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Introduction 

 

In this journal article, I discuss my investigation of teachers’ experiences at two quite 

different schools in Melbourne, Australia, and how their teaching beliefs inform their 

teaching pedagogy for teaching boys how to construct their writing in upper elementary level 

schooling. The process of writing is an important, lifelong skill for students that fosters 

present and future communications between the writer and reader. The focus of this research 

is about how teachers teach Year 6 boys how to write, and their attitudes toward the role of 

technology in this process. The questions that drove this inquiry are: How do teachers in two 

different schools approach the teaching of literacies to boys? How is this aligned with the 

school culture, particularly, the perceived role of technology in teaching literacies?  

 

In today’s teaching environments, access to the internet and digital technology is a part of 

modern lives for both adults and children. Young people are exposed to a range of 

technologies both online and other non-print media (Rideout & Robb, 2021). Students have 

access to the internet at home and at school, they make meaning from multi-modal forms 

such as music, digital images online from social media and the internet, video, and other 

diverse new literacies (Gee, 2012; Knobel & Lankshear, 2014). Digital technologies are 

pervasive in teaching and learning, and influence teachers’ understandings and classroom 

behaviours. I say “virtually” because one of the schools where I undertook this research has a 

teaching ethos that eschews the explicit use of digital technologies. The other school fosters 

the use of such technologies in accord with system-wide expectations. Consequently, some 

teachers in this research have developed a sense of pedagogical role and practice that is 

framed by their schools’ strong belief in integrating technology in their teaching and learning, 

while others have not. In today’s complex teaching life, many teachers develop their teaching 

pedagogy through the school in which they work (Brown & Heck, 2018). The school’s 

culture shapes the teacher’s teaching style (Pillen et al., 2013).  

 

While there is extensive literature on the role and significance of digital technologies in 

teaching reading and writing, there is less attention to teachers and schools who reject the 

presence of such technologies. The topic of boys’ literacy learning is a contested and ongoing 

debate amongst many stakeholders such as researchers, teachers, parents, policy makers, and 

the media who all have their own view as to what are the most effective ways to teach boys 

(Lingard et al., 2009, 2013). Furthermore, there is an ongoing debate about the reading 

pedagogy per se (Buckingham et al., 2013). Part of the current debate is that boys in 

particular benefit from the inclusion of technology, but—as will be seen—this is not always 

how schools and teachers build learning engagement. I explore this gap in current research 

and address how teachers understand their support of the learning of elementary school boys 

with or without digital technologies. I intend this exploration to offer a counter narrative to 

the imperatives of policy that demand the presence of digital technologies in all school 

teaching and learning (Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority [VCAA], n.d.). I 

hope that through my exploration, teachers and school authorities may acquire a more 

flexible understanding of teaching boys reading and writing.  

 



In this case study, I investigate how teachers understand their pedagogical role and teaching 

practices in teaching literacies to boys with particular attention to the inclusion of technology. 

The focus here is on how teachers work with Year 6 boys in developing their writing. I am 

interested to know about these educators’ teaching attitudes of engaging boys. I also 

investigate how my participant teachers integrate technology into their pedagogical 

approaches. In this journal article, I examine the ways each school culture encourages boys’ 

writing. I draw comparisons and offer implications from the ways the teachers use technology 

(if at all) and understand a range of approaches to support boys’ writing. 

 

Literature Review  

 

The focus of this literature review will be teachers’ understandings of learning and teaching 

styles of reading and writing, which may or may not involve the use of technology. In their 

systematic review of research concerning teachers’ understandings, Beijaard et al. (2004) 

identified “different methods for the collection of data [that] varied from open-ended (life 

history) interviews to specific teacher materials, such as portfolios and journals” (p. 114). I 

also found a range of qualitative approaches such as narrative (Goodson & Gill, 2011), 

dialogic (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011), and theoretical (Tran & Nguyen, 2015). The qualitative 

case study accords with research in this field.  

 

Teachers understand and construct their work in the context of their school culture 

(Akkerman & Meijer, 2011; Beijaard, 2011; Brown & Heck, 2018; Goodson & Gill, 2011; 

Laurialia & Kukkonen, 2005; Miller et al., 2017). Teachers develop a professional identity as 

they learn a multitude of skills, gain a breadth of knowledge, and move from novice to 

experienced practitioners (Edwards & Edwards, 2017; Friesen & Besley, 2013). Teaching is a 

multifaceted profession and contains many different forms (Lutovac & Kaasila, 2011). It 

cannot be reduced to technique; it comes from the teacher’s integrity and identity (Palmér, 

2016; Palmer, 2017). Teacher understandings of pedagogy and practice change with context 

and experience (Beijard et al., 2004; Chappell, 2001; Mockler, 2011; Tran & Nguyen, 2015; 

Zembylas et al., 2011). For teachers, “professional identity is not a stable product, but rather a 

continually changing, active, and on-going process” (Pillen et al., 2013, p. 87). We have to 

understand ourselves first, then we shape our pedagogy according to who we are. This is 

encapsulated by the epigram, “We teach who we are” (de Bruin, 2016; Willingham, 2009). 

Good teaching takes myriad forms, but good teachers share one trait: they are authentically 

present in the classroom, in community with their students and their subject (Bryant, 2006; 

Palmer, 2003) The connections made by good teachers are held, not in their methods, but in 

their hearts—the place where intellect, emotion, spirit, and will converge in the human self, 

supported by the community that emerges among us when we choose to live authentic lives 

(Palmer, 2017; Troman, 2008).  

 

Teaching Reading and Writing  

 

Foregrounding the literature from a socio-cultural lens includes Green’s 3D model (Durrant 

& Green, 2000; Green, 2012; Knobel & Lankshear, 2014) and the Four Resources model 

(Freebody & Luke, 1990). These models approached the teaching of reading to decode and 

make meaning of texts (Barton et al., 2000; Gee, 2004). One of the two participant schools 

believed in teaching via phonics, and this frames how the teachers teach reading and writing, 

particularly to boys. Experts in teaching how to read in the early years agree using the 

phonics approach can assist at-risk students to read in the early years to ensure that children 

can decode and read fluently (Castles et al., 2018; Snow et al., 1998). It is important to note 



that these researchers also recognise the problem with focusing on only phonological 

awareness as this approach does not help them to comprehend complex texts in the middle 

and upper elementary years (Palinscar, 2003; Stahl, 2011).  

 

Reading is defined as “a socially, culturally, and historically located practice” (Rennie, 2016, 

p. 44). Reading is the ability to decode and to understand (Anderson & Fearnley-Sander, 

2015). To achieve comprehension, a reader needs to have prior knowledge, to summarise, to 

ask questions, and to form conclusions (Kirmizi, 2010). Children who read fluently do so 

because learning is a cultural process (Kabuto, 2016) that relates to children’s homes, where 

their family and community create a rich environment to support them with their acquisition 

of the types of language that would be used at school (Raban & Scull, 2013). Reading 

specialists—particularly those who teach Early Years readers—concur that using the phonics 

approach helps at-risk students to read in the Early Years to enable these children to decode 

and read (Adams, 1990; Castles et al., 2018). Nonetheless, there is an acknowledgement that 

the problems with focusing on just phonological awareness or phonics might help students in 

the Early Years but may not help students in the middle and upper primary years (Duke & 

Cartwright, 2021; Palinscar, 2003; Reed et al., 2020; Stahl, 2011).  

 

The focus of this study is Year 6 boys. In Australia, a Year 6 student would be around 11 to 

12 years of age. Reading for enjoyment is important for this age group (Fletcher et al., 2012). 

Boys like to read funny stories and comics with superheroes (Merisuo-Storm, 2006). The 

more school literacies mirror real-life interests, the more likely that the boys will be 

motivated to develop their reading and writing (Cope & Kalantzis, 2000). 

 

Writing is a communication practice that involves a conversation between the writer and 

reader (Christie, 2005). Writing is described as an effortful activity for all ages (Dunn & 

Sweeney, 2018). To be successful at school, students learn to write, and in order to write, 

students must learn how to read (Kellogg, 2008). To understand how the participants 

understand the teaching of writing at the two schools, I need to touch on their beliefs between 

the teaching of handwriting and keyboarding. At one of the two schools in this study, there is 

a strong belief in the explicit teaching of handwriting to students from Foundation to Year 6. 

At the other school, handwriting is also taught, but in the upper elementary years, they 

incorporated technology into the teaching of handwriting via tablets such as iPads. By 

selecting two schools with different approaches, I was able to explore teachers’ 

understandings of teaching reading to Year 6 boys.  

 

The two schools where the participant teachers work have quite different teaching approaches 

to reading, writing, and the use of technology. This reflects the schools’ teaching ethos and 

beliefs that range from phonics and no technology to whole language and the use of 

technology. I recognise that teachers had chosen to work in schools that may accord with 

their pedagogical preferences. The research literature employs both quantitative (e.g., Abbott 

et al., 2010; Reed et al., 2019), qualitative approaches such as ethnography (e.g., Barrs, 

2000), and position papers (e.g., Lindsey, 1996). Although based on different research 

paradigms, there is confirmation that reading and writing are interrelated because both help 

students to make meanings and connections to their everyday lives. 

 

The Researcher 

 

As an English and mathematics secondary and elementary teacher—and drawing on my 

personal experience as an English as Additional Language (EAL) speaker—I support 



teaching phonics to help students build a solid understanding of the English language, 

structure, and alphabet sounds, especially in the early years of elementary schooling (Sze & 

Southcott, 2019; Campbell, 2015). Once students achieve fluency in their reading, I believe 

teachers should introduce quality books and use them as mentor texts (Roberts & Meiring, 

2006). When teaching elementary school students how to write, I emphasise the importance 

of teaching handwriting (Graham et al., 2000; Mackenzie & Spokes, 2018). Regarding 

teaching boys, I understand that gender is a social and cultural construct (Davis & Preves, 

2017). Therefore, I consider the children’s natural learning styles and strive to avoid 

stereotyping. I also believe that technology can support boys’ writing if used correctly (Blink, 

2016; Cook & Kirchoff, 2017). 

  

Methodology 

 

The research is a qualitative research paradigm with a constructivist epistemology (Lichtman, 

2023). This is a small-scale case study, which is appropriate as it allows for “a holistic 

understanding of a phenomenon within real-life contexts from the perspective of those 

involved” (Boblin et al., 2013, p. 2). A case study is a description and analysis of a bounded 

system and pinpoints the unit of the study—the case (Braun & Clarke, 2012; Merriam, 2014; 

Yin, 2014, 2018). The bounded system in this case study involves two different schools and 

the teaching experiences of four different teachers in two different school settings.  

 

I went through a rigorous process to obtain approval. First, I applied to Monash University 

Human Ethics Research Committees (MUHREC, Project Number: 7978). I initially 

approached several schools (government and non-government) that were conveniently 

located for access by me. Of those, two schools agreed. I gained approval from the 

Department of Education and Training (DET), Victoria, Australia (for the government 

school).  

 

To provide contextual information about the schools and to support the formation of 

questions, I looked at schools’ websites and policy statements (Middleton, 2012). I also spent 

time at the schools and took handwritten field notes in a journal to inform my understanding 

of the school culture, teachers, and students (Phillippi & Lauderdale, 2018; Stake, 1995). I 

spent three days a week over a four-week period at each school. These observations allowed 

me to construct a deeper understanding of the classroom dynamics and the teachers’ teaching 

styles (Kervin et al., 2016). The documents I collected and my observations were used to 

form interview questions and encourage discussion.  

 

Data Collection. The data collected for this study comprised semi-structured interviews. At 

each school, I conducted semi-structured interviews, approximately 30 minutes each in 

length. Sometimes, these interviews took longer; for example, Carol talked for 90 minutes. In 

case studies, the most common data collection strategy is semi-structured interviews that 

provide rich data from the participants that reveal the context and practices of teaching and 

learning in such a way that seems credible, authentic, and trustworthy (Edwards & Edwards, 

2017; Whiting & Sines, 2012).  

 



Data Analysis. Following each individual interview with the participant teachers, I 

completed the transcriptions. My PhD supervisor and I independently analysed the transcripts 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006, 2012; van Manen, 2016). I individually generated codes to capture 

meanings for data elements “for later purposes of pattern detection, categorisation, theory 

building, and other analytic processes” (Saldaña, 2013, p. 4). Codes are “summative, salient, 

essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” 

(Saldaña, 2013, p. 3). Initially, my coding involved marginal line-by-line notes (Kirkham et 

al., 2015). I agreed that each would code according to what they found. For example, my PhD 

supervisor was not familiar with the deep-seated divisions in the teaching of literacy in 

Australia that surrounded the use of phonics in classrooms. These contested debates are 

termed the “literacy wars” (Snyder, 2008), and this polarisation remains a subject of debate 

amongst literacy educators (Miller, 2020).  

 

What my supervisor would have glossed over, I would have explained important pedagogical 

debates in which strongly held positions could be understood as sites of resistance. These two 

perspectives offered the opportunity to argue about what was important, what was based on 

assumptions, and what was irrelevant. I each sought patterns based on my own perspectives 

(Paley, 2014). Once I had built my own patterns, we came together to build shared 

understanding. Following robust discussion about what I thought I found, I built my analysis. 

I created my patterns—two dichotomous and the last an overall consensus. These were:  

 

1. Technology seen as a child minder and a distracting gimmick versus technology as 

entrance to shared interactive and collaborative learning. 

2. Phonics versus whole language instruction. 

3. Mainstream versus alternative school ethos. 

4. Consensus concerning teacher understanding of role based on experience, reflection 

and investment. 

 

In accord with Rodham et al. (2015), I found that most commonly I had each given a 

different label to the same idea. I reflected further, and once I reached agreement with my 

supervisor, I began writing. To give voice to the participants, I have used direct quotes to 

enrich my analysis (Larkin et al., 2006). I felt that by having different perspectives on the 

data, analysing independently, and having the opportunity to argue about what I saw, I have 

strengthened the credibility of my findings and interpretation. Independent analysis 

recognised the different experiences, assumptions, and biases I brought to the process of 

sense-making (Mjøsund et al., 2016). I was able to challenge the assumptions I brought to the 

study.  

 

Introducing the Schools and the Participant Teachers 

 

Two teachers from two different schools participated in this research (Figure 1). In total, 

there were four elementary teachers—Carol, Charles, Brenda, and Brian (pseudonyms)—

who agreed to participate in this study. I recruited the teachers, after getting approval from 

appropriate institutions, first by sending emails directly to a number of schools across 

Melbourne, Australia. Creative Kids’ Independent School (CKIS) and Beach Elementary 

Government School (BEGS) had kindly allowed me to come to their campuses to conduct the 

study. I invited Year 6 teachers in each school to volunteer and accepted all those who did so. 

 

 

 



Figure 1 

Teacher Research Participants 

 

Creative Kids’ 

Independent School 

(CKIS) 

Beach Elementary  

Government School (BEGS) 

Carol Brenda  

Charles Brian 

 

CKIS is an independent, alternative elementary school. The school has a relaxed atmosphere 

and feels like a family home. The school’s kitchen is the hub of the school where the 

students, staff, and visitors gather around the kitchen bench to help themselves with locally 

produced, cooked food. At CKIS, there are only 70 students from Prep to Year 6 for the 

whole school. Due to its size, it has an intimate feel that makes it warm and inviting. Carol is 

the co-founder of CKIS and is the English teacher at the school. She has been teaching for 

over 40 years. At this school, students have one teacher to follow them throughout the 

elementary school. This is vastly different from having a class teacher who teaches 

everything for one year, followed by a new class teacher for the next year. At CKIS, teachers 

teach each child for 7 years. The argument for this approach is that the teacher knows each 

child’s level, and thus how best to continue to support the child as she or he progresses 

throughout the elementary school years. Charles teaches English and physical education at 

CKIS. He has been teaching for over 20 years and had lived and taught extensively in Asia 

for many years.  

 

Beach Elementary (BEGS) is situated in a leafy, high social economic suburb of Melbourne. 

The school has approximately 800 students whose demographic is made up of professional 

parents and middle-class backgrounds. The teachers explained that the parents believe in 

education and are incredibly supportive of their child’s schooling. Most students come from a 

stable family background and English is their first language. Students and teachers have daily 

access to desktops, laptops, interactive whiteboards, iPads, and conferencing technology. In 

the upper elementary classes, all students have access to iPads as it is a Bring-Your-Own-

Device learning environment. The school uses Google Classroom for both teaching and 

learning, the students are being educated about the safe practice of technology, and students 

are encouraged to independently access the world of information in a variety of formats. The 

participating teachers at BEGS are Brenda and Brian. Brenda has been a teacher at BEGS for 

more than 30 years. She is patient, calm, and loves teaching and her students. She is a veteran 

teacher with over 30 years of experience. Brian is in his early 30s and had been teaching for 

10 years. He is an Assistant Principal at BEGS and loves to integrate technology into his 

teaching with his students. 

 

Findings 

 

I present the research findings in accord with my research questions and in how I understood 

my data. Some of what I found was descriptive which I have used to position the teachers’ 

understandings of their role and practice. I discuss the use of technology in the teaching of 

literacies to boys, placing the teachers’ views within the contexts of their schools. I do this 

under three headings that look at attitudes, pedagogies, and understandings of role and 

practice. In the first, I consider the role of technology as distraction or tool. Under the second, 

I address how literacy is taught by the teachers within their school ethos. This also addresses 

school ethos both generally and specifically as related to the teaching of literacy. The third 



heading addresses teachers’ understanding of their roles based on experience, reflection, and 

investment. I begin by discussing the cultural contexts in which my participants function as a 

preface to their comments about the use of technology in teaching and learning.  

 

Attitudes to Technology. The two schools differed significantly in their positions about the 

inclusion of technology in teaching and learning. This was embedded in the schools’ ethos 

and culture. At BEGS, electronic devices are standard and expected as in all schools in the 

government system. Using technology to teach can offer benefits for both teachers and 

students (Ritchie, 2018). At BEGS, the students brought their own tablet device from home 

as the school uses Google Classroom and other mobile technology apps in their teaching and 

learning. Teaching and learning Ire was through the use of the iPad. The rationale for using 

tablets at BEGS included students’ engagement, increased motivation, and consistency across 

their Year 6 cohort (Musti-Rao et al., 2015). At BEGS, the focus is on whole language 

through inquiry and the integration of technology in their classroom. The school used Google 

Classroom and educational apps from the students’ devices. In this school, teachers and 

students deem the use of tablets (iPads), their associated educational apps, and the use of 

YouTube clips to be engaging and helpful in teaching and learning. This aligns with the 

Victorian Curriculum’s inclusion of ICT in the classroom (VCAA, n.d.). For literacy 

teaching, the teachers would use the Interactive White Board to present the lesson. The 

students would then work on their assigned tasks on their tablets.  

 

The independent school, CKIS, eschews the presence of electronic devices such as iPads and 

laptops in classrooms. In stark contrast to BEGS, at CKIS, there was no technology used in 

teaching and learning. For their literacy lessons, there were only two English teachers for the 

whole school. At Year 6 level, the students were reading fluently and were all reading the 

same text: Wind in the Willows by Kenneth Grahame. They were all sitting together around a 

round table with a ‘lazy Susan’ (like the table in Chinese restaurants) in the school’s English 

room. Afternoon tea was served with proper high tea every Monday afternoon after their 

literacy lesson. Each student was given an assignment to analyse and critique the text book 

and Ire working at their own individual learning pace. Once the teacher was satisfied with 

their responses, they would be allowed to handwrite their drafts into good copies.  

 

Technologies are here with us, and they are wonderful tools. It would be stupid 

for us to say that they are not. However, how they are used are essential. 

Unfortunately, feedback given to me by parents and teachers is that they are often 

used as a child minder—“finish that then you can go and use the iPad.” I don’t 

think technology such as iPad should be used as a child minder. (Carol) 

 

I try not to use technology in my teaching. I believe in the elementary years; 

technology interferes with learning. For me, by focusing on the learning without 

the gimmicks of technology, students can focus on learning and not become 

distracted. (Charles)  

 

At BEGS, each student has their own tablet, and the school believes in the inclusion of 

mobile technology in its teaching and learning.  

 

I provide students time to reflect on their learning, to engage written learning 

conversation and leveraging things like collaborative learning spaces. I use Apps 

such as SeeSaw, Google Classroom. In Google Classroom, students would post 

informal feedback on written learning tasks. (Brenda) 



 

I think for kids with writing issues, the iPad is a really good tool, but I need to 

make sure that the iPad is being used in the right way. So, keeping them in check. 

Lots of boys like visuals for example videos in the classroom, visual on the 

Interactive White Board and showing and moving things around. (Brian) 

 

The integration of technology into teaching children how to read and write in elementary 

schools continues to be a contentious topic of debate (Miller, 2020). Both schools and their 

teachers have shared their reasons for choosing to use or not to use technology in their 

practice. There is no right or wrong answer with regards to the way the teachers view 

technology in their teaching practice. What needs to be considered is how effective their 

teaching is to students within their school community, and how that sits with their teaching 

beliefs towards the use of technology. Technology is a useful teaching tool, but it should 

never entirely replace a good teacher. 

 

Over the past decade, research has consistently highlighted the complex relationship between 

teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and their attitudes toward integrating technology into their 

teaching practices. Ertmer et al. (2012) emphasise that while many teachers recognise the 

potential benefits of technology in enhancing student learning, their actual integration 

practices are often influenced by deeply held beliefs about teaching and learning. Tondeur et 

al. (2017) further illustrate that teachers who view technology as a tool to support 

constructivist pedagogies are more likely to incorporate it effectively into their classrooms. 

Despite this, barriers such as lack of resources, training, and support can hinder technology 

adoption (Koehler et al., 2014). Aydin and Kaya (2019) found that teachers’ attitudes toward 

technology vary significantly across disciplines, with social studies teachers expressing both 

enthusiasm and apprehension about its use. Overall, while positive attitudes toward 

technology are prevalent, successful integration requires addressing both belief systems and 

practical constraints.  

 

Teachers’ Pedagogical Approaches. Within the teaching of reading per se, there are 

many contentious opinions and disagreements about how teachers teach students how 

to read. It is not within the scope of this article to discuss the “reading war” between the 

teaching of explicit phonics versus whole language. Effectively teaching students how 

to read encompasses a range of different strategies. At CKIS, the school believes in an 

explicit phonics approach to teach children how to read in the early stages of their 

schooling. As Carol explained: 

When I speak, I make talking sounds when I write, I write these sounds. That is 

what I am doing, I are writing on what I am talking on to the page. Phonics is an 

excellent teaching approach. (Carol) 

 

Charles echoed similar sentiment as he justified his teaching approach: 

Very simply, phonics work, the other don’t in a nutshell. Some opponents to 

phonics might argue that “I am barking at prints.” For us, phonics gives them the 

tools to read, but you also have to go through with the students and show them 

how you are reading and how you read for comprehension. You have to have the 

analysis of the language itself.” (Charles) 

 

Carol expanded on the idea: 

I believe that I should teach from the heart, and I should do what is best for the kids. 

We are blessed to have parents who believed in us. It left us free in the sense that in 



an era where whole language was dominant, I was teaching phonics. I did not realise 

that I was flying in the face of the modern methodology being whole language. I just 

sat down and worked with my students and worked out a system that would work not 

knowing that the others did do it that way. (Carol) 

 

Like Carol, Charles’s literacy teaching pedagogy is explicit phonics teaching to the children 

until they reach fluency. They offered different opinions when it came to critical literacy. 

Carol believed in using quality classic books to teach the students morals such as To Kill a 

Mocking Bird and Wind in the Willows. Charles believed literacy should be enjoyed, rather 

than critically analysed for children in elementary schools:  

 

So, what I am saying is rather than looking literacy critically and trying to be 

critical. Let’s look at literature as what it is and enjoy it. For me, I teach literature 

for joy. I try to bring the books to life. Here at this school, I look at all the 

elements of styles, the choice of words, the ideas behind it, the themes, the 

author’s meanings, how the characters grow and develop? I also use these books 

to teach the students strengths. For example, when I analyse the characters, I look 

at their strengths and weaknesses and work out what do they lack and how I can 

learn from that. 

 

At BEGS, they believe in the Inquiry approach to teach literacy to their students. Again, 

it is not within the scope of this paper to analyse which is the best literacy pedagogy. It 

is about understanding the teachers and the choices they make.  

 

I think the Inquiry approach to teaching at my school opens up to how literacy 

should be taught. In the early years, they would learn how to read. At this level in 

year 6, they are reading to learn. My inquiry approach of asking authentic 

relevant questions to bring a whole sense of purpose to reading, writing, listening 

and speaking. (Brenda) 

 

With reading, I am enhancing comprehension, reading accuracy, expand 

vocabulary and reading fluency. The key to that is to provide students with a 

range of text types, a range of text genre and providing students opportunities to 

discuss the texts and their peers and with teachers. To have conversations with 

various elements of the texts, to build critical thinking the way they respond to 

those texts and providing multimodal formats such as video text and images. 

(Brian) 

 

The two teachers at CKIS focused on reading strategies implicitly through the phonics 

approach (Koch & Sporer, 2017; Hornsby & Wilson, 2011). The teachers’ pedagogical 

approaches were intertwined with their cultural and educational philosophies at their schools. 

At CKIS, a school characterised by its deliberate resistance to technology and the whole 

language approach, teachers like Carol embodied a teaching philosophy that prioritised a 

combination of explicit teaching of phonics in the early years, then teaching her students 

critical literacy in the upper primary years. This school foster a culture of professional 

identity among its staff, who were drawn to the school because of its teaching ethos. The 

teachers at CKIS were actively participating in a community that championed their shared 

convictions about teaching and learning. This alignment between personal beliefs and school 

practices allowed them to teach with authenticity, as reflected in the epigram “I teach who I 

are” (Howard et al., 2021).  



 

In contrast, the teachers at BEGS, a government school, operate within a more standardised 

and compliance-driven system. At this school, the expectation to integrate technology into 

teaching practices was more evidenced, reflecting broader educational policies aimed at 

utilising technology into their teaching. Despite this, the participant teachers at BEGS 

navigated these expectations with professionalism. They recognised the importance of 

aligning with the expectations from institutional norms while striving to maintain their 

pedagogical integrity. The standardised environment at BEGS presented challenges for 

teachers who might hold alternative views on using technology, as deviating from the norm 

required navigating institutional expectations and potential resistance. Even so, these teachers 

demonstrated their adaptability to change, and they found ways to reconcile their personal 

teaching philosophies with the demands of a system that prioritised technological integration. 

This dynamic highlights the complexities teachers face when their pedagogical approaches 

intersect with institutional cultures and the broader educational landscape (Ottenbreit-

Leftwich et al., 2020).  

 

Teachers’ Understanding of Role and Practice. The participant teachers’ understanding of 

role and practice was framed within their school cultures which adopted particular stances 

concerning technology and pursued different approaches to the teaching of literacies. In one 

sense, it was to be anticipated that teachers would agree with school principles and practices, 

but I found in my participants that it was more than that. My participants had sought to teach 

in schools that accorded with their sense of professional identity. They enacted the epigram 

mentioned earlier, “I teach who I are.” I found this to be particularly so at CKIS with its 

unique approach that was swimming against the tide of the ubiquitous presence of technology 

in classrooms. Carol described “flying in the face” of both technology and the whole 

language approach, being proud of her resistance and firm in her convictions that her ways 

worked. She had founded the school to do just this, gathering like-minded teachers and 

parents to form a community of resistance. The CKIS teachers I interviewed existed within 

their school cultures (Palmer, 2003). It can be argued that those at CKIS have gravitated 

toward a small school that matches their understandings of teaching and learning. The 

participants who worked at the government school, BEGS, functioned within a much more 

standardised system which held expectations of compliance. I suggest that it would be a 

brave teacher who worked in a government school, espoused a rejection of technology in 

classrooms, and chose to teach in a different way than the other staff.  

 

Carol offered the strongest example of teaching that demonstrated good teachers teach “from 

the heart.” This echoes the work of Palmer (2017) and Troman (2008) mentioned earlier, that 

good teaching comes from the heart. The other teacher at CKIS school, Charles, also spoke of 

his belief in the joy of teaching and the importance of modelling and inculcating enjoyment 

in engaging with literacies. He formulated this around assertions of the importance of a 

student-centred approach which employed a strengths-based approach (Lopez & Louis, 

2009). Carol argued that teachers are active protagonists in their students’ learning, asserting 

that teaching and learning are relational as it is about the relationship between the teacher and 

the learner which should not be mediated by technology. Carol cited the support of her parent 

base in this decision, stating that technology should not be a “child minder” either in the 

classroom or the home. Although not as openly stated, all the teachers in this study 

considered that their teaching was child cantered, taking into account individual differences, 

interests and abilities. For my participants, central to their notion of self was being present 

and proactive in their engagement with their students, striving to be role models who project 

an authentic self who is enthusiastic and caring. Teaching is personal, emotional work, and 



teachers’ practice is based on their sense of who they are as teachers. This is founded on 

experience, reflection, and investment.  

 

One of the common traits amongst the teachers I interviewed is their high expectations of 

themselves, and this has translated to their high expectations of their students (Soares & Silva 

Fernandes, 2010). Teacher expectations are “inferences that teachers made about the future 

academic achievement of their students based on what they know about these students now” 

(Good & Brophy, 1997, p. 79). This high expectation is crucial as the students can internalise 

this and rise to meet their teacher’s high expectations (McDonald et al., 2016). 

 

Discussion 

 

Even from my limited number of interviews with a small group of participants, it is evident 

that teaching is a complex and personal profession in which teachers bring their own style of 

teaching, based on their life experiences, values, and culture (Pillen et al., 2013). The teachers 

who participated described different teaching experiences, practices, beliefs, and ethos. The 

most striking of these was the position they adopted about the inclusion of electronic devices 

in teaching literacy. The teaching approaches of the two schools and their teachers are 

different, but each school does what they believe is best for their students. I purposely 

selected two schools that had quite different approaches to teaching reading and writing in 

Year 6 and the role of technology in classrooms. I was surprised that the teachers at CKIS 

described an embedded school culture that was resistant to the mainstream demands for the 

inclusion of technology in all facets of teaching and learning. In some ways, CKIS positioned 

itself as an alternate school, reminiscent of A. S. Neill’s school, Summerhill (Neill, 1960). 

Despite the extreme differences between the schools’ ethos, I found similarities and 

differences between the teachers.  

 

Although I initially sought teacher views on teaching boys how to write, particularly when 

they are in the final year of elementary school, the teachers did not differentiate their teaching 

according to the sex of the students. The teachers adopt an individualised, student-centred 

approach and teach according to what they believe would be the best for each student. 

Teaching is a vocation, and the teachers interviewed showed that the profession is their 

calling. Writing is an important skill to acquire from the moment the student starts school and 

into adulthood. For boys in particular, the teachers teach the children at their point of need, 

regardless of gender. For both schools, whether they use technology or not in their practice, 

or regardless of the literacy pedagogy they believe in, the main purpose is the same: they 

want their students to enjoy learning and be productive. In this study, the teachers found 

values at the school that align to their understanding of role and pedagogy. They must believe 

in what they teach to be effective teachers (Palmer, 2003).  

 

Future Research 

 

In future research, I would be interested to explore how other alternate schools with different 

ethos, focusing not just on the teachers but also on the parents who select these schools for 

their children. If possible, a longitudinal study might follow children from alternate primary 

schools if and when they enter mainstream government schooling. 

  

Future research could delve into the integration of socio-cultural models, such as Green’s 3D 

model (2012) and the Four Resources Model (Freebody & Luke, 1990), with phonics-based 

approaches to literacy education. Studies could explore how these models can be adapted to 



diverse cultural contexts, enhancing both decoding and comprehension skills. Recent 

literature suggests that combining phonics with socio-cultural strategies may provide a more 

holistic approach to literacy (Gee, 2020; Knobel & Lankshear, 2018). Longitudinal studies 

tracking students from early years through upper primary could provide insights into how 

initial phonics instruction impacts later comprehension abilities addressing concerns about 

the limitations of phonological awareness alone (Castles et al., 2018; Palinscar, 2003).  

 

Additionally, the role of technology in literacy education warrants further exploration. With 

varying approaches to handwriting and digital tools in schools, comparative studies could 

assess the effectiveness of integrating technology, such as tablets, in teaching reading and 

writing (Leu et al., 2019). This includes examining how digital literacy can complement 

traditional literacy skills, preparing students for future educational demands. Moreover, 

research could focus on interest-based literacy programs, particularly for upper primary male 

students, to enhance motivation and engagement through content that aligns with their 

interests, such as comics and humours stories (Fletcher et al., 2012; Merisuo-Storm, 2006).  

 

Moreover, understanding the interrelation of reading and writing through integrated literacy 

instruction could be a valuable area for future study. Recent findings suggest that developing 

these skills simultaneously can enhance student comprehension and expression, offering a 

more comprehensive literacy education (Abbott et al., 2010; Dunn & Sweeney, 2018). By 

exploring these directions, future research can contribute to a deeper understanding of 

effective literacy practices and inform educational policy and teaching methodologies.  

 

References 

 

Aydin, G., & Kaya, A. (2019). Teachers’ attitudes towards the use of technology in social 

studies teaching. International Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning, 14(1), 

123–135. https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v14i01.7830 

Abbott, R. D., Berninger, V. W., & Fayol, M. (2010). Longitudinal relationships of levels of 

language in writing and between writing and reading in grades 1 to 7. American 

Psychological Association, 102(2), 281-298. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019318  

Adams, M. J. (1990). Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print. MIT Press. 

Akkerman, S. F., & Meijer, P. C. (2011). A dialogical approach to conceptualizing teacher 

identity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 27(2011), 308-319. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2010.08.013 

Anderson, P., & & Fearnley-Sander, M. (2015). The conditions of reading acquisition in 

contexts of low literacy. In Shaping Reading Pedagogy and Assessment for Sustainable 

Learning. https://research.acer.edu.au/monitoring_learning/24/ 

Arizpe, E., Farrell, M., & McAdam, J. (2013). Opening the classroom door to children’s 

literature: A review of research. In Comber, B., Cremin, T., Comber, B., & Moll, L. 

(2013). International handbook of research on children's literacy, learning and culture 

(pp. 241-257). Wiley and Sons. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118323342.ch18 

Barrs, M. (2000). The Reader in the Writer. Reading, 34(2), 54-60. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9345.00135 

Barton, D., Hamilton, M., & Ivanic, R. (2000). Situated literacies: Reading and writing in 

context. Routledge. 

Beijaard, D. (1995). Teachers’ prior experiences and actual perceptions of professional 

identity. Teachers and Teaching, 1(2), 281-294. https://10.1080/1354060950010209 

https://doi.org/10.3991/ijet.v14i01.7830
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019318
https://10.0.4.56/1354060950010209


Beijaard, D., Meijer, P. C., & Verloop, N. (2004). Reconsidering research on teachers’ 

professional identity. Teaching and Teacher Education, 20(2), 107-128. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2003.07.001 

Beijaard, D. (2011). Editorial. Teachers and teaching: Theory and practice, 17(5), 515-516, 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13540601.2011.602206 

Blink, R. J. (2016). Leading learning for digital natives: Combining data and technology in 

the classroom. Routledge. 

Boblin, S. L., Ireland, S., Kirkpatrick, H., & Robertson, K. (2013). Using Stake’s qualitative 

case study approach to explore implementation of evidence-based practice. Qualitative 

Health Research, 23(9), 1267-1275. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732313502128 

Bower, H. A., & Carlton Parsons, E. R. (2016). Teacher identity and reform: Intersections 

within school culture. Urban Review, 48(2016), 743-765. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11256-016-0376-7 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research 

in Psychology, 3(2), 77-101. https//doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2012). Thematic analysis. APA PsycNet. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2011-23864-004  

Brodsky, A. E., & Marx, C. M. (2001). Layers of identity: Multiple psychological senses of 

community within a community setting. Journal of Community Psychology, 29(2), 161-

178. https://doi.org/10.1002/1512-6629 

Brown, R., & Heck, D. (2018). The construction of teacher identity in an alternative 

education context. Teaching and Teacher Education, 76(2018), 50-57. https:// 

doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2017.08.007 

Bryant, R. A. (2006). What they're reading: The courage to teach: Exploring the inner 

landscape of a teacher's life by Parker J. Palmer. Journal of College and Character, 

7(1), 1-2. https://10.2202/1940-1639.1512 

Buchanan, R. (2015). Teacher identity and agency in an era of accountability. Teachers and 

Teaching, 21(6), 700-719. https://10.1080/13540602.2015.1044329 

Buckingham, J., Wheldall, K., & Beaman-Wheldall, R. (2013). Why poor children are more 

likely to become poor readers: The school years. Australian Journal of 

Education, 57(3), 190-213. https://doi.org/10.1177/0004944113495500  

Campbell, S. (2015). Feeling the pressure: Early childhood educators’ reported views about 

learning and teaching phonics in Australian prior-to-school settings. Australian Journal 

of Language and Literacy, 38(1), 12-26. 

https://search.informit.com.au/documentSummary;dn=916193012905898;res=IELIAC 

Carrillo, J. F. (2010). Teaching that breaks my heart: Reflections on the soul wounds of a 

first-year Latina teacher, Harvard Educational Review, 80(1), 74-80. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ930620 

Castles, A., Rastle, K., & Nation, K. (2018). Ending the reading wars: Reading acquisition 

from novice to expert. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 19, 5-51. https:// 

doi.org/10.1177/1529100618772271 

Chappell, C. (2001). Issues of teacher identity in a restructuring Australian vocational 

education and training (VET) system. Australian and New Zealand Journal of 

Vocational Education Research, 9, 21-39. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ628903 

Christie, F. (2005). Language education in the primary years. UNSW Press. 

Cook, M. P. &  & Kirchoff,  J. S. J. (2017). Teaching multimodal literacy through reading 

and writing graphic novels. Language and Literacy, 19(4), 76-95. 

https://doi.org/10.20360/G2P38R 

Cope, B., & Kalantzis, M. (Eds) (2000). Multiliteracies. Literacy learning and the design of 

social features. Routledge. 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.tate.2003.07.001
https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2011-23864-004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004944113495500
https://search.informit.com.au/documentSummary;dn=916193012905898;res=IELIAC
https://doi.org/10.20360/G2P38R


Council for Learning outside the Classroom. (2019). Benefits of early years of learning 

outside the classroom. http://lotc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/12/Benefits-for-

Early-Years-LOtC-Final-5AUG09.pdf  

Danielewicz, J. (2001). Teaching selves: Identity, pedagogy, and teacher education. State 

University of New York Press.  

Davis, G., & Preves, S. (2017). Intersex and the social construction of sex. Contexts, 16(1), 

80-80. https://doi.org/10.1177/1536504217696082 

de Bruin, R. L. (2016). The influence of situated and experimental music education in 

teacher-practitioner formation: An autoethnography. The Qualitative Report, 21(2), 

407-47. https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol21/iss2/14 

Duke, N. K., & Cartwright, K. B. (2021). The science of reading progresses: Communicating 

advances beyond the simple view of reading. Reading Research Quarterly, 56(S1), 

S25–S44. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.411 

Dunn, J. (2018). Writing and iPads in the early years: Perspectives from within the 

classroom. British Journal of Educational Technology, 49(5), 859-869. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12621 

Dunn, M. W., & Sweeney, W. J. (2018). Writing for motivation and engagement in the 

secondary English classroom. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 62(1), 83–90. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.883 

Durrant, C., & Green, B. (2000). Literacy and new technologies in school education: Meeting 

the l(IT)eracy challenge? Australian Journal of Language and Literacy, 23(2), 89-105. 

Education Reform. (2019). School culture. https://www.edglossary.org/school-culture/   

Edwards, F. C. E., & Edwards, R. J. (2017). A story of culture and teaching: The complexity 

of teacher identity formation, The Curriculum Journal, 28(2), 190-211. https:// 

doi.org/10.1080/09585176.1232200 

Ertmer, P. A., Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T., Sadik, O., Sendurur, E., & Sendurur, P. (2012). 

Teacher beliefs and technology integration practices: A critical relationship. Computers & 

Education, 59(2), 423–435. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.02.001 

Erikson, E. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. Norton. 

Fletcher, J. F., Greenwood, J., Grimley, M., Parkhill, F., & Davis, N. (2012). What is 

happening when teachers of 11-13-year-old students take guided reading: A New 

Zealand snapshot. Educational Review, 64(4), 425-449. 

https://10.1080/00131911.2011.625112 

Freebody, P., & Luke, A. (1990). Literacies programs: Debates and demands in cultural 

context. Prospect: An Australian Journal of TESOL, 5(3), pp. 7-16. 

http://eprintsqut.edu.au/49099/ 

Freire, P. (2005). Teachers as cultural workers. Taylor & Francis Group. 

Friesen, M. D., & Besley, S. C. (2013). Teacher identity development in the first year of 

teacher education: A developmental and social psychological perspective. Teaching 

and Teacher Education, 36, 23-32. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2013.06.005 

Gee, J. P. (2000). Identity as an analytic lens for research in education. Review of Research in 

Education, 25(1), 99-125. https:// doi.org/10.2307/1167322 

Gee, J. P. (2004). A strange fact about not learning to read. In J. Gee, Situated language and 

learning: A critique of traditional schooling (pp. 7-20). Routledge. 

Gee, J. (2011). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourses, 4th Edition. Taylor & 

Francis. 

Gee, J. (2012). The old and the new in the new digital literacies. The Educational Forum, 

76(4), 418-420. https://doi.org/10.1080/00131725.2021.708622 

Gee, J. P. (2020). What video games have to teach us about learning and literacy. Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

http://lotc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/12/Benefits-for-Early-Years-LOtC-Final-5AUG09.pdf
http://lotc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/12/Benefits-for-Early-Years-LOtC-Final-5AUG09.pdf
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol21/iss2/14
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.411
https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.883
https://www.edglossary.org/school-culture/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.02.001
http://eprintsqut.edu.au/49099/
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/j.tate.2013.06.005


Good, T., & Brophy, J. (1997). Looking in classrooms (7th ed.) Longman. 

Goodson, I., & Gill, S. R. (2011). Narrative pedagogy: Life history and learning. Peter Lang 

Group. 

Gorlewski, J., & Martinez, L. (2010). Research for the classroom: Making connections with 

the boys who struggle in my classroom. The English Journal, 100(2), 121-124.  

Graham, S., Harris, K. R., & Fink, B. (2000). Is handwriting casually related to learning to 

write? Treatment of handwriting problems in beginning writers. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 92(4), 620-633. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.620 

Green, B. (2012). Literacy, place and the digital world. Language and Education, 26(4), 377-

382. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2012.691518 

Harris, P., Fizsimmons, P., McKenzie, B., & Turnbill, J. (2003). Writing in the primary 

school years. Social Science Press. 

Hornsby, D., & Wilson, L. (2011). Teaching phonics in context. Pearson Australia. 

Howard, S. K., Tondeur, J., Ma, J., & Yang, J. (2021). What to teach? Strategies for 

developing digital competency in preservice teacher training. Computers & Education, 

165, 104149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104149 

Huberman, A., & Miles, M. B. (2002). The qualitative researcher's companion. Sage. 

Kabuto, B. (2016). The social construction of reading (dis)ability. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 51(3), 289-304. http://www.jstor.org/stable/43999160 

Kirkham, J. A., Smith, J. A., & Havsteen-Franklin, D. (2015). Painting pain: An 

Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis of representations of living with chronic 

pain. Health Psychology, 34(4), 398-406. http://.org/10.1037/hea0000139. 

Kirmizi, F. S. (2010). Relationship between reading comprehension strategy use and daily 

free reading time. Procedia Social and Behavioural Sciences, 2(2010), 4752-4756. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.763 

Kabuto, B. (2016). The social construction of a reading (dis)ability. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 51(3), 289-304. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.l35 

Kellogg, R.T. (2008). Training writing skills: A cognitive developmental perspective. 

Journal of Writing Research, 1(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/ 0.17239/jowr-2008.01.01.1 

Kenny, A., Finneran, M., & Mitchell, E. (2015). Becoming an educator in and through the 

arts: Forming and informing emerging teachers’ professional identity. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 49(2015), 159-167. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.03.004 

Kervin, L., Vialle, W., Howard, S. J., Herrington, J., & Okely, T. (2016). Research for 

Educators. Cengage Learning Australia.  

Knobel, M., & Lankshear, C. (2014). Studying new literacies. Journal of Adolescent & Adult 

Literacy, 58(2). https://doi.org/10.1002/jaal.314 

Koch, H., & Sporer, N. (2017). Students improve in reading comprehension by learning how 

to teach reading strategies. An evidence-based approach for teacher education. 

Psychology Learning & Teaching, 16(2), 197-211. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1475725717700525 

Koehler, M. J., Mishra, P., Kereluik, K., Shin, T. S., & Graham, C. R. (2014). The 

technological pedagogical content knowledge framework. In J. M. Spector, M. D. 

Merrill, J. Elen, & M. J. Bishop (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Educational 

Communications and Technology (pp. 101–111). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-

1-4614-3185-5_9 

Larkin, M., Watts, S., & Clifton, E. (2006). Giving voice and making sense in interpretative 

phenomenological analysis. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 102-120. 

https://doi.org/10.1091/1478088706qq062oa 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.620
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104149
http://.org/10.1037/hea0000139
https://www.jowr.org/Ccount/click.php?id=3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2015.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-3185-5_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-3185-5_9


Lauriala, A., & Kukkonen, M. (2005). Teacher and student identities as situated cognitions. 

In P. Denicolo, & M. Kompf (Eds.), Connecting policy and practice: Challenges for 

teaching and learning in schools and universities (pp. 199-208). Routledge.  

Leu, D. J., Forzani, E., Rhoads, C., Maykel, C., Kennedy, C., & Timbrell, N. (2019). The 

new literacies of online research and comprehension: Rethinking the reading 

achievement gap. Reading Research Quarterly, 54(3), 353–367. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.229 

Lichtman, M. (2023). Qualitative research in education: A user's guide (4th ed.). Routledge. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003281917 

Lindsey, M. (1996). Connections between reading and writing: What the experts say. The 

Clearing Houses, 70(2), 103-105. https://www.jstor.org/stable/30189253 

Lingard, B., Martino, W., & Mills, M. (2009). Boys and schooling: Beyond structural reform. 

Macmillan.  

Lingard, B., Martino, W., & Rezai-Rashti, G. (2013). Testing regimes, accountabilities and 

education policy: Commensurate global and national developments. Journal of 

Education Policy, 28(5), 539-556. https://10.1080/02680939.2013.820042 

Lopez, S. J., & Louis, M. C. (2009). The principles of strengths based education. Journal of 

College and Character, 10(4). https://doi.org/10.2202/1940-1639.1041 

Lutovac, S., & Kaasila, R. (2011). Beginning a pre-service teacher’s mathematical identity 

work through narrative rehabilitation and bibliotherapy. Teaching in Higher Education, 

16(2), 225-236. http://doi:10.1080/13562517.2010.515025 

McDonald, L., Flint, A., Rubie-Davies, C. M., Peterson, E.R., Watson, P., & Garrett, L. 

(2016). Teaching high-expectation strategies to teachers through an intervention 

process, Professional Development in Education, 42(2), 290-307. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/19415257.2014.980009 

Mackenzie, N. M., & Spokes, R. (2018). The why, who, what, when, and how of handwriting 

instruction. Practical Literacy, 23(1), 17-20. 

https://researchoutput.csu.edu.au/en/publications/the-why-who-what-when-and-how-of-

handwriting-instruction 

Mead, G. J. (1934). Mind, self, and society. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Merisuo-Storm, T. (2006). Girls and boys like to read and write different texts. Scandinavian 

Journal of Educational Research, 50(2), 111-125. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/003138060057600576039 

Merriam, S. B. (2014). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. Wiley. 

Middleton, S. (2012). Jane’s two letters: Working with documents and archives. In Delamont, 

S. (Ed.) Handbook of qualitative research in education (pp. 299-312). Sage.  

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded 

sourcebook (2nd ed.). Sage.  

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M., & Saldana, J. (2014). Qualitative data analysis: A 

methods sourcebook (3rd ed.). Sage.  

Miller, E. R., Morgan, B., & Medina, A. L. (2017). Exploring language teacher identity work 

as ethical self-formation. The Modern Language Journal, 101(Supplement 2017), 91-

105. https://doi.org/10.1111/modl.12371026-7902/17/91-105  

Miller, J. P. (2010). Whole child education. University of Toronto Press.  

Miller, S. B. (2020). Showdown on the Kansas plains: The reading wars continue. Kansas 

English, 101(1), 19-23. 

https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2fdoi.org%2f10.62704%2fyaesf893   

Mills, K. A. (2010). A review of the “digital turn” in the new literacy studies. Review of 

Educational Research, 80(2), 246-271. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654310364401  

https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.229
https://www.jstor.org/stable/30189253
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2010.515025
https://eric.ed.gov/?redir=https%3a%2f%2fdoi.org%2f10.62704%2fyaesf893


Mjøsund, N. H., Eriksson, M., Espnes, G. A., Haaland-Øverby, M., Jensen, S. L., Norheim, 

I., Kjus, S. H. H., Portaasen, I. L., & Vinje, H. F. (2016). Service user involvement 

enhanced the research quality in a study using interpretative phenomenological analysis 

– The power of multiple perspectives. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 73(1), 265-278. 

https://doi.ofg/ 10.1111/jan.13093 

Mockler, N. (2011). Becoming and ‘being’ a teacher: Understanding teacher professional 

identity. In N. Mockler, & J. Sachs (Eds.), Rethinking educational practice through 

reflexive inquiry, professional learning and development in schools and higher 

education (pp. 23-138). Springer. 

Mojang Studios. (2024). What is Minecraft Education Edition? Education.minecraft.net. 

https://education.minecraft.net/how-it-works/what-is-minecraft/  

Musti-Rao, S., Cartledge, G., Bennett, J. & Council, M. (2015). Literacy instruction using 

technology with primary-age culturally and linguistically diverse learners. Intervention 

in School and Clinic, 50(4) 195-202. https://doi.org/10.1177/1053451214546404 

Neill, A. S. (1960). Summerhill. Hart Publishing Company.  

Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. T., Liao, Y. C., Sadik, O., & Ertmer, P. A. (2020). Evolution of 

teachers’ technology integration knowledge, beliefs, and practices: How can we support 

beginning teachers’ use of technology? Journal of Research on Technology in 

Education, 52(3), 282–304. https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2020.1767512 

Paley, J. (2014). Heidegger, lived experience and method. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 

70(7), 1520-1531. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12324 

Palinscar, A. S. (2003). Collaborative approaches to comprehension instruction. Learning 

Disabilities Research & Practice, 18(4), 193–195. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-

5826.00075 

Palmér, H. (2016). Professional primary school teacher identity development: A pursuit in 

line with an unexpressed image. Teacher Development, 20(5), 682-700. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13664530.2016.1202311 

Palmer, J. P. (2003). Teaching with heart and soul. Reflections on spirituality in teacher 

education. Journal of Teacher Education, 54(5), 376-385. 

https://10.1177/0022487103257359 

Palmer, J. P. (2017). The courage to teach guide for reflection & renewal (20th anniversary 

ed.). Jossey-Bass. 

Phillippi, J., & Lauderdale, J. (2018). A guide to field notes for qualitative research: Context 

and conversation. Qualitative Health Research. 28(3) 381-388. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732317697102 

Pillen, M. T., Brok, P.J.D., & Beijaard, D. (2013). Profiles and change in beginning teachers’ 

professional identity tensions. Teaching and Teacher Education, 34(2013), 86-97. 

https://10.1010/j.tate.2013.04.003 

Raban, B., & Scull, J. (2013). Young learners: Defining literacy in the early years – A 

contested space. Australasian Journal of Early Childhood, 38(1), 100-106. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/183693911303800116 

Reed, D. K., Petscher, Y., & Foorman, B. R. (2020). The contribution of vocabulary 

knowledge and spelling to the reading comprehension of struggling readers in the upper 

elementary grades. Reading and Writing, 33(2), 301-331. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-019-09965-1 

Reed, D. K., Stevenson, N., & LeBeau, B. C. (2019). Reading comprehension assessment: 

The effects of reading the items aloud before or after reading the passage. The 

Elementary School Journal, 120(2), 300–318. https://doi.org/10.1086/705784 

Rennie, J. (2016). Rethinking reading instruction for adolescent readers: The 6Rs. Australian 

Journal of Language and Literacy, 39(1), 42-53. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13093
https://education.minecraft.net/how-it-works/what-is-minecraft/
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2020.1767512
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5826.00075
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5826.00075
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732317697102
https://10.0.3.242/j.tate.2013.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-019-09965-1
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1086/705784


http://link.galegroup.com.ezproxy.lib.monash.edu.au/apps/doc/A445983112/AONE?u=

monash&sid=AONE&xid=e51cdae 

Rideout, V., & Robb, M. B. (2021). The Common Sense census: Media use by tweens and 

teens, 2021. San Francisco, CA: Common Sense Media.  

Ritchie, R. (2018). 8 years ago today, Steve Jobs introduced iPad. iMore.com. 

https://www.imore.com/history-ipad-2010 Accessed 20 October 2018. 

Roberts, T. A. & Meiring, A. (2006). Teaching phonics in the context of children’s literature 

or spelling: Influences on first-grade reading, spelling, and writing and fifth grade 

comprehension. Journal of Educational Psychology, 98(4), 690-713. 

https://doi.org10.1037/0022-0663.98.4.690 

Rodham, K., Fox, F., & Doran, N. (2015). Exploring analytical trustworthiness and the 

process of reaching consensus in interpretative phenomenological analysis: Lost in 

transcription. International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 18(1), 59-71. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2013.852368 

Sahlberg, P. (2015). Finnish lessons 2.0. Teachers College Press.  

Saldaña, J. (2013). The Coding manual for qualitative researchers. Sage. 

Scherer, R., Jansen, M., Nilsen, T., Areepattamannil, S., & Marsh, H. W. (2016). The quest 

for comparability: Studying the invariance of the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy 

(TSES). Measure across Countries. 11(3), 1-29. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0150829. 

Snyder, I. A. (2008). The Literacy Wars. Why teaching children to read and write is a 

battleground in Australia. Allen & Unwin. 

Soares, T., & Silva Fernandes, N. (2010). Teacher’s expectation and students’ performance. 

Psicologia, 26(1), 157-170. https://doi.org/10.590/S0102-37722010000100018 

Stake, R. I. (1995). The art of case study research. Sage. 

Sze, J., & Southcott, J. (2019). In Jen’s shoes – Looking back to look forward: An 

autoethnographic account. The Qualitative Report, 24(3), 606-618. 

https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol24/iss3/13  

Tondeur, J., van Braak, J., Ertmer, P. A., & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, A. (2017). Understanding 

the relationship between teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and technology use in education: 

A systematic review of qualitative evidence. Educational Technology Research and 

Development, 65(3), 555–575. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-016-9481-2 

Tran, L. T., & Nguyen, N. T. (2015) Re-imagining teachers’ identity and professionalism 

under the condition of international education, Teachers and Teaching, 21(8), 958-973. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1005866 

Troman, G. (2008). Primary teacher identity, commitment and career in performative school 

cultures. British Educational Research Journal, 34(5), 619-633. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01411920802223925 

Van Manen, M. (2016). Researching lived experience: Human science for an action sensitive 

pedagogy (2nd ed.). Routledge. 

Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (VCAA). (n.d). The Victorian Curriculum 

English. https://victoriancurriculum.vcaa.vic.edu.au/vc-english-v2/learning-in-english-

version-2-0.html 

Whiting, M., & Sines, D. (2012). Mind maps: Establishing 'trustworthiness' in qualitative 

research. Nurse Researcher, 20(1), 21-27. 

https://doi.org/10.7748/nr2012.09.20.1.21.c9304  

Willingham, L. (2009). Educating for the greater good; Music flame of hope. In E. Gould, J. 

Countryman, C. Morton, & L. S. Rose (Eds.), Exploring social justice: How music 

education might matter (pp. 55-65). Canadian Music Educators Association. 

Yin, R. K. (2014). Case study research: Design and methods (6th ed.). Sage. 

https://www.imore.com/history-ipad-2010
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2013.852368
https://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol24/iss3/13
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-016-9481-2
https://victoriancurriculum.vcaa.vic.edu.au/vc-english-v2/learning-in-english-version-2-0.html
https://victoriancurriculum.vcaa.vic.edu.au/vc-english-v2/learning-in-english-version-2-0.html
https://doi.org/10.7748/nr2012.09.20.1.21.c9304


Yin, R. K. (2018). Case study research and applications. Design and methods (6th ed.) Sage.  

Zembylas, M., Day, C., & Lee, J. C.-K. (2011). Teaching and teacher emotions: A post-

structural perspective. New Understandings of Teacher's Work: Emotions and 

Educational Change, 6, 31-43). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0545-6_3 

 

Dr. Jennifer Sze (Jennifer.sze@unimelb.edu.au) is a Lecturer in Learning Intervention in the 

Faculty of Education at The University of Melbourne, Australia. Follow her on LinkedIn at  

www.linkedin.com/in/dr-jennifer-sze-phd-8b3b9831. 

 

 

mailto:Jennifer.sze@unimelb.edu.au
http://www.linkedin.com/in/dr-jennifer-sze-phd-8b3b9831

