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Executive summary 
The Reading Agency (TRA) is supporting organisations who promote reading for pleasure and 
empowerment to better understand the impact of their work. Since 2014, The Reading Agency 
(TRA) has led The Reading Outcomes Framework Steering Group of partners through a 
collaborative process to create a unique evaluation resource – the Reading Outcomes Framework 
Toolkit1 (the Toolkit). Present on the Steering Group are: Arts Council England (ACE), Association 
of Senior Children’s and Education Librarians (ASCEL), BookTrust, Chartered Institute of Library 
and Information Professionals (CILIP), National Literacy Trust (NLT), Publishers Association, 
Scottish Book Trust, Scottish Libraries and Information Council (SLIC), Society of Chief Librarians 
(SCL) and The Reading Agency. Members meet regularly, bringing experience and expertise from 
across the reading sector to support the development of a shared and sustainable model for 
evaluating the outcomes of reading for pleasure and empowerment programmes. In addition, a 
sub-set of members2 have worked closely together to steer this review of reading engagement 
measures.  

The Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit highlights the short and longer term outcomes that 
have been associated with reading for pleasure and empowerment. It also includes advice on 
evaluation and sample questions that can be used to evaluate most outcomes.  An initial version 
of the Outcomes Framework and Toolkit was published in autumn 2016.  

In early 2017, TRA and partners appointed our team at The Social Innovation Partnership (TSIP) to 
identify high-quality survey measures of reading engagement-related outcomes that could be 
added to the Toolkit. Our aim was to identify at least three high-quality tools for each reading 
engagement outcome, with at least one fit for use with young children (under 10), one fit for use 
with older children and teenagers (10-18), and one fit for use with adults (over 18). Members of the 
Steering Group have been involved in every stage of this review of measures and a sub-group has 
worked closely on particular aspects of the review’s development. 

We conducted a systematic review to identify relevant tool. We then appraised each survey / 
question to develop our recommendations. We collated our findings in four Excel documents 
(databases): firstly, for tools designed to measure outcomes for young children (under 10), 
secondly, for tools designed to measure outcomes for older children and teenagers (10-18), thirdly, 

                                            
1 To find about more about the Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit: www.readingoutcomesframework.org.uk. 

2 The Reading Agency, BookTrust and National Literacy Trust (NLT). 
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for tools designed for measure outcomes for adults (over 18)34, and fourthly for low-quality tools 
that we did not believe were fit for use.  

In total, we found 77 relevant tools. In the process, we identified sufficient evidence to warrant 
adding two additional outcome areas to the Reading Outcomes Framework. These findings 
enabled us to offer recommendations for most outcome areas for different age groups. We also 
made recommendations for filling gaps in the Toolkit keeping the Toolkit up to date and meeting 
the needs of different users. 

This systematic review has resulted in the most comprehensive database of reading engagement 
measures ever produced.  
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3 Many tools are designed to measure outcomes for only part of the age range covered by each database – for 
example, a tool contained in the database of tools designed to measure outcomes for young children (under 10) 
may only be designed to measure outcomes for 5- to 7-year-olds. The specific age range that each tool is designed 
for is indicated in each database.  

4 Some tools, especially those designed to measure outcomes for young children, are designed to be completed by 
a third party, like a parent or teacher. Who completes the tool is indicated in each database. 
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1. Introduction 
For organisations trying to help others, impact is hugely important. Yet many struggle to measure 
or communicate the difference they are making. Shortages of time, money and research expertise 
often limit delivery organisations’ ability to evaluate their impact – with knock-on effects for 
learning and service improvement.  

Impact evaluation is challenging – especially for programmes for which intended outcomes cannot 
be observed directly and wouldn’t otherwise be measured. Programmes that hope to achieve 
improvements in areas like mood, attitude or knowledge face the added challenge of trying to find 
a good way of bringing hidden changes to light.  

This is by no means an easy task. For many outcome areas, there is no established good practice 
and it can be difficult to find information on what has been tried before. Without significant 
research expertise, it is difficult to develop an approach that: accurately measures what it is 
intended to measure; will be understood by participants; is sensitive enough to detect anticipated 
changes; will generate consistent results; and can be feasibly administered in the context in which 
the programme occurs.  

Programmes that promote reading for pleasure and empowerment are among those for which 
impact evaluation is especially challenging. The Reading Agency (TRA) is supporting organisations 
who promote reading for pleasure and empowerment to better understand the impact of their 
work. Since 2014, The Reading Agency (TRA) has led The Reading Outcomes Framework Steering 
Group of partners through a collaborative process to create a unique evaluation resource – the 
Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit5 (the Toolkit). Present on the Steering Group are: Arts 
Council England (ACE), Association of Senior Children’s and Education Librarians (ASCEL), 
BookTrust, Chartered Institute of Library and Information Professionals (CILIP), National Literacy 
Trust (NLT), Publishers Association, Scottish Book Trust, Scottish Libraries and Information 
Council (SLIC), Society of Chief Librarians (SCL) and The Reading Agency. Members meet regularly, 
bringing experience and expertise from across the reading sector to support the development of a 
shared and sustainable model for evaluating the outcomes of reading for pleasure and 
empowerment programmes. In addition, a sub-set of members6 have worked closely together to 
steer this review of reading engagement measures.  

Based on a literature review, the Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit highlights the short and 
longer term outcomes that have been associated with reading for pleasure and empowerment 
programmes (See Figure 1). It also includes advice on evaluation and sample questions that can be 
used to evaluate most outcome areas. An initial version of the Reading Outcomes Framework 
Toolkit was published in autumn 2016.  

 

 

                                            
5 See here to find about more about the Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit: 
www.readingoutcomesframework.org.uk.  
6 The Reading Agency, BookTrust and National Literacy Trust (NLT). 
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F igure 1 Reading Outcomes Framework 

 

While the Toolkit provided a very helpful starting point, the Steering Group was keen to develop it. 
In particular, members hoped to address gaps in the questions offered for reading engagement 
outcome areas, where there were no questions for some combinations of outcome area and group 
(see Table 1) and to update the contents to include measures that had been used and developed 
more recently.  

Table 1  Number of questions per reading engagement outcome area before this review 

 Group for measurement 
Outcome Children/ young 

people 
Parents / carers Adults 

Attitudes to reading 5 1 1 
Awareness of reading preferences and how to choose what to 
read 

2 1 0 

Confidence about reading 2 0 0 
Identifying as a reader 0 0 0 
Reading behaviour 4 3 2 
Sharing enjoyment of reading 2 0 0 
Understanding how to find reading materials 1 1 0 

 

The Steering Group was also mindful that the questions included in the Toolkit had not all been 
robustly tested or quality assured. Members wanted to identify more good measures of reading 
engagement so as to move from signposting users to examples of questions they could use 
towards recommending particular measures for each outcome area and group.    

In early 2017, TRA and partners appointed The Social Innovation Partnership (TSIP), to take this 
forward. Over nine months, we led a project to identify high-quality survey measures of reading 
engagement that could be added to the Toolkit and to develop recommendations for filling gaps.  
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Section 2, below, describes the methods used in the systematic review. Section 3 outlines our 
findings including commentary on challenges and limitations. The fourth section summarises our 
conclusions while the fifth and final section offers recommendations.  

 

2. Approach  
This section describes the methods used to identify, screen, assess and map measures across the 
reading engagement outcome areas. 

Our approach was informed by three main considerations: 

1. Completeness:  Given the Steering Group’s commitment to offering a comprehensive set of 
measures, it was important to ensure nothing relevant was overlooked. We conducted a 
systematic review so as to reach definitive conclusions about what measures exist. Unlike a 
literature review, a systematic review aims to cover all relevant sources through a strategic, 
thorough and replicable process.  

2. Quality: In order to endorse particular measures, the Steering Group needed to be sure of 
their quality. We focused on identifying measures that had gone through a validation and 
testing process.  

3. Practical ity: The Toolkit is aimed at a large audience – anyone working to encourage reading 
for pleasure and empowerment. We anticipated that most users would not be evaluation 
specialists. We focused our search on quantitative surveys and questions because they tend to 
be more intuitive and easier to implement than alternatives.  

We worked through 5 main steps: 

1. Searching for measures:  We looked for measures in academic and non-academic 
sources using a range of methods; 

2. Screening:  We assessed each webpage and article we found one at a time to see if it 
included or described a relevant survey or survey question; 

3. Mapping and retr ieval:  We plotted the relevant-sounding surveys mentioned across 
the webpages and articles and worked to retrieve full copies;  

4. Database entry:  We entered each relevant survey we were able to retrieve into an Excel 
database; and 

5. Quality appraisal:  We assessed each survey and gave it a low-high rating for validity, 
reliability, usability and accessibility. 

The sections below describe these steps. 

1. Searching for measures 

We developed our search strategy through an iterative process. First, we spoke to members of the 
project’s steering and advisory groups and ran an online ‘scoping search’ to identify sources, map 
concepts, and develop a draft set of search terms. We also consulted with the social enterprise, 
Renaisi, who were leading a parallel project to pilot the Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit, in 
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order to understand whether there was any initial feedback from users that we should account for 
in our approach. 

In the end, we used eight approaches to find relevant material:  

1. We collated the surveys included in the existing toolkit; 

2. We consulted the members of the steering and advisory groups and asked them to suggest 
surveys; 

3. We ran detailed search strings in online academic databases with advanced search 
functionality; 

4. We ran repeated keyword searches in databases and websites with basic search 
functionality; 

5. We went through twelve topical academic journals by hand, covering 830 individual issues7; 

6. We identified and tried to retrieve additional surveys that were referenced in our search 
results; 

7. We searched on Google Scholar to find articles that cited relevant surveys; and 

8. When we contacted the authors of surveys we could not retrieve, we also asked if they had 
any additional suggestions.  

For online academic databases with advanced search functionality, we developed detailed search 
strings. We wrote sets of search terms for each of the seven reading engagement outcome areas, 
for related concepts (e.g. reading autonomy and reading motivation), and for survey measures, 
including synonyms and alternative spellings (e.g. for reading behaviour, the string included the 
terms ‘behaviour,’ ‘behavior’ ‘habits’ and ‘frequency’).  

We piloted these sets of search terms individually and in combination, and made iterative 
adjustments so as to strike a balance between sensitivity (identifying as much relevant content as 
possible) and specificity (avoiding irrelevant content). We wrote and tested a reference search 
string in one set of databases, which we then adjusted for others. We ran the final search strings in 
online academic databases in late February 2017.  

The list of databases and journals searched and the search strings used for online academic 
databases are included as appendices.  

2. Screening 

We exported all of our findings into EPPI reviewer – an online program for managing desk-based 
research projects.  

                                            
7 We continued hand searching through back issues of journals until we could no longer access the archive (one 
journal searched to 2015); or when the last several years’ of issues considered hadn’t included any relevant articles 
(this applied to six journals); or until we reached the end of the back catalogue (four journals); or until 1975 (one 
journal), whichever came first. 
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After deleting duplicates, we screened the findings against a set of inclusion criteria (see Figure 2). 
We did an initial scan to rule out anything that was clearly not relevant followed by a more 
thorough review. To ensure consistency, two reviewers screened the first 30 findings separately 
and then compared results.  

Figure 2 Inclusion criter ia 

• Article / page available in English 
• Describes or contains a measure of reading engagement (described as a measure of reading 

engagement or a particular reading engagement outcome or similar to other measures that are 
described in those ways) 

• Measure available in English 
• Measure is at least partly quantitative (not open-ended) 
• Measure is a survey, survey question or set of survey questions (including relevant question(s) within 

more general surveys) 
• Measure does not require technical research expertise to administer  
• Measure was developed / published post-1970 

 

If in doubt about whether a page or article should be included, we erred on the side of caution and 
carried it through for further review.  

3. Mapping and retrieval 

At the screening stage, we noticed that some survey tools were mentioned in several articles and 
that some articles mentioned more than one tool. We created a map of surveys by article / page to 
make sure we had captured everything without duplication.  

While all of the articles that made it through the screening stage described at least one measure 
that seemed as though it might be relevant, many did not include the related survey in full. We 
searched online and contacted the authors to try to retrieve these surveys. As we did so, we 
screened them against our inclusion criteria and eliminated any that did not fit.  We consulted 
with The Reading Agency about content we weren’t sure about. 

We created a master list of all of the relevant surveys that we had found and been able to retrieve.  

4. Database entry 

We set up Excel-based databases to record information about each survey. So as to make sure we 
captured all of the most relevant information, we consulted with Renaisi to understand what 
participants in the Toolkit pilot would have found helpful and whether the ways in which tools had 
been classified were proving useful in practice. From this, we developed entry forms for each 
survey. These are significantly more detailed than the entries in the initial Toolkit (see Table 2) and 
reflect a different classification system: 

• The initial Toolkit was organised by individual question. We organised the database by 
whole survey (tool) so as to make it easier to navigate and to reflect that some surveys are 
made up of sets of questions that are designed to be asked together. 

• The initial Toolkit classified measures according to whether they were intended for adults, 
children / young people, or parents / carers. This conflated information about whose 
outcomes the question was designed to measure (adults or children / young people) and 
who answers the question (parents / carers on behalf of children / young people, or 
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children / young people themselves). We recorded these two kinds of information 
separately. 

• We split the children / young people category in two to distinguish between measures 
intended for young children (under 10) and those intended for older children and teenagers 
(10-18).  

• We added additional categories for who completes the tool so as to help users identify 
tools intended for completion by teachers or someone else, in addition to beneficiaries or 
parents / carers. 

Table 2 Information recorded about each measure:  Init ia l  toolkit  and new database 

Information recorded in the initial Toolkit 
for each measure 

Information recorded in the new database for each measure 

• Question text 
• Scale 
• Source 
• Group for measurement 

(children / young people, 
adults, parents / carers) 

• Where it comes from 
(academic research, 
practice and government-
run surveys) 

Basics • Tool name 
• Developed by 
• Citation 
• Link to source 
• One sentence overview 
• Notes on adaptation/application 

Focus • What outcome(s) it is designed to measure 
• How each outcome is described, if in different 

words 
• What aspect(s) of an outcome it focuses on, if 

applicable 
• Which question(s) within the measure relate to 

which outcome(s) 
Features • Mode of administration (e.g. group or one-on-

one, etc.) 
• Question format (e.g. multiple choice or rating 

scales, etc.) 
• Total number of questions 
• Time to complete 
• Intended respondents (e.g. children or parents, 

etc.) 
• Group for measurement (e.g. young children, 

older children or adults, etc.) 
• Age range for measurement 
• Scoring and interpretation 
• Means of access (e.g. open access or by 

subscription, etc.) 
• Costs to access 
• Expertise required to use 

Quality • Validity 
• Reliability 
• Usability 
• Accessibility 

Past use • Where it’s been used 
• Settings in which it’s normally used (e.g. school or 

library, etc.) 
• How much use it has had 
• Feedback from past users 

 

To simplify the database, we entered tools designed for young children (under 10), older children 
and teenagers (10-18), and adults (over 18) onto different sheets. We entered each tool that met 
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the inclusion criteria into at least one sheet. If a tool was suitable for use with more than one 
group (e.g. teenagers and adults), we entered it into both sheets. 

An overview of the database structure can be found in Appendix 3. 

5. Quality appraisal 

We appraised each measure in four dimensions – two academic and two practical: 

1. Academic 
a. Validity: Does it accurately measure what it is designed to measure? 
b. Reliability: Does it generate consistent results?  

2. Practical  
a. Usability: Is it easy to use in practice?  
b. Accessibility: Is it easy and inexpensive to access and license? 

We rated each measure on a scale from Low-High (See Tables 3 and 4). Technical terms related to 
validity and reliability are explained in the glossary in Appendix 8. 

Table 3 Rating explanations - academic qual i ty indicators 

 Rating explanation 

Quality 
dimension 

Low Medium High 

Validity No methods used to promote 
/ test for validity and/or low 
face validity8 
 

Good face validity and/or: 
 

a) tested for construct 
validity9 with okay or 
contradictory results  

b) developed using at 
least one technique 
designed to promote 
validity (e.g. careful 
research, 
consultation with 
experts, piloting)  

 

Good face validity and: 
 

a) tested for construct 
validity with good 
results 

b) developed using 
several techniques 
designed to promote 
validity (e.g. careful 
research, 
consultation with 
experts, piloting) 

Reliability Untested for internal 
consistency10 or test-retest 
reliability11 and has features 
likely to lead to poor 
reliability (e.g. highly varied 
question formats - leading to 
confusion; language that is 
unlikely to be understood - 
leading to guessing; low 
number of general questions 
per large construct - leading 
to differences in 
interpretation) 

Tested for internal 
consistency or test-retest 
reliability with okay or 
contradictory results, or 
untested but with no features 
likely to lead to poor 
reliability 

Tested for internal 
consistency or test-retest 
reliability with good results, 
no features likely to lead to 
poor reliability 

                                            
8 See the glossary in appendix 8 for an explanation of this term 
9 See the glossary in appendix 8 for an explanation of this term 
10 See the glossary in appendix 8 for an explanation of this term 
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Table 4 Rating explanations – practical  qual i ty indicators 

 Rating explanation 

Quality 
dimension 

Low Medium High 

Usability Very time consuming to 
complete for whole groups 
(e.g. >2 hours to complete for 
10 respondents) or requires 
particular expertise or 
additional equipment / props 
to use (e.g. tools for small 
children that are meant to be 
implemented with puppets), 
or difficult to score / analyse 
with complex scoring rules or 
requiring judgment calls 

Somewhat time consuming 
to complete for whole groups 
(e.g. >1 hour to complete for 
10 respondents) or some 
challenge in scoring / analysis 
either resulting from the 
nature of the scoring rules or 
a lack of guidance 
 

Fast to implement for whole 
groups at a time (<30 
minutes for 10 respondents) 
and simple to score/analyse 
with clear and 
straightforward guidance 

Accessibility Very expensive to use or 
requires training / licensing / 
permission from the authors 
to use, which cannot be 
readily secured 

Costs / licensing unclear, or 
some cost to use or licensing 
required but easily arranged, 
or some restrictions on how 
the tool can be used (e.g. only 
in not-for-profit settings)  

No cost to access and free to 
use without restriction 

 

We moved any tools that received a low score on either reliability or validity onto a separate sheet 
for tools that we would not recommend.  

 

3. Findings 
This section outlines the findings from our search and the quality assessment process, mapped to 
outcome areas and user groups. 

Our search yielded 2,219 articles and webpages, of which 146 seemed relevant after screening. 
These articles and webpages described a total of 149 unique tools12. Ultimately, we completed 
database entries for 77 tools. Some of the reasons that we eliminated articles, pages and tools 
include: 

• Some of the search results were duplicates 

• Some articles mentioned the same tool 

• Some articles were not relevant (e.g. related to a completely different topic) 

• We could not retrieve some articles and tools (e.g. because they were not available online) 

                                                                                                                                                 
11 See the glossary in appendix 8 for an explanation of this term 
12 Some articles described more than one tool 
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• We found multiple versions  of some tools– in which case, we included only the most 
recent / best quality version 

• Some tools were not suitable for measuring changes in outcomes over time 

The diagram below illustrates the process through which we gradually refined our search findings 
towards the final database entries.  

Figure 3 Art ic le and tool review process 

 

Over the course of this process, we encountered several articles that referred to the ‘reading 
environment’ and ‘reading motivation’ as aspects of reading engagement. Through consultation 
with the Steering Group, we agreed that these were distinct from other areas in the Outcomes 
Framework Toolkit and that there was enough evidence to warrant their addition. We ultimately 
mapped measures against nine outcome areas (see Table 5). 
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Table 5 Final  outcome areas included in the database 

Outcome Definition 

Attitudes to reading What you think about reading, whether you enjoy it and whether it is important 
to you 

Awareness of reading 
preferences and how to 
choose what to read 

Understanding that different people like to read different things, knowing what 
you do and don’t like to read and being able to select reading materials 
accordingly  

Confidence about reading Feeling able to read well and being confident in your own reading abilities, 
either for yourself or when reading to others 

Identifying as a reader Thinking of yourself as a reader, as someone who can read and chooses to do so 

Reading behaviour How often you read and how long you spend reading, as well as the amount and 
variety of things you read 

Sharing enjoyment of 
reading 

Talking about reading to other people, encouraging other people to read, 
reading with other people and/or reading to other people 

Understanding how to find 
reading materials 

Knowing where to go to get the things you want to read, such as libraries, 
bookshops or online and feeling comfortable / confident to use these 

Reading environment Access or exposure to a supportive reading environment (e.g. encouragement, 
reading role-models, help and reading materials). This may be at home, in 
school or in other settings 

 Reading motivation The extent to which you are driven to read 
 

Tools by outcome area and group for measurement 

The tables below outline the total number of tools found for each outcome area, age group for 
measurement, and each outcome-group pairing. Please note that the totals for each view differ, 
since some tools can be used to measure more than one outcome or to measure outcomes for 
multiple groups.  

Table 6 Tools by outcome area 

Outcome area Number of tools found 

Attitudes to reading 42 
Awareness of reading preferences and how to choose what to 
read 5 
Confidence about reading 17 
Identifying as a reader 4 
Reading behaviour 23 
Sharing enjoyment of reading 10 
Understanding how to find reading materials 0 
Reading motivation 16 
Reading environment 18 

 

Table 7 Tools by group for measurement 

Group for measurement Number of tools found 

Young children (<10) 48 
Older children and teens (10-18) 47 
Adults (18+) 10 
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Table 8 Tools by outcome area and group for measurement (excluding tools with low val idity or 
rel iabi l i ty) 

Outcome / User group Young children Older children / teens Adults 

Attitudes to reading 25 26 6 
Awareness of reading 
preferences and how to 
choose what to read 

3 5 0 

Confidence about reading 8 11 2 
Identifying as a reader 3 1 1 
Reading behaviour 10 15 4 
Sharing enjoyment of 
reading 

4 7 3 

Understanding how to find 
reading materials 

0 0 0 

Reading motivation 10 7 2 
Reading environment 12 8 1 

 

Tools by quality 

The table below summarises the distribution of tools across each quality dimension – reliability, 
validity, usability and accessibility – and rating – low, medium or high.  

Table 9 Tools by qual ity dimension and rat ing 

Quality dimension /Rating  Low Medium High 

Validity 2 (3%) 45 (58%) 30 (39%) 
Reliability 2 (3%) 39 (51%) 36 (47%) 
Usability 5 (6%) 31 (40%) 41 (53%) 
Accessibility 17 (22%) 21 (27%) 39 (51%) 

 

3.1 Discussion 
Tool distribution 

Overall the spread of tools was uneven across outcomes: There were over 40 tools for the most 
frequently represented outcome area (Attitudes to Reading) but none for the least (Understanding 
how to find reading materials). This imbalance may be partially explained by differences between 
outcome areas: Some outcome areas are broader, more complex, and more closely linked to other 
topics of interest, all of which are likely to contribute to the development of more tools to 
measure them. For example, attitudes to reading has several facets: Not just whether you like 
reading or not, but what you think about it more generally, what kinds of reading you like or dislike 
and how strongly you feel about it. More tools may be developed for this outcome area in order to 
pick up on different areas of focus. Attitudinal outcomes are also considered complex, and there is 
significant debate about how best to understand and measure them (see e.g. Crites, Fabrigar, & 
Petty, 1994). More tools may be developed for this outcome area to reflect different 
understandings of what an attitude is or different measurement approaches. Finally, attitudes to 
reading have been linked with reading behaviour, which has in turn been linked with literacy (see 
e.g. Tse, Lam, Lam, Chan, & Loh, 2006). More tools may be developed for this outcome area 
because it is also of interest to researchers who are studying other, related, topics.   
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There was also significant imbalance between the number of tools designed to measure outcomes 
for different groups. We found more tools suitable for use with children aged 9-13 than younger or 
older groups. In comparison to younger children, there may be more tools designed for this age 
range since younger children may not be able to read by themselves or complete surveys 
independently. In comparison to older children and adults, there may be more tools for this age 
group because they are targeted by more reading programmes – in line with the focus on teaching 
reading in schools.  

Tool quality 

More tools scored poorly for accessibility than for any other quality indicator. This could be due to 
the number of academic sources used. Because most academic sources (e.g. academic journals, 
specialist databases) can only be accessed by subscription or payment, our findings ended up 
containing a high number of tools that cannot be readily accessed.  

Lower scores for accessibility are also a product of our inclusion criteria. An unintended 
consequence of including a wide range of tools – including tools that were not published recently 
and tools developed for dissertations - was that it was often difficult to find contact details for the 
authors. This meant that we were not always able to confirm whether a tool could be freely used 
or whether there were any conditions associated with use. This ambiguity also contributed to 
lower scores for accessibility. 

Gaps 

This systematic review identified a high number of relevant tools that can be used to measure 
reading engagement. However our findings do not include measures for all outcome area-user 
group pairings. Given the thoroughness of our search, it is fair to presume that the remaining gaps 
reflect areas for which high quality measures do not exist.    

The most obvious gap relates to ‘Understanding how to find reading materials’ – the only outcome 
area for which we found no relevant tools. We also did not find any tools designed to measure 
‘Awareness of reading preferences and how to choose what to read’ among adults.  

While we found tools that could be used to measure every other outcome area – user group 
pairing, there are more subtle gaps within these findings. The identified tools do not, necessarily: 

• Provide full coverage of complex outcome areas: This was especially true for ‘Reading 
environment’ where we found several tools designed to pick up on one aspect of the 
outcome (e.g. access to books or support for reading from parents) but few 
comprehensive measures. 

• Offer options for proxy measurement: Only a small proportion of the tools identified are 
designed to enable respondents (usually a teacher or a parent) to report on someone else 
(usually their student / child). 

• Provide full coverage of each age range: We found more tools suitable for use with children 
aged 9-13 than younger or older groups. We found very few tools designed for use with 
preschool-age children.  

• Offer options for use in all settings: Some tools are only suitable for a certain setting (e.g. 
a school).  
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• Offer high quality options: While we excluded tools with low validity or reliability from our 
totals by user group, some of the remaining tools are difficult to access or use. For 
example, the only tool that can be used to measure the ‘Reading Environment’ for adults 
scored ‘Low’ for accessibility.  

From this it follows that our findings do not include easy to access and use options for all 
permutations of setting, specific age group, and specific outcome focus. In the Recommendation 
section, below, we offer suggestions for how TRA and the Steering Group can address these gaps.  

 

3.2 Challenges and limitations  
Conceptual clarity of outcomes 

During our scoping search, it became clear that there was no agreed taxonomy of reading 
engagement outcomes. We found that many authors used different language, included other 
outcomes under the ‘reading engagement’ banner and linked concepts in different and 
contradictory ways. For example, many surveys designed to measure ‘Reading Confidence’ 
included questions that fit the definition for ‘Identifying as a Reader’ – i.e. “Recognising yourself as 
being able to read and choosing to do so” – but were not designed to be used for this purpose. It 
was sometimes difficult to judge whether or where particular tools fit.  We navigated this 
ambiguity by drawing on the Steering Group to help us make decisions about tools that were 
difficult to classify. We kept a record of tools that seemed to meet the inclusion criteria but that 
we ultimately decided to exclude. These tools are reported in Appendix 5. 

Retrieving tools 

We faced barriers to accessing tools at two points. First, we were unable to retrieve full text copies 
of every article that, from its abstract, looked as though it might be relevant (52 articles = 17%). 
Second, of the articles we were able to retrieve, many did not include the tools they described in 
full. Nearly half (48%) of the 149 tools that we found references to were not included in any of the 
articles we had initially retrieved. While we tried to access these measures by looking for other 
sources and contacting the authors, this was challenging and delivered limited returns. Especially 
for articles published pre-2000, it was difficult to find up to date contact details for the authors 
and many did not reply. In the end, we were unable to retrieve 30 measures that seemed as though 
they might meet the inclusion criteria. These tools are listed in Appendix 6. 

Accommodating new outcomes 

Our search included sets of terms related to each of the seven reading engagement outcomes 
from the original Reading Outcomes Framework. Because we didn’t know at the point of running 
our search that ‘Reading motivation’ or ‘Reading Environment’ would be added to the Reading 
Outcomes Framework and Toolkit, it was not designed to pick up related tools. While the search 
strings used in online academic databases did include the terms ‘reading motivation’ and 
‘motivation to read,’ linked to reading attitudes, they did not include any terms related to access 
to books, support for reading, or encouragement to read. It is possible that we would have found 
more tools for ‘Reading motivation’ or ‘Reading environment’ if we had accounted for these 
outcomes in our search strategy. 
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Mapping past use 

The database includes space for recording information about how tools have been used in the 
past, including how much use particular tools have had, what countries they have been used in, 
and what settings the tool is usually used in (e.g. school, home). While we would have liked to 
provide a definitive account, we had only limited time to do supplementary research about each 
tool. As such, these sections are primarily based on the information contained in the source article 
for each tool and any secondary references we were able to find easily. It is possible that some 
articles that describe an application of a given tool were overlooked. The account in the database 
is likely to understate the amount of past use that tools have had – especially if tools have been 
used by organizations who did not publish their research or specify the methods used to generate 
findings.  

Copyrighted measures 

The initial Toolkit drew heavily on tools produced by Steering Group members, who were happy for 
their questions to be reproduced. As we widened the pool of tools under consideration, we found 
that many were copyright protected - often by the journal they had been published in. As a result, 
we were unable to copy questions from or share copies of all of the measures we found. We tried 
to mitigate the impact of this challenge in several ways:  

1. We included links and citations for every measure  in the database, as well as instructions 
on how to access and costs to access if applicable. Toolkit users will be able to access the 
questions even if they cannot be included in the Toolkit.  

2. We supported the Reading Agency to secure permission to be able to copy questions into 
the Toolkit by recording who the copyright holder is for each tool.  

3. For tools that are copyrighted by their author(s), we approached the author(s) directly to 
request permission, on The Reading Agency’s behalf, to be able to reproduce the questions 
in the Toolkit. The list of tools for which we secured permissions are reported in Appendix 
7. 

Distinguishing between tool and question quality 

Quality ratings were done on a whole tool basis. For tools that include subsets of questions that 
can be used to measure different outcomes, there may be a difference between the quality of an 
individual subset of questions and the whole tool’s quality rating – for better or worse. We took 
question quality into account when we formulated our recommendations and have flagged 
questions throughout the database that we feel are much better or worse than the tool in which 
they’re contained. However we have not rated any individual questions or question sets.  

Managing the volume of tools found 

At the outset of this project we did not anticipate that we would find anywhere near the number 
of tools identified in practice. Over the course of the research, the growing realisation that there 
was so much relevant content out there was both exciting and challenging, given our timelines. 
We faced a choice of whether to stop considering new tools so as to be able to spend more time 
on each one or to include everything by completing each review and database entry more quickly 
than initially planned. Ultimately, we opted for the latter. While this has allowed us to develop an 
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extensive database, it meant there was little time available for supplementary research or quality 
assurance. There is a risk that we have missed some of the nuance or overlooked details about 
particular tools. Over time, this risk should be mitigated through continued iteration based on user 
feedback. 

 

4. Conclusion  
This penultimate section summarises our key findings and conclusions. 

At the outset of this project, one of the key risks we identified was that we wouldn’t find any 
relevant tools. Ultimately, we completed database entries for 77 tools, which include hundreds of 
questions that can be used to measure reading engagement. This systematic review has resulted in 
the most comprehensive database of reading engagement measures ever produced.  

Some gaps remain in the choice of tools for some outcomes and groups. Unlike the start of the 
project, we can now be sure that these gaps reflect gaps in the research, rather than our 
understanding.  

The findings from this systematic review can be used to update the Reading Outcomes Framework 
Toolkit and more generally to help researchers and practitioners identify measures that meet their 
needs.  
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5. Recommendations  
This section offers our recommendations for tools that we believe TRA and the Steering Group 
should endorse for each outcome area and user group, along with more general suggestions for 
the Outcomes Framework and Toolkit. 

Tools to endorse 

The tables below outline our recommended tools for each outcome area and age group (with the 
exception of understanding how to find reading materials, for which we found no relevant tools). 
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Our recommendations are informed by the tools that scored most highly across the quality 
dimensions. We chose between tools that had performed well by considering: 

• Focus: Some tools that performed well focused on a particular aspect of an outcome – for 
instance, attitudes towards a particular kind of reading material as opposed to attitudes 
toward reading in general. We gave preference to tools that measured outcome areas in 
general. 

• Applicability: Some tools that performed well were only suitable for use in a particular 
context – for instance, in school. We gave preference to tools that were suitable for use in 
a range of contexts. 

• Overall coherence: Some tools included questions that could be combined in different 
ways to measure different outcome areas (e.g. questions 1-10 could all be used to measure 
motivation or question 2 could be used by itself to measure attitudes to reading). To avoid 
confusion, we tried to minimise overlap between the questions being recommended for 
different outcome areas.  

We did not consider tools that had scored ‘Low’ in any quality dimension.  

In some cases we recommended multiple tools for particular outcomes. We did this in part to 
ensure coverage and in part to meet the needs of different users:  

• If there was no single tool that covered all salient dimensions of an outcome area, we 
recommended several tools that pick up on different aspects of it. 

• If our first choice tool was not suitable for use with the full age range in a given category 
(young children <10, older children 10-18 or adults >18), we recommended other tools to 
provide coverage across the category. 

• If there were good quality tools designed for use with different types of respondent (e.g. 
one designed for children to self-report and another designed for parents to report on their 
children) we recommended one for each to provide options for users who don’t work 
directly with their intended beneficiaries. 

• If there was both a good long set of questions and a good short set of questions for an 
outcome area-group pairing, we recommended both to provide options for users who vary 
in their ability to dedicate time to measurement. 

Please note that where we have recommended whole tools, all of the questions within those tools 
are designed to be asked together. 
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Filing outstanding gaps in the Toolkit 

Our findings cover most combinations of outcome and user group. As discussed above, there are 
gaps for a small number of outcome-user group pairings and within these categories. The table 
below highlights what we perceive to be the most significant gaps for each outcome area and 
respondent group: areas for which there were either no relevant tools, where the tools only 
covered a subset of age ranges within a group for measurement or where the only relevant tool(s) 
scored poorly in one or more quality areas.  

Figure 4 Key gaps by outcome area and user group 

Outcome area Young children Older children and teens Adults 

Awareness of reading 
preferences and how to 
choose what to read 

  No relevant tools found 

Identifying as a reader We found few tools that were designed to measure 
this outcome area. The best option we found is only 
designed for use with ages 7-11. We did not find any 
suitable tools suitable for us with children under 7 or 
over 11. 

 

Understanding how to 
find reading materials 

No relevant tools found 

Reading environment   The only relevant tool we 
found scored ‘Low’ for 
accessibility 

 

Our recommendations for addressing gaps in our findings (and therefore the Toolkit) are: 

1 .  For measures of  ‘Awareness of  reading preferences and how to choose what to 
read’  for  adults:  We recommend that TRA and the Steering Group develop a measure for this 
outcome area for adults by adapting the relevant question from the Chatterbooks survey (CYP45-
Chatterbooks). For example, this measure could be made more suitable for adults if the first item, 
which refers to choosing reading material of appropriate difficulty, were removed. We recommend 
that TRA and the Steering Group pilot the updated item with adults before adding it to the Toolkit.  

2 .  For measures of  Identify ing as a  reader:  Rather than developing more measures for 
‘Identifying as a Reader’ we recommend that TRA and the Steering Group merge ‘Identifying as a 
reader’ and ‘Reading confidence’ into a single outcome area (see general recommendation number 
six below). 

3.  For measures of  ‘Understanding how to f ind reading materials ’ :  We recommend 
that TRA and the Steering Group develop a small number of simple questions that could be used 
to measure the unique aspect of this outcome area with different age groups (i.e. confidence to 
use different sources of reading materials). Since there is overlap between ‘Understanding how to 
find reading materials’ and ‘Awareness of reading preferences and how to choose what to read’ we 
recommend that TRA and the Steering Group merge these two outcome areas into  a single 
outcome area with a new name (see general recommendation number six below). 

4.  For measures of  ‘Reading Environment’  for  Adults:  We recommend that TRA and the 
Steering Group develop measures for this outcome area for adults by: 

• Adapting the Reading Support Survey (CYP43-RSS): We believe that this measure could be 
made suitable for adults if it asked only about support from friends rather than parents. 
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• Piloting a simple question about access to books / reading material with adults. This could 
be modelled on similar questions designed for use with older children and teens, e.g. “How 
many books do you have at home?” “Do you have a library membership?” 

5.  For proxy measures ( i .e .  for  measuring one person’s  outcomes as reported by 
someone else):  We recommend that TRA include general guidance in the Toolkit to support 
users to adapt measures designed for direct measurement so that they can be used as proxy 
measures. For example, many measures can be adapted simply by updating the explanatory text 
and the changing each item from a first or second person statement / question to a third person 
variant of the same – e.g. The statement “I am a good reader” could be adapted to “This child is a 
good reader,” the question “Are you are a good reader?” could be adapted to “Is this child a good 
reader?” 

Keeping the Toolkit up to date 

This project has collated available information on existing measures of Reading Engagement up to 
Autumn 2017 so as to inform the development of the Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit. Over 
time, as more information and more tools become available, it would be helpful to reflect this in 
the Toolkit.  

Specifically, we recommend that TRA update the following on a regular basis: 

• The included tools, as new relevant tools are developed; 

• Individual tool ratings for accessibility, as TRA and the Steering Group secure permissions 
for more tools; 

• Individual tool ratings in other areas, as more research is done and as TRA and the Steering 
Group receive feedback from users (e.g. a new study may provide more evidence for 
validity; feedback from users may suggest a tool is easier to use than anticipated); 

• Information about the track record for each tool, as they get used in more studies / by 
Toolkit users; 

• The set of recommended tools, informed by changes in one or more of the areas above. 

We recommend that TRA and the Steering Group do an initial update of the toolkit roughly one 
year on from publication and every two to three years thereafter. In between updates, we 
recommend that TRA appoint a designated person to collate feedback and information. 

So as to gather additional information and feedback from Toolkit users, we recommend that: 

• TRA and the Steering Group gather contact details from Toolkit users, so that they are 
able to follow up with them. This could take the form of a request for an email address 
prior to download. 

• TRA and the Steering Group develop and circulate a Toolkit user survey soliciting feedback 
and additional information about the measures in the Toolkit. 

• TRA and the Steering Group add a call to action to the Toolkit and related webpages 
requesting feedback and additional information about the measures in the Toolkit (e.g. 
“We are constantly working to update the Toolkit. If you think something is missing or 
have feedback to share, we’d love to hear from you. Please email X”).  
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We also recommend that TRA and the Steering Group check for newly published tools and 
validation studies of existing tools by rerunning the electronic search strings in online academic 
databases, filtering results to include only articles published since the last search.  

General recommendations for the Outcomes Framework and Toolkit 

Finally, we have included our general recommendations for the Outcomes Framework and Toolkit 
below. 

1 .  Create different options for different audiences:  For Toolkit users with limited 
evaluation experience, having the choice of many tools with lots of detail on each one may be 
more confusing than helpful. We recommend that the Steering Group publish a simple version 
of the database that contains only the recommended tools, while making the full toolkit 
available for more advanced users.  

2 .  Manage permissions:  Journals who own the copyright to many tools in the database often 
offer different licensing options for use and publication. So as to make it as easy as possible for 
Toolkit users to put recommended tools into practice, we recommend that the Steering Group 
explore the option to license tools for publication in the Toolkit and for use by organisations 
who promote reading for pleasure and empowerment. 

3.  Make it  easy to copy questions:  In our experience of working on other evaluation 
toolkits, organisations can find it difficult to copy relevant questions into their own surveys, in 
part because they are not always sure how to format the response options. We recommend 
that the Steering Group include formatted question text for recommended tools, where 
copyright allows – e.g. for questions that are meant to be answered on a scale, this could look 
like the below: 
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Question 2 text      
   

4. Offer a  template:  More generally, those without significant technical evaluation expertise 
can struggle to create an appropriate survey. When working from an outcomes-focused 
toolkit, organisations may not think to include questions to capture other kinds of important 
information – e.g. respondent details or process-related questions – or the explanatory text 
and tick-boxes needed to secure informed consent and permission to process respondents’ 
personal data. We recommend that the Steering Group create a survey template that includes 
model explanatory text and consent boxes, aligned to the requirements of the General Data 
Protection Regulation (in force from May 2018) and research ethics, as well as space for 
outcomes- and process-related questions. 

5. Expand on the Reading Engagement outcome areas:  The definitions, explanations 
and evidence provided for Reading Engagement outcomes in the Reading Outcomes 
Framework are less detailed and less clear-cut than for health and wellbeing, intellectual, 
personal or social outcomes. To avoid confusion, we recommend that the Steering Group 
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provide more detailed definitions of each of the Reading Engagement outcomes and illustrate 
some of the conceptual links between them. To help users identify relevant outcomes, we 
recommend that the Steering Group provide evidence about the importance of each Reading 
Engagement outcome and, if possible, some of the ways in which it can be promoted (e.g. 
proven strategies for increasing reading confidence).  

6. Consider merging outcome areas:  We recommend that TRA consider merging some of 
the outcome areas in the current Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit. As they are currently 
defined, there is overlap between ‘Reading Confidence’ and ‘Identifying as a reader’ and 
between ‘Awareness of reading preferences and how to choose what to read’ and 
‘Understanding how to find reading materials.’ This apparent overlap may be addressed by 
clarifying the definitions for each (as recommended above). However, it is worth noting that 
our initial scoping search revealed very little reference to these three concepts in the academic 
literature and did not support their inclusion as distinct outcome areas:  

• Identifying as a reader: We did not find any references to this concept in our scoping 
search. The most similar concept we identified is reader self-efficacy, which is often taken 
to be synonymous with confidence about reading (a distinct outcome in the Toolkit).  

• Awareness of reading preferences and how to choose what to read: We did not find any 
clear matches for the whole of this concept, although we did find reference to awareness 
of reading preference as a standalone outcome area or a component of attitudes to 
reading. 

• Understanding how to choose what to read: We did not find any reference to this concept 
in our scoping search. There is conceptual overlap between this outcome area and 
‘knowing how to choose what to read,’ which is currently grouped with awareness of 
reading preferences. 

We recommend that TRA and the Steering Group consider adjusting and / or merging these 
outcome areas to avoid confusion and duplication of similar questions.  

Translating the findings from this review into a revised Outcomes 
Framework Toolkit 

We believe that a revised Outcomes Framework Toolkit should take the form of an explanatory 
PDF document with an overview of the outcomes framework, general evaluation guidance and 
advice on how to choose relevant tool(s) coupled with two Excel-based databases of 
recommended tools – one for reading engagement-related tools and one for tools designed to 
measure outcomes that can result from reading engagement. Relative to the current Outcomes 
Framework Toolkit the main suggested change is to separate tools (currently the ‘Questions’ 
section of the PDF) from the PDF to make them easier to navigate and copy.   

We recommend that TRA and partners produce this resource by: 

1. Securing permission to reproduce the questions from the tools we have recommended and 
any others TRA and partners would like to endorse. 

2. Adding formatted question text to the tabs for each tool in the current database. 

3. Collating the tabs for all the reading engagement-related tools that TRA and partners 
intend to endorse and that they have been able to secure permission to copy into a single 
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2. Adding formatted question text to the tabs for each tool in the current database. 

3. Collating the tabs for all the reading engagement-related tools that TRA and partners 
intend to endorse and that they have been able to secure permission to copy into a single 
Excel spreadsheet with an index and instructions (the final database of recommended 
reading engagement tools). 

4. Reclassify measures for other outcomes using the same system applied to measures of 
reading engagement (i.e. distinguish between tools designed to measure outcomes for 
young children and older children and teens, distinguish between who completes the tool 
and whose outcomes it is designed to measure and offer additional options for who 
completes the tool). 

5. Create a similar indexed Excel spreadsheet to the database of reading engagement tools 
for tools designed to measure other outcomes (the final database of tools for other 
outcomes). 

6. Delete the ‘Questions’ section from the current Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit. 

7. Update the text in the current Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit to reflect:  

a. Any recommended changes suggested by Renaisi 

b. The addition of two new reading engagement-related outcome areas (Reading 
Motivation and Reading Environment) 

c. Any other changes TRA and partners decide to make to the reading engagement-
related outcome areas 

d. The transfer of measures from the PDF to separate Excel sheets 
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Appendix 1: Sources used 
Table 18 Databases 

Academic or grey  Subject coverage Database 

Academic General (systematic reviews) Campbell Collaboration Systematic Review Library 

Academic General (systematic reviews) Cochrane Collaboration Systematic Review Library 

Academic Social Policy PAIS Index (via ProQuest) 

Academic Social Science 
Book Citation Index– Social Sciences & Humanities (via Web 
of Science) 

Academic Social Science Applied Social Sciences Indexes and Abstracts (via ProQuest) 

Academic Social Science Social Sciences Citation Index (via Web of Science) 

Academic Sociology Sociological Abstracts (via ProQuest) 

Academic Education British Education Index (via EBSCO) 

Academic Education Education Abstracts (via EBSCO) 

Academic and 
Grey 
Literature 

Education 
Educational Resources Information Centre (ERIC) (via 
ProQuest)  

Academic Education Teacher Reference Centre (via EBSCO) 

Academic  Health PubMed 

Grey 
Social Science (Conference 
Proceedings) 

Conference Proceedings Citation Index- Social Science & 
Humanities (via Web of Science) 

Grey  
General (Dissertations and 
theses) 

ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global Full Text Plus UK 
and Ireland 

Grey Education What Works Clearinghouse - U.S. Department of Education 

Grey Education Dansk Clearinghouse for Uddannelsesforskning 

Grey Education European Educational Research Association (EERA) 

Grey Education American Educational Research Association (AERA) 

Grey Education 
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Erziehungswissenschaft (DGfE), 
German Educational Research Association (GERA) 

Grey Education Best Evidence Encyclopedia 

Grey Social Science Social Programs That Work 

Grey Education and Social Science Research in Fostering and Education 
Grey Education Digital Education Resource Archive 
Grey Tools ETS TestLink 

Grey Tools Tests and Measures in the Social Sciences (TMdb) 

Grey Tools Current Reading Outcomes Framework Toolkit 
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Table 19 Journals 

Journal title Issues searched 

Reading Psychology All – 1979-2017 
Scientific Studies of Reading 2007-2017  
Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy 2000-2017 
Reading Research Quarterly   1996-2017 
International Journal of Education and Literacy Studies All – 2013-2017  
Journal of Research in Reading All – 2016-2017  
Journal of Literacy Research 1969-2017  
Journal of Early Childhood Literacy 2007-2017 
Early Childhood Research Quarterly 2007-2017 
Literacy 2007-2017 
Literacy Research: Theory, Method, and Practice 2015-2017 
Child Indicators Research All – 2008-2017 
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Appendix 2: Search strings 
Searches run through Web of Science (pilot, reference strategy) 

Databases covered: Book Citation Index– Social Sciences & Humanities, Social Sciences Citation Index, 
Conference Proceedings Citation Index- Social Science & Humanities 

1. TI=(“tool” OR “questionnaire” OR “survey” OR “measure” OR “instrument” OR “index” OR “scale” OR 
“validation”) 
 
2. TS=(“reading engagement” or “engaged reader*” or “engage in reading”) 
 
3. TS=((attitude* NEAR/2 read) or (attitude* NEAR/2 reading) or “motivation to read” or “reading 
motivation” or  “motivated to read” or “interest in reading” or “interested in reading” or “reading interest” or 
“reading curiosity” or “curious to read” or “curious about reading” or “enjoyed reading” or “reading enjoyment” 
or “enjoyment of reading” or “likelihood of reading” or “wanting to read” or “want to read” or “willingness to 
read” or “willing to read” or “willing reader”) 
 
4. TS=(“reading preferences” or “like to read” or “choosing to read” or “choose what to read” or “chose to 
read” or “reading choice” or “reading choices”) 
 
5. TS=(“reader autonomy” or “reading autonomy” or “autonomous reader*” or (self-direct* NEAR/2 read) or 
(self-direct* NEAR/2 reading) or “in control of reading” or “self-initiated reader*” or (self-initiat* NEAR/2 
reading))  
 
6. TS=(“identifying as a reader” or “identify as readers” or “identify as a reader” or “awareness as a reader” or 
“awareness as readers”) 
 
7. TS=(“reading confidence” or “confident reader*” or “confident about reading” or “confidence about 
reading” or (self-efficacy NEAR/2 read) or (self-efficacy NEAR/2 reading) or “read* independently” or 
“independently read” or “independent reader*) 
 
8. TS=((self-discovery NEAR/2 reading) or (self-empowerment NEAR/2 reading)) 
 
9. TS=(“reading behaviour” or “reading habits” or “reading frequency” or “reading behavior”) 
 
10. TS=(“sharing enjoyment of reading” or (share NEAR/3 read) or (share NEAR/3 reading) or (sharing NEAR/3 
read) or (sharing NEAR/3 reading) or (talk* NEAR/3 reading) or (talk* NEAR/3 read) OR (tell NEAR/3 reading) OR 
(tell NEAR/3 read) or (interact* NEAR/3 reading) or (interact* NEAR/3 read) or (“interact* socially” NEAR/3 
reading) or (“interact* socially” NEAR/3 read)) 
 
11. TS=((“where to find” NEAR/3 book) OR (“where to find” NEAR/3 reading) or (“where to find” NEAR/3 read) 
or (“how to find” NEAR/3 book) OR (“how to find” NEAR/3 reading) or (“how to find” NEAR/3 read)) 
 
12. 2 OR 3 OR 4 OR 5 OR 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 
 
13. 1 AND 12 
 
Filter by date: 1970 – present 
Filter by language: English 

!
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Searches run through EBSCO 

Databases covered: British Education Index, Education Abstracts (H.W. Wilson), Teacher Reference 
Center 

 
1. TI(tool OR questionnaire OR survey OR measure OR instrument OR index OR scale OR validation) 

 
2. “reading engagement” or “engaged reader*” or “engage in reading” 

 
3. (attitude* W2 read) or (attitude* W2 reading) or “motivation to read” or “reading motivation” or  

“motivated to read” or “interest in reading” or “interested in reading” or “reading interest” or “reading 
curiosity” or “curious to read” or “curious about reading” or “enjoyed reading” or “reading enjoyment” or 
“enjoyment of reading” or “likelihood of reading” or “wanting to read” or “want to read” or “willingness to 
read” or “willing to read” or “willing reader” 

 
4. “reading preferences” or “like to read” or “choosing to read” or “choose what to read” or “chose to read” or 

“reading choice” or “reading choices” 
 

5. “reader autonomy” or “reading autonomy” or “autonomous reader*” or (self-direct* W2 read) or (self-
direct* W2 reading) or “in control of reading” or “self-initiated reader*” or (self-initiat* W2 reading)   

 
6. “identifying as a reader” or “identify as readers” or “identify as a reader” or “awareness as a reader” or 

“awareness as readers” 
 

7. “reading confidence” or “confident reader*” or “confident about reading” or “confidence about reading” or 
(self-efficacy W2 read) or (self-efficacy W2 reading) or “read* independently” or “independently read” or 
“independent reader* 

 
8. (self-discovery W2 reading) or (self-empowerment W2 reading) 

 
9. “reading behaviour” or “reading habits” or “reading frequency” or “reading behavior” 

 
10. “sharing enjoyment of reading” or (share W3 read) or (share W3 reading) or (sharing W3 read) or (sharing 

W3 reading) or (talk* W3 reading) or (talk* W3 read) OR (tell W3 reading) OR (tell W3 read) or (interact* 
W3 reading) or (interact* W3 read) or (“interact* socially” W3 reading) or (“interact* socially” W3 read) 

 
11. (“where to find” W3 book) OR (“where to find” W3 reading) or (“where to find” W3 read)) or (“how to find” 

W3 book) OR (“how to find” W3 reading) or (“how to find” W3 read) 
 

12. 2 OR 3 OR 4 OR 5 OR 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 
 

13. 1 AND 12 
 
Filter by date: 1970-present  
Filter by language (available on British Education Index) 
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Searches run through ProQuest 

Databases covered: PAIS Index, Applied Social Sciences Indexes and Abstracts, Sociological Abstracts, 
Educational Resources Information Centre (ERIC), ProQuest Dissertations and Theses Global Full Text Plus 
UK and Ireland 
 
1. TI(tool OR questionnaire OR survey OR measure OR instrument OR index OR scale OR validation) 

 
2. “reading engagement” or “engaged reader*” or “engage in reading” 

 
3. (attitude* NEAR read) or (attitude* NEAR reading) or “motivation to read” or “reading motivation” or  

“motivated to read” or “interest in reading” or “interested in reading” or “reading interest” or “reading 
curiosity” or “curious to read” or “curious about reading” or “enjoyed reading” or “reading enjoyment” or 
“enjoyment of reading” or “likelihood of reading” or “wanting to read” or “want to read” or “willingness to 
read” or “willing to read” or “willing reader” 

 
4. “reading preferences” “like to read” or “choosing to read” or “choose what to read” or “chose to read” or 

“reading choice” or “reading choices” 
 

5. “reader autonomy” or “reading autonomy” or “autonomous reader” or “autonomous readers” or (self-
direct* NEAR reading) or “in control of reading” or “self-initiated reader*” or (self-initiat* NEAR reading) 

 
6. “identifying as a reader” or “identify as readers” or “identify as a reader” or “awareness as a reader” or 

“awareness as readers” 
 

7. “reading confidence” or “confident reader*” or “confident about reading” or “confidence about reading” or 
(self-efficacy NEAR read) or (self-efficacy NEAR reading) or “read* independently” or “independently read” 
or “independent reader*” 

 
8. (self-discovery NEAR reading) or (self-empowerment NEAR reading) 

 
9. “reading behaviour” or “reading habits” or “reading frequency” or “reading behavior” 

 
10. “sharing enjoyment of reading” or (share NEAR read) or (share NEAR reading) or (sharing NEAR read) or 

(sharing NEAR reading) or (talk* NEAR reading) or (talk* NEAR read) OR (tell NEAR reading) OR (tell NEAR 
read) or (interact* NEAR reading) or (interact* NEAR read) or (“interact* socially” NEAR reading) or 
(“interact* socially” NEAR read) 

 
 

11. (“where to find” NEAR book) OR (“where to find” NEAR reading) or (“where to find” NEAR read) or (“how 
to find” NEAR book) OR (“how to find” NEAR reading) or (“how to find” NEAR read) 

 
 

12. 2 OR 3 OR 4 OR 5 OR 6 OR 7 OR 8 OR 9 OR 10 OR 11 
 

13. 1 AND 12 
 

Filter by date: 1970 – present 
Filter by language: English 
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Appendix 3: Database structure and contents 
The database is made up of three Excel documents: One spreadsheet for tools designed to 
measure outcomes for young children (under 10), a second for tools designed to measure 
outcomes for older children and teens (10-18), and a final sheet for tools designed to measure 
outcomes for adults (over 18).  

Each spreadsheet has three kinds of tabs: 

1. Instructions tab: Explains how to use the spreadsheet 

2. Glossary: Defines technical terms used in the explanation of tool ratings for validity and 
reliability 

3. Index tab: Lists all the tools included in that sheet with basic information and links to more 
detailed entries, in the tool tabs 

4. Tool tabs (one tab per tool): Provide detailed descriptions of individual tools with links to 
source documents 

Index tab 

The index tab is designed to help users identify relevant tools. It contains the following 
information on each tool: 

• Unique reference: A unique code to help users distinguish between tools with similar names 

• Tab name: The name of the tab where the full tool entry can be found. All tab names are 
hyperlinked – click on the name to navigate to the tab. 

• Tool name: The name of the original tool (survey) – note that the spreadsheet is organised by 
whole survey, not individual questions. 

• What reading engagement outcomes is the tool designed to measure? Whether the tool is 
designed to measure attitudes to reading,  awareness of reading preferences and how to 
choose what to read, confidence about reading, identifying as a reader, reading behaviour 
(frequency, quantity, breadth and depth), sharing enjoyment of reading, understanding how 
to find reading materials, reading motivation, or reading environment. If the tool can be used 
to measure multiple outcomes, all will be marked. Click on the downward facing arrow 
beside the outcome(s) you are interested in and select ‘yes’ to filter the list. 

• Whose outcomes is the tool designed to measure?: Whether the tool is designed to measure 
changes in young children (>10), older children and teens (10-18) or adults (18+). If the tool is 
designed to measure changes for multiple age groups, all will be marked. Click on the 
downward facing arrow beside the group(s) whose outcomes you want to measure and select 
‘yes’ to filter the list. 

• Who completes the tool: Whether the tool is designed to be filled in by the same people 
whose outcomes are being measured or another group on their behalf – i.e. parents, teachers, 
or someone else. If the tool can be completed by different kinds of respondents, all will be 
marked. If the tool is designed to be completed by someone else, the final column will specify 
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who. Click on the downward facing arrow beside the group you are looking for tools for and 
select ‘yes’ to filter the list. 

Tool tabs 

Each tool tab provides a detailed overview of an individual tool. They repeat some of the basic 
information from the index and expand on it. Each tool tab contains the following information: 

Table 20 Information contained in each tool tab 

Section Sub-section Explanation 

Basics Tool name 
 

The name of the original tool (survey) 

Developed by 
 

The names of those who created the tool 

Citation 
 

A citation for the tool – often, this refers to the 
journal article in which the tool was first published 

Link to source 
 

A link you can follow to access the tool – often this 
links to the journal article in which the tool was first 
published. Note that these are not always direct links. 
You may need to login or pay to access the tool 

One sentence overview 
 

A short description of the tool and its main features 

Notes on adaptation/application If there is anything unusual about how the tool has or 
can be used, it will be explained here. For example, if 
it’s possible to use only some parts of a survey, that 
will be explained in this section.  

Focus What outcome(s) it is designed 
to measure 
 

Whether the tool is designed to measure attitudes to 
reading,  awareness of reading preferences and how to 
choose what to read, confidence about reading, 
identifying as a reader, reading behaviour (frequency, 
quantity, breadth and depth), sharing enjoyment of 
reading, understanding how to find reading materials, 
reading motivation, or reading environment. If the 
tool can be used to measure multiple outcomes, all 
will be marked.  

Does the tool describe the 
outcome differently? 

If the tool uses different language to refer to an 
outcome, this will be explained here. 

If the tool focuses on a specific 
aspect of this outcome, please 
specify 

If the tool has a niche focus within an outcome area, 
that will be explained here. For example, a tool 
designed to measure ‘Reading behaviour’ might focus 
on books, or online reading only.  

Relevant items Which question(s) within the tool relate to which 
outcome(s). Note: Because there are relationships 
between different reading engagement outcomes, 
some tools use questions about one reading 
engagement outcome as a way of measuring another. 
For example, a tool might include questions about 
reading behaviour in order to measure reading 
motivation, on the basis that how much you read is 
one sign of how motivated you are to do so. In this 
case, all of the questions would be marked as relevant 
to reading motivation and some of the questions 
would be marked as relevant to reading behaviour. In 
other cases, the tool will include different subsets of 
questions for different outcomes. 
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Section Sub-section Explanation 

Features Mode of administration 
 

How the  tool is administered – e.g. is it meant to be 
administered to a group, or to one person at a time? Is 
someone meant to read the questions out loud, or is it 
meant to be read by those completing it? 

Question format  
 

What format the questions take, e.g. multiple choice 
or rating scales 

Total number of questions How many questions there are in total 

Intended respondents (e.g. 
children or parents, etc.) 

Who completes the tool, e.g. same as outcomes being 
measured, parents 

Group for measurement  
 

Whose outcomes the tool is designed to measure, e.g. 
young children 

Age range for measurement 
 

The specific age range the tool is designed to measure 
outcomes for, e.g. 4-7 

Scoring and interpretation 
 

Instructions for translating survey answers into a 
score and interpreting the results 

Means of access 
 

How to access the full tool, e.g. open access or by 
subscription 

Costs to access 
 

If there are any costs to access or use the tool this will 
be specified here 

Expertise required to use If the tool requires particular expertise to use this will 
be specified here. For example, some tools designed to 
be completed by teachers in order to measure 
outcomes for children are only suitable for use by 
teachers who have been able to observe and get to 
know the children over a long period. 

Quality Validity Does the survey accurately measure what it is 
designed to measure? If any testing was completed 
this will be explained here. For example, those who 
developed the tool may have interviewed respondents 
about their answers to make sure that they had 
interpreted the questions in the way that the 
developers intended, or compared their results with 
another established way of measuring the same 
outcome to see if they aligned. Each tool receives a 
rating from Low-High based on the testing completed 
and the tool’s ‘face validity’ – i.e. does it look like it 
will measure what it’s designed to measure? Are there 
obvious issues? The explanations box explains the 
general reasons why a tool would receive a low, 
medium, or high rating.  

Reliability Is the survey likely to generate consistent results? If 
any testing was completed this will be explained here. 
For instance, one aspect of reliability is internal 
consistency – if a survey is inconsistent (i.e. different 
questions designed to measure the same thing 
generate quite different results) then the survey is less 
likely to be reliable. A common measure of internal 
consistency is Cronbach’s alpha – the higher the value 
of alpha the higher the internal consistency of the 
scale.  Each tool receives a rating from Low-High 
based on the testing completed and its features– i.e. 
does it have any features that are likely to lead to poor 
reliability? The explanations box explains the general 
reasons why a tool would receive a low, medium, or 
high rating. 
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Section Sub-section Explanation 

Usability How easy is it to use the survey? Any factors that 
influence ease of use will be explained here. This could 
include the time it would take to complete, whether 
the survey can be administered to multiple people at a 
time, or whether the scoring system is 
straightforward. Each tool receives a rating from Low-
High based on what we know about usability. The 
explanations box explains the general reasons why a 
tool would receive a low, medium, or high rating. 

Accessibility How difficult or expensive is it to access and license 
the survey? Any factors that influence the survey’s 
accessibility will be explained here. This could include 
licensing fees to use the survey, or if the survey is 
contained in an article that is behind a pay wall. The 
explanations box explains the general reasons why a 
tool would receive a low, medium, or high rating. 

Past use Where it’s been used 
 

What countries or regions the tool has been used in, 
based on the articles we reviewed.  

Settings in which it’s normally 
used  

What sorts of settings the tool is normally used in, or 
designed for use in, based on the articles we reviewed 
– e.g. school, library, home 

How many organisations / 
studies have used the tool? 

How much use the tool has had, from the studies we 
found 

Any feedback from past users? If we have come across any feedback from past users, 
this will be included here.  



 

All content copyright © The Social Innovation Partnership 2017 43 

Appendix 4: Example survey 
The box below contains an example of what a simple survey created from several items in the 
database could look like. This example survey for older children and young people contains items 
drawn from the Activity Preference Questionnaire (CYP8-APQ) to measure ‘Attitudes to reading’ 
and the Access, Beliefs and Literacy Environment Instrument (ABLE) (CYP41-ABLE) to measure 
‘Identifying as a Reader.’ 

Figure 5 Example survey 

Hello and thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey! 
The survey should only take about 5 minutes. Please write in BLOCK CAPITALS. 

 
Section 1: About you 
1. What is your full name? ________________________ 
2. What is the name of your school? ____________________ 
3. Please tick. Are you a Boy  a Girl  Neither   or Don’t want to say   ? 
4. When were your born? Day ____ Month ____ Year _______ 

 
Section 2: Questions about Reading 
The next six questions are about your preferences. Please circle one option for each question. 

1. I would rather____ 
a. watch a television program of my 

choice 
b. read a book of my choice 

2. I would rather____ 
a. read a book of my choice 
b. play an outdoor sport of my choice 

3. I would rather____ 
a. read a book of my choice 
b. listen to music of my choice 

4. I would rather____ 
a. talk with friends of my choice 
b. read a book of my choice 

5. I would rather____ 
a. attend a movie of my choice 
b. read a book of my choice 

6. I would rather____ 
a. read a book of my choice 
b. spend time on my hobbies 

 

7. Below, there are several statements you might agree or disagree with. Please tick the box that 
corresponds with how you feel. Please tick only one box per statement. 
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I am a good reader.     
I would say that I read a lot.     
I read at least 30 minutes a day.     
When I have to answer questions about something I have read, I know the 
answers. 

    

When I am reading something to myself, I understand what it is about.      
I read in school to get my work done.     

 
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey! 
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Appendix 5: Ambiguous tools 
Some tools that seemed as though they might meet the inclusion criteria but were ultimately not included. The table below lists these tools 
along with the original case for and against inclusion, as they were presented to TRA and the Steering Group.  

Table 21 Ambiguous tools that were excluded 

Tool name 
Original source / 
reference Case for Case against 

A Reading 
Background 
Questionnaire for 
Developmental 
Reading Students at 
College  

Reed (1994) The open-ended questions about reading 
preferences and behaviours may be useful to 
practitioners wanting to better understand their 
beneficiaries or target their content 

Only a small number of questions are relevant, which do 
not alone or together provide a good measure of any 
outcome. Questions are open-ended and so will produce 
data that will be difficult for many to analyse. They 
survey is designed to take stock of group-level 
behaviours and preferences rather than to measure 
individual level outcomes over time. 

L2 (English) Reading 
Attitude Survey 

Yamashita 
(2007) 

The survey includes several questions that relate to 
reading attitudes 

The survey questions were written and tested in 
Japanese and then literally translated into English for 
publication. Some of the statements seem clunky in 
English, e.g. "Reading books is troublesome". Some of 
the statements are specific to a Japanese context, e.g. "I 
can acquire vocabulary and Kanji knowledge if I read..." 
Although all of the questions are framed as questions 
about reading attitudes, those asking about the 
linguistic value of reading, practical value of reading, and 
reading anxiety usually get put it into other outcome 
areas. 
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Tool name 
Original source / 
reference Case for Case against 

A Survey of Year 2 
Children’s Reading 
Habits 

Peel (1992) The survey covers a range of reading engagement-
related outcomes through a small number of high 
level questions 

Questions are open-ended and so will produce data that 
will be difficult for many to analyse. They survey is 
designed to take stock of group-level behaviours and 
preferences rather than to measure individual level 
outcomes over time. 

Title Recognition 
Test 

Cunningham 
and Stanovich 
(1990) 

These surveys offer a way of gauging print exposure, 
which could be an additional outcome, or used an 
indicator of reading behaviour. These surveys have 
been validated and shown to perform well. 

The authors / books in any survey of this type will be 
highly context-dependant and quickly dated. None of 
these surveys are sufficiently recent to have up to date, 
UK-relevant, references Author Recognition 

Test (ART)  Echols (1994) 
Children's Author 
Recognition Test UK 
version (CART-UK) 

Stainthorp 
(1997) 

Self-Efficacy For 
Adolescent Literacy 
Scale (SEALS) 

Tarasiuk 
(2014) 

The survey covers reading performance and 
comprehension in different mediums 

Individual sub-scales include a mixture of questions 
about reading performance, writing, locating 
information, and reading comprehension 

Reading Maturity 
Survey 

Thomas 
(2001) 

The survey includes questions that are similar to 
some measures of reading motivation. 

The questions were not designed to be used to measure 
reading motivation. The subscales do not map neatly to 
the Reading Outcomes Framework. 

Self Regulation 
Questionnaire 
(SRQ)-Reading 
Motivation 

De Naeghel et 
al (2012); De 
Naeghel et al 
(2014) 

These surveys are described as measures of reading 
motivation. 

The questions do not measure strength of motivation 
but rather reasons for reading. They are not fit for use as 
outcomes measures. 

Reading Motivation 
Questionnaire 
(RMQ) 

Schaffner & 
Schiefele 
(2016) 

 



All content copyright © The Social Innovation Partnership 2017 
!

46 

Appendix 6: Tools that could not be retrieved 
The table below outlines the tools we could not retrieve along with the original source where 
we found the tools described. It is possible that some of the tools listed are different names 
for tools we have included –we cannot be sure without seeing them.  

Table 22 Tools that could not be retr ieved 

# Tool name Original source / reference 

1 A consumer survey of children's and teenage book market (Ferguson 1998) 

2 A Questionnaire of Leisure Time Reading (Schüller, Birnbaum, and Kröner 
2016) 

3 A Reading Habits Questionnaire to Measure Print Exposure (Spear-Swerling, Brucker, and Alfano 
2010) 

4 A Reading Habits Survey for LIS College Students (Thanuskodi 2011) 

5 A Reading Self-Efficacy Beliefs Measure for School Students (Taboada Barber et al. 2015) 

6 A Scale to Measure Reading Interest, Reader Involvement, 
Situational Interest and Topic Interest 

(Vieira and Grantham 2011) 

7 A Scale to Measure Reading Motivation (Schüller, Birnbaum, and Kröner 
2016) 

8 A Survey of Arabic Reading Practices (Ahmad et al. 2012) 

9 A Survey of Teenagers' Reading Choices (Manuel and Robinson 2002) 

10 A survey of the reading habits and library usage patterns of Nova 
Scotia teens 

(V. Howard and Jin 2004) 

11 Book Exposure Recall Task-Revised (BERT-R) (Curry 2012) 

12 Califoria Raisin Survey (Cheatham and Cohen 1989) 

13 ChildRead Survey (Burgess 1985) 

14 Dulin-Chester Scale of Student Attitudes Toward Leisure Reading (Vaughan 1980) 

15 Early Literacy Motivation Survey (ELMS) (K. M. Wilson and Trainin 2007) 

16 IEA Reading Literacy Study PILOT (Otter, Mellenbergh, and De Glopper 
1995) 

17 International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS) (Jung 2001) 

18 Lifespan Reading Habit Scale (Chechotka-McQuade 1985) 

19 Literacy Habits Questionnaire (LHQ) (Nathanson, Pruslow, and Levitt 
2008) 

20 Moore Reading Attitude Scale (Moore 1980) 

21 My Child's Motivation to Read Questionnaire (Ciampa 2012) 

22 National Adult Literacy Survey (NALS) (J. Howard and Obetz 1996) 

23 Reading Mindset Scale (RMS) (Peterson 2009) 

24 Survey of Elderly Reading Attitudes (SERA) Inventory (Scales and Biggs 1983) 

25 Survey of Reading Attitudes -Intermediate Form- Revised 1975 (H, Brown, and Engin 1978) 

26 Survey of Reading Attitudes of Middle School Students (McKenna et al. 2012) 

27 Survey of Reading Behaviour (D. M. Wilson and Cash 2000) 

28 Survey of Self-Help Reading Behaviour (D. M. Wilson and Cash 2000) 

29 Young People's Reading at the End of the Century (Maynard, Mackay, and Smyth 2008) 

30 Young People's Reading in 2005: The Second Study of Young People's 
Reading Habits 

(Maynard, Mackay, and Smyth 2008) 
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Appendix 7: Tools that can be copied into the 
Toolkit 
The copyright holders have given permission for TRA and the Steering Group to copy the questions 
from the following tools into the Toolkit, subject to appropriate citation. We have collated hard 
copies of tools that are not available online into a folder for TRA and the Steering Group.  

 

Table 23 Tools that can be copied into the Toolkit  

# Tool name Unique reference 

1 Access, Beliefs and Literacy Environment (ABLE) 
Questionnaire 

Access, Beliefs and Literacy 
Environment Instrument (ABLE) 

2 Activity Preference Questionnaire CYP8-APQ 
3 Adult Survey of Reading Attitudes A6-ASRA 
4 Reading Activity Questionnaire (RAQ) CYP27-RAQ 
5 A Survey into the Reading Attitudes and Personal Reading 

Habits of Year 2 Children 
YC21-RAHY2 

6 Attitude Towards Reading Scale CYP10-ATRS 
7 Bookbuzz survey CYP46-Bookbuzz 
8 Emergent Readers Motivation and Reading Scale YC23-ERMAS 
9 Home Literacy Questionnaire YC7-Home Literacy Questionnaire 
10 Motivations for Reading Scale YC3-MRS 
11 Motivation to Read Questionnaire - Revised CYP21-MRQ 
12 NFER 2007 Survey of attitudes to reading at ages nine and 

eleven 
CYP22-NFER Survey 

13 Parent Questionnaire of Print Exposure YC20-PQPE 
14 Reading Behaviour Inventory A7-RBI 
15 Reading Maturity Survey  N/A - Decided not to include this tool 

in the Database for now 
16 Reading Self-Concept Scale YC13-RSCS 
17 Reading Support Survey CYP43-RSS 
18 Teale-Lewis Reading Attitude Scales CYP49-TLRAS 
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Appendix 8: Glossary 
Construct)validity:)The extent to which a tool measures what it is designed to measure. There are 
several indicators of construct validity, explained below. 

Content)validity:)An indicator of construct validity, content validity refers to the extent that a 
tool covers all and only the relevant dimensions of the concept(s) it is designed to measure. For 
example, is a survey designed to measure attitudes to fruit made up of questions about a range of 
different types of fruit (good content validity) or does it include only questions about apples (poor 
content validity) or questions about vegetables (poor content validity)?!

Face)validity:)An indicator of construct validity, with regard to individual tools, face validity refers 
to the extent that a tool looks like good measure of what it is designed to measure. !

Concurrent)validity: An indicator of construct validity, with regard to individual tools, concurrent 
validity refers to the extent that a particular tool generates similar results to a proven method of 
measuring the same thing(s). For example, does a new survey of reading confidence generate 
similar results to an existing survey whose accuracy has been proven?  

Convergent)validity: An indicator of construct validity, with regard to individual tools, convergent 
validity refers to the extent that the parts of a tool that are designed to measure related concepts 
do link to those concepts and generate similar results. For example, if a survey includes five rating-
scale questions that are all designed to measure self-esteem, do people rate themselves similarly 
across the five questions? Do all of the questions really relate to self-esteem?  

Discriminant)validity: An indicator of construct validity, with regard to individual tools, 
discriminant validity refers to the extent that the parts of a tool that are intended to measure 
unrelated concepts are in fact distinct and generate different results. For example, if a survey 
includes five questions designed to measure self-esteem and five designed to measure attitudes 
towards bananas, do people rate themselves differently across the two sets of questions? Is the 
self-esteem section free of questions about bananas and vice versa? 

Predictive)validity: An indicator of construct validity, with regard to individual tools, predictive 
validity refers to the extent that a particular tool generates results that help to predict others, in 
the way that we expect. For example, does a test conducted at job interview help to predict job 
performance?  

Factor)analysis:)A statistical technique used to describe or explain patterns in data with reference 
to a set of concepts – called factors – that have not been measured directly. Factor analysis is 
often used to group survey questions into subscales and to test whether a particular subscale 
structure is a good fit for the observed patterns in people’s answers.  

Exploratory)factor)analysis)(EFA): A statistical technique used to find patterns in people’s 
answers to different questions within a tool with a view to identifying factors that can be used to 
group and summarise results. For example, if you conducted a survey about attitudes to different 
kinds of animals, you might notice that people who reported that they liked dogs tended to report 
that they also liked other fluffy animals and that people who reported that they liked snakes dogs 
tended to report that they also liked other scaly animals. It might work well to group the survey 
items around two factors: fluffy animals (Factor 1) and scaly animals (Factor 2).  



 

All content copyright © The Social Innovation Partnership 2017 49 

Confirmatory)factor)analysis)(CFA): A statistical technique used to test whether a particular 
factor structure is a good fit for observed results. For example, supposing your survey for 
measuring attitudes to animals had two subscales – fluffy animals and scaly animals. A 
confirmatory factor analysis might reveal that some questions – related to fish and birds– did not 
map neatly to either subscale. A four factor solution - fluffy animals (Factor 1), scaly animals 
(Factor 2), birds (Factor 3) and fish (Factor 4) might be a better fit. 

Reliability: The extent to which a tool generates consistent results. Two common measures of 
tool reliability are internal consistency and test-retest reliability.  

Internal)consistency: A measure of the extent to which individual questions (or subsets of 
questions) within a tool generate consistent results. Cronbach’s alpha and split-half reliability are 
both indicators of internal consistency. 

Cronbach’s)alpha: A statistical measure of internal consistency that can be calculated either for a 
whole tool, or separately for one or more subsets of questions within a tool (e.g. if a tool includes 
sets of questions designed to measure different things). Cronbach’s alpha is a measure of the 
consistency of individual questions within a whole survey or subset. Scores close to 1 indicate high 
internal consistency. 

SplitDhalf)reliability: A statistical measure of internal consistency that can be calculated either for 
a whole tool, or separately for one or more subsets of questions within a tool (e.g. if a tool 
includes sets of questions designed to measure different things). Split-half reliability is a measure 
of the consistency between two halves of the same tool or set of questions. The higher the split-
half reliability, the higher the internal consistency. Scores close to 1 indicate high internal 
consistency. 

TestDretest)reliability: Test-retest reliability is a measure of consistency over time. Test-retest 
reliability is calculated by administering the same tool at two different points in time, when there 
is no reason to expect that results will have changed, and comparing the results. The higher the 
correlation between the results the higher the test-retest reliability.  
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