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The reading achievement gap is one of the most challenging and persistent problems that educators confront today. 

One vital area of concern is the learning of new vocabulary. It has been widely recognised that children with limited 

vocabularies find reading difficult, avoid reading, and learn fewer words in context. Many children with poor 

vocabularies will fall further behind their more able peers and develop more complex reading problems over time.  

 

It has been widely recognised that there is a close relationship between the development of vocabulary and reading 

comprehension. A reader’s ability to activate background knowledge to connect with information in working memory 

while decoding read text is crucial for the learning of new vocabulary. It would appear that students with 

comprehension difficulties are not deficient in general knowledge but they fail to use gap filling inferences and are 

not sure when and how to apply their prior knowledge to new word meanings in read text. The encoding of lexical 

elements requires children to attend to word forms as well as the semantic features in context. It includes contextual 

word-learning strategies and more intentional feature analysis. Visualisation strategies can help overcome working 

memory constraints and link more information to new word learning. When visual instructional techniques are 

applied in a multiple strategy reading program, such as KWL, they can improve children’s vocabulary development 

and comprehension performance. 

 

Effective vocabulary instruction takes place in a language rich environment that encourages word consciousness 

and active learning. It includes intentional teaching of new words in context with opportunities for word choice, 

repeated exposures, use and practice. Independence and active student engagement in learning is a characteristic of 

competent readers and an outcome of good instruction. Feedback is an important scaffolding technique but, to be 

effective, feedback needs to be specific and appropriate for the student’s needs so that children can develop the 

ability to learn new words independently.  

 

Introduction  

Oral vocabulary is fundamental to a child’s reading, academic development, and progress through school 

(Blachowicz, Fisher, Ogle, & Watts-Taffe, 2006; Rickets, Nation, & Bishop, 2007). However, not all children 

entering formal schooling have the same level of oral vocabulary development. It has been estimated that the size of 

a child’s receptive vocabulary at school entry can be somewhere between 5,000 to 10,000 words (Blachowicz et al., 

2006). Children with poorer vocabularies may have up to 4,000 fewer words than children starting school from 

homes where parents interact and provide enriched language experiences (Apthorp, 2006; Biemiller, 2003). Children 

starting school with more than adequate vocabularies generally find reading easy, read more widely, and make better 

academic progress in school (Juel, 1988). As a consequence, such children tend to read longer and more varied texts 

and encounter new vocabulary as a result (Apthorp, 2006). Generally, good readers have a tendency to derive 

meanings for unknown words from the context as they read. As they encounter new words they are assimilated 

within the readers’ existing knowledge structures allowing for further vocabulary growth (Neal & Kelly, 2002; 

Swanborn & de Glopper, 2002; Worthy, Patterson, Salas, Prater, & Turner, 2002). Conversely, children with limited 

vocabularies avoid reading and slip further behind. They generally find reading more difficult and learn fewer words 

in context. As a result, the gap between those who read more and have higher vocabularies increases in relation to 

their less skilled peers (Stanovich, 1986). 

 

Quality of word representations 

Perfetti (2007) maintained that vocabulary development is affected by the quality of children’s word representations 

in memory and how efficiently they have been encoded. According to the Simple View of Reading, word reading 

ability and listening comprehension account for nearly all of the variance in reading comprehension (Gough & 

Tunmer, 1986). A number of researchers have also noted that word identification skills are much more dominant in 
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younger readers, whereas, the relationship between language comprehension and reading comprehension skills were 

more critical in older readers (Rickets, Nation, & Bishop, 2007; Vellutino, Tunmer, Jaccard, & Chen, 2007). Some 

readers, who experience difficulties, are more affected by the orthographic and phonological constituents of word 

representations. For example, phonological deficits are a major factor in the word reading ability problems faced by 

children with dyslexia (Stanovich, 1988). Such children, generally, have difficulty retrieving phonological 

representations of words and naming speed problems that affects ongoing reading performance (Wolf & Bowers, 

2000). This combination makes reading less automatic resulting in more serious reading difficulties with accuracy 

and fluency. This difficulty may lead to further problems in retrieving background knowledge  from long-term 

memory, which inhibits vocabulary acquisition (Reid Lyon, 2003; Savage, Lavers, & Pillay, 2005).  

 

Other readers, experiencing difficulties, may be more affected by semantic and contextual qualities of word 

representations. For example, poor comprehenders have a particular difficulty using context to elicit semantic 

elements (Baylis, Jarrold, Baddeley, & Leigh, 2005; Snowling & Frith, 1986). Generally, poor comprehenders have 

good word decoding ability but have significant difficulty with both listening and reading comprehension. Exposure 

to high volumes of reading may not facilitate the acquisition of new vocabulary because such children do not focus 

on word meaning and have difficulty at incorporating general knowledge to fill in missing information necessary for 

learning new vocabulary (Cain & Oakhill, 1999; Leach, Scarborough, & Rescorla, 2003; Nation, Clarke, & 

Snowling, 2002). To compensate they often try and rely on their limited linguistic knowledge to fill in the decoding 

gaps as they read. However, there does come a time when such compensatory strategies can no longer adequately 

cope with the increasing complexity of the written language experienced beyond Year 4 (Fielding-Barnsley, Hay, & 

Asherman, 2005; Nation & Norbury, 2005). At this level the written language generally becomes much more 

complex and there is more emphasis on comprehension. In particular, the inability of these children to use inferential 

and contextual strategies to acquire meaning impedes their acquisition of new vocabulary and contributes to a 

widening gap between themselves and their more skilled peers (Bowyer-Crane & Snowling, 2005). 

 

Capacity and inference 

Generally, when children make inferences about information in read text it activates their own background 

knowledge and enhances the transformation of new information into the child’s existing knowledge structures 

(Taylor, 1992). Skilled readers often do this automatically, and in so doing, are more likely to use relevant 

background knowledge to make sense of information implicit within the text. Such inferential processing is 

important for vocabulary acquisition as it enhances a child’s understanding and memory for the new text information 

(Pearson & Johnson, 1978; Snow, 2002). In situations where children have either decoding difficulties or poor 

language based comprehension difficulties they tend to use automatic processes less and apply more conscious effort 

while reading. Normally, automatic processes free up working memory resources (LaBerg & Samuels, 1974), 

however, working memory has a limited capacity and processing efficiency is affected by the increased cognitive 

task loads (Achibald & Gathercole, 2007; Daneman & Carpenter, 1980; Just & Carpenter, 1992).  

 

Less able readers also tend to include extraneous read text information, which further inhibits their ability to make 

appropriate inferences (Baylis, Jarrold, Baddeley, & Leigh, 2005; Kendeou & van den Broek, 2005; Swanson, 

Ashbaker, & Lee, 1996). The ability to inhibit irrelevant information and to efficiently allocate cognitive resources is 

linked to selective attention. Selective attention is goal directed and requires both the monitoring and encoding of 

incoming information for relevance to the reader’s learning goals. Thus, the ability to make appropriate inferences is 

a crucial component in learning the meaning, encoding and storing new words (Blachowicz, Fisher, & Ogle, 2006). 

Yuill and OakHill (1991) maintained that less able comprehenders generally have the capability of making 

inferences but need to be encouraged to use their inferential skills when reading . 

 

Multiple strategy programs 

In more recent times, there has been a greater interest in multiple strategy instruction and cooperative learning for 

students’ comprehension development (National Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002; Snow, 2002).  For example, 
Apthorp (2006) had positive results with third-grade children using a multi-strategy vocabulary intervention program 

that incorporated introducing vocabulary through rich literature, explicit vocabulary instruction, oral instruction, 

personalisation, active engagement, multiple reading opportunities with ample practice, and links to reading 

comprehension. Dole, Sloan, Trathen (1995) found similar results with high school students with vocabulary 

instruction by using a framework that included the declarative, procedural, and conditional dimensions of learning. A 
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study conducted by Lubliner and Smetana (2005) examined the effects of a multifaceted, metacognitive vocabulary 

intervention on the reading comprehension and vocabulary achievement of low-performing fifth-grade children. The 

intervention was designed to facilitate encoding of student-selected words, mastery of clarifying strategies, and 

executive control of strategies that maximise word-learning proficiency. Strong gains in vocabulary, reading 

comprehension, and increased metacognitive skills were documented following the 12-week multiple strategy 

vocabulary intervention.  

 

Frameworks 

One of the important benefits in using multiple strategy frameworks is that readers are able to use strategies routinely 

while they are reading (Szabo, 2006). For example, the KWL (Know-Want-Learn) strategy (Ogle, 1986) is a 

multiple strategy framework that develops children’s engagement and comprehension of read text. The framework 

develops students’ interest by helping them to brainstorm ideas and form inferences by activating background 

knowledge and setting learning goals. It also enables them to determine what they want to learn and to design their 

own questions. It provides the students with opportunities to elaborate on ideas and to monitor their understanding. 

Later, Szabo (2006) developed a variation of the KWL strategy to incorporate a more vocabulary focus known as the 

KWHHL (Know – Want - Head words - Heart words - Learn) strategy. The strategy was originally modified for year 

eight students because it was apparent that those students were having difficulty with content vocabulary. The first 

‘H’ represented attention to head or hard words (new words) that the children encountered while reading. The second 

‘H’ related to heart or feeling words that represented emotional content. In particular, the KWHHL framework was 

designed to activate comprehension and vocabulary strategies before, during and after reading (Table 1.) (Paris & 

Paris, 2003; Pressley, 1998). 

 

Table 1 

Comparison of the KWL and KWHHL frameworks 

 KWL KWHHL 

Before K  - What I know 

W - What I want to know 

K  - What I know 

W - What I want to know 

During  H -  What are the hard words? 

H -  What are the heart words? 

After L – What I learned L – What I learned 

 

Traditionally, the teaching of reading comprehension has relied mainly on verbal processes while visual imaginal 

processes have seldom been used in classrooms. While some students with learning problems experience difficulties 

in organising and recalling verbal information they may perform nonverbal tasks successfully and may benefit from 

mental imagery instruction (Kim, Vaughn, Wanzek, & Wei, 2004). It has been demonstrated that focused questions 

can activate students’ background knowledge by generating images, illustrations, analogies, metaphors, and 

summary sentences. Furthermore, Gambrell, Kapinus and Wilson (1987) argued that the activation of mental 

imagery also enhances comprehension by focusing attention, making inferences, organising and remembering text 

information by integrating information across text. It has been demonstrated that by having students discuss and 

generate visual images before, during, or after reading, vocabulary and comprehension outcomes improved (Block, 

2004; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Pressley, 2002). The implication of this is that instruction programs need to consider 

the inclusion of memory enhancing strategies such as visualisation to facilitate children’s comprehension processing 

(Woolley & Hay, 2004). 

 

Dual Coding Theory (Pavio, 1991) assumes that all cognition is composed of the activity of two mental codes: a 

verbal code that uses language and a non-verbal code that uses mental imagery to code objects and events (Sadoski, 

Goetz, & Rodriguez, 2000). This view is consistent with the Baddeley (2000) working memory model. The binding 

of verbal with mental imagery components in working memory has the potential to free up capacity restraints by 

utilising both visual and verbal systems to enhance the acquisition of vocabulary and reading comprehension (Block, 

2004; Cole, 2003; Woolley & Hay, 2004). Sadoski et al. (2000) found that readers that engaged in the visual imagery 

strategy outperformed readers who did not receive the instruction. Sadoski and his colleagues argued that 

visualization freed up working memory capacity and helped readers focus their attention on developing the quality of 

their mental representations. Romeo (2002) demonstrated that the text comprehension of less able readers could be 
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enhanced by having trained tutors read aloud texts that were high in imagery related to text content.  At relevant 

stages during the reading Romeo had the tutor stop and ask the child to visualise the story events and then share 

his/her images with the tutor. Romeo found that the children eventually imaged the text during reading, without 

prompting. Other researchers have also attested to the efficacy of using trained tutors to improve reading in general 

(Woolley & Hay, 2006). Furthermore, when visualisation strategies are modelled, practised and discussed within the 

context of a guided reading lesson, visual mental imagery promotes students’ motivation to interact with and 

understand read text information (Block, 2004; Pavio, 1991; Pressley, 2002; Whitehead, 2002). 

 

Semantic mapping for vocabulary learning is another visual approach that has been supported by research in a 

variety of classroom settings and can be included the KWL strategy framework (Table 2.). The research in this area 

suggests that having students make semantic connections among words, and verbalising or explaining those 

connections, enhances learning the meanings of the targeted words (Blachowicz, Fisher, & Ogle, 2006). Nesbit & 

Adesope, (2006) posited that concept maps have the benefit of lowering cognitive load and adding new cognitive 

associations to those already linked with previously encountered concepts. Furthermore, they reasoned that it enables 

a more efficient visual search than text passages and possibly a more efficient search of long-term memory. It was 

also suggested that the strategic placement of nodes on the map may reduce cognitive load and induce the deeper 

processing of meaning by minimising the visual or memory search required to distinguish or associate similar 

concepts. Boulware-Gooden, Carreker, Thornhill, and Joshi (2007) also had positive results when synonyms, 

antonyms, and other related words were included with the new vocabulary. Distinctive shapes and colours can also 

be used for nodes to represent different types of concepts. It should also be noted that the more connections an 

element has, the more often and faster it may be remembered (Rapp, van den Broek, McMaster, Kendeou, & Espin, 

2007). When used in a collaborative group setting concept maps can enable children to articulate their ideas and can 

help to elaborate on meaning through discussion (van Boxtel, van der Linden, Roelofs, & Erkens, 2002). 

 

Table 3 

Comparison of the KWL, KWHHL, KWOL, Self-regulation (Zimmerman, 2000) frameworks 

 KWL KWHHL KWOL 

(A developing framework – Woolley) 

Before K W KW K – (inclusion of visualisation strategies such as menal imagery and 

semantic mapping) 

W  

During  HH O – Orientation (discussing, clarifying, elaboration,  inclusion of 

visualisation strategies such as menal imagery and semantic 

mapping) 

After L L L – (inclusion of visualisation strategies such as menal imagery and 

semantic mapping) 

 

Flexibility, word awareness and metacognition   

What is needed is an intervention framework that will enable flexible procedures to be put into place. Such a 

framework should provide a cohesive structure but also provide enough flexibility to enable children to set reading 

goals, monitor their own progress by making informed choices, and to reflect on the adequacy of their learning (see 

Table 3.) (Zimmerman, 2002). However, unskilled readers tend not to set adequate learning goals, monitor their own 

understanding and do not know how or when to use fix-up strategies to regain meaning when it is lost (Savage et al., 

2007; Zimmerman, 2002).  

 

It has been shown that children can be more cognitively engaged when they are taught to use metacognitive skills 

such as asking themselves appropriate questions and monitoring their own responses for understanding (Guthrie 

Wigfield, Barbosa, Perencevich, et al., 2004). The use of metacognitive strategies, such as these, can help students to 

“think about their thinking” before, during, and after they read (Boulware-Gooden, Carreker, Thornhill, & Joshi, 

2007). One way to foster this type of learning engagement is to encourage students to compose and answer their own 

questions to clarify understandings and develop deeper meaning through a more elaborative discussion (Palincsar & 

Brown, 1984).  
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There is extensive research that confirms the effectiveness of teaching children to monitor meaning and to implement 

cognitive strategies as a means of improving reading comprehension (Lubliner & Smetana, 2005). In particular, the 

active monitoring of word understanding is an essential metacognitive step in the construction of meaning (Guthrie 

et al. 2004; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Lubliner & Smetana, 2005). Teaching children to apply metacognitive 

skills to vocabulary acquisition is likely to strengthen both vocabulary development and reading comprehension 

(Blacowicz, et al., 2006). Blachowicz, Fisher, and Ogle (2006) maintained that learners should be encouraged to be 

actively involved in the generation of word meanings rather than as passive receptors of information. Such active 

student engagement in learning is a feature of good instruction and a characteristic of skilled readers. In addition to 

providing multiple sources of information, repeated exposure is an important component of word learning because it 

provides more opportunities for practice. Furthermore, the researchers observed that when students were allowed to 

choose their own words for vocabulary and spelling instruction, they were able to develop more effective and longer-

lasting word learning. 

  

Table 3 

Comparison of the KWL,  KWHHL and KWOL frameworks 

 KWL KWHHL KWOL 

 

Self-regulation (Zimmerman, 2002) 

Before K W KW KW Goal setting 

During  HH O - Orientation Monitoring and selecting  

After L L L Reflection on meaning 

 

 

Words in context 

There is evidence to suggest that effective instruction can make a difference in achievement for students, including 

those most at-risk (McDonald Connor, Morris, & Underwood, 2007; Pressley, 2002). Furthermore, there is general 

agreement that children with reading difficulties need systematic, direct instruction, particularly when coupled with 

explicit strategy instruction (Alfassi, 2004; Vellutino et al., 2004; Woolley, 2007). The more explicit the strategy and 

self-regulatory instruction, the higher the likelihood that they will make significant gains in reading comprehension 

(Manset-Williamson & Nelson, 2005). The danger is that children may become too reliant on direct instruction and 

scaffolding. Therefore, it is important that teacher support is gradually reduced as the children gain more confidence 

and control of their vocabulary learning (Duke & Pearson, 2002). What is needed is for children to be shown how 

and when to use word learning strategies in flexible ways in a variety of settings (Cartwright, 2006; Gersten, Fuchs, 

Williams, & Baker, 2001). Hence, the progression from teacher direction to student self-regulation is essential for the 

development of reading engagement and deeper word learning  (Gambrell et al., 1987; Woolley, 2006). Critical 

elements of the reading instruction program for learners at risk involve systematic and structured vocabulary 

instruction, opportunities to read and to experience frequent success, adequate feedback, practice, and frequent 

monitoring (Pressely, 2002; Snow, 2000). 

 

The role of focused dialogue in activating background knowledge and developing mental visual imagery should be 

considered as a method to enhance inference making (Gambrell, Kapinus & Wilson, 1987; Pressley, 2002). Teachers 

can use focused dialogue to create a learning environment in which students develop self-regulation and error 

detection skills (Hattie & Timperly, 2008). Feedback can be provided through dialogue to give specific information 

that fills the gap between what is understood and what is to be known (Hattie & Timperly, 2008; Shute, 2008). 

Feedback can assist less able readers because they are not always aware of the knowledge base they bring to the 

reading situation and may need appropriate feedback to help focus their attention (Pearson & Johnson, 1978). Such 

feedback should be non-evaluative, supportive, timely, and very specific (Shute, 2008). Specific feedback can 

encourage students to take ownership of the strategies they use and to help them set new goals. To be effective, 

feedback should focus on the learning process rather than on the learning task product (Bandura, 1999; Coleman & 

Bornholt, 2003; Hareli & Weiner, 2002). What is certain is that learners are more likely to seek and receive feedback 

when they share a commitment to attaining a shared learning goal (Hattie & Timperly, 2008).  
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Summary 

Children with limited vocabularies generally find reading difficult, avoid reading, and learn fewer words in context. 

Effective vocabulary instruction should provide both definitional and contextual information about the meaning of 

new words. Vocabulary development in children with reading difficulties is affected by the quality of word 

representations and how efficiently they are processed in working memory. Working memory efficiency can be 

enhanced using both verbal and visual strategies. It should take place in an environment that encourages interest in 

words. It should include deliberate teaching of selected words, providing various types of information about each 

new word as well as repeated exposure, use, and practice. It should also involve teaching children active word-

learning strategies in ways that give students the capacity to learn new words without assistance and offers multiple 

exposures to meaningful information about words and related words. Involving students in multiple strategy 

programs that utilise discussions before, during, and after reading or listening to a book has been found to enhance 

vocabulary development, especially when teachers scaffold learning by using visual mapping strategies, asking 

strategic questions, and elaborating meanings through focused dialogue. For vocabulary and comprehension 

improvement to effectively take place, children with reading difficulties need to develop metacognitive strategies to 

monitor and regulate their own learning. Appropriate process feedback can encourage students to more effectively 

engage with learning and develop self-regulation strategies. 

 

References 

Achibald, L. M. D., & Gathercole, S. E. (2007). The complexities of complex memory span: Storage and processing 

deficits in specific language imparement. Journal of Memory and Language, 57 , 177-194. 

Apthorp, H. S. (2006). Effects of a supplemental vocabulary program in third-grade reading/language arts. Journal of  

Educational Research, 100(2), 67-79. 

Baylis, D. M., Jarrold, C., Baddeley, A. D., & Leigh, E. (2005). Differential constraints on the working memory and 
reading abilities of individuals with learning difficulties and typically developing children. Journal of 

Experimental Child Psychology, 9(1), 76-99. 

Biemiller, A. (2003). Vocabulary: Needed if more children are to read well. Reading Psychology, 24, 323-335. 

Blachowicz, C. L. Z., Fisher, P. J. L., Ogle, D., & Watts-Taffe, S. (2006). Vocabulary: Questions from the 

classroom. Reading Research quarterly, 41(4), 524-529.  

Block, C. C. (2004). Teaching comprehension: The comprehension process approach . Boston: Pearson. 

Boulware-Gooden, R., Carreker, S., Thornhill, A., & Joshi, R. M. (2007). Instruction of metacognitive strategies 

enhances reading comprehension and vocabulary of third-grade students. The Reading Teacher, 61(1), 70-

77. 

Bowyer-Crane, C., & Snowling, M. J. (2005). Assessing children’s inference generation: What do tests of reading 

comprehension measure? British Journal of Educational Psychology, 75,  189-201. 

Cain, K., & Oakhill, J. V. (1999). Inference making ability and its relation to comprehension failure in young 

children. Reading and Writing: An interdisciplinary Journal, 11, 489-503. 

Cartwright, K. B. (2006). Fostering flexibility and comprehension in elementary students. The reading Teacher, 59, 

628-634. 

Cole, J. E. (2002). What motivates students to read? Four literacy personalities. The Reading Teacher, 56, 326-336. 

Coleman, C., & Bornholt, L. (2003). Reading self-concepts and task choices for student with reading difficulties.  

Australian Journal of Learning Difficulties, 3, 24-31. 

Daneman, M., & Carpenter, P. A. (1980). Individual differences in working memory and reading.  Journal of Verbal 

Learning and Verbal Behaviour, 19, 450-466. 

Dole, J., Sloan, C., & Trathen, W, (1995). Teaching vocabulary within the context of literature,. Journal of Reading, 

38, 452-460. 

Duke, N. K., & Pearson, P. D. (2002). Effective practices for developing reading comprehension. In A. E. Farstrup & 

S. J. Samuels (Eds.), What research has to say about reading instruction (3rd ed.) (pp. 205-242). Newark, 

DE: International Reading Association. 

Fielding-Barnsley, R., Hay, I., & Ashman, A. (2005). Phonological awareness: Necessary but not sufficient. National 

Conference of the Australian Association of Special Education, Brisbane, Australia 23-25
th

 September, 

2005. 

Gambrell, L. B., Kapinus, B. A., & Wilson, R. M. (1987). Using mental imagery and summarization to achieve 

independence in comprehension. Journal of Reading, 30, 638-642. 

Proceedings of the 2008 Australian Teacher Education Association Conference

Page 396



 
 
Gersten, R., Fuchs, L. S., Williams, J. P., & Baker, S. (2001). Teaching reading comprehension strategies to students 

with learning disabilities: A review of research. Review of Educational Research, 71,  279-320. 

Gough, P. B., & Tunmer, W. (1986). Decoding, reading, and reading disability. Remedial and Special Education, 7, 

6-10. 

Guthrie, J. T., Wigfield, A., Barbosa, P., Perencevich, K. C., Taboada, Davis, M. H., Scafiddi, & Tonks, S. 

(2004). Increasing reading comprehension and engagement through concept-oriented reading instruction. 

Journal of Educational Psychology, 96, 403-423. 

Hareli, S., & Weiner, B. (2002). Social emotions and personality inferences: A scaffold for a new direction in the  

  study of achievement motivation. Educational Psychologist, 37, 183 - 193. 

Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007). The power of Feedback. Review of Educational Research, 77(1), 81-112. 

Just, M. A., & Carpenter, P. A. (1992). A capacity theory of comprehension: Individual differences in working 
memory. Psychology Review, 99, 122-149. 

Kendeou, P., & van den Broek, P. (2005). The effects of readers’ misconceptions on comprehension of scientific 

text. Journal of Educational Psychology, 97(2), 235-245. 

Kim, A., Vaughn, S., Wanzek, J., & Wei, S. (2004). Graphic orgainizers and their effects on the reading 

comprehension of students with LD: A synthesis of research. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 37, 105-118.   

Leach, J. M., Scarborough, H. S., & Rescorla, L. (2003). Late-emerging reading disabilities. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 95, 211-224. 

LaBerg, D., & Samuels, S. J. (1974). Toward a theory of automatic information processing in reading. Cognitive 

Psychology, 6, 293-323. 

Linnenbrink, E. A., & Pintrich, P. R. (2003). The Role of self-efficacy beliefs in student engagement in the 

classroom. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 19, 119-137. 

Lubliner, S., & Smetana, L. (2005). The effects of comprehensive vocabulary instruction on Title 1 students’ 
metacognitive word-learning skills and reading comprehension. Journal of Literacy Research, 37(2), 163-

200. 

McDonald Connor, C., Morrison, F. J., & Underwood, P. S. (2007). A second chance in second grade: The 

independent and cumulative impact of first – and second-grade reading instruction and students’ letter-word 

reading skill growth. Scientific Studies of Reading, 11(3), 199-233.  

Manset-Williamson, G., & Nelson, J. M. (2005). Balanced, strategic reading instruction for upper- elementary and 
middle school students with reading disabilities: A comparative study of two approaches. Learning 

Disability Quarterly, 28, 59-74. 

National Reading Panel (2000). Teaching children to read: Report of the comprehension instruction subgroup to the 

National Institute of Child Health and Development. Washington, DC: NICD. 

 
Nesbit, J. C., & Adesope, O. O. (2006). Learning with concept and knowledge maps: A meta-analysis. Review of 

Educational Research, 76(3), 413-448. 

Neal, J. C., & Kelly, P. R. (2002). Delivering the promise of academic success through late intervention. Reading 

and Writing Quarterly, 18, 101-117. 

Ogle, D.M. (1986). K-W-L: A teaching model that develops active reading of expository text. The Reading Teacher, 

39, 564-570. 

Palincsar, A. S. & Brown, A. L. (1987). Enhancing instructional time through attention to metacognition.  

Journal of Learning Disabilities, 20, 66-75. 

Paris, A. H., & Paris, S. G. (2003). Assessing narrative comprehension in young children. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 38, 36-76. 

Pavio, A. (1991). Static versus dynamic imagery. In C. Cornoldi & M. A. Daniel (Eds.), Imagery and cognition (pp. 

221-246). New York: Springer-Verlag. 

Perfetti, C. (2007). Reading ability: Lexical Quality to Comprehension.  Scientific Studies of Reading, 11(4), 357-

383. 

Pearson, D. P., & Johnson D. D. (1978). Teaching reading comprehension. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Pressley, M. (2002). Comprehension instruction: What makes sense now, what might make sense soon. International 

Reading Association Online Document, 

http://www.readingonline.org/articles/handbook/pressley/index.html . 

Proceedings of the 2008 Australian Teacher Education Association Conference

Page 397



 
 
Pressley, M. G. (1998). Reading instruction that works: The case for balanced teaching.  New York: The Gilford 

Press. 

Rapp, D. N., van den Broek, P., McMaster, K. L., Kendeou, P., & Espin, C. A. (2007). Higher order comprehension 

processes in struggling readers: A perspective for research and intervention. Scientific Studies in Reading, 

11(4), 289-312. 

Reid Lyon, G. (2003). Defining dyslexia, comorbidity, teachers’ knowledge of language and reading. Annals of  

Dyslexia, 53, 1-14. 

Ricketts, J., Nation, K., & Bishop, V. M. (2007). Vocabulary is important for some, but not all reading skills. 

Scientific Study of Reading 11(3), 235-257.  

Romeo, L. (2002). At-risk students: Learning to break through comprehension barriers.  In C. Collins Block, L. B. 

Gambrell, & M. Pressley (Eds.), Improving comprehension instruction (pp. 385-389). San Francisco, 

Jossey-Bass.  

Sadoski, M., Goetz, E. T., & Rodriguez, M. (2000). Engaging texts: Effects of concreteness on comprehensibility, 

interest, and recall in four text types. Journal of Educational Psychology, 92 , 85-95. 

Savage, R., Lavers, N. & Pillay, V. (2007). Working memory and reading difficulties: What we know and what we 

don’t know about the relationship. Educational Psychology Review, 19, 185-121.  

Shute, V. J. (2008). Focus on formative feedback. Review of Educational Research, 78 (1), 153-189. 

Snow, C. E. (2002). Reading for understanding: Toward a research and development program in reading 

comprehension. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corp. Retrieved December 12, 2002, from 

http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1465/  

Snowling, M., & Frith, U. (1997). Comprehension in hyperlexic readers. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 

42(3), 392-415. 

Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual differences in the acquisition 
of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21, 360-407. 

Swanborn, M. S. L., & de Glopper, K. (2002). Impact of reading prose on incidental word learning from context. 

Language Learning, 52, 95-117. 

Swanson, H. L., Ashbaker, M. H., & Lee, C. (1996). Learning- disabled readers’ working memory as a function of 

processing demands. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology,  61, 242-275. 

Szabo, S. (2006). KWHHL: A student-driven evolution of the KWL. American Secondary Education, 34 (3), 57-67. 

Taboada, A., & Guthrie, J. T. (2006). Contributions of student Questioning and prior knowledge to construction of 

knowledge from  reading information text. Journal of Literacy Research, 38 (1), 1-35. 

Taylor, B. M. (1992). Text structure, comprehension and recall. In S. J. Samuels & A. E. Farstrup (Eds.), What 

research has to say about reading instruction  (pp.101-144). Newark: International Reading Association. 

van Boxtel, C., van der linden, J., Roelofs, E., & Erkens, G. (2002). Collaborative concept mapping: Provoking and 
supporting meaningful discourse. Theory Into Practice, 41(1), 40-46. 

Van Meter, P., Aleksic, M., Schwartz, A., & Garner, J. (2006). Learner-generated drawing as a strategy for learning 

from content area text. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 31, 142-166. 

Velluntino, F. R., Tunmer, W. E., Jaccard, J. J., & Chen, R. (2007). Components of reading ability: Multivariate 

evidence for a convergent skills model of reading development. Scientific Study of Reading, 11 (1), 3-32. 

Whitehead, D. (2002). “The story means more to me now”: teaching thinking through guided reading. Reading, 

Literacy and Language, April, 33-37. 

Wolf, M., & Bowers, P. G. (2000). Naming-speed processes and developmental reading disabilities: An 

introduction to the special issue on the double-deficit hypothesis. Journal of Learning Disabilities,  

33, 322-324. 

Woolley, G. (2007). A comprehension intervention for children with reading comprehension difficulties. Australian 

Journal of Learning Difficulties, 12(1), 43-50. 

Woolley, G. E. (2006). Comprehension difficulties after year 4: Actioning appropriately. Australian Journal of 

Learning Difficulties, 11(3), 125-130. 

Woolley, G. E., & Hay, I. (2004). Using imagery as a strategy to enhance students’ comprehension of read text.  In 

B. A. Knight & W. Scott (Eds.) Learning difficulties: Multiple perspectives (pp. 85-101). Frenchs Forest, 

NSW: Pearson. 

Worthy, J., Patterson, E., Salas, R., Prater, S., & Turner, M. (2002). More than just reading: The human factor in 

reaching resistant readers. Reading Research and Instruction, 41,  177-202. 

Yuill, N., & Oakhill, J. (1991). Children’s problems in text comprehension. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Proceedings of the 2008 Australian Teacher Education Association Conference

Zimmerman, B. J. (2002). Becoming a self-regulated learner: An overview. Theory Into Practice, 41,  64-7. 

Page 398


