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Abstract 
The purpose of this study is to determine which different forms of reading promotion activities teachers 
perform in fifth and sixth grade in The Netherlands and whether different forms of reading promotion 
activities are acted out independently or cluster into meaningful categories of reading promotion 
behavior. A survey was administered to 194 teachers and data was analyzed using Principal Component 
Analyses (PCA). Based on the results of the PCA thirteen different types of reading promotion behavior 
can be distinguished. Specific teacher and class characteristics are connected with the different types of 
reading promotion activities teachers perform. Teachers seem to be mainly focusing on promoting the 
reading of fictional texts. Free reading happens most often, and teachers frequently use comics and short 
stories in class. Most daily activities take little or no preparation. Correlations are small but do suggest 
that teachers act out more different forms of reading promotion activities when there are more girls are 
in class than boys. Also, classes with more girls act out more activities concerning new media and 
nonfiction.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Being literate is a core requirement in the modern world and is needed to gain 
knowledge and develop educational potential. The ability to understand and use 
information from written texts, is necessary for developing higher-order skills, and is 
closely linked to positive outcomes at work, social participation, and lifelong learning 
(PIAAC, 2009). Because learning depends so strongly on text materials, reading 
competence is an important precondition of academic achievement (Mason, 2004; 
McGeown, Duncan, Griffiths, & Stothard, 2015; Spörer, Brunstein, & Kieschke, 2009).  
However, in many countries, low levels of reading literacy of students are a matter 
of concern. Findings of the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) 
reveal that in 2015, all participating countries faced sizeable proportions of students 
age 15 functioning below the baseline level of proficiency in reading (OECD, 
2016).This proportion has remained stable since 2009.  In the Netherlands, at the 
end of primary education, approximately a quarter of the students age 12 have 
insufficient technical reading literacy, which in turn negatively affects their reading 
comprehension skills (Gubbels, Netten, & Verhoeven, 2017).  

To improve the reading literacy of students, schools devote substantial time to 
decoding skills and reading comprehension, from pre-school programs and 
kindergarten to secondary and tertiary education. As an aid to reading com-
prehension  
education, the development of reading skills has been a key research interest in 
educational and psychological research (Adams, 1990). Historically, most research 
focused on the cognitive aspects of reading such as phonemic awareness, word 
reading, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (Gough & William, 1986; LaBerge 
& Samuels, 1974; Perfetti & Stafura, 2014; Rayner, 2001; Snow & Burns, 1998). 
Stanovich (1986) noted that nearly every cognitive task that comprises the act of 
reading has been investigated. Additionally, many studies have been conducted into 
the best ways of reading instruction for different types of students, like studies into 
reciprocal teaching  (Palincsar & Brown, 1983) and reading strategy instruction 
(Edmonds et al., 2009; Solis, Vaughn, Swanson, & McCulley, 2012). 

Improving reading literacy is not solely dependent on reading instruction or 
reading activity in school. Reading behavior outside school is also thought to improve 
reading literacy. Leisure time reading for example is known to contribute to 
developing a wider vocabulary, which in turn enables more efficient reading. 
Frequency of leisure time reading explains 12% of variation in vocabulary of toddlers, 
13% in grade four and five children, 19% in grade six and early grammar school, 30% 
in grammar school and 34% at university level (Mol & Bus, 2011).  

Given the importance of leisure time reading for reading literacy and, 
consequently, for educational careers, social participation and lifelong learning, it is 
essential to note that there is an overall decline in time devoted to leisure time 
reading. Each generation reads less than the generations before them did. New 
generations are shifting their attention to other leisure activities, such as watching 
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television or doing sports (Cloin, 2013; Salter & Brook, 2007). Within generations, 
individuals read less as they grow older (Huysmans, 2013; Piek & Vonkeman, 1995). 
Van Schooten (2005) showed that in grades 7, 8 and 9 Dutch students in the lowest 
stream of secondary education on average only read 37 minutes per week for leisure 
and students in the highest stream 92 minutes.  

In order to counter this negative trend in leisure time reading, it is helpful to know 
why individuals read for leisure. Given sufficient print resources (Neuman, 1999; 
Neuman & Celano, 2001) how often a child reads is thought to be explained by 
several factors (Cox & Guthrie, 2001; Turner & Paris, 1995). The first factor is initial 
success in acquiring reading skills (Stanovich, 1986). The second factor is motivation 
(Pressley, 2002; Wang & Guthrie, 2004). Wigfield, Wilde, Baker, Fernandez-Fein and 
Scher (1996) reported that intrinsically motivated children from grade 5 and 6 read 
more frequently than their less motivated peers. The two factors interact, according 
to the review by Morgan and Fuchs (2007) of 15 studies addressing the relationship 
between reading behavior and competency beliefs or goal orientations of children 
aged 5 to 12. Results indicate that reading skills and motivation correlate (though 
moderately), and the results support the possibility of a bidirectional relationship 
between the two. It is thought that in grades 1-6 (age 6-11) and grades 6-8 (age 11-
13) children’s attitude towards reading or children’s motivation to read affects levels 
of reading ability through the influence on reading behavior (McKenna, 1995; 
McKenna, Jang, Meyer, Conradi, & Lawrence, 2012). In addition McKenna (1995) and 
also Mitchell and Ley (1996) report that children in grades 9 to 12 with a higher 
reading literacy show a more favorable attitude toward leisure time reading. 

Given the supposedly causal relation between reading attitude or motivation and 
leisure time reading, it is not surprising that alongside the decline in leisure time 
reading, students’ interest in reading declines also as they grow older (Nielen & Bus, 
2015). Lepper (2005) reported that students’ general intrinsic motivation decreases 
with age, as did Unrau and Schlackman (2006). PIRLS-scores show that 33% of grade 
4 students in the Netherlands are not at all motivated to read (Gubbels, et al., 2016), 
which is in line with earlier PIRLS-studies (Meelissen et al., 2012). In the Netherlands, 
Elsacker and Verhoeven (2003) found a decline in reading motivation already in 
grade three. Reading motivation seems to be stable in the middle grades of primary 
education (grade 3, 4 and 5) and decreases in grade 5 and 6 (Tuijl, 2015).  

This decline in reading motivation is a general concern for policy makers, 
educational professionals and parents (Eccles, Wigfield, Harold, & Blumenfeld, 1993; 
Inspectie van het Onderwijs, 2014). In the Netherlands, over the last decades, 
reading promotion activities and interventions aimed at students have been 
initiated, at national and local levels and often of a targeted and recurring nature 
(e.g. projects like Boekstart (Book Start), and Bibliotheek op School (Library in 
School)). The Dutch term for these policies is ‘reading promotion’ (‘leesbevordering’) 
which is in use since the eighties (De Vries & Ohlsen, 1998). New institutions were 
set up in the Netherlands that specialize in reading promotion. One of these was the 
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Foundation for Reading, which in 1993 became the national platform for reading 
promotion. 

Both in the Netherlands and internationally, professional organizations 
recommend that reading promotion in schools includes a wide variety of text genres, 
fiction as well as nonfiction  (International Reading Association, 2000; Reutzel & Gali, 
1997; Stichting Lezen, 2012). However, reading promotion in practice often aims 
primarily at fiction (Barone & Morrow, 2003; Chapman, Filipenko, McTavish, & 
Shapiro, 2007; Duke, 2000, 2003, 2004; Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003; Moss & 
Hendershot, 2002; Saul & Dieckman, 2005; Yopp & Yopp, 2006). Suggestions for 
incorporating nonfiction reading experiences in primary education seem to be 
ignored (Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003; Flowers & Flowers, 2009). This paper 
however adopts the broad definition of reading promotion: activities that aim to 
influence in a positive way students’ attitude towards reading fiction and nonfiction 
and students’ actual reading of fiction and nonfiction.  

In the Netherlands the diversity in reading promotional activities might be 
relatively large, since Dutch primary schools and their teachers are to a large extent 
free to shape their curricula. Therefore teachers differ in the methods they use as 
well as in the time spent on reading (Gubbels, et al., 2016). Also, many Dutch primary 
schools do not exhibit a systematic and structural approach to reading promotion 
(Oberon, 2009), which could also help explain the variety in reading promotion as 
employed by teachers and in the time spent on different forms of reading 
promotion.  

The precise role of the teacher as promoter of reading in the classroom and 
stimulator of out of school reading did not get much research attention up until now. 
Dutch teachers reported in 2004 that they spend more time on reading promotion 
activities compared to teacher reports in 1998 (Heesters, et al., 2007).  PIRLS 2011 
additionally reports that Dutch grade 4 teachers spend more time in school on 
reading aloud as well as free reading time compared to reports from 2001 
(Meelissen, et al., 2012). However, PIRLS 2015 results indicate that teachers read 
aloud less often, as do their students as compared to 2011 (Gubbels, et al., 2016). 

There are many ways in which teachers may try to stimulate their students’ 
leisure time reading. Teachers themselves report that providing opportunities to 
read texts that are interesting to students is the primary mechanism for motivating 
them to become independent and fluent readers (Nielen, 2016; Sweet, Guthrie & 
Ng, 1998). Studies have shown it is recommended to talk to students about books  
(Humphrey, Lipsitz, McGovern & Wasser, 1997), reading a wide variety of materials 
aloud every day (Dreher, 1999) or let them read by themselves daily (Nielen, 2016). 
Turner and Paris (1995) showed that allowing students to interact with each other 
about their reading stimulates reading motivation and bolsters the confidence 
students have in their own reading abilities. Teachers may also function as a role 
model for their students (Burgess, Sargent, Smith, Hill, & Morrison, 2011; Dreher, 
1999; Sweet, Guthrie & Ng, 1998; Turner & Paris, 1995). Many different reading 
promotion activities are also mentioned in course books for teacher training colleges 
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(Paus & Bacchini, 2010; Van Coillie, 2007). In contrast with these numerous 
suggestions there is little or no information available about the actual 
implementation of these activities in the Netherlands  (Bonset & Hoogeveen, 2009).  

The present study therefore aims to answer the question which reading 
promotion activities are performed in 5th and 6th grade in The Netherlands and how 
often they are done.  The focus is on grade 5 and 6 since there is a decline in reading 
motivation starting in grade 4, the so called ‘4th grade slump’ (Chall, 1983; Tuijl, 
2015).  

2. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The first research question addresses tendencies and variation: Which reading 
promotion activities are performed by teachers in 5th and 6th grade in the Netherlands 
and how often are different reading promotion activities used by 5th and 6th grade 
teachers in the Netherlands? 

Once it is known which reading promotion activities are used in school, different 
clusters of types of reading promotion activities may be discerned. Once identified, 
clusters of reading promotion activities indicate that teachers are inclined to act out 
several reading promotion activities together.  This in turn reveals different types of 
teacher behavior as far as reading promotion is concerned. The clustering of 
different reading promotion activities combined with different patterns of behavior 
by teachers facilitates future research into effects of different types of reading 
promotion activities on reading attitude, behavior and proficiency of students. The 
second research question, addressing structure, therefore is: Are there different 
clusters of classroom reading promotion activities of teachers in 5th and 6th grade in 
the Netherlands?  

Once these two questions are answered, the next question that arises is whether 
characteristics of teachers and of the students they teach are related to the 
frequency with which teachers act out different types of reading promotion 
activities. Teachers might adapt their behavior to the needs or preferences of the 
students they teach. For instance, there could be differences in reading promotion 
behavior related to the educational stream or characteristics of the class 
composition like the proportion of girls or the proportion of students of high social 
economic status in class. Also, teachers might behave differently because of their 
own preferences, which could be reflected in a relation between reading 
promotional behavior and the age or teaching experience of teachers. Hence the 
third and final research question, addressing correlates, is: What teacher or class 
characteristics are connected with reading promotion activities as performed by 
teachers in 5th and 6th grade in The Netherlands? 
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3. METHOD 

3.1 Design  

The design of the study is cross sectional. A survey was held among teachers of grade 
5 and 6 of Dutch primary education.  

3.2 Instrument 

To construct the questionnaire items for measuring the variety and frequency of 
performed reading promotion activities (research question 1), oral interviews were 
conducted with four teachers of 5th and 6th grade students and with three lecturers 
of a teacher training college. A representative of the Dutch Ministry of Education was 
also interviewed, together with two representatives of two Dutch foundations aimed 
at reading promotion (‘Foundation for Reading’ and ‘Art of Reading’(‘Kunst van 
Lezen’)), in an effort to include the views of policy makers and institutions for reading 
promotion. By means of the interviews,  the ecological validity of the questionnaire 
was maximized (Bryman, Bell, & Teevan, 2009).  

The interviews dealt with both reading promotion in class and the characteristics 
of an environment conducive to reading. For all these interviews a semi-structured 
interview guide was made, based on governmental documents and teacher trainer 
books offering reading promotion (Meelis-Voorma, Moolenaar, & Overmeijer, 2012; 
Paus & Bacchini, 2010; Van Coillie, 2007). The list of reading promotional activities 
resulting from the interviews, was complemented by activities mentioned in 
governmental documents on reading promotion (Stichting Lezen, 2012).  

Based on the results of the interviews and the literature, items for measuring 
variety and frequency of reading promotion activities were created. The items 
addressed several categories, which can be found in the following paragraph. Most 
of the items (44) consisted of statements with 5-point Likert scales (“never”, “a few 
times a year”, “monthly”, “weekly” and “daily”), a few items (5) could only be 
answered by “yes” or “no”.   

All items were piloted with two female 5th and 6th grade teachers, one with five 
and the other with sixteen years primary school teaching experience. Both had a 
degree in primary school teaching, one of them also had a university degree in 
English literature. During this pilot some rephrasing was done and some extra 
instruction was added (e.g. how to fill in the questionnaire if you work part-time, the 
difference between teaching reading comprehension or reading education and 
reading promotion). 

Next to information about the activities teachers perform, background infor-
mation was collected in order to answer research question three. Questions about 
background variables of teachers concerned gender, age (in days), educational 
background, number of years of teaching experience, the grade they teach, whether 
they work part-time, the number of students in class and the class percentages and 
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numbers of girls, non-native Dutch speakers and students in school of low, medium 
and high socio-economic status. 

The resulting questionnaire contained 49 items about reading promotion 
activities classified into six a priori categories: (1) fictional reading promotion 
activities in classrooms, including items on interaction and the teacher as a model 
(e.g. How often do you give free reading time of a fiction text?),  (2) nonfictional 
reading promotion activities in classrooms, based on the notion of incorporating 
nonfictional texts (e.g. How often do you give free reading time of a nonfiction text?,  
(3) outside of class activities, such as a trip to the library (e.g. How often do you visit 
the Museum of Children’s Books?), (4) use of different kinds of fictional genres and 
materials, (e.g. How often do you use poetry?) (5) use of different kinds of 
nonfictional genres and materials (e.g. How often do you use newspaper articles?) 
and (6) the participation in national programs (e.g. Do you participate in the Week 
of Children’s Books?).  

3.3 Sample  

To answer the first research question a representative random sample of 100 
primary schools was drawn from the population list of 6901 primary schools in the 
Netherlands. In total 69 schools participated in the research, which gives a response 
rate of 69%.  Schools were requested to ask a 5th and a 6th grade teacher to fill in the 
questionnaire. In some schools, the same teacher taught 5th and a 6th grade students. 
In total, 85 5th and a 6th grade teachers of the 69 participating schools returned a 
questionnaire. Since the aim was to obtain a representative sample of primary 
schools, and teachers working in the same school are probably more alike than 
teachers from different schools, the data of these 85 teachers are aggregated within 
schools for the analyses aimed at answering the first research question.  

To verify whether the results lend themselves for generalization, some 
characteristics of the responding schools are compared to the same characteristics 
of all Dutch primary schools. Population characteristics of primary schools made 
available by the Dutch government were used. The characteristics used are 
respectively percentages of students in school of low, medium and high social 
economic status, the location of schools in different provinces, the type of school1, 
and the total number of students in school. The analyses used for the evaluation of 
the generalizability of the school sample are correlations and cross tables with chi-
square tests.  

The comparison of schools in the sample (data aggregated over schools, N = 69) 
and all other Dutch primary schools (N = 6832) showed that for none of the 
characteristics the responding schools differ significantly from all Dutch primary 

 
1 In the Dutch educational system next to public schools, there are schools with a religious 

affiliation (Protestant, Catholic, Muslim, etc.) and schools with a specific didactic pedagogical 
approach (Montessori, Dalton, et cetera). 
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schools. Correlations were virtually zero between a dummy variable indicating 
whether a school belongs to the sample and respectively the percentage of students 
of low (r = -.017; p = .160 ; N =  6901), medium (r = -.003; p = .815; N = 6901), and 
high social economic status (r = .014; p = .253; N = 6901). Also, school size of schools 
in the sample and not in the sample did not differ significantly (r = .013; p = .266; N = 
6901). Similarly, the geographical dispersion of schools (χ2 = 7.696; d f= 5; p = .174; 
N = 6901), and the distribution of school type (χ2 = 1.916; df = 3; p = .590; N = 6901) 
in the sample resemble the population. These results support the claim that the 
school sample is representative for The Netherlands. 

A representative sample was not necessary for answering research question two 
and three, since these exploratory questions concern relations between constructs 
and aim at generating theory and do not aim at generalizing results to a specific 
population of teachers. To obtain sufficient power for conducting an exploratory 
factor analyses, the representative sample was extended with a convenience sample 
of 5th and 6th grade teachers. This resulted in 109 extra questionnaires of 5th and 
6th grade teachers from 86 different primary schools. The data obtained in this way 
was merged with the data of the random sample, but now non-aggregated, adding 
up to a total of 194 respondents for answering research questions two and three. 

3.4 Sample characteristics 

Of the 85 teachers in the representative sample of 69 schools, 35 are male (41%) and 
49 female (58%); 34 (40%) were 5th  grade teachers and 27 (32%) were sixth grade 
teachers, 24 (28%) taught a combined class of both 5th and 6th grade students 
(percentages do not add up to 100%, due to teachers missing questions). The sample 
included both novice and experienced teachers. The mean of years of teaching 
experience for the entire group was 18.4 with a standard deviation of 12.1.  The 
average age of the respondents was 44.4 years with a standard deviation of 12.3 
years. 63 (74%) of them worked part-time and shared their position in 5th or 6th grade 
with a colleague. 76 (89%) teachers were trained at a polytechnic, 7 (8.2%) were 
university trained teachers. 

Of the combined sample of 194 teachers, 66 (34%) respondents are male and 121 
(62%) female, 62 (32%) were 5th grade, 78 (40%) were 6th grade teachers and 48 
(25%) taught both 5th and 6th grade. The mean years of teaching experience for the 
entire group was 15.7 years with a standard deviation of 12.7 years.  The average 
age of the respondents was 41.0 years with a standard deviation of 13.2 years. 125 
(64%) respondents worked part-time, 173 (89%) are trained at a polytechnic and 15 
(8%) are university-trained teachers. 

3.5 Procedure  

After receiving permission from the principals of the schools, the paper versions of 
the questionnaires were sent out accompanied by an introductory letter with 
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directions and a stamped return envelope. Schools preferring a digital version 
received an e-mail identical to the introduction letter and the web address of the 
questionnaire. The introduction letter or e-mail informed teachers about the 
purposes and procedures of the research and that all information would be reported 
anonymously to both protect teachers’ privacy and encourage them to provide 
honest responses (Alreck & Settle, 1995). 

3.6 Data analyses 

To answer the first research question, means and standard deviations are computed 
for each of the items measuring the frequency of acting out reading promotion 
behavior. As stated above, the data of the 85 teachers of the 69 schools of the 
representative sample are aggregated over schools.  

To answer the second research question an exploratory factor analysis (Principal 
components analyses or PCA) was used, using the scores on the behavior items in 
the total sample of 194 teachers.  To check whether the variables are normally 
distributed, Kolchorov-Smirnov test was used to see to what extent distribution 
deviated significantly from normality. All items appeared to deviate significantly 
from normality. This is of course partly caused by the large power (N = 173). In 
addition, we test whether item scores are exactly normally distributed and not 
roughly. The histograms with the normal distribution plotted over them show that 
some items really deviate from normality and others are fairly normally distributed. 
Some caution in generalizing our results is warranted. 

In the PCA only 44 items were used that are measured with a 5-point Likert scale. 
We consider these variables to be ordinal approximations of continuous variables 
(Johnson & Creech, 1983; Norman, 2010; Sullivan & Artino, 2013; Zumbo & 
Zimmerman, 1993). 

We used direct-oblimin rotation, because it is expected that components corre-
late. Components in reading promotion behavior are distinguished based on the 
Eigenvalue of the component (>1) and the scree-plot and they are conceptually 
interpreted based on the loadings in the rotated pattern- and structure-matrix. Prior 
to the interpretation of the components, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 
sampling adequacy (KMO) was checked as were the diagonal elements of the anti-
image matrix (all should be >.5) to check whether the number of respondents is 
sufficient for the PCA. Also, we checked whether the variables in the PCA are 
sufficiently correlated by means of Bartlett’s test of sphericity (should be significant). 
Based on the results of the PCA, different types of reading promotion behavior are 
distinguished. For each of the distinguished types, the items with relatively high 
loadings on the specific component and relatively low loadings on other components 
were summed to create a variable for each type of reading promotion behavior. Both 
the pattern and the structure matrix were inspected to this end. For items that 
loaded relatively high on several components, sometimes also the contents of the 
items was used to allocate them to a variable. Means are divided by the number of 
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items summed, so that means can be interpreted on the original five-point Likert 
scales. For each of the sums Cronbach’s alpha was calculated as an indication of its 
reliability. Only sums with alpha’s larger than .6 are used for subsequent analyses to 
answer research question three. To answer this question, correlations were 
calculated between the aforementioned sums representing a component found in 
the PCA and the background variables of teachers and classes. However, not all 
correlations pertain to sums of items. When a component shows only one high item 
loading, correlations were computed between the single item concerned and the 
background variables.  

4. RESULTS 

4.1 Tendencies and variation 

To determine the different reading promotion activities and its frequencies (research 
question one), mean frequency scores indicating the application of different reading 
promotion activities, class activities, use of materials, and participation in national 
programs were calculated. As mentioned in the method section, in the questionnaire 
six a priori categories of reading promotion were distinguished. Results are reported 
per category and simultaneously compared to the other categories. Each paragraph 
starts off with a general impression and then reports results of specific frequent and 
non-frequent items of the questionnaire.  

4.1.1 Category 1:  fictional reading promotion activities in classrooms 

The activity in Table 1 reported to happen most frequently (daily) is giving free 
reading time (item no. 1). In Table 1 we also see that teachers in 5th and 6th grade on 
average report they stimulate students to read children’s books more than once a 
week (item no. 2).  The same holds for reading children’s books to the class (item no. 
3). On average, advising students on children’s books is reported to happen more 
than once a month as are book presentations by students (items no. 4 and 5).  

Somewhat less frequent is the promoting of specific children’s books by the 
teachers themselves, which on average is reported to occur monthly (item no. 7). 
Even less frequently, teachers organize book talks, which happens on average a few 
times a year (item no. 17). In Table 1 we can see that ‘tutor-reading by older peers’ 
on average happens monthly (item no. 6). Given the amount of preparation 
concerned in organizing tutor reading, this is still fairly frequent.  

As is shown in Table 1, the item ‘read as a teacher while the class reads too’, is 
on average reported to happen monthly (item no. 12), which is not very often since 
students read daily. Perhaps due to their workload, teachers prefer doing other work 
like correcting assignments or they might not realize that giving an example can be 
considered as a way of reading promotion. Inspecting the relatively large standard 
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deviation, it might be concluded that some teachers read while the class reads rather 
often and others almost never. 

Table 1.  Mean frequencies of acting out reading promotion activities concerning fictional texts in 5th 
and 6th grade (N = 69).  

Activity M se SD 

1. Give ‘free reading’ time  4.76 .05 .41 

2. Stimulate students to read children’s books 4.51 .06 .52 

3. Read children’s books to the class  4.28 .10 .86 

4. Give book presentations by students  3.45 .14 1.15 

5. Advise on children’s books 3.43 .12 1.01 

6. Tutor-reading by older peers 3.31 .14 1.19 

7. Promote children’s books  3.12 .11 .94 

8. Reading and declamation  3.12 .13 1.10 

9. Assess children’s books 2.98 .15 1.21 

10. Introduce children’s books 2.96 .11 .93 

11. Buy new children’s books  2.91 .12 1.03 

12. Read as a teacher while the class reads too 2.89 .18 1.50 

13. Talk to parents about the children’s reading behavior 
at home 

2.74 .13 1.09 

14. Introduce classics  2.39 .10 .84 

15. Use processing tasks on children’s books 2.35 .13 1.08 

16. Let students make a reading portfolio 2.31 .17 1.42 

17. Organize book talks  2.22 .13 1.10 

18. Give ‘free reading time’, using compulsory books  2.14 .17 1.39 

19. Invite writers in class 2.05 .13 1.06 

Note. Items consisted of statements with 5-point Likert scales: Do you…/ do you act out/ do you let 
students …. (Meaning of Likert scale: 1 = “never”, 2 = “a few times a year”, 3 = “monthly”, 4 = “weekly” 
and 5 = “daily”). 

 
Overall, more than half of the reading promotion activities on fictional texts are on 
average done only a few times a year. For some of these activities, this has possibly 
to do with organizational or financial issues: inviting a writer in class (item no. 19) or 
buying the copies for compulsory book reading takes time and money (item no. 18). 
For other activities the reported incidence in class seems rather low. 
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4.1.2 Category 2: nonfictional reading promotion activities in classrooms 

Table 2 displays that promotional activities concerning nonfictional texts are acted 
out less often than the activities mentioned in Table 1. Reading a non-fiction text 
aloud in class (Table 2, item no. 1) is reported to on average happen monthly 
compared to more than once a week for reading fiction aloud to the class. While 
giving free reading time for fictional texts is reported to happen daily (Table 1, item 
no. 1), for non- fictional texts this same activity is reported to be acted out on 
average monthly (Table 2, item no. 2). Also, fictional books are bought more often 
(Table 1, item no. 11) than non-fictional books (Table 2, item no. 5) and advice about 
which books to read also is given more often for fiction (Table 1, item no. 5 and Table 
2, item no. 4). However, free reading of compulsory text happens almost monthly 
with non-fiction texts (Table 2, item no. 3), whereas free reading of compulsory 
fictional texts is on average done a few times a year (Table 1, item no. 18). Possibly, 
the reading of nonfiction texts pertains to texts belonging to subjects like geography, 
history and biology. More variety of text genres can be found in Table 4. 

Table 2. Frequencies of acting out reading promotion activities (nonfictional texts) in 5th and 6th grade 
(N = 69). 

Activity M se SD 

1. Read aloud in class a non-fiction text (article from a 
newspaper or magazine)  

3.19 .14 1.13 

2. Give ‘free reading’ time of a nonfiction text  3.11 .12 1.00 

3. ‘Free reading’ compulsory non-fiction texts 3.02 .14 1.16 

4. Advise students on non-fiction texts 2.95 .11 .92 

5. Buy nonfiction texts (e.g. magazines about football, 
animals, countries)  

2.60 .12 .98 

6. Point out websites  2.35 .13 1.06 

Note. Items consisted of statements with 5-point Likert scales: Do you…/ do you act out/ do you let 
students … (Meaning of Likert scale: 1 = “never”, 2 = “a few times a year”, 3 = “monthly”, 4 = “weekly” 
and 5 = “daily”). 

4.1.3 Category 3: out of class activities 

Next to activities that take place within the classroom, the questionnaire contained 
questions about activities outside of class (see Table 3). The activities in Table 3 are 
at most on average at most a few times per year. This is not surprising, since these 
activities cost money and a lot of time and preparation.  The library (Table 3, item 
no. 1) and the theatre (Table 3, item no. 2) are on average visited with a class once 
a year. Physical visits from classes to the bookshop (Table 3, item no. 3) and the 
Museum (Table 3, item no. 4) hardly ever occur. The theatre visit might also refer to 
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tradition in the Netherlands to organize an end of year musical for students in grade 
six, which might explain why this class activity on average is done once a year. 

Table 3. Frequencies of acting out reading promotion activities outside of class in 5th and 6th grade 
(N = 69). 

Activity M se SD 

1. A library with your class 1.85 .10 .82 

2. The theatre 1.83 .07 .55 

3. A bookshop 1.07 .05 .40 

4. The Museum of Children’s Books 1.00 .00 .00 

Note. Items consisted of statements with 5-point Likert scales: Do you visit …  (Meaning of Likert scale: 1 
= “never”, 2 = “a few times a year”, 3 = “monthly”, 4 = “weekly” and 5 = “daily”). 

4.1.4 Category 4 and 5: use of different kinds of fictional and non-fictional genres 
and material  

In Table 4, the frequencies of the use of different materials are presented. Two types 
of material are not included in Table 4, since they are already mentioned in Table 1 
and 2: children’s books and non-fiction texts in general. The materials in Table 4 are 
specifications of these two types. A noticeable result is that comics are used most 
frequently (Table 4, item no. 1), followed by short stories (Table 4, item no. 4). Apart 
from comics, relatively high mean frequencies are found for non-fictional materials: 
instructional texts, newspapers articles and magazine articles (Table 4, items no. 2, 
3 and 5). Given the results presented in Table 1 and 2, in which the highest 
frequencies are found for the reading of fiction, this is surprising. Newspapers and 
magazine articles might be chosen to prepare the young adolescents for society. 
Instructional texts are probably used to prepare students for secondary education. 
Less used genres are drama texts (Table 4, item no. 10), filmed books (Table 4, item 
no. 11) and audio books (Table 4, item no. 15). The low frequency of the use of drama 
texts might be explained by the fact that drama texts might be difficult to read, 
especially for 11-year-old students. The use of audio and filmed books presupposes 
technical facilities which have to be shared by the whole school, if present at all. 
Computers, tablets and e-readers are used on average a few times a year (item no. 
9). The standard deviation of this score is large, meaning that there is a relatively 
large difference between schools in computer use. 
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Table 4. Frequencies of use of materials for reading promotion in 5th and 6th grade (N = 69).  

 Activity M se SD 

1. Comics 3.51 .12 .99 

2. Instructional texts 3.33 .10 1.19 

3. Newspaper articles 3.27 .13 1.05 

4. Short stories 3.22 .11 .91 

5. Magazines articles 2.97 .13 1.11 

6. The internet to search for background information 
on writers or children’s books 

2.77 .13 1.09 

7. Poetry 2.66 .10 .85 

8. Website texts 2.61 .13 1.04 

9. Computers, tablets, e-readers for reading activities in 
class 

2.49 .14 1.15 

10. Drama texts 1.98 .09 .78 

11. Filmed books 1.93 .10 .86 

12. Themed tables in the classroom 1.89 .11 .92 

13. Magazines about reading  1.89 .11 .87 

14. The internet to search for books  1.70 .12 .96 

15. Audiobooks 1.62 .10 .83 

Note. Items consisted of statements with 5-point Likert scales: Do you use … (Meaning of Likert scale: 1= 
“never”, 2 = “a few times a year”, 3 = “monthly”, 4 = “weekly” and 5 = “daily”). 

4.1.5 Category 6: The participation in national programs 

Category 6 shows the participation of Dutch teachers in national programs. These 
programs are well known in the Netherlands. Nearly every teacher participates in 
the Week of Children’s Books (item no. 1). This is a national event in which Dutch 
primary schools can request free packages of prepared lessons and subsidized books. 
The books of The Children’s Jury (item no. 2) are books that are selected by children 
age 6-12 on which they can vote to select a book of the year and this comes with 
prepared lessons packages as well. Teachers just as often participate in programs 
such as the Reading Aloud Breakfast (item no. 3) or the Year of Reading Aloud (item 
no. 5) as they do not. 
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Table 5. Frequencies of acting out reading promotion activities (national programs) in 5th and 6th grade 
(N = 69).  

Activity M se SD 

1. Week of children’s books .97 .02 .17 

2. The Children’s Jury .79 .05 .41 

3. The Reading Aloud Breakfast  .59 .06 .50 

4. Literary prizes .58 .06 .50 

5. The Year of Reading Aloud  .48 .06 .50 

Note. Do you pay attention to … (1 = yes; 0 = no). 

4.2 Structure 

Now that the variation and frequency of use of different reading promotional 
activities are known and data is available, a further look at these activities can be 
taken. To answer research question two (are there different clusters of classroom 
reading promotion activities of teachers in 5th and 6th grade in the Netherlands?)  an 
exploratory factor analysis (Principal Components Analysis or PCA) was conducted 
over 173 cases since 20 cases showed one or more missing values on the 44 items.  

Firstly, it was investigated to what extent all items can be seen as indicative of 
one and the same construct: The amount of reading promotion implemented in 
class. To this end, Cronbach’s alpha was computed over all reading promotion items 
in the questionnaire. The alpha over all 44 items is .92 with a range in item test 
correlations of .048 - .709 (N = 173). This high alpha over all items indicates that the 
acting out of reading promotion activities as mentioned in the items can be summed 
as an indication of acting out reading promotion activities in general. However, given 
that alpha increases as the number of positively correlated items increases, and in 
view of the fact that some items show very low item test correlations, we cannot 
exclude the possibility that there are clusters of activities present. The exploratory 
factor analysis (PCA) serves to detect clusters. 

The necessary preconditions for conducting a PCA are met: the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure is .832, and all measures of sampling adequacy (diagonal of the anti-
image correlation matrix) for individual items are larger than .5 except one (.437; 
‘free reading in class in book of own choice’). We conclude therefore that the sample 
is large enough for conducting a PCA. Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant (χ2 = 
2991.326, df = 946, p = .000), so the correlations between items are sufficiently large 
for PCA. Also, the scree plot does not show a sharp hook which indicates there are 
several components. As was noted in the above based on the high alpha over all 
items, also the PCA shows that there is a lot of common variance in the items, since 
before rotation the eigenvalue of the first component (10.385) is much larger than 
the eigenvalue of the second component (2.649).  
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The PCA showed clusters of reading promotion activities acted out by teachers: 
13 components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of one and in combination 
these components explained 64.78% of total variance, which exceeds the 
recommended criterion of 60% (Hair et al., 1998). Most of the items fitted well in the 
solution; communalities range between .50 and .76. Correlations between these 13 
components are rather low (they range between -.214 to .258).  Based on the above 
we answer the second research question (Are there different clusters of classroom 
reading promotion activities of teachers in 5th and 6th grade in The Netherlands?) 
affirmatively. Appendix A contains a table showing which items are combined into a 
variable based on the results of the PCA. 

To interpret the components found with respect to their content, the items that 
show a relatively large loading on a component in both the pattern and structure 
matrix and relatively low loadings on all other components are inspected to find a 
conceptual interpretation of each component. Items are never assigned to more 
than one component.  

For each group of items identifying a component, Cronbach’s alpha is computed. 
Only when alpha is larger than .6 the items are summed to be used as a variable in 
subsequent analyses. 

The first component is determined by six items concerning Introducing texts by 
teachers. These six items (α = .81, N = 189) represent the most basic form of reading 
promotion as opposed to the use of new media for example. In the interviews held 
to underpin the validity of the questionnaire items, introducing texts was mentioned 
every time. These forms also appear in most official advises on acting out reading 
promotion activities (Stichting Lezen, 2012). 

Component two has the largest loadings of two items about Using new media 
(α=.66, N = 194). This means that teachers scoring relatively high on using 
computers, tablets and e-readers for instance also are more inclined to use website 
texts. It looks like innovation is an ‘all or nothing’ kind of activity.  

The third component refers to teachers Organizing outings and obligatory 
reading. In the three items loading high on this component (α =.22, N = 192), the 
teacher takes students out of school to a bookstore or a museum or gives obligatory 
books to read in class.  

Only two items show high loadings on the fourth component (α = .44, N = 194). 
These items refer to Using audio books and a themed table.  

The fifth component is determined by four items (α = .73, N = 192), and 
represents Using nonfiction in class, e.g. newspapers, articles out of magazines and 
the reading of nonfiction aloud or in free reading time. 

The sixth component is characterized by two items concerning Organizing 
obligatory activities for students and teachers such as visiting the library and theatre 
(α = .35, N = 193).  

The seventh component has six items that reflect the input of writers, talking to 
parents and buying new books; Inviting parents & writers, buying reading material 
(α = .81, N = 186).  This includes the buying of new (fiction and nonfiction) books and 
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inviting writers in class, but also talking to parents about reading promotion and 
students’ reading behavior. 

The eighth component has only one item and concerns Using the internet to 
search for books (N = 193).  

The ninth component has high loadings of three items, all about Stimulating free 
reading, for example by reading as a teacher while the class reads and giving free 
reading time with a self-chosen children’s book (α = .33, N = 192).  

The tenth component has high loadings of six items of which five show a rather 
classical approach to reading promotion or even literary education and is captured 
as Reciting. These items concern using poetry and drama, the reciting of texts and 
using magazines about reading as well as searching information about authors on 
the internet. The one item loading high on this component that is different is about 
advising on what non-fictional texts to read. Teachers using a more classical, 
highbrow approach to reading promotion, might also feel the need to advise 
students about which non-fiction texts they should or should not read (α = .75, N = 
188). 

The eleventh component is determined by two items (α = .56, N = 191), all 
concerning Using short stories; short texts chosen by the teacher that students have 
to read. 

The twelfth component has only one item: Using comics in class.  
The thirteenth component is formed by six items concerning Organizing student 

tasks and where to find answers: letting students assess fiction, give book 
presentations and organizing book talks and tutor-reading, but also pointing out 
websites about books, using movies about books (α = .76, N = 191). All these items 
concern the thinking about books by students.  

The answer to research question two is that reading promotion, although fairly 
homogeneous (α=.92, as stated above), can be seen as at least consisting of 13 
different sub types of behavior. Some components (7, 10 and 11) contain items 
about fiction as well as items about nonfiction, which suggests that in the mind of 
the teachers, there is no such thing as a difference between fictional and nonfictional 
texts as far as these forms of reading promotion are concerned. Factors such as time 
can play a role where it comes to Using short stories in class (Component 11), either 
a short story (fiction) or an instructional text (nonfiction); both fit in a tight time 
schedule a teacher sometimes has. 

Correlations between the various components are low (range -.269 to .369). 
These results also imply there are different types of teachers as far as reading 
promotion is concerned. The question what teacher and class characteristics 
coincide with different forms of reading promotion, is answered in the next section. 

4.3 Correlates 

To answer research question three (What teacher or class characteristics are 
connected with the different types of reading promotion activities as performed by 
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teachers?), sums of items were created as indicators for the different aspects of 
reading promotion behavior found in the PCA as well as a sum over all items. For 
answering research question three only sums with alpha’s larger than .60 are used. 
This means components (3, 4, 6, 8, 9,11,12) are not included in the analyses for 
answering this question. Correlations were calculated between the remaining 6 
sums and background variables of teachers (gender, age, educational background, 
number of years of teaching experience, grade they teach, whether they work part-
time) and class characteristics (the number of students in class and the class 
percentages and numbers of girls, non-native Dutch speakers and students in school 
of low, medium and high social economic status). Also, correlations were computed 
between these variables and all items not included in the above-mentioned sums.  

Looking at correlations between background variables and components, no 
significant correlations are found between component 7 (Inviting parents & writers, 
buying reading material) and any of the used background variables.  

Small but significant correlations are found between Introducing texts 
(component 1) on the one hand and the percentage of students of medium SES in 
class (r = .16; p = .024; N = 185) and the percentage of girls in class (r = .17; p = .018; 
N =183) on the other. This implies that teachers spent more time introducing texts 
when they have more girls in class and more students of medium SES.  

Using new media (component 2) is significantly correlated with the percentage (r 
=.17; p = .002; N = 188) and number of girls in class (r = .19; p =.006; N = 189). 

Component 5  Using nonfiction is significantly correlated with the percentage of 
girls (r = .17; p = .018; N = 186 ) and the number of girls in class (r = .20; p = .006; N = 
187) and with teachers gender: male teachers make less us of nonfiction in class ( r 
= -.17; p = .023; N = 185). 

Component 10 Reciting is significantly correlated with the age of teachers (r = 
.16; p = .042; N = 169). 

Lastly Organizing student tasks and where to find answers (component 13) was 
significantly correlated with the percentage of girls in class (r  = .16, p =.003, N = 185).  

Correlations were calculated between all the teacher and class characteristics 
and the single items that were left out of the aforementioned sums. Results show 
that male teachers spend more time on going to the Museum of Children’s books (r  
= .16, p = .034, N = 186), and let students read more often in their own choice of 
books (r = .15, p = .046, N = 187). Also, older teachers pay more attention to searching 
machines on the internet (r = .25, p =.001, N = 174), and make less use of themed 
tables (r = -.24, p =.001, N = 175). More experienced teachers take less time to go to 
the Museum of Children’s books (r = -.21, p = .003, N = 189) and use themed tables 
less (r = -.27, p = .001, N = 191). Themed tables are used when teachers split their 
workweek with a colleague (r = .60, p = .028, N = 191), and these teachers use comics 
less (r = -.15, p = .041, N = 191). Teachers with students of a high SES read less often 
themselves as an example (r = -.17, p = .017, N = 189). 

In classes with more female students, more time is spent on audio books (r = .20, 
p = .006, N = 189). The percentage of girls in class also correlates positively with using 
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the internet to search for books (r = -.18, p = .015, N = 187). More male students in 
class coincides with less reading time for the teacher (r = - .15, p = .050, N = 185) and 
less visiting the Children’s museum (r = - .16, p = .033, N = 184). The percentage of 
boys in class also correlated negatively with the use of audio books (r = -.18, p = .013, 
N = 185) and using the internet to search for books (r = -.18, p = .013, N = 184). 

Both the number and percentage of students in class not having Dutch as their 
first language correlates with the frequency of class trips to the Children’s books 
museum (number: r =.37, p = .000, N = 190; percentage r =.34, p = .000, N = 189) and 
with giving time to read in obligatory children’s books (number: r =.21, p = .004, N = 
192; percentage r =.20, p = .006, N = 191).  

Also, the number of non-native students in class is related to less stimulation to 
read from the teachers (r = -.16, p = .027, N = 190).  

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

This study shows that there are many different types of reading promotion activities 
that teachers use in grade 5 and 6 classrooms in the Netherlands. Teachers seem to 
be focusing mainly on promoting reading of fictional texts. This is in line with earlier 
findings of PIRLS-2016 (Gubbels, et al., 2016). Traditionally, in the Netherlands 
reading promotion was associated with promoting the reading of literary fictional 
books (Stichting Lezen, 2012; Van Schooten, 1997). More recently, the promotion of 
a wider variety of text genres, fiction as well as non-fiction, is recommended by the 
Foundation for Reading (Stichting Lezen, 2012). Likewise, international literature 
indicates that reading promotion in practice primarily aims at promoting fiction and 
that the scope of reading promotion should be wider (Barone & Morrow, 2003; 
Chapman et al., 2007; Duke, 2000, 2003, 2004; Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003; 
Flowers & Flowers, 2009; International Reading Association, 2000; Moss & 
Hendershot, 2002; Reutzel & Gali, 1997; Saul & Dieckman, 2005; Yopp & Yopp, 2006). 
The results of this study are somewhat mixed, as they show that activities concerning 
the promoting of fiction and those that pertain to non-fiction sometimes cluster in 
the same components, while other components are exclusively identified by only 
fictional or only non-fictional items. This pattern is intriguing, since widening the 
scope of text genres reading promotion aims at may also be important to stimulate 
boys to read. We know that boys on average read nonfiction texts more often than 
girls  (Mullis et al., 2012). Teachers in our study report to make use of newspapers, 
instructional texts and magazine articles more than monthly and the relative 
popularity of comics and magazine articles is in line with findings of PIRLS 2011 and 
2016, where it is reported that children in grade 4 read more comics and magazines 
at home than in 2001 (Mullis et al., 2012; Gubbels, et al., 2016). There might be a 
shift going on to a wider variety of text genres used in class.  

Another noticeable result is that activities concerning free reading are reported 
most frequently. Free reading implies that students are free to choose texts they are 
interested in. In this, Dutch teachers follow up on the advice of Sweet, Guthrie, and 
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Ng (1998) who state that providing opportunities to read texts that are interesting 
to students is the primary mechanism for motivating them to become independent 
and fluent readers. Also, results of Van Schooten (2005) showed that the best way 
to promote student reading is to have students experience that reading can be 
pleasurable. The relative frequent use of comics and short stories in class may 
indicate that teachers do try to promote reading by choosing text genres students 
like. 

Activities that take more a scholastic approach, such as using processing tasks on 
children’s books, are performed less frequently than free reading activities. 
Compulsory, scholastic activities, especially when graded, can function as cause of a 
form of extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is often found to lessen intrinsic 
motivation, which is important to reading promotion (Bénabou & Tirole, 2003).  

Next, it is noteworthy that activities that are reported to be performed almost 
daily are activities that take little or no preparation. Activities that demand more 
preparation, such as outings to the library or the theatre, only happen a few times 
per year at the most. The same applies to activities with fiction texts, where results 
show that when the teacher has to do the promoting, this happens infrequently. This 
is also reflected in the participation in national programs; teachers more often 
participate when there is ready-made material to use in class. A tentative conclusion 
might be that teachers are more inclined to act out activities that do not need a lot 
of preparation and for which materials are available, which might indicate that 
teachers lack adequate time to prepare promotional activities or that they are not 
fully convinced of the importance of reading promotion. This could be interesting to 
find out in further research and at the same time it could be a theme to be addressed 
in teacher education.  

As mentioned above, libraries are visited less than ‘a few times a year’. In the 
Netherlands libraries were traditionally considered an important institution for 
promoting reading and the initial programs for reading promotion aiming at students 
were organized and acted out by librarians (Van Schooten, 1997). Due to diminishing 
funds for libraries, in recent years many libraries in the Netherlands have been shut 
down. In response, funding for schools to create their own (small) library became 
available. This might explain the low frequency of visits to a library reported in this 
study. 

Results show that all reading promotional activities included in the questionnaire 
have a level of homogeneity and thus can be seen as indicative of one general 
construct (engaging in promotional activities). This implies that it is possible to speak 
of teachers that invest more or less time promoting reading. Nevertheless, activities 
to promote reading included in the questionnaire can also be seen as consisting of 
at least thirteen different types of reading promotional activities. The PCA shows 
that the a-priori categorization in the questionnaire of reading promotion in school, 
based on the literature read and interviews with teachers and governmental 
organizations, is not reflected in the structure of the data.  
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The finding of different types of reading promotional activities opens up the 
possibility to discern different types of teachers and teaching as far as reading 
promotion is concerned. First of all,  looking into the relations between the acting 
out of different forms of reading promotion, teachers seem to act on the 
composition of the class they teach; when they have more girls in class, both in 
percentage and numbers, they tend to perform more different kinds of reading 
promotion activities and in particular introduce fictional texts and use nonfiction 
more often. These results suggest that teachers in their behavior tend to choose 
other activities than promoting reading when they have a class of mainly boys in 
front of them. This further widens the already existing gap between boys and girls as 
it is that has been reported in previous research (OECD, 2016). Teacher awareness 
of gender differences is important to ensure that reading activities are selected that 
are of interest to students (McGeown et al., 2015). Lastly, the larger the number and 
percentage of students in class not having Dutch as mother tongue the more often 
teachers choose to visit a museum or use obligatory reading material. These 
activities are considered more convenient perhaps and are seen as reading 
promotion, however, they keep those students from reading self-chosen texts, 
which can be quite useful in preparing these students for their educational careers. 

5.1 Limitations and suggestions for future research 

This study is one of the first to systematically survey teachers in order to see what 
reading promotion activities they perform This was done by means of an exploratory 
study with a newly devised questionnaire. With the knowledge this study has 
generated on tendencies, variation, structures, and correlates of reading promotion 
activities, the questionnaire can be improved. A next version of the instrument may 
contain a more balanced representation of the components that are present in the 
teachers’ report on their practices. Building on teachers’ perception of their own 
reading promotion behavior, is relevant because it can function as the beginning of 
more specific observations of reading promotion patterns. A relevant question is 
therefore whether teachers make a distinction between the promotion of reading 
fiction and non-fiction, or whether they consider reading promotion to be 
independent of genre.  This line of research is especially important because only a 
small number of studies have reported the behavior of teachers when they aim to 
promote reading. More research needs to be conducted into what effects different 
kinds of reading promotion have on students. 

In our study we used self-reports for measuring behavior and hence we cannot 
exclude the possibility of a desirability bias. Using log files or observations of class 
practices over several weeks probably gives a more valid indication of behavior 
(Otter, 1995) and might serve as a check on the data to be collected with the 
improved questionnaire.  
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5.2 Implications for educational practice 

Teacher education programs can take several of these results into account. First of 
all, the variety in activities and materials could be highlighted in curricula, especially 
as the different fiction and nonfiction genres generate different learning outcomes 
for students. Furthermore, it might be functional to demonstrate some types of 
activities, since the incidence of quite a number of reading promotion activities 
seems to be rather low. Maybe different types of students could be drawn to 
different types of reading promotion activities. At the same time with these reported 
different aspects of reading promotion teachers are able to check for themselves 
what kind of reading promotion they tend to use and what kind of activities they 
might be able to use in future, in order to please all types of readers to enhance their 
reading enjoyment and thus behavior and proficiency. 

REFERENCES 

Adams, M. J. (1990). Beginning to read: thinking and learning about print. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Alreck, P. L., & Settle, R. B. (1995). The survey research handbook. Chicago, IL: Irwin. 
Barone, D. M., & Morrow, L. M. (Eds.). (2003). Literacy and young children: Research-based practices. 

Solving problems in the teaching of literacy. New York, NY: Guilford. 
Bénabou, R., & Tirole, J. (2003). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. Review of Economic Studies, 70(3), 489-

520. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-937X.00253.  
Bonset, H., & Hoogeveen, M. (2009). Lezen in het basisonderwijs: een inventarisatie van empirisch 

onderzoek naar begrijpend lezen, leesbevordering en fictie fictie [Reading in elementary instruction. 
A review of empirical research on reading comprehension, reading animation, and fictional reading]. 
Enschede, The Netherlands: SLO, nationaal expertisecentrum leerplanontwikkeling. 

Bryman, A., Bell, E. A., & Teevan, J. J. (2009). Social research methods. Don Mills, Canada: Oxford University 
Press. 

Burgess, S. R., Sargent, S., Smith, M., Hill, N., & Morrison, S. (2011). Teachers' leisure reading habits and 
knowledge of children's books: Do they relate to the teaching practices of elementary school 
teachers? Reading Improvement, 48(2), 88-100.  

Chall, J. S. (1983). Stages of reading development. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
Chapman, M., Filipenko, M., McTavish, M., & Shapiro, J. (2007). First graders' preferences for narrative 

and/or information books and perceptions of other boys' and girls' book preferences. Canadian 
Journal of Education, 30(2), 531-553. https://doi.org/10.2307/20466649  

Cloin, M. (2013). Met het oog op de tijd: een blik op de tijdsbesteding van Nederlanders [With an eye on 
time: a look at the time spent by Dutch people]. Den Haag, The Netherlands: Sociaal en Cultureel 
Planbureau. https://doi.org/10.1163/2214-8264_dutchpamphlets-kb3-kb32961 

Cox, K., & Guthrie, J. (2001). Motivational and cognitive contributions to students' amount of reading. 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 26(1), 116-131. https://doi.org/10.1006/ceps.1999.1044  

De Vries, R., & Ohlsen, R. (1998). The promotion of reading by television: A study of the effects of the tv-
series ‘I've already got a book’. ED 444162. 

Dreher, M. J. (1999). Motivating children to read more nonfiction. Reading Teacher, 52, 414-417. 
Duke, N. K. (2000). 3.6 Minutes per day: The scarcity of informational texts in first grade. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 35(2), 202-224. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.35.2.1  
Duke, N. K. (2003). Reading & writing informational text in the primary grades research-based practices. 

Jefferson City, MO: Scholastic Teaching Resources. 
Duke, N. K. (2004). The case for informational text. Educational Leadership, 61, 40-45.  
Duke, N.l K. & Bennett-Armistead, V. S., (2003). Filling the great void why we should bring nonfiction into 

the early-grade classroom. Literacy Faculty Scholarship, 1.  



 TEACHERS’ READING PROMOTION ACTIVITIES 23 

https://digitalcommons.library.umaine.edu/erl_facpub/1 
Eccles, J., Wigfield, A., Harold, R. D., & Blumenfeld, P. (1993). Age and gender differences in children's self- 

and task perceptions during elementary school. Child Development, 64(3), 830-847. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131221 

Edmonds, M. S., Vaughn, S., Wexler, J., Reutebuch, C., Cable, A., Tackett, K. K., & Schnakenberg, J. W. 
(2009). A synthesis of reading interventions and effects on reading comprehension outcomes for 
older struggling readers. Review of Educational Research Review of Educational Research, 79(1), 262-
300. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325998 

Elsacker, W. v., & Verhoeven, L. (2003). Leesvaardigheid, strategiegebruik en leesmotivatie van een- en 
meertalige leerlingen in groep 5 en 6 [Reading skills, strategy use and reading motivation of 
monolingual and multilingual students in groups 5 and 6.]. Paedagogische studiën, 80(2), 127-146. 
https://doi.org/10.1163/2214-8264_dutchpamphlets-va0-va01970 

Flowers, T. A., & Flowers, L. A. (2009). Nonfiction in the early grades: Making reading and writing relevant 
for all students. Journal for the Liberal Arts and Sciences, 13(2), 40-50.  

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

Gubbels, J., Netten, A., & Verhoeven, L. (2017). Vijftien jaar leesprestaties in Nederland: PIRLS-2016 
[Fifteen years of reading performance in the Netherlands: PIRLS-2016]. Nijmegen, The Netherlands: 
Expertisecentrum Nederlands, Radboud Universiteit, Behavioural Science Institute. 

Hair, J., Anderson, R., Tatham, R. and Black, W. (1998). Multivariate data analysis. 5th Edition. Prentice 
Hall, NJ: Pearson. 

Heesters, K., Berkel., S. van, Schoot, F. van der, & Hemker, B. (2007).  Balans van het leesonderwijs aan 
het einde van de basisschool 4 [Balance of reading education at the end of primary school 4]. 
Uitkomsten van de vierde peiling in 2005. PPON-reeks nummer 33, Uitgave Stichting Cito Instituut 
voor Toetsontwikkeling. 

Humphrey, J., Lipsitz, J., McGovern, J., & Wasser, J. (1997). Reading matters: Supporting the development 
of young adolescent readers. The Phi Delta Kappan, 79(4), 305-311. Retrieved from 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20439197. 

Huysmans, F. (2013). Van woordjes naar wereldliteratuur: de leeswereld van kinderen van 7-15 jaar [From 
words to world literature: the reading world of children aged 7-15]. Amsterdam, The Netherlands: 
Stichting Lezen. 

Inspectie van het Onderwijs (2014). De staat van het onderwijs: Onderwijsverslag 2012/2013 [The State 
of Education: Education Report 2012/2013]. Utrecht, The Netherlands: Inspectie van het Onderwijs.  

International Reading Association. (2000). Providing books and other print materials for classroom and 
school libraries: A position statement from the International Reading Association. Newark, DE: 
International Reading Association.  

Johnson, D.R., & Creech, J.C. (1983). Ordinal measures in multiple indicator models: A simulation study of 
categorization error. American Sociological Review, 48, 398-407. 

LaBerge, D., & Samuels, S. J. (1974). Toward a theory of automatic information processing in reading. 
Cognitive Psychology, 6(2), 293-323. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(74)90015-2 

Lepper, M. R. (2005). Intrinsic and extrinsic motivational orientations in the classroom age differences and 
academic correlates. Journal of Educational Psychology, 97(2), 184-196. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.184  

Mason, L. H. (2004). Explicit self-regulated strategy development versus reciprocal questioning: effects on 
expository reading comprehension among struggling readers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
96(2), 283-296. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.2.283  

McGeown, S. P., Duncan, L. G., Griffiths, Y. M., & Stothard, S. E. (2015). Exploring the relationship between 
adolescents reading skills, reading motivation and reading habits. Reading and Writing: An 
Interdisciplinary Journal, 28(4), 545-569. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-014-9537-9  

McKenna, M. C. (1995). Children's attitudes toward reading: a national survey. Reading Research 
Quarterly, 30(4), 934-956. https://doi.org/10.2307/748205  

McKenna, M. C., Jang, B. G., Meyer, J. P., Conradi, K., & Lawrence, C. (2012). Reading attitudes of middle 
school students: Results of a U.S. survey. Reading Research Quarterly, 47(3), 283-306. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.021 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.97.2.184


24 M. RUWETTE, E. VAN SCHOOTEN, & K. DE GLOPPER 

Meelis-Voorma, T., Moolenaar, P., & Overmeijer, H. (2012). Jeugdliteratuur voor de beroepspraktijk 
[Children's literature for professional practice]. Groningen, The Netherlands: Noordhoff. 

Meelissen, M. R. M., Netten, A., Drent, M., Punter, R. A., Droop, M., & Verhoeven, L. (2012). PIRLS- en 
TIMSS-2011: Trends in leerprestaties in Lezen, Rekenen en Natuuronderwijs [PIRLS and TIMSS-2011: 
Trends in learning performance in Reading, Arithmetic and Nature Education]. Nijmegen, The 
Netherlands: Radboud Universiteit. https://doi.org/10.3990/1.9789036534758. 

Mitchell, T. L., & Ley, T. C. (1996). The reading attitudes and behaviors of high school students. Reading 
Psychology, 17(1), 65-92. https://doi.org/10.1080/0270271960170103 

Mol, S. E., & Bus, A. G. (2011). To read or not to read: a meta-analysis of print exposure from infancy to 
early adulthood. Psychological Bulletin, 137(2), 267-296. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021890  

Morgan, P. L., & Fuchs, D. (2007). Is there a bidirectional relationship between children's reading skills and 
reading motivation? Exceptional Children, 73(2), 165-183.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440290707300203  

Moss, B., & Hendershot, J. (2002). Exploring sixth graders' selection of nonfiction trade books. Reading 
Teacher, 56(1), 6-17.  

Mullis, I. V. S., Martin, M. O., Foy, P., & Drucker, K. T. (2012). PIRLS 2011 international results in reading. 
TIMSS & PIRLS International Study Center, Boston & International Association for the Evaluation of 
Educational Achievement (IEA), Amsterdam. 

Neuman, S. B. (1999). Books make a difference: A study of access to literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 
34(3), 286-311. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.34.3.3  

Neuman, S. B., & Celano, D. (2001). Books aloud: A campaign to ‘put books in children's hands’. The 
Reading Teacher, 54(6), 550.  

Nielen, T.M.J., & Bus, A.G. (2015). Leesmotivatie stimuleren [Stimulate reading motivation]. Jeugd in 
School en Wereld, 99(8), 6-9. 

Nielen, T.M.J. (2016). Aliteracy: Causes and solutions (thesis). Leiden, The Netherlands: Leiden University. 
Norman, G. (2010). Likert scales, levels of measurement and the ‘laws’ of statistics. Advances in Health 

Sciences Education, 15(5), 625-632. 
Oberon (2009). Leesbevordering in het basisonderwijs: een onderzoek naar actualiteit en 

toekomstperspectief [Reading promotion in primary education: an investigation into current events 
and future prospects]. Amsterdam, The Netherlands: Stichting Lezen. 

OECD (2016). PISA 2015 Results (Volume I): Excellence and equity in education. Paris, France: OECD 
Publishing. https//doi.org/10.1787/9789264266490-en 

Otter, M.E. (1995). Buitenschools lezen effectief voor de schoolse leesvaardigheid? : een vierjarig 
longitudinaal onderzoek in het BO [Is extracurricular reading effective for academic reading skills? : a 
four-year longitudinal study in primary education]. Amsterdam, The Netherlands: SCO-Kohnstamm 
Instituut, Universiteit van Amsterdam. 

Palincsar, A. S., & Brown, A. L., (1983). Reciprocal teaching of comprehension-monitoring activities. 
Technical Report No. 269. Cambridge, MA: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc. 

Paus, H., & Bacchini, S. (2010). Portaal: praktische taaldidactiek voor het primair onderwijs [Portaal: 
practical language didactics for primary education]. Bussum, The Netherlands: Coutinho. 

Perfetti, C., & Stafura, J. (2014). Word knowledge in a theory of reading comprehension. Scientific Studies 
of Reading, 18(1), 22-37. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2013.827687  

Piaac Literacy Expert Group. (2009). PIAAC literacy: A conceptual framework.  
https://doi.org/10.1787/220348414075. 

Piek, K., & Vonkeman, J. (1995). Zoveel lezen we (niet)  [That is how much we (do not) read]. Amsterdam, 
The Netherlands: Stichting Lezen. 

Pressley, M. (2002). Effective beginning reading instruction. Journal of Literacy Research, 34(2), 165-188. 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15548430jlr3402_3 

Rayner, K. (2001). How psychological science informs the teaching of reading. Malden, MA: Blackwell 
Publishers. 

Reutzel, D. R., & Gali, K. (1997). The art of children's book selection: A labyrinth unexplored. Reading 
Psychology, 18(2), 131-171. https://doi.org/10.1080/0270271970180203   

https://doi.org/10.3990/1.9789036534758


 TEACHERS’ READING PROMOTION ACTIVITIES 25 

Salter, A., & Brook, J. (2007). Are we becoming an aliterate society? the demand for recreational reading 
among undergraduates at two universities. College & Undergraduate Libraries, 14(3), 27-43. 
https://doi.org/10.1300/J106v14n03_02  

Saul, E. W., & Dieckman, D. (2005). Theory and research into practice choosing and using information 
trade books. Reading Research Quarterly, 40(4), 502-513. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.40.4.6   

Snow, C. E., Burns, M. S. & Griffin, P.(Eds.) (1998). Preventing reading difficulties in young children. 
Washington DC: National Research Council. 

Solis, M., Vaughn, S., Swanson, E., & McCulley, L. (2012). Collaborative models of instruction: The 
empirical foundations of inclusion and co-teaching. Psychology in the Schools, 49(5), 498-510. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21606 

Spörer, N., Brunstein, J. C., & Kieschke, U. (2009). Improving students' reading comprehension skills: 
Effects of strategy instruction and reciprocal teaching. Journal of Learning and Instruction, 19(3), 272-
286. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2008.05.003  

Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: some consequences of individual differences in the 
acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21(4), 360-407.  
https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.21.4.1  

Stichting Lezen. (2012). Samen werken aan een sterke leescultuur: beleidsvoornemens van Stichting Lezen 
voor de cultuurplanperiode 2013-2016 [Working together on a strong reading culture: policy 
intentions of the Reading Foundation for the culture planning period 2013-2016]. Amsterdam, The 
Netherlands: Stichting Lezen. 

Sullivan, G. & Artino Jr., A. R. (2013). Analyzing and interpreting data from Likert-type scales. Journal of 
Graduate Medical Education, 5(4), 541-542. 

Sweet, A. P., & Ng, M. M. (1998). Teacher perceptions and student reading motivation. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 90(2), 210-223.  

Tuijl, C. van., & Gijsel, M. (2015). Stabiliteit van leesplezier en leesvermijding [Stability of reading pleasure 
and reading avoidance]. Orthopedagogiek: Onderzoek en praktijk, 54(2), 60-73.  

Turner, J., & Paris, S. G. (1995). How literacy tasks influence children's motivation for literacy. The Reading 
Teacher, 48(8), 662.  

Unrau, N., & Schlackman, J. (2006). Motivation and its relationship with reading achievement in an urban 
middle school. The Journal of Educational Research, 100(2), 81-101.  
https://doi.org/10.3200/JOER.100.2.81-101  

Van Coillie, J. (2007). Leesbeesten en boekenfeesten hoe werken (met) kinder- en jeugdboeken? [Reading 
animals and book parties how do children's books work].Leuven, The Netherlands: NBD Biblion. 

Van Schooten, E. (1997). Procesevaluatie sireneproject [Siren project process evaluation]. Amsterdam, 
The Netherlands: SCO-Kohnstamm Instituut, Faculteit der Pedagogische en Onderwijskundige 
Wetenschappen, Universiteit van Amsterdam. 

Van Schooten, E. (2005). Literary response and attitude toward reading fiction. Groningen, The 
Netherlands: Rijksuniversiteit. 

Wang, J. H.-Y., & Guthrie, J. T. (2004). Modeling the effects of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, 
amount of reading, and past reading achievement on text comprehension between U.S. and Chinese 
students. Reading Research Quarterly, 39(2), 162-186. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.39.2.2  

Wigfield, A., Wilde, K., Baker, L., Fernandez-Fein, S., & Scher, D. (1996). The nature of children's 
motivations for reading, and their relations to reading frequency and reading performance. Reading 
research report no. 63. Athens, GA: National Reading Research Center, 
https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.34.4.4 

Yopp, R. H., & Yopp, H. K. (2006). Informational texts as read-alouds at school and home. Journal of 
Literacy Research, 38(1), 37-51. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15548430jlr3801_2 

Zumbo, B. D., & Zimmerman, D. W. (1993). Is the selection of statistical methods governed by level of 
measurement? Canadian Psychology, 34, 390-400. 

  

https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.21.4.1


26 M. RUWETTE, E. VAN SCHOOTEN, & K. DE GLOPPER 

APPENDIX 

Components of reading promotion behavior of teachers, items, Cronbach’s Alpha, 
number of respondents (N), number of items (n) and item-test correlations (rit), the 
standard error (se) and standard deviation (SD). Items of components with alpha’s 
below .6 are not summed. Therefore means, standard errors and standard deviations 
of these items are given per item. 

Cronbach’s alpha’s, means  N α rit M se SD 

Component 1: Introducing texts  189 .810  3.12 .06 .76 
Reading children’s books to the class    .335    

Introducing new fiction    .648    
Introducing fiction classics    .647    

Using processing tasks on children’s books    .509    
Promoting children’s books    .732    

Advising student on children’s books    .572    
Component 2: Using new media  194 .664  2.55 .08 1.06 

Using computers, tablets, e-readers in class    .499    
Using website texts    .499    

Component 3: Organizing outings and obligatory reading  192 .222     
Visiting bookstores    .221 1.08 .02 .32 

Visiting Children’s Museum of Literature    .338 1.06 .02 .23 
Giving free reading time with obligatory books    .267 2.36 .11 1.51 

Component 4: Using audio books and themed tables  194 .442     
Using audiobooks    .286 1.65 .07 .93 

Using a themed table    .286 2.01 .08 .93 
Component 5: Using nonfiction  192 .733  3.05 .06 .86 

Reading nonfiction aloud    .543    
Using newspaper articles    .558    

Using articles out of magazines    .577    
Giving free reading time with obligatory nonfiction    .429    

Component 6: Organizing obligatory activities  193 .354     
Visiting the library    .250 1.93 .07 .94 

Visiting the theatre    .250 1.78 .04 .53 
Component 7: Inviting parents & writers, buying reading material  186 .816  2.55 .06 .83 

Buying nonfiction     .597    
Buying fiction     .689    

Giving free reading time nonfiction    .448    
Talking to parents about reading behavior    .676    

Inviting writers in class    .603    
Letting students make a reading dossier    .497    

Component 8: Using the internet to search  193   1.65 .07 .92 
Using the internet to search for books        

Component 9: Stimulating free reading  192 .325     
Giving free reading time with self-chosen fiction    .267 4.39 .05 .70 

Stimulating students to read    .226 4.39 .05 .70 
Reading as a teacher while the class is reading    .253 3.01 .11 1.50 
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Component 10: Reciting  188 .752  2.55 .05 .70 
        

Letting students recite    .493    
Using magazines about reading    .401    

Using poetry    .522    
Using the internet to search for background information on writers or 

children’s books 
 

  .546    

Using drama texts    .449    
Advising students on nonfiction texts    .536    

Component 11 Using short stories  191 .564     
Using short stories    .406 3.30 .07 1.03 

Using instructional texts    .406 3.26 .10 1.34 
Component 12 Using comics  194      

Using comics     3.42 .08 1.12 
Component 13: Organizing student tasks and where to find answers  191 .764  2.67 .06 .77 

Letting students assess fiction    .595    
Letting students give book presentations     .493    

Organising book talks    .577    
Pointing out websites about books    .618    

Using movies about books    .315    
Using tutor-reading by peers    .447    

 


