low Average 
 
1. Weak 

T—Teacher 
S—Student 
Record total 
no. 
of  minutes 
read 
per event 
Calculate total 
no. of mins. 
read at end of 
observation 

Writing 
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APPENDIX B 

Teacher Survey 

Survey of Teachers 

This survey is part of a study to evaluate Reading First implementation.  The purpose of this 

study is to identify how Reading First is being implemented in the classroom.  As a teacher of a 

Reading First classroom, your experience provides a valuable perspective on the implementation 

of this program.  Your answers to this questionnaire will be kept confidential and your name and 

the name of your school will never be connected to any specific information that you include in 

this survey. The survey results will be used in a dissertation. 

Directions: 

Please answer each question by circling the option in the column to the right that indicates your 

response to each question. 

Essential Domains of Reading  

 

How well does each statement below describe you as a reading 

teacher? 

Indicate your  

agreement or 

disagreement with 

each statement by 

circling the 

appropriate response 

1.  I understand the five essential components of reading (phonemic 

     awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension)  

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 
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2.  I know how to access each of the five essential reading 
components. 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

3.  I understand the expectations for grade level achievement within 
each essential component. 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

4.  I know what programs or resources are available to me to 
address each essential component through the core curriculum or 
supplemental materials. 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

5.  I understand scientifically based reading research strategies and 
can apply them in my teaching. 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

6.  I have been adequately prepared by Reading First to teach 
phonemic awareness (i.e., rhyming, alliteration, oral segmentation, 
oral blending of syllables and onset/rime) 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 
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7.  I have been adequately prepared by Reading First to teach 
phonics (i.e., letter-sound relationship at letter level and at 
onset/rime level; irregular/sight words, word study through writing 
activities) 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

8.  I have been adequately prepared by Reading First to teach 
fluency (i.e., repeatedly reading the same letters, words, or text 
aloud with a focus on improving speed, accuracy, or expression) 

 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

9.  I have been adequately prepared by Reading First to teach 
vocabulary (i.e. Teaching the meaning of words in the context of 
reading or discussion) 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

10. I have been adequately prepared by Reading First to teach 
comprehension (i.e., activating prior knowledge, using strategies 
such as character analysis, summarizing, cause and effect, 
reciprocal teaching) 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

11. I provide effective reading instruction in phonemic awareness Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 
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12. I provide effective reading instruction in phonics Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

13. I provide effective reading instruction in fluency Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

14.  I provide effective reading instruction in vocabulary Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

15. I provide effective reading instruction in comprehension Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

 

 

Reading First Classroom 

 

 



119 

 

 

How well does each statement below describe your classroom or 

teaching? 

Indicate your  

agreement or 

disagreement with 

each statement by 

circling the 

appropriate response 

 

16. I have sufficient and appropriate instructional materials to teach 
reading 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

17. I use small group instruction with my students Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

18. I use literacy centers in my classroom Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

 

19. My classroom has a wide range of books and materials ranging 
in degrees of difficulty, genre and topics 

 

Strongly agree 

Agree 
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Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

20. In my class students are actively engaged in a variety of 

reading-based activities throughout the reading block 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

21. I modify the reading program (core curriculum) used at school 

to teach an essential component that may not be adequately 

addressed by the program 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

22. I depart from the core curriculum by augmenting or deleting 

particular lessons as the needs of my students dictate 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

23. I read aloud to my students every day Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 
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24. I have the skills and expertise to coordinate instruction that 

addresses the specific needs of each child in my classroom 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

25. I believe that all children in my class can and will read at grade 

level 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

26. I believe that Reading First has been an effective way to prepare 

students to read 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

Support for Reading First  

 

 

How well does each statement below describe your school?            

 

 

Indicate your  

agreement or 

disagreement with 

each statement by 

circling the 
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appropriate response 

27. There is an uninterrupted 90 minute block of time dedicated 

each day to reading instruction 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

28.  The schedule at my school has been adjusted to protect the 90 

minute block of daily reading instruction each week 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

29. The administration at my school understands and supports 

Reading First 

 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

30. I have access to the Reading First instructional materials I need 

to teach reading 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

Student Progress  
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How well does each statement below describe your students in 

general 

Indicate your agree- 

ment or disagreement 

with each statement by 

circling the 

appropriate response 

 

31. My students are making acceptable progress in learning to read 

using strategies and materials of Reading First                                      

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

32. My students ability to read has improved because of instruction 

provided through Reading First 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

33. My students interest in reading has improved because of 

instruction provided through Reading First  

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 



124 

 

34. My students will have made adequate yearly progress by the 

end of the school year 

Strongly agree 

Agree 

Disagree 

Strongly disagree 

Not sure 

Your comments about Reading First  

35.  What is the greatest challenge you have faced using Reading 

First in your classroom? 

 

36. Name of your basal reading program.  

37. Grade level that you teach  

38. Years at a Reading First School  

39. Name of your school  

40. Your name 

 

 

Thank you!!! 

 

Survey adapted from 2005 Statewide Survey evaluating Reading First that the University of Georgia conducted for 

the Georgia Department of Education  
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APPENDIX C 

COVER LETTER AND CONSENT 

Dear Teachers, 

      My name is Sandy Jay and I am doctoral student at Florida State University. I am beginning 

to do research for my dissertation.  The purpose of my research is to look at teachers‘ 

perspectives and knowledge about Reading First and to observe what is being implemented in 

the reading classroom. 

     Participation in this study is voluntary.  If you are willing to participate in this study, please 

fill out the attached survey and consent form, place them in the attached envelop, then seal and 

place the envelop in the basket by your mailboxes marked ―Sandy Jay‖.  If your survey is 

randomly selected, I will come to your class during your reading block and make observations 

about elements of instruction that relate to the survey. Possible informal interviews will be 

conducted for clarification. There will be between five and ten classroom observations.  As 

described in the consent letter, confidentiality will be maintained throughout the study.   

Thank you so much for your time and consideration, 

 Sandy Jay 
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Research-based Practices, Perspectives, and Implementation 

 

You are invited to be in a research study of Research-based practices, implementation and 

perspectives.  You were selected as a possible participant because you teach at a school which 

followed the Reading First Program.  I ask that you read this form and ask any questions you 

may have before agreeing to be in the study. 

This study is being conducted by Sandy Jay, doctoral student of the Department of Elementary 

Education, Florida State University. 

The purpose of the study is to examine teachers‘ perspectives on the Reading First Program and 

to observe actual classroom implementation of the program. Do teachers‘ perspectives match 

what is implemented in the classroom?  Are the elements of Reading First being reliably 

implemented? 

If you agree to be in this study, I will ask you to do the following things: 

Fill out a survey, allow five to eight classroom observations during your reading block and 

answer questions about the instruction that arise through the course of the study. The expected 

duration of your involvement is through the end of school 2010, which is the tentative date for 

the completion of the project.  Therefore, you understand that you could be contacted up until 

that time regarding new questions or clarification of previous answers and responses. 

There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts if you agree to participate in this study. 

Possible benefits are a better understanding of Research-based practices and teachers‘ awareness 

of perspectives compared to implementation.  General benefits to the field of education of your 

participation are that findings may contribute to design and implementation of similar 

instructional programs in the future. 

There will not be any compensation for participation in the study. 
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The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In 

any sort of report I might publish, I will not include any information that will make it possible to 

identify study participants.  Research records will be stored securely and only the researcher will 

have access to the records (i.e., surveys and notes from observations). 

Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 

affect your current or future relations with the University or within the school district.  If you 

decide to participate, you are free to choose to not answer any questions or withdraw at any time 

without affecting those relationships. 

The researcher conducting this study is______.  You may ask any questions you have now.  If 

you have a question later, you are encouraged to contact me at__________________.  My 

advisor is Dr. Diana Rice 131 G Stone Building FSU, Phone 850-645 4685 or drice@fsu.edu. 

 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 

other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, 

Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL 32306-2742 or 850-644-8633, or by email at 

humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 

You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 

I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers to those 

questions. I consent to participate in this study. 

 

_________________________                                                  _____________ 

Signature                                                                                         date 

 

_________________________                                                 ______________ 

Signature of investigator                                                                 date 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

 

 

mailto:drice@fsu.edu
mailto:humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu
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APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 11/30/2009 

 

To: Sandy Jay 

 

Address: 2118 W. Dellview Dr 

Dept.: EDUCATION 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Reading First Perspectives and Implementation 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of 

human subjects in the proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the 

Secretary, the Chair, and two members of the Human Subjects Committee. Your 

project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been 

approved by an expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific 

merit, except to weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of 

the proposal related to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not 

replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved 

stamped consent form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped 

version of the consent form may be used in recruiting research subjects. 

 

If the project has not been completed by 11/29/2010 you must request a 

renewal of approval for continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal 

notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; however, it is your 

responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal of 

your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed 

and approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change 

in the protocol.  A protocol change/amendment form is required to be 

submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, federal regulations 

require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 

unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects 

or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major 

professor is reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed 

concerning research projects involving human subjects in the department, and 

should review protocols as often as needed to insure that the project is 

being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research 

Protection. The Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Diane Rice, Advisor 

HSC No. 2009.3246 
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APPENDIX D 

 Informal interview questions 

 The interviews will be guided by open-ended and less structured questions where neither the 

exact wording nor order of the questions is determined ahead of time.   

1.  What usually happens next? 

 

2.  Why? 

 

3.  Do you use other procedures? 

 

4.  What kind? 

 

5.  Does this happen often? 

 

6.  Why? 

 

7.  How would you improve this program?   

 

8.  How do you switch up your delivery style? 
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9.  Do you do small group instruction? 

 

10.  Do you feel like you differentiate your reading instruction? 

 

11.  Do you feel like reading is supported at your school? 

 

12.  Do you think you are well qualified to teach reading? 

 

13.  What reading training have you had? 

 

14. Tell me about your reading series. 

 

15. Which of the five areas of reading do you feel most confident?  In which area do you feel 

       least confident? 

 

16.  Do you do literacy centers? 

17.  How often do you do centers? 

18.  What is your basal reading program? 

 

19. How do you feel about your reading series? 

 

20.  What are the strengths of your series-what are the weaknesses? 
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APPENDIX E 

Miss Ridge- Phonics and fluency 

Long /e/ and consonant blends  

Line 1      dreams               teach              fence               creaked   

Line 2      straw                  plan                black               crackle 

Line 3      blades                 grass               drink               smell 

Line 4      bathtub               spark             changing          whitest 

Line 5      breath                 earth              stars                  bird 

Line 6    storm                 chore              search               yard 

I can see the grass in your yard. 

My pretty, dark green blanket feels soft. 

 

Phonics and fluency Controlled  /r/ 

Line 1      garden          partner            carton               harmful   

Line 2      weather        shelter              different          winter     

Line 3      curly             firmly              dirty                 turning 

Line 4      earn               learn               early                 heard  
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Line 5    born                 score              store                order  

Line 6    force                 starlight         alarm               market    

Sentence 1:  We stopped to get our car from the parking lot.         

Sentence 2:  Each chirping chick hatched from an egg. 

Miss Hopper-Phonics and fluency 

Long /o/ and short /o/ review 

Line 1          pods               blocks              boxes               knot        

Line 2         gold                slopes               blown               coast    

Line 3         got                  goat                  hop                    hope     

Line 4         soak                socks                most                  moss 

Line 5         octopus           October            shadow              below 

Line 6         window           yellow             open                   rocket 

Sentence1:  The wind blows yellow and brown leaves into my yard. 

Sentence 2: At home we water our six little plants so they  
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Spelling List 

Spelling words Challenge Word 

 
home 

 
lonely 

 
rope 

 
clock 

 
toad 

 

 
coast 

 

 
stove 

 

 
roam 

 

 
goat 

 

 
code 
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Miss Holloway- Phonics and Fluency 

Consonant diagraphs 

Line 1       white           whale          while               whistle       
        

Line 2       snake           ship             wish                shadow  
 

Line 3 
 

      three            think            thread              path 

Line 4 
 

      children       checked       reach               catching           

Line 5 
 

      chapter         wheel          thinking          shamrock 

Line 6        shiver          thrill            whisper          chilly 
 

Sentence 1:  We rode on a ship to go whale watching.    

Sentence 2:  Meg said, ― I think most children with they could whistle.‖Miss  

 

Covington-Phonics and fluency 

Long and short /a/ review 

Line 1       fat             black           badge             wax      
        

Line 2       safe           snakes         days                space          
 

Line 3 
 

      pain           rain              strain             trail 

Line 4 
 

      pan            pane            tap                  tape 

Line 5 
 

      snail          scratch         grain              spray 

Line 6       hammer     cradle          table               shampoo 
 

Sentence 1:  Jan and Jake played in the rain. 
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Sentence 2:  Kate plans to take the train to visit Gramp. 

 

Phonics and Fluency 

Review /u/ and /-u/ 

Line 1       dust           thumb           budge              skunks       
        

Line 2       music        volume         continue           few 
 

Line 3 
 

      cut             cute              cucumbers       cube 

Line 4 
 

      fuss           fuse              museum           argue 

Line 5 
 

      fuzzy        regular          uniform            menu 

Line 6     rescue       subway         dusty                 pupil 
 

 

Sentence 1:  Judson saw a stuffed porcupine at the museum. 

Sentence 2:  Dad would like to finish work in time to catch the number five bus. 

 

McGraw-Hill, 2007      
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