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ABSTRACT

Purpose: We report findings from a survey of elementary teachers regarding
reading instruction. The purpose was to examine teachers’ beliefs about how
children in the first 7 years of schooling develop reading comprehension skills
and to characterize the self-reported practices and strategies they use to sup-
port children to comprehend connected text.

Method: A web-based survey was used to collect data from 284 Australian ele-
mentary teachers about their beliefs and practices regarding reading compre-
hension instruction. Selected Likert-scale items were aggregated to determine
the degree to which participants held “child-centered” or “content-centered”
views of reading instruction.

Results: Australian elementary school teachers hold a wide range of beliefs
about reading instruction, some of which are in direct opposition to each other.
Our findings indicate low consensus about what elements of instructional prac-
tice are useful in classrooms or how time should be apportioned to different
tasks. Commercial programs had significant penetration in schools, and many
participants reported using multiple commercial programs, with varying degrees
of pedagogical harmony. Participants indicated that their most common source
of knowledge about reading instruction was their own personal research, with
few nominating university teacher education as a primary source of knowledge
or expertise.

Conclusions: Little agreement exists within the Australian elementary teacher
community regarding the ways that reading skills can and should be taught.
There is significant room for teacher practice to have improved theoretical
underpinnings and to develop a consistent repertoire of classroom practices
aligned with these.

Reading instruction is a highly contested topic in
education, in terms of both its theoretical underpinnings
and pedagogical approaches (Castles et al., 2018; Chall,
1967; Hoffman et al., 2020; Kim, 2008; Pearson, 2004;
Rowe, 2005; Shanahan, 2020). The “reading wars,”
prevalent in other English-speaking countries, have also
impacted Australian academic, policy, media, and class-
room practice arenas over the past 50 years (Buckingham
& Meeks, 2019; Rowe, 2005). Despite recommendations
about effective reading practices made by national
reviews undertaken in three English-speaking countries
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since 2000 (National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, 2000; Rose, 2006; Rowe, 2005),
reading instruction in Australian classrooms is still
highly contested, and this debate impacts both the teach-
ing of decoding and the teaching of comprehension. Not-
withstanding the divisiveness of the debate, as reflected
by the three national inquiries, the weight of evidence on
reading instruction favors explicit teaching, using a
scope and sequence. This runs counter to the prevailing
balanced literacy dominance and instead reflects the sci-
ence of reading, as reflected by the Simple View of Read-
ing (SVR; Gough & Tunmer, 1986; Hoover & Gough,
1990).

According to the SVR (Gough & Tunmer, 1986;
Hoover & Gough, 1990), reading comprehension is described

888 Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools e Vol. 54 ¢ 888-913 e July 2023 e Copyright © 2023 The Authors
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.
Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Edith Cowan University on 08/16/2023, Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0638-934X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2426-8349
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1538-7327
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0492-8282
https://doi.org/10.1044/2023_LSHSS-22-00118
mailto:reid.smith@latrobe.edu.au

as the product of word decoding (identification) and lin-
guistic comprehension. Word decoding can be considered
a constrained skill—the required knowledge of the
phoneme—grapheme correspondences is finite. Castles
et al. describe this correspondence knowledge as “...a
relatively small body of knowledge of how graphemes
relate to phonemes provides children with the ability to
decode most words in their language. Provided that chil-
dren have adequate vocabulary, this sound-based repre-
sentation can then be used to access the meanings of
those words” (Castles et al., 2018). Students can reach a
significant level of mastery in a constrained skill like
decoding, which then opens opportunities to build skills
in the unconstrained comprehension domain (C. E. Snow
& Matthews, 2018).

As noted above, comprehension is an uncon-
strained skill, meaning that it comprises multiple levels
of linguistic understanding such as vocabulary, knowl-
edge of language structures, genre, print concepts, and
verbal reasoning and large domains of background
knowledge (Allen & McNamara, 2017; Gough & Tunmer,
1986; Scarborough et al., 2009) that have no practical
limit. These unconstrained elements must be acquired
gradually through exposure, explicit teaching, and experi-
ence (C. E. Snow & Matthews, 2018). Once children are
competent decoders, the main barrier to reading compre-
hension is their facility with unconstrained skills, which
can be strengthened via explicit teaching (Hennessy,
2021).

Every day, Australian elementary teachers and allied
health professionals such as speech-language pathologists
(SLPs) are tasked with helping students develop reading
comprehension, yet little is known about the beliefs
teachers hold and the instructional decisions they make
in order to support students in this critical aspect of
reading success. This lack of insight reflects the fact
that debate concerning the teaching of decoding has
dominated early reading instruction discourse and has
resulted in less consideration of the pedagogical beliefs
and related practices of teachers working with students
who are skilled decoders. Studies in both Australia
(Louden & Rohl, 2006; Rowe & National Inquiry into
the Teaching of Literacy (Australia), 2005) and over-
seas (Aro & Bjorn, 2016; Holdheide & Reschly, 2008)
have demonstrated that skilled and knowledgeable
teachers are critical to the work of developing strong
readers. However, it is suggested that elementary
teachers do not always have the requisite knowledge
and skills to teach students, particularly those at risk,
to read (Lyon, 2003; Lyon & Weiser, 2009; Meecks &
Kemp, 2017; Moats, 2009; Podhajski et al., 2009). The
considerable weight of research evidence that has accu-
mulated over time regarding the ways in which children

learn to read, and the instructional strategies that can
be used to support them, has not been translated in
practice in all elementary school classrooms (Castles
et al., 2018; Seidenberg, 2017). This “research-to-
practice gap,” which has been described across a range
of domains of teacher practice (Seidenberg, 2017),
means that the beliefs and instructional decisions of
elementary teachers in Australia are variably aligned
with what is known scientifically about how children
learn to read (de Lemos, 2002; McLean et al., 2021;
Stark et al., 2016). This research-to-practice gap risks a
lack of theoretical and practical alignment for interdis-
ciplinary practice between educators and allied health
professionals.

Given the importance of early reading instruction
in preventing reading difficulties and promoting aca-
demic achievement (Lyon, 2003; National Research
Council, 1998; Strickland, 2002), the beliefs and practices
of teachers regarding their teaching of reading are of sig-
nificant policy and practice interest. Understanding what
teachers believe and do in the classroom is critical in
helping researchers, teacher educators, allied health pro-
fessionals, policy makers, and school leaders consider
which instructional practices are beneficial and should be
prioritized and which need to be replaced. This informa-
tion is essential in identifying and redressing “research-
to-practice gaps” in schools. It is also crucial to inform
the development of a shared understanding of what effec-
tive instructional practice looks like between teachers and
SLPs.

The teaching of reading comprehension is inher-
ently a complex task and is further complicated by a
series of additional factors. These include a school’s
statutory responsibility to teach the curriculum as out-
lined by its state or territory, the increasing penetration
of commercial materials into the reading classroom, and
differences in the way that teachers conceptualize their
role in helping children learn to understand text. Key
dimensions of these complexities are summarized below.

Although Australia has a national curriculum (Aus-
tralian Curriculum and Reporting Authority, 2018) that
provides a framework for schools in terms of what to
teach, few parameters are set regarding how instructional
time is allocated and for what purpose, or which instruc-
tional approaches or strategies should be used. Given the
wide-ranging advice offered regarding the composition of
a literacy block, it is reasonable to hypothesize that there
would be variation in the make-up and use of any time
set aside for reading instruction.

An additional factor that impacts on the analysis of
what Australian teachers do is the existence of three dis-
tinct education sectors: the government sector, funded by
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state governments,! and the Catholic Education® and
independent® sectors, each funded by a combination of
federal government and student fees. These sectors vary
in their policies, application of oversight, and governance,
all of which can affect classroom practice in ways that are
difficult to identify and measure.

As a federal democracy, Australia comprises eight
states and territories, each with its own education depart-
ment that sets a curriculum, which, in some cases, differs
markedly from the Australian Curriculum. There are sig-
nificant differences in the degree to which the states and
territories prescribe how literacy should be taught. For
example, the Victorian Curriculum provides a broad set of
outcomes and advice that gives teachers license to teach in
ways that they feel are most appropriate (Victorian Cur-
riculum and Assessment Authority, 2017). The New South
Wales Curriculum, by contrast, explicitly prescribes what
“good” literacy practice looks like and which instructional
methods will be more successful and should therefore be
used (NSW Education Standards Authority, 2017, 2021).

Student-Centered and Content-Centered
Approaches

An important area of debate in the elementary
teaching community is the relationship of the teacher with
subject-level content (Buchs et al., 2017; Morgan, 2022;
Rege Colet, 2017). The current evidence base for reading
comprehension instruction has accumulated over the past
7 decades and is summarized by Hennessy (2021).
Evidence-based reading comprehension instruction can be
conceptualized as a progression from word-level identifica-
tion and meanings to sentence- and text-level comprehen-
sion. Instruction should be focused on developing each of
these aspects of comprehension through explicit instruc-
tion, with the teacher playing a primary role in the class-
room (Hennessy, 2021). Despite this knowledge base, dif-
ferences remain in how teachers conceptualize their role in
the classroom.

Unlike teachers in high schools, who often teach in
particular discipline areas across multiple classes and year

!Government schools in Australia are funded by the state and terri-
tory governments. These schools cater to 65.6% of Australian
students.

2Catholic schools are partially funded by the federal government,
with additional funds provided by students attending the school and
the Catholic Church. These schools cater to 19.5% of Australian stu-
dents (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2021).

Independent schools in Australia are private schools that are par-
tially funded by the federal government, with additional funds pro-
vided by students attending the school. These schools cater to 15.0%
of Australian students (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2021).

levels, elementary teachers are typically generalists who
are expected to teach a range of subjects to a single class
of students. Over their careers, they may also be expected
to teach different year levels. While high school teachers
often define their teaching in terms of the content they
teach (“I am a history teacher”), elementary teachers are
more likely to define themselves by the age of the children
they teach (“I am a Grade 4 teacher”; Beauchamp &
Thomas, 2009; Buchanan, 2015). Given the principal
focus of many elementary teachers is the children in their
care, there can be tensions between instruction that delib-
erately and systematically builds knowledge and under-
standing and instruction that is focused on following the
preferences of individual children (Buchs et al., 2017;
Morgan, 2022; Rege Colet, 2017).

Teacher instruction can be broadly considered in
two domains: student centered and content centered
(O’Neill & McMahon, 2005). Student-centered approaches
place a particular emphasis on tailoring instruction to
individual children, advocating for choice and interest at
each step of the planning and learning process, to maxi-
mize student engagement. Lessons are developed by indi-
vidual teachers, meaning that there may not be a common
set of knowledge or skills being taught at any particular
time. Instead, children will be reading, writing, and learn-
ing about different concepts in the same classroom (Fountas
& Pinnell, 2012; Pinnell & Fountas, 2007; Ransford-
Kaldon et al., 2010; Watson & Wildy, 2014). In contrast,
content-centered pedagogy places value on the develop-
ment of particular skills and knowledge as a class, with
these content areas determined by the teacher and/or cur-
riculum rather than by the preferences of the students
(Archer & Hughes, 2011; Rata, 2019; Reutzel et al.,
2014). In this approach, the starting point of planning is
the content to be mastered, followed by ways in which the
teacher will support all students to learn this material. To
some extent, these approaches represent a continuum of
practice rather than a binary distinction, but the result of
these divergent views and practices is that considerable
debate persists about the role of content-based instruction
in the elementary classroom.

One of the major differences between student- and
content-centered approaches in the elementary literacy
classroom is the role of the teacher. A content-centered
approach is more likely to favor an explicit teaching para-
digm, where the teacher takes responsibility for modeling
good reading practices and then guiding students through
the development of knowledge and skills. Archer and
Hughes (2011) described explicit teaching as being system-
atic in design, relentless in its focus on practice and mas-
tery of ideas, engaging in its collecting of observations
and feedback, and successful for learners. Rosenshine
(2012) also described explicit instruction as being a highly
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interactive, teacher-led process that involves complex tasks
broken into constituent parts that are explicitly taught to
students. Explicit teaching is well supported by both obser-
vational and experimental studies (Hughes et al., 2017).

Student-led approaches, on the other hand, create a
different role for the teacher, who takes a less “hands
on” approach to students’ learning. Typically, these
approaches, such as inquiry learning and project-based
learning (Heathcote & Herbert, 1985; Kuhn, 2007), rely
more heavily on students developing their understanding
and knowledge, with less guidance from the teacher
(Kirschner et al., 2006; Kuhn, 2007). Although propo-
nents of less explicit approaches argue they lead to deeper
thinking or better approximate what experts in the domain
would do as part of their working lives (Kuhn, 2007;
Heathcote & Herbert, 1985), more explicit teaching leads
to stronger learning, particularly for novices in a domain
(Chi, 1981; Kirschner et al., 2006; Taconis et al., 2001). This
holds true for developing readers, too (Willingham, 2009).

Teaching Comprehension Skills or
Strategies

Another point of contention is the relative impor-
tance of the teaching of comprehension skills compared to
comprehension strategies (Centre for Education Statistics
and Evaluation, 2020; Petscher et al., 2020; Shanahan,
2018a, 2020). Comprehension skills include those abilities
that are required to answer questions on typical reading
comprehension papers. These abilities include finding the
main idea, inferencing, finding literal information, and
drawing conclusions. Most of these comprehension skills
are the outcomes of comprehension rather than the inputs
(Smith et al., 2021). Comprehension skills are practiced
using “leveled” readers—a series of books that are
designed by publishers that claim to be of varying levels
of difficulty. Students are matched to a leveled reader
based on assessment information, with the text ideally at a
level in which the child can read most words indepen-
dently. There are some considerable concerns regarding
the degree to which texts are appropriately sequenced and
whether their use contributes to improvements in reading
instruction (Morgan et al., 2000; Shanahan, 1983; Brown
et al., 2017). Comprehension strategies, on the other hand,
describe actions that a reader is taught in order to com-
prehend a text. These actions may include summarizing,
rereading, self-questioning, and visualizing. There is a
substantial literature on the effectiveness of the use of
comprehension strategies to improve comprehension
(Afflerbach et al., 2020; Bereiter & Bird, 1985; McKeown
et al., 2009; McNamara, 2007; Pressley & El-Dinary,
1997; Such, 2021).

Teachers’ decisions concerning whether the focus
should be on comprehension skills or strategies (and
indeed the extent to which they differentiate between these
in their instructional practice) have profound effects on
the ways that classrooms operate and the dominant
instructional methods employed. The amount of time allo-
cated to skills and to strategies may be linked to beliefs
around whether instruction should be content or student
centered. Most elementary classrooms utilize a reading
block of some description: a discrete period of time that is
notionally assigned to the teaching of reading. Classrooms
characterized by comprehension skill instruction tend to
involve small groups of students conferencing about a par-
ticular skill, either with or without the teacher (Ford &
Opitz, 2008; Fountas & Pinnell, 2012; Pinnell & Fountas,
2007). The focus here is on what individual students need
to know and do in relation to the development of general-
ized reading skills using texts whose topics and difficulty
is different for every student (Ford & Opitz, 2008; Foun-
tas & Pinnell, 2012; Pinnell & Fountas, 2007). In class-
rooms where comprehension strategies are given priority,
a relatively small amount of instructional time is spent
teaching each of the strategies, and the remainder of the
class time is spent discussing complex texts, using the
strategies when students are finding comprehension diffi-
cult (Such, 2021). The teaching of comprehension strate-
gies is regarded as more content centered than the teach-
ing of comprehension skills (Such, 2021). One technique
associated with the use of a comprehension strategies
approach is close reading. This is a key component in the
approach advocated in the United States Common Core
Curriculum (National Governors Association Centre for
Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers,
2010) and so is widely used in the United States but is
referred to less often in Australia. Close reading involves
students being taught to utilize comprehension strategies
to analyze complex texts with the assistance and support
of a teacher. Although there are some indications of what
elementary classroom practice may look like through
observational studies (e.g., Louden et al., 2005), there has
not been an investigation into the beliefs and self-reported
practices relating to comprehension skills and strategies in
Australia of which we are aware.

Use of Commercial Materials

Like other English-speaking nations, Australia pro-
vides a significant market for commercial reading pro-
grams supporting both decoding and reading comprehen-
sion instruction (Campbell et al., 2012, 2014; de Lemos,
2005). There is some suggestion that this market is on the
rise, given that commercial programs were rarely used in
the early part of this century (Louden et al., 2005).
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Concerns have been variously expressed by professional
associations (Emmitt et al., 2006; Honan, 2015) and aca-
demics (Campbell et al., 2012, 2014; Duncan Owens, 2010;
Hogan, 2016) about the prevalence in classrooms of com-
mercial programs. In particular, concerns have been
expressed about whether they can be used to effectively
teach students to read, most notably those programs
involving phonics provision. In addition, the use of com-
mercial programs is sometimes looked upon as an unneces-
sary imposition on the professional autonomy of teachers
(Honan, 2015). In the United States, commercial programs
are the most frequently used tools for teaching reading
(Baumann & Heubach, 1996; Canney & Neuenfeldt, 1993;
Kretlow & Helf, 2013; Stein et al., 2001). In some cases,
teachers use the commercial materials with fidelity. In other
cases, teachers select, adapt, or ignore selected components,
based on their personal beliefs, perceptions of students’
needs, or their teaching style (Baumann & Heubach, 1996)
and/or other unknown factors such as their background
knowledge and completion of training in the use of the pro-
gram. This variation regarding the role of commercial
materials in teachers’ practices from one lesson to the next
is a significant concern. Commercial programs are not suf-
ficient on their own, as “programs do not teach children,
teachers do” (Moats, 2013). However, well-designed evi-
dence-based programs can help to provide clear examples
of good practice and can be useful when teachers have the
theoretical knowledge and necessary training to enable
them to implement programs with fidelity. Although useful
for international comparisons, information gleaned from
overseas jurisdictions cannot give a sense of what is occur-
ring in Australia, and so a study in the Australian context
was identified as a priority.

The purpose of this study was to examine Australian
teachers’ beliefs about how children in the first 7 years of
schooling* develop reading comprehension skills and to
characterize the self-reported practices and approaches
they use to support young children to comprehend con-
nected text. Specifically, the research questions concerned
teachers of elementary students® and were as follows.

1. What beliefs do teachers hold about the teaching of
reading comprehension?

2. What instructional practices do teachers use to teach
reading comprehension and how do they apportion
class time?

“Primary (elementary) school in Australia lasts for 7 years, and dur-
ing this time, the predominant model is that a single teacher is
responsible for the majority of a student’s class time.

SPrimary (elementary) school in Australia generally consists of stu-
dents between the ages of 4 and 12 years. One exception until
recently was South Australia, where 13-year-old children were consid-
ered part of primary school until 2022.

3. To what extent do teachers use commercial reading
comprehension programs in schools?

4. How did teachers gain their knowledge about read-
ing instruction?

Method
Participant Eligibility and Recruitment

Participants were eligible if they were currently
teaching in Australia (or on leave for less than 1 year)
and their students were in their first to seventh year of
school. Recruitment occurred via convenience and snow-
ball sampling (Sarantakos, 2012). Convenience sampling
occurred through an invitation to participate via teacher
association newsletters and the social media accounts of
formal and informal teacher associations on Facebook
and Twitter. Snowball recruitment (Sarantakos, 2012) was
also used whereby participants were encouraged in the
body of the social media post to share the survey details
with colleagues via their own networks.

Participants

Participants were 284 elementary teachers in metro-
politan, regional, rural, and remote Australia.’ Their
teaching experience ranged from 0 to more than 20 years
(M = 13.57 years; SD = 11.22). Those teaching students
in their first 2 years of school comprised 42.9% of the
sample; 36.6% taught in the third to fifth year of school,
and 20.5% taught in the sixth and seventh year of school.
The distribution of participants across states, sectors, and
locations is broadly representative of the Australian teach-
ing profession, although teachers in the government sector
were slightly overrepresented (a response proportion of
72.2% compared to the expected 65.6%; Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2021). One notable feature of the
sample was the underrepresentation of New South Wales
and Queensland teachers, who comprise 28.3% and 22.0%
of the nation’s teaching workforce, respectively. Table 1
displays the key characteristics of participants.

Procedure
Participants completed an anonymous survey that

was hosted on Qualtrics, a secure online platform. Ap-
proval to conduct this study was granted by the La Trobe

®Metropolitan centers are defined by their high population densities,
whereas regional, rural, and remote areas are designated by their rela-
tive remoteness. Using the method developed by the Australian
Bureau of Statistics, relative remoteness in Australia is determined by
the road distances from an area to the five nearest urban centers.
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Table 1. Key characteristics of participants (N = 284).

Participant characteristic Participants, n (%)
Years of teaching 0-2 years 14 (4.93%)
3-5 years 28 (9.86%)
6-10 years 51 (17.96%)
11-15 years 41 (14.44%)
16-20 years 48 (16.90%)
> 20 years 102 (35.90%)
Educational sector
Government 205 (72.18%)
Independent 45 (15.85%)
Catholic 34 (11.97%)
State/territory in
Australia
Victoria 94 (33.10%)
New South Wales 64 (22.54%)
Western Australia 55 (19.37%)
Queensland 39 (13.73%)
South Australia 22 (7.74%)
Tasmania 5 (1.67%)
Australian Capital 3 (1.06%)
Territory
Northern Territory 2 (0.70%)
School location
Metropolitan/urban 182 (64.08%)
Regional/rural 88 (30.99%)
Remote 5 (1.76%)
Unknown 9 (3.17%)

University human research ethics committee. The survey
took a mean of 15 min (SD = 14.33) to complete, and only
fully completed survey responses were included in the
analysis.

Survey Instrument

A survey tool was developed by the authors to
address the aims of this study (see the Appendix). The
majority of the survey was based on the Propositions about
Reading Instruction Inventory (Rupley & Logan, 1985),
with the remaining items developed by the researchers. The
Propositions about Reading Instruction Inventory was devel-
oped to examine teachers’ reported beliefs about reading as
part of a project to determine the relationship between
beliefs about reading and subsequent instructional decision
making. The instrument uses a Likert scale to determine
agreement with statements and has a reported Cronbach’s
a reliability estimate of .74 (Rupley & Logan, 1985).

The draft survey was distributed between the
authors and several elementary teachers in order to seek
feedback on clarity and coherence as well as the suitability
of the items and the need for additions. Adaptations were
made to the instrument based on this feedback, and then
the survey was trialed with a group of four elementary

school teachers. These teachers also provided feedback on
the coherence and clarity of the items, as well as any items
that did not seem to align with the aims of the study.

The final survey instrument comprised three sec-
tions. Section 1 asked about teachers’ beliefs about teach-
ing reading,” section 2 examined the specific instructional
strategies teachers used in their classroom, and section 3
sought demographic information, with eight items related
to professional background, school context, and methods
by which participants developed their professional knowl-
edge. In the first section, 35 questions examined teachers’
beliefs about early reading and related instruction: which
aspects of reading are important and the ways in which
they might be developed in early elementary children (see
the Appendix). This section of the survey utilized a 5-
point Likert scale for participants to rate the degree to
which they agreed with propositions about reading devel-
opment and instruction (strongly agree to strongly dis-
agree). In keeping with the instructions of the original
Propositions about Reading Instruction Inventory (Rupley
& Logan, 1985), participants were asked to select the
Undecided option if they felt that they could not answer
an item within 30 s. If participants selected Undecided, it
could mean that they neither agreed nor disagreed or had
difficulty making a selection from the possible options.
Section 2 comprised nine questions aligned to project aims
2 and 3 and addressed the instructional strategies that the
participants use in their classroom as well as the materials
(both commercial and teacher constructed) used to support
instruction. Terms used to describe an instructional strat-
egy, such as “close reading” or vocabulary instruction, were
not defined in the survey itself in order to reduce survey
length and increase participation. Two items asked partici-
pants to rank the importance of particular strategies, for
example, whole-class instruction and silent reading, and the
remaining items involved participants identifying the
amount of time they spent on particular comprehension
techniques as well as which commercial programs they used
in their instruction. Participants were also invited to make
comments on various aspects of their experiences with read-
ing instruction and the role of commercial materials.

Data Analysis

The survey instrument comprised a range of item
types and so required a number of different analyses. All
quantitative data analysis was performed using SPSS
(IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 26). The data
were analyzed descriptively, identifying proportions of

"We note that decoding, as per the SVR (Gough & Tunmer, 1986), is
a contributor to reading comprehension, and as such must be consid-
ered when early reading instruction is being examined; however,
decoding per se was not the main focus of the survey.
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responses that sat at the extremes of the continuum for
each question.

The responses from nine of the questions in Section
A were combined to form a scale estimating the degree to
which a participant was “child centered” or “content cen-
tered.” These nine questions were those sourced from the
Propositions about Reading Instruction Inventory and were
used in the original survey to determine the degree of
alignment with these approaches to “child-centered” or
“content-centered” approaches (Rupley & Logan, 1985).
This was done in order to broadly characterize the sample
on this important dimension of teacher practice.

As part of the survey, participants were given the
opportunity to make comments relating to their use of
commercial materials and to add closing comments; 182
participants availed themselves of this option, and a the-
matic analysis of these data will be reported in a separate
publication. In addition, for some Section A questions,
data were collapsed according to anchor-points of the
scale—strongly agree and agree were aggregated as agree-
ment with a statement and disagree and strongly disagree
were aggregated as disagreement.

Results

Beliefs Teachers Hold About Reading
Comprehension Instruction

Almost half of the participants (42%) nominated
their own personal research as their key source of knowl-
edge, while only 3.7% identified a significant role of pre-
service education. Few teachers (8.3%) who had been
teaching for fewer than 5 years nominated preservice edu-
cation as a major source of knowledge about reading.
Details are provided in Table 2.

Pedagogical Alignment

The distribution on the dimension of student-
centeredness versus content-centeredness was bimodal, with

Table 2. Sources of teachers’ knowledge about reading instruction.

31.4% of participants identifying with student-centered
instruction and 33.4% identifying with content-centered
instruction. The remaining one third of participants had
views that ranged across the survey items used to construct
this scale.

Instructional Practices Used to Teach
Reading Comprehension

Responses to questions from Section A are reported
in terms of general views on teaching reading, use of read-
ing groups, role and selection of texts, and views on the
value of instructional strategies. Two thirds of teachers
(66.6%) recognized a need for specific and explicit reading
instruction. Related to this, a third (34.4%) strongly
agreed or agreed with the statement: Reading comprehen-
sion is not difficult for children to learn if they are provided
with lively and stimulating material to read. When asked
about the utility of teaching comprehension skills (such as
inferencing and finding the main idea), 87.9% agreed or
strongly endorsed these approaches.

Participants were asked to classify common instruc-
tional strategies as either “important” or “not important”
in effective reading instruction. Figure 1 summarizes these
binary results and shows consistent views of the impor-
tance of vocabulary and phonics instruction, with far
more divided views relating to literature circles and the
use of leveled readers.

Participants also described the length of time they
assigned to the teaching of various strategies in their liter-
acy block. The largest allocations of time were assigned to
whole-class reading instruction, reading conferences (most
commonly 31-60 min per week) and vocabulary instruc-
tion (most commonly 31-60 min per week). The majority
of participants indicated that they spent time each week
on three of the four strategies identified as most impor-
tant: whole-class reading instruction (97.4%), vocabulary
(97.1%), and teaching background knowledge (93.4%). In
contrast to the other most important strategies, 58.4% of
participants indicated that they did not include any decod-
ing skills/phonics instruction in their literacy blocks,

Primary source of knowledge about reading instruction Percentage of respondents

Years of experience 0-2 3-5 6-10 11-15 | 16-20 > 20 Total
My own research 2.5 5 8.6 7.8 8.6 9.1 42.0
Professional development 1.3 1.3 4.5 2.9 3.7 9.5 23.1
My personal experiences with students in the classroom 0 0.8 5 2.9 25 3.7 14.8
My school-provided curriculum or program 1.3 2.5 0.8 0.4 1.3 25 8.6
Literacy coaches in my sector 0 0.8 0.8 1.6 0.8 1.3 5.3
My preservice education 0.8 0 1.6 0.4 0.4 0.4 3.7
Social media 0 0.4 1.3 0.4 0 0 2.5
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Figure 1. Participants’ views on the utility of various instructional strategies to teach reading comprehension.

Vocabulary instruction
Decoding skills/phonics instruction
Whole-class reading instruction
Developing background knowledge
Teaching comprehension strategies
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Silent reading
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Close reading
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% of participants who believe the technique is important

including 54.2% of Foundation® teachers and 52% of Year
1 teachers.

Reading Groups and Whole-Class Teaching

Participants held a range of views about how to best
support students’ reading comprehension in the classroom.
Over half (56.3%) strongly agreed or agreed that reading
comprehension is best taught through whole-class instruc-
tion rather than via smaller groups. Just under half agreed
with statements suggesting that the use of reading groups
is necessary and most effective for the development of
reading comprehension. Of those 142 participants who
used reading groups, more than three quarters (76.6%)
supported adjusting groupings based on particular student
needs (such as grouping students who are perceived as
having a weakness in finding the main idea), while 30.5%
indicated that these groups were based on student progres-
sion through leveled readers.’

Role and Selection of the Texts

Participants were asked about various aspects of text
selection for the purposes of reading instruction. Few par-
ticipants agreed with the notion that reading comprehen-
sion skills are best developed using narrative texts.
Responses regarding the role of leveled readers in reading

8Children in their first year of formal schooling.

Leveled readers are a system where books are categorized according
to how difficult they are to read. There are a number of different
leveling systems that employ varied methods to categorize difficulty.
Books can be on markedly different difficulty levels depending on the
scheme by which they are judged (Lemov et al., 2016).

instruction produced a bimodal distribution across all
related questions, including that reading comprehension is
best taught by providing “just right” books. There was
considerable disagreement among the sample regarding
how books for reading comprehension instruction should
be selected (see Figure 2).

The only statement on which there was strong con-
sensus was the proposition that all students should use the
same text during classroom reading instruction, with
almost three quarters (74.7%) of participants rejecting the
proposition.

What Instruction Is Valuable for Children’s
Reading?

Participants generally supported the importance of
reading comprehension skill instruction (finding the main
idea, making predictions), with 87.9% agreeing with the
assertion that teachers should directly teach comprehen-
sion skills. Over half (54.3%) believed that this instruction
should specifically focus on comprehension skills, even in
the early years when students are learning the code but
particularly once decoding has been mastered. Just over
one third (37.3%) indicated that there was too much
emphasis on comprehension skills in reading instruction.
Participants also indicated that decoding should be
emphasized as a precursor to comprehension, with 77.3%
agreeing. Most teachers (95.1%) indicated that instruction
in vocabulary and background knowledge are important
considerations. How vocabulary is best taught was more
contested, with one fifth (20.9%) of participants noting
that, during reading, most new vocabulary can be under-
stood by considering the context and syntax of surrounding
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Figure 2. Level of agreement with statements regarding the selection of texts for instruction. Note that Neither agree nor disagree responses

have been omitted from this figure.

Reading comprehension is best taught by allowing
students access to difficult texts and supporting the
students to understand them.

Reading comprehension is best taught by providing
“just right” books.

Children should be allowed to choose the stories
and books they want to read during reading
instruction.

All students should use the same texts during
classroom reading instruction.

[ Disagree/Strongly disagree (%)
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text, with the remainder of the participants indicating that
explicit vocabulary instruction is required.

Measuring Reading Progress

Participants highlighted the importance of regularly
monitoring students’ reading comprehension (95.1% agree/
strongly agree), yet there were differences in opinion on
how this should be conducted. One in five (19.5%) believed
that rate of students’ progress through leveled reader
schemes is the primary method for determining student
progress, while a larger proportion identified with the idea
that a quality assessment should identify individual reading

skills (e.g., inferencing, finding the main idea, connecting to
text) to ensure gaps can be specifically targeted (72%
agree/strongly agree). Figure 3 summarizes the degree to
which teachers either agreed or disagreed with statements
about measuring reading progress.

How Literacy Time Is Structured in Schools

Most (90.5%) participants used a dedicated literacy
block, and 45.9% of those blocks were considered effec-
tive; however, 24.4% of participants had the personal
opinion that their literacy blocks were not effective. Time
spent in a reading block each day varied—most schools

Figure 3. Level of agreement with statements relating to measuring student progress.

Teachers need to regularly monitor students’ progress with reading
comprehension.

A quality assessment should identify individual reading skills
(inferencing, finding main idea, connecting to text, etc.) to ensure gaps
can be specifically targeted.

An important indicator of reading comprehension growth is how often
students voluntarily use reading in their daily life.

Noting how many comprehension strategies (i.e., critiquing, inferring,
analyzing, and predicting) children have learnt is an effective way to
determine student reading success.

Students’ progress in reading should be determined primarily by
assessing their comprehension of complex texts.

Student progress in reading comprehension should be monitored
primarily through leveled texts.
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(56.3%) had a literacy block allocation of between 31 and
60 min per day, with allocations ranging from less than
half an hour to over 90 min per day.

Use of Commercially Available Schemes and
Programs in Schools

Over three quarters (75.3%) of teachers indicated
that their schools used one or more commercially avail-
able programs for the teaching of reading. These pro-
grams could be separated into two general categories:
phonics focused and comprehension focused (those that
assume decoding skills are relatively secure). For example,
Little Learners Love Literacy, MultiLit, Reading Eggs,
Sound Waves, Sounds Write, and Teaching Handwriting
and Spelling Skills can be categorized as phonics-focused
programs designed to help teach children the alphabetic
principle and how speech and print map to each other.
Commercially available comprehension programs included
Corrective Reading (Engelmann et al., 1999) and Levelled
Literacy Intervention (Fountas & Pinnell, 2011). Interest-
ingly, just over a third of respondents reported that their
schools used a program for one purpose (phonics or com-
prehension) but did not use programs for both. Table 3
summarizes the reported use of programs for comprehen-
sion and phonics.

Over half of the respondents (153 teachers) reported
that their schools employed one or more commercial
phonics-focused programs. Of those who reported using a
commercial phonics program, 47.7% said their school had
more than one phonics program in use (see Table 4). In
fact, a small number of schools (1.8%) employed as many
as four different phonics programs across their classrooms.
The wuse of multiple programs was also reported for
comprehension-focused programs: 60.9% of teachers reported
that their schools used commercial comprehension-based
programs, and of those, 47.6% said their school used more
than one program.

Participants had mixed views regarding the use of
commercial reading programs. Over half (55.6%) indicated
that commercial programs were useful, while 19.9% were
unsure. Of the participants who reported using commer-
cial programs, 61% believed that they were useful and
15.3% reported them as having little use. A number of
participants believed that commercial programs could be

Table 4. Proportion of schools using one or more commercial
programs.

Number of Proportion of Proportion
programs schools of schools
employed (phonics-based)® (comprehension-based)®
1 52.3% 52.4%

2 36.3% 27.8%

3 9.5% 15.9%

4 1.8% 3.9%

®Proportion of schools that identified using phonics-focus pro-
grams. PProportion of schools that identified using comprehension-
focus programs.

used to teach reading yet did not employ a program in
their own practice. In fact, 35% of those who did not use
a commercial program indicated that they thought that
commercial programs had some use in the classroom.

Discussion
Coherence of Beliefs and Practices

A key aim of this study was to describe the practices
for teaching reading employed by elementary teachers in
Australia. A wide range of beliefs and instructional
methods were reported, including those that have diamet-
rically opposing pedagogical bases, characterized as stu-
dent centered and content centered. Notably, there was
limited agreement on the most basic view of the
approach to reading instruction, with teachers divided
about the fundamentals of pedagogy. When significant
numbers of teachers disagree on such a fundamental
point about whether or not reading needs to be explicitly
taught (Sweller, 2021), it is not surprising that a lack of
alignment in related strategies and instruction in the
classroom ensues. Our results suggest that there is no
commonly agreed view of what it means to teach reading
comprehension in Australian elementary classrooms or
what teaching reading comprehension should look like
from a practice perspective. This is concerning, as there
is a significant evidence base related to reading compre-
hension instruction in middle-to-late elementary years
that states that skills that contribute to comprehension
need to be explicitly taught to students and that, particu-
larly for less advanced readers, teachers cannot rely

Table 3. Participants’ reported use of phonics-based and comprehension-based programs.

Reported use

Does your school use a comprehension program?

Yes No
Does your school use a phonics program? Yes 39.1% 14.7%
No 21.5% 24.7%
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on incidental exposure and implicit coverage of skills
as methods of teaching reading (Castles et al., 2018;
Hennessy, 2021; Silverman et al., 2020). For example, text
selection is crucial, as studies demonstrate the place for
challenging texts that support, and are supported by, the
development of background knowledge via a knowledge-
rich curriculum (Cabell & Hwang, 2020; Cervetti &
Wright, 2020; Cervetti et al., 2016; Hwang et al., 2022).

The wvariability of views reflected in these results
stands in contrast to observations made by Louden et al.
(2005), who conducted a large-scale qualitative descriptive
study of classroom practices (N = 33), the results of which
continue to inform policy, practice, and education dis-
course in Australia. They noted that there was little differ-
ence in the practices employed by teachers in the observed
classrooms; teachers judged as more effective, used a
wider range of instructional methods across their lessons,
and used these strategies more often than less effective
teachers. Less effective teachers relied on fewer literacy
activities and used them less often. However, in general
terms, there was no clear difference in the types of strate-
gies being employed by more effective teachers compared
to less effective teachers. There are a number of potential
reasons for the differences observed between the findings
of Louden et al.’s study and the findings of this study. It
is possible that the selected sample of classrooms visited
by Louden et al. may not have been fully representative
of the range of practices existing in Australian elementary
classrooms. Alternatively, the nature of classroom instruc-
tion in Australia may have changed in the 2 decades
between Louden et al.’s study and this study. Teachers’
understanding of what it means to teach reading may also
have changed over the intervening period, with resultant
changes in reported instructional strategies.

The variation in beliefs about effective classroom
practice has implications for the way that classroom
teachers work together in teams and also the way that
teachers can work with allied health professionals such as
SLPs in helping students learn to read. When there is sig-
nificant interdisciplinary variation in beliefs and practice,
it makes it difficult for a school, as an organization, to
present a coherent and consistent set of low-variance
instructional practices over time. It also presents difficul-
ties when working with SLPs, as the evidence-aligned
strategies employed by SLPs may be at odds with the
strategies favored by the student’s teacher.

One concerning finding from our survey was that
the majority of participants did not see preservice training
as the foundation for their knowledge of the teaching of
reading. Early career teachers are expected to be “class-
room ready” to take on the significant responsibility of
teaching children to read. However, our findings suggest

that teachers have had to heavily supplement the advice
and learning they gained from their preservice training to
effectively teach reading in their classrooms. This is far
from an ideal situation, and consideration must be given
to the relevance and utility of current initial teacher edu-
cation programs. There has been recognition of this prob-
lem, and the Australian Institute of Teaching and School
Leadership has recently embarked on a review of Australian
initial teacher education programs (Buckingham &
Meeks, 2019).

Given that over half of the participants indicated
that their practice is based on their own investigations and
experiences, and not from formal educative or coaching
processes, it is not surprising that such a range of beliefs
and pedagogies ensues. There seems to be great variation
in the way that teachers access knowledge about reading
instruction and, therefore, the risk of various and varied
instructional practices being employed is high. One inter-
vention sometimes employed to enable greater consistency
in practice, at both school and system level, is the engage-
ment of a literacy coach. Most states and territories in
Australia have department-based literacy coaches that
work across several schools (e.g., Thelning et al., 2010),
and literacy coaches are also regularly used for instruc-
tional improvement in the Catholic and independent sec-
tors. The literacy coach model has been shown to be effec-
tive (e.g., Basma & Savage, 2018; Matsumura et al., 2010;
Powell et al., 2010) in a variety of circumstances, and so it
was striking that so few participants nominated a literacy
coach as their primary source of knowledge regarding
reading comprehension instruction. Given the significant
investment represented by a sector-based literacy coach,
this finding calls into question the impact they have on
teaching and learning.

Virtually all participants felt that the deliberate
teaching of reading comprehension was important and
that, accordingly, time was set aside for teaching specific
reading strategies in the school day. However, there were
differences in teachers’ perceptions of how reading com-
prehension was best taught. These are most apparent in
methods of text selection for reading and what the focus
of reading instruction should be. Examination of associa-
tions between items in the beliefs section of the survey
indicated that responses tended to be clustered around
two general sets of beliefs: a “student-centered” and a
“content-centered” approach (Rupley & Logan, 1985).
Student-centered beliefs were associated with the use of
leveled texts for both instruction and assessment and were
more likely to reflect a belief that reading could be devel-
oped using lively and engaging texts. Participants who
were content focused were more likely to favor whole-
class instruction, to advocate for teachers selecting more
complex texts and the teaching of associated strategies.
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Broadly, these views are associated with so-called bal-
anced literacy and science of reading approaches, respec-
tively (Castles et al., 2018; Freebody, 2007).

This divergence of beliefs between student- and
content-centered approaches is borne out in the methods
by which teachers reported selecting texts for reading
instruction. Text selection is a key issue in reading instruc-
tion worldwide (Shanahan et al., 2010; Sturtevant et al.,
2006), and our findings suggest that Australian elementary
schools are no different. In some classrooms, student
choice and the use of so-called “authentic texts”' are pri-
oritized by teachers. These teachers work with a range of
different texts in the classroom and use small-group
instruction as a strategy for navigating this complexity.
The primary goal of this approach seems to be the provi-
sion of interesting and “just right” books as a precursor
for reading development, linked to their belief that lively
and rich books chosen by students in their area of interest
enable students to make better progress and stimulate a
love of reading (Davis, 2010; Iaquinta, 2006; Pressley &
Allington, 2014). These may be texts that are leveled for
complexity, genre, and/or subject matter. Reading prog-
ress is then assessed via an ability to answer comprehen-
sion questions related to a text scored at a particular level.
This is a concerning position, given that the use of leveled
readers, such as those produced as part of the Fountas
and Pinnell and Leveled Literacy Intervention programs
(both widely used in Australia), have little independent
empirical support (see discussions by Shanahan, 2014, and
Hanford, 2022). Juxtaposed to this is the view from some
participants that books selected for reading instruction
should be chosen by the teacher for specific purposes (e.g.,
complexity, relatedness to topic study). This difference in
the way that the role of text in the classroom is conceptu-
alized is noteworthy. The focus of instruction in class-
rooms where there has been an intentional choice of text
in order to demonstrate and support a particular point of
teaching is very different to a classroom where the stu-
dents have full choice in text selection. When students in a
classroom are each reading a different text, with different
genres and levels of complexity, it makes it difficult for
teachers to systematically plan for instruction in a single
lesson and over time.

It is worth noting that although the categories of
student- and content-centered approaches were identified
in our results, a sizable percentage of participants had
eclectic beliefs, some of which seem to be self-contradic-
tory. For example, there was a small subset of teachers

19A so-called authentic text is one that is not constructed for the pur-
pose of helping children (or adults) learn to read. There is no arbi-
trary way of classifying a text as “authentic” or, by implication,
“non-authentic,” however.

who advocated explicit instruction of vocabulary and
background knowledge and yet indicated that the main
focus of instruction should be the teaching of comprehen-
sion skills like finding the main idea or practicing inferen-
cing through multiple-choice questions. While some teach-
ing and practice of such skills has value (Such, 2021), allo-
cating significant classroom time in this way redirects the
focus of instructional time away from the explicit teaching
of a knowledge base. This is significant because of the role
of background knowledge in reading comprehension
(Smith et al., 2021). Our findings suggest, therefore, that
some teachers are not operating within a theoretically
coherent reading instruction framework that provides a
lens through which they, and the schools they work for,
can evaluate the effectiveness of their reading approach.

How Literacy Time Is Structured in Schools

Having a sequestered time set aside for reading
instruction is a recognized routine in Australian schools
(Thomas & Thomas, 2022) and internationally (Kurtz
et al., 2020; Victorian Education and Training, 2018).
However, besides the existence of the block itself, there
was little agreement among the survey sample about the
ideal duration of the literacy block or the instructional
practices that it should contain. This is not surprising, as
there is a significant literature describing the variation in
approaches to reading in most English-speaking countries.
Education Week surveys show that the dominant para-
digm in the United States is a so-called student-centered
approach (Kurtz et al., 2020), while England has a variety
of approaches for the teaching of reading (Buddeberg
et al., 2016; Gibb, 2015; Rose, 2006), including those that
could be classified as either student or teacher centered.
This range of views points to a lack of shared understand-
ing about how reading is taught and the ensuing spread of
instructional strategies.

One surprising element of our findings was the dif-
ference between the importance attached to decoding
skills/phonics by participants and the actual amount of
time they reported devoting to decoding instruction. Given
how highly this aspect of teaching was rated, it is notable
that almost 55% of participants indicated that they spent
no time on these skills during the week. Of particular note
was that in Foundation and Year 1, normally the place
where decoding instruction is most prevalent, only 45.8%
of teachers reported spending any time on phonics at all
during the week, and an even smaller subgroup (17%)
reported spending more than 10 min per day. This seems
to contradict claims made by some investigators into the
state of reading instruction in Australia that phonics
instruction is a well-embedded aspect of elementary
instruction (Ewing, 2018a, 2018b; Louden et al., 2005;
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Riddle, 2015). It also runs counter to the recommendations
of the National Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacy
(Rowe, 2005), National Reading Panel (National Institute
of Child Health and Human Development, 2000), and the
Rose Report (Rose, 2006). These three reports, commis-
sioned by their respective national governments, advocate
the use of systematic phonics instruction as part of an effec-
tive early reading program. This recommendation is partic-
ularly prominent in Australia’s National Inquiry into the
Teaching of Literacy, which recommends that “teachers
provide systematic, direct and explicit phonics instruction
so that children master the essential alphabetic code-
breaking skills required for foundational reading profi-
ciency” (Rowe, 2005, p. 14).

Silent reading was a strategy that had little support
(ranked by our participants among the five least valuable
uses of instructional time), yet participants indicated they
frequently employ this approach. This view aligns with a
lack of empirical support for silent reading in improving
reading outcomes given the potential opportunity cost
associated with it (Kim & Quinn, 2013; Reutzel et al.,
2008; Shanahan, 2018b). Despite this, silent reading occu-
pied a significant proportion of class time, with almost
20% of teachers allocating more than an hour a week
(over 40 hr per year) to children engaging in independent
silent reading. It is possible that silent reading has an
attraction for teachers, as it allows the teacher to believe
that students are practicing their reading skills while also
providing some downtime in the classroom. Also of inter-
est is how few participants identified close reading as an
important strategy for reading instruction. This particular
strategy is heavily referenced in the United States Common
Core curriculum (National Governors Association Centre
for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers,
2010); however, reports on its efficacy are mixed (Fisher &
Frey, 2014; Petscher et al., 2020; Welsch et al., 2019).

Role of Commercially Available Schemes and
Programs in Schools

Commercial reading programs are widely used in
the schools featured in this survey, with over three quar-
ters of respondents reporting that their schools use a pro-
gram of some description as part of their reading block.
This is similar to the usage rate of programs in the United
States (Barton & Wilder, 1964; Kretlow & Helf, 2013)
and also to the reported rate of usage in this study. One
possible explanation for the widespread use of commercial
programs is that they help fill knowledge gaps of the
teacher (Campbell et al., 2014). As noted earlier, investi-
gations into teacher knowledge in the areas of decoding
and early reading instruction, both in Australia (Meeks &
Kemp, 2017) and overseas (Lyon, 2003; Lyon & Weiser,

2009; Meeks & Kemp, 2017; Moats, 2009; Podhajski
et al., 2009), show that teachers typically lack the requisite
skills to construct and deliver a well-sequenced and effec-
tive early reading program. The acceptance of commercial
materials in the Australian context may fill the void left by
a lack of teacher knowledge (Stark et al., 2016). This view
is supported by a recent evaluation of the content taught to
preservice teachers as part of their initial teacher education
(Buckingham & Meeks, 2019). These researchers found that
in the majority of cases, the curricula as outlined in publicly
available documents did not cover the breadth of under-
standing required to teach literacy in line with the recom-
mendations of the three national inquiries, had little time
devoted to these concepts, and were often designed and/or
delivered by academics who were not content experts.
Despite the reservations about commercial phonics pro-
grams by Australian education unions and professional
associations (Caro, 2020; Emmitt et al., 2006; Ewing, 2018a;
Honan, 2015), the idea of using programs was generally well
received by participants in this study. Notably, education
academics and teacher union officials who oppose the use of
commercial phonics programs do not seem to object to the
use of commercial leveled reading systems.

A further concerning finding was the frequency with
which participants reported that their schools employed
multiple commercial programs that fulfilled similar,
though not always complementary, functions. Although
the programs’ pedagogical bases and goals may be
broadly similar, each program differs from the others in a
variety of ways. In some cases, these differences could
potentially be discordant, hindering children’s progress in
reading. The use of multiple programs to fulfill similar
purposes in the same school seems an inefficient use of
both professional development time and money. This
overlapping of approaches and potential creation of
redundancy hints at a resourcing or decision-making strat-
egy that may not be coherent within and across schools.
An eclectic approach—where teachers are encouraged to
use a broad range of strategies to teach reading, irrespec-
tive of their congruence as a whole (P. Snow, 2021), is a
hallmark of the balanced literacy approach and seems to
be endemic among the participants in this study. Some
participants indicated that decisions about instructional
practice are left almost entirely to the individual teacher.
Given that some schools were using multiple programs to
achieve similar goals, it is possible that, in certain settings,
individual classrooms, or year level teams in the same
schools, may choose to use different commercial pro-
grams. In contrast, a number of participants reported that
they were directed to use certain programs, or not to use
programs, by senior personnel in the school in which they
were employed. Given that commercial purchases often
involve significant sums of money, and that these funds
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are allocated via the school, there must be some locus of
decision making and resource allocation within schools.
Almost a third of participants who worked in schools that
did not adopt commercial programs indicated that they
believed that such programs had some utility in the class-
room. Taken together, this suggests that there is a signifi-
cant proportion of schools that have mandated programs
in use, about which teachers have mixed views.

Limitations and Future Research

Distribution and completion rates of the survey were
hampered by school closures due to the COVID-19 pan-
demic in 2020. This is likely to have reduced participation
due to competing demands on teacher time. It is also pos-
sible that teachers who completed the survey may have
had stronger views on reading comprehension than the
typical teacher and hence feel more motivated to partici-
pate. The format of some of our items precluded more
fine-grained analysis. For example, the prevalence of par-
ticipants indicating that their school employed multiple
programs for both phonics and reading comprehension
programs precluded our ability to identify whether the
comments on use of commercial programs referred to the
phonics program, the reading program, or both. This item
should be refined by future researchers. Classroom obser-
vation studies of current practice would allow coding of
observed practices against teacher self-reports. In addition,
the sources of teacher learning regarding reading instruc-
tion warrant further examination. In particular, an under-
standing of the locus of decision making about the selec-
tion and use of commercial programs and/or other
approaches may help explain patterns identified in this
study. A further limitation of the study, and a potential
avenue for future research, is the degree to which
responses might vary based on demographic factors.
Although a range of demographic information was col-
lected as part of the survey, this information was not used
to further disaggregate the data based on geographic loca-
tion or years of teaching due to constraints during the
ethics approval process.

School-Based Implications

The findings of this study have several implications
for schools, school systems, and initial teacher education
and education sectors. First, the stark division of teacher
approaches into categories broadly labeled as student and
content centered suggests high variability in the way that
reading comprehension instruction is conceptualized and
implemented by teachers in their classrooms. This division
is exacerbated by professional bodies and government
agencies (including education departments) providing

inconsistent and conflicting views on pedagogical and
practical issues around reading. It is hoped that the intro-
duction of a national body, such as the Australian Educa-
tion Research Organization, can build on the outcomes of
the National Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacy (Rowe,
2005) recommendations and help schools and teachers
develop a consistent and clear set of guidelines to help
them make informed decisions about their practices.
Teachers deserve to have access to a consistent and coher-
ent knowledge base about reading that does not require
collation across data sources and support from state and
federal government agencies that is not characterized by
conflicting or absent advice.

Second, guidance needs to be provided to schools
about ways in which they can best structure their instruc-
tional time to improve reading comprehension. The oppor-
tunity exists for governmental bodies and agencies to
develop suggested structures that schools can implement
within their regular timetables. Finally, schools need to
carefully consider the methods by which they choose com-
mercial materials. Given that many programs are used,
often with similar remits but very different approaches and
alignment with empirical evidence, careful consideration
needs to be given to whether a program should be
employed, for what purpose, and for whom. This decision
making should not be located at the level of the individual
teacher; having such a level of autonomy inevitably pro-
duces a centrifugal effect where resources are diverted in
different directions despite attempting to pursue a similar
goal.

Conclusions

Teaching children to read is one of the fundamental
responsibilities of elementary teachers. As such, a signifi-
cant research base has accrued over the course of 6
decades relating to reading acquisition and the effective-
ness of different teaching strategies. In this study, we
sought to gain an understanding of Australian elementary
teacher beliefs and practices related to reading comprehen-
sion. Our results indicate a considerable range of both
beliefs and practices regarding how students learn to read,
many of which were contradictory and/or at odds with
contemporary empirical evidence. Our findings highlight
gaps between the instructional strategies that are consid-
ered valuable by some elementary teachers and their dem-
onstrated efficacy; in fact, there are practices in use that
have been repeatedly shown in empirical research to be
ineffective or less effective than other practices that have
been ignored, for example, spending inordinate amounts
of time on teaching comprehension skills. Our findings
indicate the need for a more consistent approach to
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teaching reading that is rooted in contemporary evidence,
starting with initial teacher education. Further research
should be conducted to better understand gaps between
the espoused beliefs of teachers and the instructional strat-
egies they report employing.

Data Availability Statement

The data sets generated during and/or analyzed dur-
ing this study are available from the corresponding author
on reasonable request.

References

Afflerbach, P., Hurt, M., & Cho, B.-Y. (2020). Reading compre-
hension strategy instruction. In D. L. Dinsmore, L. K. Fryer,
& M. M. Parkinson (Eds.), Handbook of strategies and strate-
gic processing (pp. 98-118). Routledge.

Allen, L. K., & McNamara, D. S. (2017). Five building blocks
for comprehension strategy instruction. In J. A. Leon & I
Escudero (Eds.), Reading comprehension in educational settings
(Studies in Written Language and Literacy, Vol. 16, pp. 125-144).
John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/swll.16.05all

Archer, A., & Hughes, C. A. (2011). Explicit instruction: Efficient
and effective teaching. Guilford Press.

Aro, M., & Bjorn, P. M. (2016). Preservice and inservice
teachers’ knowledge of language constructs in Finland.
Annals of Dyslexia, 66(1), 111-126. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11881-015-0118-7

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021). Australian schools census
2021. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/schools/
latest-release

Australian Curriculum and Reporting Authority. (2018). Australian
curriculum. https://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au/

Barton, A. H., & Wilder, D. E. (1964). Research and practice in
the teaching of reading: A progress report. In M. B. Miles
(Ed.), Innovation in education (pp. 361-398). Bureau of Publi-
cations, Teachers College, Columbia University.

Basma, B., & Savage, R. (2018). Teacher professional develop-
ment and student literacy growth: A systematic review and
meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 30(2), 457-481.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9416-4

Baumann, J. F., & Heubach, K. M. (1996). Do basal readers de-
skill teachers? A national survey of educators’ use and opinions
of basals. The Elementary School Journal, 96(5), 511-526.
https://doi.org/10.1086/461842

Beauchamp, C., & Thomas, L. (2009). Understanding teacher
identity: An overview of issues in the literature and implica-
tions for teacher education. Cambridge Journal of Education,
39(2), 175-189. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057640902902252

Bereiter, C., & Bird, M. (1985). Use of thinking aloud in identifi-
cation and teaching of reading comprehension strategies. Cog-
nition and Instruction, 2(2), 131-156. https://doi.org/10.1207/
$1532690x¢i10202_2

Brown, L. T., Mohr, K. A., Wilcox, B. R., & Barrett, T. S.
(2017). The effects of dyad reading and text difficulty on
third-graders’ reading achievement. The Journal of Educa-
tional ~Research, 111(5), 541-553. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00220671.2017.1310711

Buchanan, R. (2015). Teacher identity and agency in an era of
accountability. Teachers and Teaching, 21(6), 700-719. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044329

Buchs, C., Filippou, D., Pulfrey, C., & Volpé, Y. (2017). Chal-
lenges for cooperative learning implementation: Reports
from elementary school teachers. Journal of Education for
Teaching, 43(3), 296-306. https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2017.
1321673

Buckingham, J., & Meeks, L. (2019). Short-changed: Preparation to
teach reading in initial teacher education. MultiLit.

Buddeberg, K., Dombey, H., Garbe, C., Grotliischen, A., Hall, K.,
Lafontaine, D., Mallows, D., Shiels, G., Valtin, R., & Baye,
A. (2016). Literacy in England. Country report. Children and
adolescents. European Literacy Policy Network.

Cabell, S. Q., & Hwang, H. (2020). Building content knowledge
to boost comprehension in the primary grades. Reading Research
Quarterly, 55(S1), S99-S107. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.338

Campbell, S., Torr, J., & Cologon, K. (2012). Ants, apples and
the ABCs: The use of commercial phonics programmes in
prior-to-school children’s services. Journal of Early Child-
hood Literacy, 12(4), 367-388. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1468798411417377

Campbell, S., Torr, J., & Cologon, K. (2014). Pre-packaging pre-
school literacy: What drives early childhood teachers to use
commercially produced phonics programs in prior to school
settings. Contemporary Issues in Early Childhood, 15(1), 40—
53. https://doi.org/10.2304/ciec.2014.15.1.40

Canney, G., & Neuenfeldt, C. (1993). Teachers’ preferences for
reading materials. Reading Improvement, 30(4), 238.

Caro, J. (2020, September 14). Jane Caro on the threat of edu-
business. AEUnews. https://news.aeuvic.asn.au/in-depth/jane-
caro-on-the-threat-of-edu-business/

Castles, A., Rastle, K., & Nation, K. (2018). Ending the reading
wars: Reading acquisition from novice to expert. Psychologi-
cal Science in the Public Interest, 19(1), 5-51. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1529100618772271

Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation. (2020). Language,
Learning & Literacy (L3) review. NSW Department of
Education. https://education.nsw.gov.au/about-us/educational-
data/cese/publications/research-reports/language-learning-
literacy-review

Cervetti, G. N., & Wright, T. S. (2020). The role of knowledge
in understanding and learning from text. In E. B. Moje,
P. P. Afflerbach, P. Enciso, & N. K. Lesaux (Eds.), Hand-
book of reading research, volume V (pp. 237-260). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315676302-13

Cervetti, G. N., Wright, T. S., & Hwang, H. (2016). Conceptual
coherence, comprehension, and vocabulary acquisition: A
knowledge effect? Reading and Writing, 29(4), 761-779.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-016-9628-x

Chall, J. S. (1967). Learning to read: The great debate. McGraw
Hill.

Chi, M. T. (1981). Knowledge development and memory perfor-
mance. In M. P. Friedman, J. P. Das, & N. O’Connor (Eds.),
Intelligence and learning (NATO Conference Series, Vol. 14,
pp. 221-229). Springer.

Davis, L. (2010). Toward a lifetime of literacy: The effect of student-
centered and skills-based reading instruction on the experiences
of children. Literacy Teaching and Learning, 15(1-2), 53-79.

de Lemos, M. (2002). Closing the gap between research and prac-
tice: Foundations for the acquisition of literacy. Australian
Council or Educational Research. https:/research.acer.edu.au/
cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=literacy_numeracy_
reviews

902 Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools e Vol. 54 ¢ 888-913 e July 2023

Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Edith Cowan University on 08/16/2023, Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions


https://doi.org/10.1075/swll.16.05all
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-015-0118-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-015-0118-7
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/schools/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/schools/latest-release
https://www.australiancurriculum.edu.au/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-017-9416-4
https://doi.org/10.1086/461842
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057640902902252
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532690xci0202_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532690xci0202_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2017.1310711
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2017.1310711
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044329
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044329
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2017.1321673
https://doi.org/10.1080/02607476.2017.1321673
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.338
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798411417377
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798411417377
https://doi.org/10.2304/ciec.2014.15.1.40
https://news.aeuvic.asn.au/in-depth/jane-caro-on-the-threat-of-edu-business/
https://news.aeuvic.asn.au/in-depth/jane-caro-on-the-threat-of-edu-business/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100618772271
https://doi.org/10.1177/1529100618772271
https://education.nsw.gov.au/about-us/educational-data/cese/publications/research-reports/language-learning-literacy-review
https://education.nsw.gov.au/about-us/educational-data/cese/publications/research-reports/language-learning-literacy-review
https://education.nsw.gov.au/about-us/educational-data/cese/publications/research-reports/language-learning-literacy-review
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315676302-13
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-016-9628-x
https://research.acer.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=literacy_numeracy_reviews
https://research.acer.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=literacy_numeracy_reviews
https://research.acer.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1001&context=literacy_numeracy_reviews

de Lemos, M. (2005). Effective strategies for the teaching of
reading: What works, and why. Australian Journal of
Learning Difficulties, 10(3-4), 11-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/
19404150509546796

Duncan Owens, D. (2010). Commercial reading programmes as
the solution for children living in poverty. Literacy, 44(3),
112-121. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-4369.2010.00548.x

Emmitt, M., Hornsby, D., & Wilson, L. (2006). The place of pho-
nics in learning to read and write. Australian Literacy Educa-
tors’ Association. https://foundationforlearningandliteracy.info/
wp-content/uploads/2020/07/The-Place-of-Phonics-in-Learning-
to-Read-and-Write-Emmitt-Hornsby-Wilson-2013.pdf

Engelmann, S., Hanner, S., & Johnson, G. (1999). Corrective
reading — Series guide. SRA/McGraw Hill.

Ewing, R. (2018a). Exploding some of the myths about learning to
read: A review of research on the role of phonics. NSW Teachers
Federation. https://www.nswtf.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/
06/Exploding-some-of-the-myths-about-learning-to-read. pdf

Ewing, R. (2018b). How children learn to read: Reviewing the evi-
dence. Australian Education Union. https://acunt.org.au/news/
how-children-learn-to-read-reviewing-the-evidence/

Fisher, D., & Frey, N. (2014). Close reading as an intervention
for struggling middle school readers. Journal of Adolescent
& Adult Literacy, 57(5), 367-376. https://doi.org/10.1002/
jaal.266

Ford, M. P., & Opitz, M. F. (2008). A national survey of guided
reading practices: What we can learn from primary teachers.
Literacy Research and Instruction, 47(4), 309-331. https://doi.
org/10.1080/19388070802332895

Fountas, I. C., & Pinnell, G. S. (2011). The continuum of literacy
learning, grades PreK-8. Heinemann.

Fountas, I. C., & Pinnell, G. S. (2012). Guided reading: The
romance and the reality. The Reading Teacher, 66(4), 268—
284. https://doi.org/10.1002/TRTR.01123

Freebody, P. (2007). Literacy education in school: Research per-
spectives from the past, for the future. Australian Council for
Education Research.

Gibb, N. (2015). Reading: The next steps. Supporting higher stan-
dards in schools. UK Department for Education. https://assets.
publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/409409/Reading_the_next_steps.pdf

Gough, P. B., & Tunmer, W. E. (1986). Decoding, reading, and
reading disability. Remedial and Special Education, 7(1), 6-10.
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193258600700104

Hanford, E. (Host). (2022). Sold a story [Audio podcast]. Ameri-
can Public Media. https://www.apmreports.org/episode/2022/
10/20/sold-a-story-e1-the-problem

Heathcote, D., & Herbert, P. (1985). A drama of learning: Man-
tle of the expert. Theory Into Practice, 24(3), 173-180. https://
www.jstor.org/stable/1477037

Hennessy, N. L. (2021). The Reading comprehension blueprint.
Brookes.

Hoffman, J. V., Hikida, M., & Sailors, M. (2020). Contesting sci-
ence that silences: Amplifying equity, agency, and design
research in literacy teacher preparation. Reading Research
Quarterly, 55(S1), S255-S266. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.353

Hogan, A. (2016). NAPLAN and the role of edu-business: New
governance, new privatisations and new partnerships in Australian
education policy. The Australian Educational Researcher, 43(1),
93-110. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-014-0162-z

Holdheide, L. R., & Reschly, D. J. (2008). Teacher preparation to
deliver inclusive services to students with disabilities: TQ con-
nection issue paper. National Comprehensive Center for
Teacher Quality. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED543818

Honan, E. (2015). Preparing Australian teachers to teach literacy.
Hot topic. https://[www.alea.edu.au/public/116/files/Resources/
Public%20Resources/Hot%20Topics/Preparing’020Australian%
20teachers%20to%20teach%20Literacy%20by%20Eileen%
20Honan.pdf

Hoover, W. A., & Gough, P. B. (1990). The simple view of read-
ing. Reading and Writing, 2(2), 127-160. https://doi.org/10.
1007/BF00401799

Hughes, C. A., Morris, J. R., Therrien, W. J., & Benson, S. K.
(2017). Explicit instruction: Historical and contemporary con-
texts. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 32(3), 140—
148. https://doi.org/10.1111/1drp.12142

Hwang, H., Cabell, S. Q., & Joyner, R. E. (2022). Effects of inte-
grated literacy and content-area instruction on vocabulary
and comprehension in the elementary years: A meta-analysis.
Scientific Studies of Reading, 26(3), 223-249. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10888438.2021.1954005

Iaquinta, A. (2006). Guided reading: A research-based response to the
challenges of early reading instruction. Early Childhood Education
Journal, 33(6), 413-418. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-006-0074-2

Kim, J. S. (2008). Research and the reading wars. Phi Delta Kappan,
89(5), 372-375. https://doi.org/10.1177/003172170808900514

Kim, J. S., & Quinn, D. M. (2013). The effects of summer read-
ing on low-income children’s literacy achievement from kin-
dergarten to grade 8. Review of Educational Research, 83(3),
386-431. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313483906

Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., & Clark, R. E. (2006). Why minimal
guidance during instruction does not work: An analysis of the
failure of constructivist, discovery, problem-based, experien-
tial, and inquiry-based teaching. Educational Psychologist,
41(2), 75-86. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1

Kretlow, A. G., & Helf, S. S. (2013). Teacher implementation of
evidence-based practices in tier 1. Teacher Education and
Special Education, 36(3), 167-185. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0888406413489838

Kuhn, D. (2007). Is direct instruction an answer to the right ques-
tion? Educational Psychologist, 42(2), 109-113.

Kurtz, H., Lloyd, S., Harwin, A., Chen, V., & Furuya, Y. (2020).
Early reading instruction: Results of a national survey. Edito-
rial Projects in Education. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED603183

Lemov, D., Driggs, C., & Woolway, E. (2016). Reading reconsid-
ered: A practical guide to rigorous literacy instruction. Wiley.

Louden, W., & Rohl, M. (2006). “Too many theories and not
enough instruction”: Perceptions of preservice teacher prepa-
ration for literacy teaching in Australian schools. Literacy,
40(2), 66-78. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-9345.2006.00440.x

Louden, W., Rohl, M., Barratt Pugh, C., Brown, C., Cairney, T.,
Elderfield, J., House, H., Meiers, M., Rivalland, J., & Rowe, K.
(2005). In teachers’ hands: Effective literacy teaching practices in
the early years of schooling. Edith Cowan University. https://ro.
ecu.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8125&context=ecuworks

Lyon, G. R. (2003). Reading disabilities: Why do some children
have difficulty learning to read? What can be done about it?
Perspectives, 17-19. https://www.wrightslaw.com/info/read.
disability.lyon.pdf

Lyon, G. R., & Weiser, B. (2009). Teacher knowledge, instruc-
tional expertise, and the development of reading proficiency.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 42(5), 475-480. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0022219409338741

Matsumura, L. C., Garnier, H. E., Correnti, R., Junker, B., &
DiPrima Bickel, D. (2010). Investigating the effectiveness of a
comprehensive literacy coaching program in schools with high
teacher mobility. The Elementary School Journal, 111(1), 35—
62. https://doi.org/10.1086/653469

Smith et al.: Elementary Teachers’ Perspectives on Reading 903

Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Edith Cowan University on 08/16/2023, Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions


https://doi.org/10.1080/19404150509546796
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404150509546796
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-4369.2010.00548.x
https://foundationforlearningandliteracy.info/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/The-Place-of-Phonics-in-Learning-to-Read-and-Write-Emmitt-Hornsby-Wilson-2013.pdf
https://foundationforlearningandliteracy.info/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/The-Place-of-Phonics-in-Learning-to-Read-and-Write-Emmitt-Hornsby-Wilson-2013.pdf
https://foundationforlearningandliteracy.info/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/The-Place-of-Phonics-in-Learning-to-Read-and-Write-Emmitt-Hornsby-Wilson-2013.pdf
https://www.nswtf.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/Exploding-some-of-the-myths-about-learning-to-read.pdf
https://www.nswtf.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/Exploding-some-of-the-myths-about-learning-to-read.pdf
https://aeunt.org.au/news/how-children-learn-to-read-reviewing-the-evidence/
https://aeunt.org.au/news/how-children-learn-to-read-reviewing-the-evidence/
https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.266
https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.266
https://doi.org/10.1080/19388070802332895
https://doi.org/10.1080/19388070802332895
https://doi.org/10.1002/TRTR.01123
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/409409/Reading_the_next_steps.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/409409/Reading_the_next_steps.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/409409/Reading_the_next_steps.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193258600700104
https://www.apmreports.org/episode/2022/10/20/sold-a-story-e1-the-problem
https://www.apmreports.org/episode/2022/10/20/sold-a-story-e1-the-problem
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1477037
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1477037
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.353
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-014-0162-z
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED543818
https://www.alea.edu.au/public/116/files/Resources/Public%20Resources/Hot%20Topics/Preparing%20Australian%20teachers%20to%20teach%20Literacy%20by%20Eileen%20Honan.pdf
https://www.alea.edu.au/public/116/files/Resources/Public%20Resources/Hot%20Topics/Preparing%20Australian%20teachers%20to%20teach%20Literacy%20by%20Eileen%20Honan.pdf
https://www.alea.edu.au/public/116/files/Resources/Public%20Resources/Hot%20Topics/Preparing%20Australian%20teachers%20to%20teach%20Literacy%20by%20Eileen%20Honan.pdf
https://www.alea.edu.au/public/116/files/Resources/Public%20Resources/Hot%20Topics/Preparing%20Australian%20teachers%20to%20teach%20Literacy%20by%20Eileen%20Honan.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00401799
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00401799
https://doi.org/10.1111/ldrp.12142
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2021.1954005
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2021.1954005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10643-006-0074-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/003172170808900514
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654313483906
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326985ep4102_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406413489838
https://doi.org/10.1177/0888406413489838
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED603183
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9345.2006.00440.x
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8125&context=ecuworks
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8125&context=ecuworks
https://www.wrightslaw.com/info/read.disability.lyon.pdf
https://www.wrightslaw.com/info/read.disability.lyon.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409338741
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409338741
https://doi.org/10.1086/653469

McKeown, M. G., Beck, I. L., & Blake, R. G. K. (2009).
Rethinking reading comprehension instruction: A compari-
son of instruction for strategies and content approaches.
Reading Research Quarterly, 44(3), 218-253. https://doi.org/
10.1598/rrq.44.3.1

McLean, E. J., Snow, P. C., & Serry, T. A. (2021). Dual-qualified
teachers and speech-language therapists reflect on preparation
and practice in school-based language and literacy. Child Lan-
guage Teaching and Therapy, 37(3), 249-263. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0265659021995543

McNamara, D. S. (2007). Reading comprehension strategies: The-
ories, interventions, and technologies. Psychology Press. https:/
doi.org/10.4324/9780203810033

Meeks, L. J., & Kemp, C. R. (2017). How well prepared are
Australian preservice teachers to teach early reading skills?
Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 42(11), 1-17. https:/
doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2017v42n11.1

Moats, L. C. (2009). Still wanted: Teachers with knowledge of
language. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 42(5), 387-391.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409338735

Moats, L. C. (2013). Teachers not programs [Video]. YouTube.
https://youtu.be/X1CPZfd6X6w

Morgan, A., Wilcox, B. R., & Eldredge, J. L. (2000). Effect of
difficulty levels on second-grade delayed readers using dyad
reading. Journal of Educational Research, 94(2), 113-119.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670009598749

Morgan, J. (2022, March 4). Is a knowledge-rich curriculum really
key to pupil outcomes? Times Newspaper. https:/[www.tes.com/
magazine/teaching-learning/general/knowledge-rich-curriculum-
really-key-pupil-outcomes

National Governors Association Centre for Best Practices & Coun-
cil of Chief State School Officers. (2010). Common Core State
Standards for English language arts and literacy in history/
social studies, science, and technical subjects. https:/leric.ed.
gov/?7q=Nga&pg=7&id=ED522008

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development.
(2000). Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assess-
ment of the scientific research literature on reading and its
implications for reading instruction: Reports of the subgroups.
U.S. Government Printing Office. https://www.nichd.nih.gov/
sites/default/files/publications/pubs/nrp/Documents/report.pdf

National Research Council. (1998). Preventing reading difficulties
in young children. The National Academies Press. https:/nap.
nationalacademies.org/catalog/6023/preventing-reading-difficulties-
in-young-children

NSW Education Standards Authority. (2017). English K-10 syllabus.
https://educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/k-10/learning-
areas/english-year-10

NSW Education Standards Authority. (2021). K-2 English syllabus.
https://curriculum.nsw.edu.au/learning-areas/english/english-k-10

O’Neill, G., & McMahon, T. (2005). Student-centred learning:
What does it mean for students and lecturers. https://eprints.
teachingandlearning.ie/id/eprint/3345/

Pearson, P. D. (2004). The reading wars. Educational Policy,
18(1), 216-252. https://doi.org/10.1177/089590480326004 1

Petscher, Y., Cabell, S. Q., Catts, H. W., Compton, D. L.,
Foorman, B. R., Hart, S. A., Lonigan, C. J., Phillips, B. M.,
Schatschneider, C., Steacy, L. M., Terry N. P., & Wagner,
R. K. (2020). How the science of reading informs 21st-century
education. Reading Research Quarterly, 55(Suppl. 1), S267-
S282. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.352

Pinnell, G. S., & Fountas, 1. C. (2007). The continuum of literacy
learning, grades K-8: Behaviors and understandings to notice,
teach, and support. Heinemann.

Podhajski, B., Mather, N., Nathan, J., & Sammons, J. (2009).
Professional development in scientifically based reading
instruction: Teacher knowledge and reading outcomes. Jour-
nal of Learning Disabilities, 42(5), 403—417. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0022219409338737

Powell, D. R., Diamond, K. E., Burchinal, M. R., & Koehler, M. J.
(2010). Effects of an early literacy professional development inter-
vention on head start teachers and children. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 102(2), 299-312. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017763

Pressley, M., & Allington, R. L. (2014). Reading instruction that
works: The case for balanced teaching. Guilford Press.

Pressley, M., & El-Dinary, P. B. (1997). What we know about
translating comprehension-strategies instruction research into
practice. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 30(5), 486-488.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949703000504

Ransford-Kaldon, C. R., Flynt, E. S., Ross, C. L., Franceschini,
L., Zoblotsky, T., Huang, Y., & Gallagher, B. (2010). Imple-
mentation of effective intervention: An empirical study to evalu-
ate the efficacy of Fountas & Pinnell’s leveled literacy interven-
tion system (LLI). 2009-2010. Center for Research in Educa-
tional Policy (CREP). https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED544374

Rata, E. (2019). Knowledge-rich teaching: A model of curriculum
design coherence. British Educational Research Journal, 45(4),
681-697. https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3520

Rege Colet, N. M. (2017). From content-centred to learning-
centred approaches: Shifting educational paradigm in higher
education. Journal of Educational Administration and History,
49(1), 72-86. https://doi.org/10.1080/00220620.2017.1252737

Reutzel, D. R., Child, A., Jones, C. D., & Clark, S. K. (2014).
Explicit instruction in core reading programs. The Elementary
School Journal, 114(3), 406-430. https://doi.org/10.1086/674420

Reutzel, D. R., Fawson, P. C., & Smith, J. A. (2008). Reconsider-
ing silent sustained reading: An exploratory study of scaf-
folded silent reading. The Journal of Educational Research,
102(1), 37-50. https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.102.1.37-50

Riddle, S. (2015, February 17). A balanced approach is best for teach-
ing kids how to read. The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/
a-balanced-approach-is-best-for-teaching-kids-how-to-read-37457

Rose, J. (2000). Independent review of the teaching of early read-
ing: Final report. Department of Education & Skills. https://
dera.ioe.ac.uk/5551/2/report.pdf

Rosenshine, B. (2012). Principles of instruction: Research-based
strategies that all teachers should know. American Educator,
36(1), 12-39.

Rowe, K. (2005). Effective teaching practices for students with and
without learning difficulties: Issues and implications surrounding
key findings and recommendations from the National Inquiry into
the Teaching of Literacy. Australian Journal of Learning Disabil-
ities, 11(3), 99-115. https://doi.org/10.1080/19404150609546813

Rowe, K., & National Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacy
(Australia). (2005). Teaching reading: Report and recommen-
dations. Department of Education, Science and Training.
https://research.acer.edu.au/tll_misc/5/

Rupley, W. H., & Logan, J. W. (1985). Elementary teachers’ beliefs
about reading and knowledge of reading content: Relationships
to decision about reading outcomes. Reading Psychology,
6(3-4), 145-156. https://doi.org/10.1080/0270271850060303

Sarantakos, S. (2012). Social research. Macmillan International
Higher Education.

Scarborough, H. S., Neuman, S., & Dickinson, D. (2009). Con-
necting early language and literacy to later reading (dis)abilities:
Evidence, theory, and practice. In F. Fletcher-Campbell, J.
Soler, & G. Reid (Eds.), Approaching difficulties in literacy
development: Assessment, pedagogy and programmes, 10, 23-38.

904 Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools e Vol. 54 ¢ 888-913 e July 2023

Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Edith Cowan University on 08/16/2023, Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions


https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.44.3.1
https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.44.3.1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265659021995543
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265659021995543
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203810033
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203810033
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2017v42n11.1
https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2017v42n11.1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409338735
https://youtu.be/X1CPZfd6X6w
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220670009598749
https://www.tes.com/magazine/teaching-learning/general/knowledge-rich-curriculum-really-key-pupil-outcomes
https://www.tes.com/magazine/teaching-learning/general/knowledge-rich-curriculum-really-key-pupil-outcomes
https://www.tes.com/magazine/teaching-learning/general/knowledge-rich-curriculum-really-key-pupil-outcomes
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Nga&pg=7&id=ED522008
https://eric.ed.gov/?q=Nga&pg=7&id=ED522008
https://www.nichd.nih.gov/sites/default/files/publications/pubs/nrp/Documents/report.pdf
https://www.nichd.nih.gov/sites/default/files/publications/pubs/nrp/Documents/report.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/6023/preventing-reading-difficulties-in-young-children
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/6023/preventing-reading-difficulties-in-young-children
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/6023/preventing-reading-difficulties-in-young-children
https://educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/k-10/learning-areas/english-year-10
https://educationstandards.nsw.edu.au/wps/portal/nesa/k-10/learning-areas/english-year-10
https://curriculum.nsw.edu.au/learning-areas/english/english-k-10
https://eprints.teachingandlearning.ie/id/eprint/3345/
https://eprints.teachingandlearning.ie/id/eprint/3345/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904803260041
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.352
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409338737
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409338737
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017763
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949703000504
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED544374
https://doi.org/10.1002/berj.3520
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220620.2017.1252737
https://doi.org/10.1086/674420
https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.102.1.37-50
https://theconversation.com/a-balanced-approach-is-best-for-teaching-kids-how-to-read-37457
https://theconversation.com/a-balanced-approach-is-best-for-teaching-kids-how-to-read-37457
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/5551/2/report.pdf
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/5551/2/report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404150609546813
https://research.acer.edu.au/tll_misc/5/
https://doi.org/10.1080/0270271850060303

Seidenberg, M. (2017). Language at the speed of sight: How we read,
why so many can't, and what can be done about it. Basic Books.

Shanahan, T. (1983). A critique of P. A. Killgallon’s study: A
study of relationships among certain pupil adjustments in read-
ing situations. In L. Gentile, M. L. Kamil, & J. Blanchard
(Eds.), Reading research revisited (pp. 577-582). Merrill.

Shanahan, T. (2014). Should we teach students at their reading
levels? Reading Today, 32(2), 14-15. https://shanahanonliteracy.
com/upload/publications/98/pdf/Shanahan—Should-we-teach-
at-reading-level.pdf

Shanahan, T. (2018a, May 18). Comprehension skills or strate-
gies: Is there a difference and does it matter? Shanahan on Liter-
acy. https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/comprehension-skills-
or-strategies-is-there-a-difference-and-does-it-matter#sthash.
Sg0S9Th8.dpbs

Shanahan, T. (2018b, March 25). How effective is independent
reading in teaching reading? Shanahan on Literacy. https://
shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/how-effective-is-independent-
reading-in-teaching-reading

Shanahan, T. (2020). What constitutes a science of reading
instruction? Reading Research Quarterly, 55(S1), S235-S247.
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.349

Shanahan, T., Callison, K., Carriere, C., Duke, N. K., Pearson,
P. D., Schatschneider, C., & Torgesen, J. (2010). Improving
reading comprehension in kindergarten through 3rd grade: IES
practice guide. NCEE 2010-4038. What Works Clearinghouse.
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED512029.pdf

Silverman, R. D., Johnson, E., Keane, K., & Khanna, S. (2020).
Beyond decoding: A meta-analysis of the effects of language
comprehension interventions on K-5 students’ language and
literacy outcomes. Reading Research Quarterly, 55(S1), S207—
S233. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.346

Smith, R., Snow, P., Serry, T., & Hammond, L. (2021). The role
of background knowledge in reading comprehension: A criti-
cal review. Reading Psychology, 42(3), 214-240. https://doi.
org/10.1080/02702711.2021.1888348

Snow, C. E., & Matthews, T. J. (2018). The role of background
knowledge in reading comprehension: A critical review. The
Future of Children, 42(3), 214-240. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02702711.2021.1888348

Snow, P. (2021). Balanced literacy or systematic reading instruc-
tion? Perspectives on Language, 2020(Spring). http://www.
onlinedigeditions.com/publication/?i=655062&article_id=3634779&
view=articleBrowser

Stark, H. L., Snow, P. C., Eadie, P. A., & Goldfeld, S. R. (2016).
Language and reading instruction in early years’ classrooms:
The knowledge and self-rated ability of Australian teachers.

Annals of Dyslexia, 66(1), 28-54. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-
015-0112-0

Stein, M., Stuen, C., Carnine, D., & Long, R. M. (2001). Text-
book evaluation and adoption. Reading & Writing Quarterly,
17(1), 5-23. https://doi.org/10.1080/105735601455710

Strickland, D. S. (2002). The importance of effective early inter-
vention. In A. E. Farstrup & S. J. Samuels (Eds.), What
research has to say about reading instruction (3rd ed., pp. 69—
86). International Reading Association. https://doi.org/10.1598/
0872071774.4

Sturtevant, E. G., Boyd, F. B., Alvermann, D. E., Brozo, W. G.,
Moore, D. W., & Hinchman, K. A. (2006). Principled practices
for adolescent literacy: A framework for instruction and policy.
Psychology Press.

Such, C. (2021). The art and science of teaching primary reading.
SAGE.

Sweller, J. (2021). Why inquiry-based approaches harm students’
learning (Paper AP24). The Centre for Independent Studies.
https://www.cis.org.au/publication/why-inquiry-based-approaches-
harm-students-learning/

Taconis, R., Ferguson-Hessler, M. G., & Broekkamp, H. (2001).
Teaching science problem solving: An overview of experimen-
tal work. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 38(4), 442—
468. https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.1013

Thelning, K., Phillips, B., Lyon, K., & McDonald, J. (2010). Lit-
eracy partnership coaches: An initiative of the South Austra-
lian Department of Education and Children’s services. Liter-
acy Learning: The Middle Years, 18(2), 39-48.

Thomas, D., & Thomas, A. (2022). Teaching and learning primary
English. Oxford University Press ANZ.

Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority. (2017). English
curriculum  F-10. https://victoriancurriculum.vcaa.vic.edu.au/
english/english/curriculum/f-10

Victorian Education and Training. (2018). Literacy and English.
https://www.education.vic.gov.au/school/teachers/teachingresources/
discipline/english/Pages/default.aspx

Watson, R., & Wildy, H. (2014). Pedagogical practice of early
childhood teachers: Explicit enhancement of students’ literacy.
Australasian Journal of Early Childhood, 39(2), 82-90. https://
doi.org/10.1177/183693911403900211

Welsch, J. G., Powell, J. J., & Robnolt, V. J. (2019). Getting to
the core of close reading: What do we really know and what
remains to be seen? Reading Psychology, 40(1), 95-116.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2019.1571544

Willingham, D. T. (2009). Three problems in the marriage of neu-
roscience and education. Cortex, 45(4), 544-545. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cortex.2008.05.009

Smith et al.: Elementary Teachers’ Perspectives on Reading 905

Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Edith Cowan University on 08/16/2023, Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions


https://shanahanonliteracy.com/upload/publications/98/pdf/Shanahan---Should-we-teach-at-reading-level.pdf
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/upload/publications/98/pdf/Shanahan---Should-we-teach-at-reading-level.pdf
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/upload/publications/98/pdf/Shanahan---Should-we-teach-at-reading-level.pdf
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/comprehension-skills-or-strategies-is-there-a-difference-and-does-it-matter#sthash.Sg0S9Th8.dpbs
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/comprehension-skills-or-strategies-is-there-a-difference-and-does-it-matter#sthash.Sg0S9Th8.dpbs
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/comprehension-skills-or-strategies-is-there-a-difference-and-does-it-matter#sthash.Sg0S9Th8.dpbs
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/how-effective-is-independent-reading-in-teaching-reading
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/how-effective-is-independent-reading-in-teaching-reading
https://shanahanonliteracy.com/blog/how-effective-is-independent-reading-in-teaching-reading
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.349
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED512029.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.346
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2021.1888348
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2021.1888348
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2021.1888348
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2021.1888348
http://www.onlinedigeditions.com/publication/?i=655062&article_id=3634779&view=articleBrowser
http://www.onlinedigeditions.com/publication/?i=655062&article_id=3634779&view=articleBrowser
http://www.onlinedigeditions.com/publication/?i=655062&article_id=3634779&view=articleBrowser
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-015-0112-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-015-0112-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/105735601455710
https://doi.org/10.1598/0872071774.4
https://doi.org/10.1598/0872071774.4
https://www.cis.org.au/publication/why-inquiry-based-approaches-harm-students-learning/
https://www.cis.org.au/publication/why-inquiry-based-approaches-harm-students-learning/
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.1013
https://victoriancurriculum.vcaa.vic.edu.au/english/english/curriculum/f-10
https://victoriancurriculum.vcaa.vic.edu.au/english/english/curriculum/f-10
https://www.education.vic.gov.au/school/teachers/teachingresources/discipline/english/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.education.vic.gov.au/school/teachers/teachingresources/discipline/english/Pages/default.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1177/183693911403900211
https://doi.org/10.1177/183693911403900211
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2019.1571544
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2008.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2008.05.009

Appendix (p. 1 of 8)
Survey Tool

Primary teachers’ perspectives about teaching reading comprehension

Thank you for taking the time to complete this anonymous survey. lts purpose is to investigate your perspectives regard-
ing reading comprehension and identify the methods you use to teach your students to understand what they read. For the
purposes of this survey, please assume that students referred to in questions are reading at an age-appropriate level and
rate, and are able to decode individual words.

Please respond in line with your current thoughts and practices around reading comprehension. Most questions ask you
to choose one option from a selection. However, for some questions you may select all options that apply. For some ques-
tions, you are also invited to provide a written response.

Part I: Reading comprehension

1. For each of the following items, please indicate your level of agreement with the statement (Strongly Agree; Agree;
Neutral; Disagree; Strongly Disagree; Undecided). If you cannot decide upon a response to a particular item after
30 seconds please select Undecided and go on to the next item.

Monitoring Reading Progress

° Teachers need to regularly monitor students’ progress with reading comprehension.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

° Student progress in reading comprehension should be monitored primarily through levelled texts.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

° Students’ progress in reading should be determined primarily by assessing their comprehension of complex texts.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

° An important indicator of reading comprehension growth is how often students voluntarily use reading in their daily life.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

° A quality assessment should identify individual reading skills (inferencing, finding main idea, connecting to text, etc.) to
ensure gaps can be specifically targeted.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

° Noting how many comprehension strategies (i.e., critiquing, inferring, analysing and predicting) children have learnt is
an effective way to determine student reading success.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided
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Survey Tool

Teaching reading

Teachers should directly teach the basic skills of reading comprehension (inferencing, finding main idea, connecting to text, etc.).
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading comprehension is best developed by placing students in reading groups based on the comprehension strate-
gies (inferencing, finding main idea, connecting to text, etc.) they are working on.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Teaching vocabulary and background knowledge should be a priority use of classroom time.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading comprehension can be taught mainly using whole-class (Tier 1) instruction.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Guided reading sessions using levelled texts should be a priority use of classroom time.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Students attempting texts that are difficult for them to read can prevent them from making progress.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

All students should use the same texts during classroom reading instruction.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

During reading, most new vocabulary can be understood by the student using the context and syntax of surrounding text.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

The most appropriate texts for teaching reading comprehension are narrative texts (story books).
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Purposeful, real-life projects and activities which call for the use of reading using levelled texts should be a priority use
of classroom time.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Commercially-produced materials can be useful for teaching reading comprehension.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Comprehension instruction is not as important in reading as providing children with stimulating, interesting materials to read.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Teaching reading comprehension strategies (i.e., critiquing, inferencing, analysing and predicting) should be a priority
use of classroom time.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Asking questions about a story being read by a child is an important technique for improving reading comprehension.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

The teacher’s role in reading instruction is to assign students to appropriate texts and direct them as they complete
comprehension questions and other tasks associated with the texts.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Children should be allowed to choose the stories and books they want to read during reading instruction.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading comprehension is not difficult for most children to leamn if they are provided with lively and stimulating material to read.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Vocabulary and background knowledge instruction are critical components in reading comprehension instruction.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading comprehension is best taught by allowing students access to difficult texts and supporting the students to
understand them.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

It is difficult to understand a text if you do not have background knowledge on the topic of the text.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading comprehension is best taught by providing “just right” books.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided
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Survey Tool

Purpose of primary school reading instruction

Primary school reading instruction should emphasise decoding skills as a precursor to comprehension.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Primary school reading instruction should focus heavily on comprehension, even at the beginning stages of reading.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Primary school reading instruction should emphasise the higher-level comprehension skills (inferencing, finding main
idea, connecting to text, etc.) required of children when reading good children’s literature.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Too much emphasis is being placed on comprehension strategies (inferencing, finding main idea, connecting to text,
etc.) in primary school reading instruction today.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Grouping students for instructional purposes

908

An important criterion for grouping students is the levelled reader each child is able to read.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading groups should be formed as the need for them arises and should be disbanded when the need has been met.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading groups should be based on the students’ interests.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided

Reading groups are necessary for teaching reading comprehension.
Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree Undecided
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Survey Tool

Part II: Reading comprehension strategies

1.

Do you have a reading block set aside for each day?

Yes

No Not sure

O O

1a.

In your opinion, how effective is the current arrangement of reading time at your school?

Approximately how much time do you spend teaching reading each day?
0-30 min

31-60 min
61-90 min
More than 90 min

Rank each of the following instructional approaches in terms of their importance in developing comprehension
skills from 1 to 11, with 1 being most important.
Decoding skills

Use of levelled readers

Literature Circles

Close Reading

Teaching students about background knowledge

Vocabulary instruction

Teaching comprehension strategies

Regular silent reading time

Reading conferences (small group guided reading)

Whole class reading instruction, including modelling and think-alouds
Students independently reading texts followed by comprehension questions

Please estimate how much time you would spend on each of the instructional strategies in a typical week.
I think I will have the following ranges: None; 1-30 min; 31-60 min; 61-90 min; more than 90 min.
Decoding skills

Use of levelled readers

Literature Circles

Close Reading

Teaching students background knowledge

Vocabulary instruction

Teaching comprehension strategies

Silent reading time

Reading conferences (small group guided reading)

Whole class reading instruction, including modelling and think-alouds

Students independently reading texts followed by comprehension questions
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Appendix (p. 5 of 8)

Survey Tool
5. In your view, can commercial reading programs be used to improve children’s reading comprehension?
Yes No Not sure
| ] |
5a. Comments:
6. Does your school use a commercial reading program?
Yes No Not sure
] ] ]
7. If so, which program/s does your school use (check all that apply)?
CAFE Reading program
CARS/STARS
Corrective Reading
CORI

Doorway to Practical Literacy
Fountas and Pinnell

HMH Journeys

HMH into Reading

InitiaLit

Levelled Literacy Intervention
Little Learners Love Literacy
ReadWriteThink

Reading to Learn

Reading Eggs

Reading Workshop

Sound Waves

Sounds Write

THRASS

Units of Study for Teaching Reading series
Other (please specify)
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Appendix (p. 6 of 8)

Survey Tool

Part Ill: About You

1. Are you currently employed as a primary (F/Prep to Year 6) teacher in an Australian school?
Yes No
O O

If answered NO, then they will be prompted to answer the following question:

1a.

2.
¢}

o

What has been your role (current and/or past) in helping children to read?

Are you currently a:

Mainstream / generalist teacher

Specialist teacher (please specify):

3. Is the school you currently work in:

o O O O

Government
Catholic
Independent

Other (please specific)

4. Which Australian state or territory do you currently work in?

o 0 0 0O 0O O O O

o O O O
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Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia

Victoria

Tasmania

Western Australia

Is the location of your school:

Metropolitan / Urban

Regional / Rural

If unsure, please state your suburb or postcode:

Prefer not to say
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Appendix (p. 7 of 8)

Survey Tool

For question 6, please only complete those areas relevant to your own educational history. Skip subheadings that do
not apply to you.

6. Please specify your teaching qualification in education / primary teaching: Undergraduate:
Bachelor of Education (Early Childhood and Primary)

Bachelor of Education (Early Years)
Bachelor of Education (Primary)

Bachelor of Education (Primary and Secondary P-10)

o O O O O

Bachelor of Early Childhood and Primary Education
o) Other (not listed):

Other:
o Diploma of Education

@) Graduate Diploma of Education
o Other (not listed):

Postgraduate:
Master of Teaching (Early Years)

Master of Teaching (Primary and Early Childhood)

Master of Teaching (Primary and Secondary)

o O O

(
(
Master of Teaching (Primary)
(
(

Master of Teaching (Special Education)
o Other (not listed):

Double Degree:
Please Specify:

7. Do you have any other tertiary qualification/s?
o) No

o) Yes (please specify):

8. How many years ago did you gain your initial teaching qualification?
0-2 years

3-5 years
6—-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years

o 0O O O O O

More than 20 years

9. Which grade / year level are you teaching this year?
Prep / Foundation / Reception

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6

c 0 0 0O 0O O O O

Older year level
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Appendix (p. 8 of 8)
Survey Tool

10. For how many years (in total) have you been teaching primary school children?
1-2 years

3-5 years
6—10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years

o 0O O O O O

More than 20 years

11. Where did you learn most of what you know about reading instruction?
My pre-service education

Literacy coaches in my sector

My personal experiences with students in the classroom
My school-provided curriculum or program

My own research

Professional development/coaches in my sector

Social media

Other (please specify)

12. Do you have any further comments you would like to add?
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