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Abstract

Introduction

The main objective of the paper is to develop a Reflective 
Teaching Model for Reading Comprehension (RTMRC) in 
English Language Teaching (ELT). In recent decades, the 
concept of ‘reflection’ has become widely used in relation 
to an effective teaching process in various contexts, such 
as reflective teaching, reflective practices, reflective inquiry, 
self-observation, self-evaluation, and peer review. Although 
it is widely accepted in terms of use, the notion of ‘reflection’ 
is still broad and confusing, since it has different meanings 
and is used diversely in various areas of education. Thus, the 
first part provides an overview of the numerous perspectives 
in different research fields on the concept of reflective 
teaching in ELT reading comprehension, which contribute to 
the analysis, synthesis, and summary of RTMRC. In the second 
part, an evaluation of researchers’ perspectives in teaching 
methodology and English language teaching is provided. 
We have concluded that our summary model based on the 
literature review is suitable as an instructional framework for 
ELT practitioners during the teaching process. Moreover, our 
review indicates that the stages of RTMRC that have been 
identified are appropriate for use in teaching and learning 
reading comprehension.

The concept of ‘reflection’ has a decades-long history of 
use. Almost a century ago, John Dewey (1933) had already 
applied the concept of ‘reflection’, ‘reflective thought’, 
and ‘reflective thinking’. Dewey (1933) emphasized the 
relationship between learning and reflection and indicated 
that learners should reflect upon their professional actions 
and their consequences (Pacheco, 2005; Richardson, 
1990). Richards (1990, p. 1, cited in Edwards, 2017) stated that 
reflection or critical reflection involves an activity "in which 
an experience is recalled, considered, and evaluated." 
Reflection is an important learning component for both 
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learners and teachers (Habók & Magyar, 2018a, 2018b, 
2019). Pacheco (2005) also indicated that reflection 
and reflective learning have more positive effects on 
learning that underline the importance of developing 
and using reflective practices. 

However, many teachers have misconceptions about 
reflection, for example, that ‘reflection’ means ‘just 
thinking’ and ‘simple thinking’ about the teaching 
and learning process. Paterson and Chapman (2013) 
prepared a precise description of the reflective 
practice to interpret reflective teaching and learning 
practices more clearly. They established that reflection 
not only includes a simple overview and description 
of a learner’s activity, but rather requires cognitive 
and metacognitive activities in which the learner 
recognizes what has been learned, mobilizes his/
her prior knowledge, and connects new information 
to existing information. It also comprises affective 
and metacognitive activities, which help the learner 
to evaluate his/her emotions and enthusiasm. This 
interpretation also requires a conscious teaching 
activity from teachers. 

This study is intended to examine various studies of 
reflective teaching and to compare them as well 
as to discover possible distinctions. By considering 
gaps and distinctions in various studies, a summary 
of a new Reflective Teaching Model for Reading 
Comprehension (RTMRC) will be created to provide 
instruction in reading comprehension in English 
Language Teaching (ELT).

Review of Related Literature

Criteria for the Development of the Teaching Model

A model is a design of practical procedures that 
can be used in teaching school children to achieve 
their desired goals (Akyol, Çakıroğlu, & Kuruyer, 2014; 
Ghilay & Ghilay, 2015; Habók 2012). Richey and Seels 
(1994, cited in Joyce, Weil, & Calhoun, 2015) stated 
that the term ‘model of teaching’ means preparing 
a plan that can form the basis for the teaching 
design and developing teaching materials in the 
classroom environment or other settings. Borich (2014) 
also highlighted that an educational model can 
include instructional specifications combined with 
instructional theory and learning practice, thereby 
ensuring the quality of education. In this process, the 
focus is on an analysis of learning goals and needs, 
and the goal is to monitor the teaching and learning 
process and to meet emerging needs. To elaborate on 
an instructional design like this, Gustafson and Branch 
(2002) summarized a variety of traditional instructional 
design models. The models they described stress 
such components as analysis, design, development, 
implementation, and evaluation.

However, Reiser and Dempsey (2012) underlined some 
criteria that should be involved in all instructional 
design models. They pointed out that instructional 
design should fulfil the following criteria: it has to (1) 
be student-centered; (2) be goal-oriented; and (3) be 
focused on meaningful performance; as well as (4) be 
ensure the assessment of the validity and reliability of 
outcomes; (5) be empirically measurable and make 
self-correction possible; and (6) allow for a team 
effort. Based on these criteria, the authors attempted 
to develop an RTMRC for the instruction of reading 
comprehension in ELT.

Components of Reflective Teaching

As previously noted, reflection and reflective teaching 
are interpreted in a broad sense. A study by Ashwin, 
Boud, and Coate, et al. (2015, 266) described reflective 
teaching using Dewey’s ideas, according to which 
“reflection is the active, persistent, and careful 
consideration of any belief or supposed form of 
knowledge in the light of the grounds that support it 
and the further conclusion which it tends”. They also 
pointed out the key component of reflective teaching, 
namely, systematic re-evaluation of the teaching 
experience when necessary to change teaching 
practices. Spalding and Wilson (2002) defined 
reflective teaching as “an activity or process in which 
an experience is recalled, considered, and evaluated, 
usually about a broader purpose” (Spalding & Wilson 
2002, 1394).

Implementing reflective practices is based on both 
present and past teaching activities. To underline 
this fact, Donald Schön’s study (1983) indicated two 
kinds of reflective practices, reflection-on-action, 
and reflection-in-action. Reflection-on-action means 
carefully re-thinking previous teaching and learning 
activity. The emphasis is on evaluating one's own 
strengths and weaknesses to develop more effective 
approaches in a situation. Reflection-in-action 
involves monitoring and assessing one’s own and 
others’ behavior in teaching and learning events 
(cited in Edwards, 2017).

Cirocki and Farrelly (2016), in turn, also established 
the nature of reflective teaching and distinguished 
between three types of reflection such as content 
reflection (what), process reflection (how), and 
premise reflection (why). Furthermore, Senge (1990, 
cited in Taggart & Wilson, 2005) identified three types 
of reflection; (1) technical reflection, (2) practical 
reflection, and (3) critical reflection. Technical reflection 
in education includes a reflection on teaching 
strategies, techniques, and skills. This type is related 
to Schön's reflection-on-action types and focuses on 
the questions the teacher asks: What did I implement? 
How can I teach more effectively? Practical reflection 
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highlights concentration on professional practice, 
what it means, and why it is important. Critical 
reflection unites the previous two levels of reflection. 
In addition, it contains a reflection on the teaching 
context in the broadest sense, including political, 
financial, and ethical factors.

In some studies (Graves, 2002; Fatemipour, 2013), 
reflection is a significant tool for teachers. It helps to 
explore, understand, and reconsider their teaching 
practice. Reflection means not only seeing and 
recognizing, but also understanding teaching and 
learning processes. Brookfield (2017) indicated in 
his study that the meaning of reflective teaching 
combines a wide range of practices, such as teaching 
inventories, observation checklists, self-evaluation 
scales, and students’ evaluation tools. From the 
perspective of the reflective teaching process, 
he pointed out four sources that can be used by 
teachers for an effective reflective teaching process. 
The teachers can decide if they will use one or more 
of the sources. These are students’ views, teacher 
colleagues’ perceptions, personal experiences, and/
or theoretical research. 

Richards and Lockhart (2005, 4) noted that reflective 
teaching denotes a process which generally 
describes how the teacher teaches in the classroom 
and what kinds of methods they apply; they viewed 
as “the ongoing process and a routine part of 
teaching, it enables teachers to feel more confident 
in trying different options and assessing their effects 
on teaching”. They also indicated that it is a cyclical 
process in which the teacher moves from one 
teaching stage to the next to fully grasp how they 
matter in the classroom situation. Additionally, they 
introduced reflective teaching as an action plan 
which comprises the following components: planning, 
action, observation, and reflection. Richards and 
Lockhart (2005) clearly stated that “their book does not 
set out to tell teachers what effective teaching is, but 
rather tries to develop a critically reflective approach 
to teaching, which can be used with any teaching 
method or approach” (Richards and Lockhart 2005, 3). 
According to them, therefore, reflective teaching can 
be applied together with several teaching methods 
and strategies to support students’ learning. 

Hulsman, Harmsen, and Fabriek (2009) also regarded 
reflective teaching as the cyclical process of acting, 
observing, analyzing, presenting and feedback. In 
their research on medical students, they used this 
cyclical structure with the observational approach. 
Babaei and Abednia (2016) examined the connection 
between reflective teaching and English language 
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. In their reflective 

teaching process, they agreed with Calderhead (1989, 
43) that “reflective teaching involves critical inquiry, 
analysis, and self-directed evaluation”.

Other researchers, such as Dewey (1933) and Schön 
(1983), also explored a cyclical structure of reflective 
thinking. In their conception, the first stage is to identify 
a problem. The next stage is to go back to the root 
of the problem and examine it from the perspective 
of a third person. Based on this step, we decide if 
the problem needs to be changed. In this stage, 
the following activities are required: observation, 
reflection, data collection, and consideration of moral 
principles. The next stage is evaluation, which refers 
to a review of the implementation of the process, its 
consequences, and outputs. The next stage in the 
cyclical structure can be acceptance or rejection of 
the final solution (Taggart & Wilson, 2005).

Quite a few years ago, Kolb (1984, cited in Dennison, 
2009) also carried out an experiment in teaching 
with his model of reflective teaching and confirmed 
the cyclical structure of learning and teaching. He 
identified four main parts of the reflective teaching 
process: (1) experience that we gained in the past 
or the present; (2) observation, which records what 
happened during the teaching event; (3) reflection, 
which involves defining, analysing, and concluding; 
and (4) planning, which makes it possible to make 
plans for further action.

In one distinct study (Pollard, Black-Hawkins, & Hodges, 
et al., 2014), it was mentioned that reflective teaching 
is a cyclical process where teachers monitor, evaluate, 
and revise their teaching practice continuously. In line 
with this view, reflective teaching can also be defined 
as “A systematic self-evaluation cycle conducted 
by teachers toward their teaching through an open 
discussion with colleagues or written analysis. Since 
it is a cyclical process, the teachers should monitor, 
reflect, evaluate and revise their practice constantly 
to meet the high standard of teaching” (Ratminingsih, 
Artini, & Padmadewi, 2018, 170). 

Reflective teaching is defined by Farrell (2007) 
and Garzon (2018, 75) as “the process of teachers’ 
consciously subjecting their beliefs about teaching 
and learning to critical analysis, assuming their 
responsibility in the classroom, and engaging in a 
process of improving teaching practices”. Kennedy-
Clark, Eddles-Hirsch, and Francis, et al. (2018) also 
emphasized the role of observation, engagement, 
and beliefs. According to their theory, “reflective 
practice is a process of learning that occurs through 
observation and engaging in discussion of practice 
so that questions about tacit beliefs and pedagogical 
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practices could be examined” (Kennedy-Clark et al, 
2018, 43). Apart from those researchers, Clarke (2008) 
based on earlier studies also conducted observational 
research in mathematics in the southern United States. 
In his conception of the reflective teaching process in 
the field of mathematical problem solving, he used 
three phases, understanding, planning, and looking 
back, which refer to a circular process.

Distinctions from the Above Studies of the Components 
of Reflective Teaching

Thus, based on the above studies, two main points 
can be highlighted: the nature of reflective teaching 
and the reflective teaching process. In the nature of 
reflective teaching, several key components can be 
identified:

• Reflective teaching is taking a conscious 
look at actions with emotions and enthusiasm 
to achieve higher-level understanding. For 
this definition of reflective teaching, these 
authors (Ashwin, et al., 2015; Edwards, 2017; 
Fatemipour, 2013; Graves, 2002; Spalding & 
Wilson, 2002) applied the word, “reflection’ in 
different ways; a conscious look, persistent and 
careful consideration, systematic re-evaluation, 
recalled and considered, rethinking, monitoring, 
and reconsider.

• Reflective teaching is based on both present 
and past events for effective learning. These 
studies (Edwards, 2017; Taggart & Wilson, 2005) 
used this nature of ‘reflection on present and 
past events’ in different ways; reflection-on-
action and reflection-in-action, and identify a 
problem and go back to the root.

• Reflective teaching is a cyclical process. 
These researchers (Clarke, 2008; Dennison, 
2009; Dewey, 1933; Hulsman et al., 2009; Kolb, 
1984; Pollard, et al., 2014; Ratminingsih, Artini, & 
Padmadewi, 2018; Richards & Lockhart, 2005; 
Schön, 1983; Taggart, & Wilson, 2005) applied 
the term, ‘cyclical process’ in different ways; 

ongoing process and routine work, cyclical 
structure, systematic self-evaluation cycle, and 
circular process.

• In reflective teaching, various teaching 
methods and strategies can be applied 
and examined to help students learn more 
effectively (Kennedy-Clark, et al., 2018; Richards 
& Lockhart, 2005).

In the case of reflective teaching process, various 
researchers have put forward different approaches 
to the reflective teaching process. However, these 
approaches have common objectives in that they 
are designed to re-evaluate teaching experiences 
systematically to change teaching practices. It 
is also clear that these researchers had different 
approaches to their different fields. Among their 
approaches, there are four common components: 
planning (consideration and thinking), acting 
(experience, practices, response, involvement in 
a scenario, and learning), reflecting (observation, 
review, recollection, documenting what happened, 
and recording the scenario), and evaluating 
(determination, interpretation, and assessment). These 
four components are more common than other stages 
of the reflective teaching process. These factors are 
presented in Table 1 in a comparison of the different 
researchers’ reflective teaching stages.

Conceptual Components to the Reading Comprehen-
sion Process

We now highlight certain research to present the 
theoretical background to the conceptual alternatives 
to the reading comprehension process. Various 
authors have pointed out that reading comprehension 
is a complex process during which readers use a 
number of mental processes, such as reading words, 
creating meanings, organizing the text, and applying 
strategies (Habók & Magyar, 2018; Käsper, Uibu, & Mikk, 
2018; Rastegar, Kermani, & Khabir, 2017). Kusumawati 

Table 1. Comparison of various authors’ reflective teaching stages in the reflective teaching process

Authors

Reflective teaching process

Planning Acting Reflection Analysis Evaluation Feedback

Taggart & Wilson (2005) ✓ ✓ ✓

Richards & Lockhart (2005) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Clarke (2008) ✓ ✓ ✓

Dennison (2009) ✓ ✓ ✓

Hulsman, et al. (2009) ✓ ✓ ✓

Pollard, et al. (2014) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Babaei & Abednia (2016) ✓ ✓ ✓

Garzon (2018) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Kennedy-Clark, et al. (2018) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Ratminingsih et al. (2018) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
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and Widiati (2017, 175) noted that “comprehension is a 
bridge between the known and the unknown”. They 
also emphasized that comprehension is something 
that humans do from the early years. In an effort to 
comprehend information, they stated that the reader 
must relate his/her new information to his/her prior 
knowledge. Connors-Tadros (2014, 2) pointed out 
that “reading is an active and complex process that 
involves: (a) understanding written text, (b) developing 
and interpreting meaning, and (c) using meaning as 
appropriate to the type of text, purpose, and situation”. 
Additionally, Gilbert (2017, 181) claimed that “reading 
in both first and second language context includes 
the reader, the text, and the interaction between the 
reader and the text”. Reading comprehension is also 
defined by Lim, Eng, and Mohamed, et al. (2018, 146) 
as “a cognitive process that takes place when an 
individual interacts with the text”.

According to Nordin, Rashid, and Zubir, et al. (2013, 
469) “comprehending a text is an interactive process 
between the readers’ background knowledge and 
the text itself”. They divided this process into two parts: 
(1) the bottom-up approach to reading and (2) the top-
down approach to reading. Baker and Boonkit (2004) 
observed that reading is also a process of bottom-up, 
top-down, and interactive approaches. To understand 
these three processes, Khaki (2014, 187) also identified 
three approaches to teaching these processes in 
the interaction approach; according to him, the 
students choose, based on the situation, which 
process (bottom-up or top-down) is more appropriate 
for them. For example, if the reader has background 
knowledge of the text, the top-down approach is 
more appropriate; however, if he/she does not have 
sufficient background knowledge, the bottom-up 
approach is more beneficial; the interaction approach 
is the most common in the language teaching classes 
if there are both types of readers (who have sufficient 
background knowledge, and who do not have such 
kind of knowledge) in the class.

Heilman, Blair, and Rupley (1986, cited in Suwanto, 2014) 
identified three levels of reading comprehension for 
English language teachers providing instruction on 
reading comprehension; (1) literal, (2) interpretative, 
and (3) critical comprehension. Literal comprehension 
highlights that a reader explicitly understands the key 
information in the text. Interpretative comprehension 
means that the reader can analyse and evaluate 
the text, and can personally react to ideas in the 
text. Critical comprehension requires that the reader 
can react critically to text information and form his/
her own opinion of it. These three levels are of great 
importance for students’ reading comprehension and 
the evaluation of students’ achievement.

Apart from these definitions of and approaches to 
reading comprehension, reading events can also 
be considered. Widdowson (2015) described which 
factors affecting a reading event can influence 
reading comprehension. These include the reader’s 
background and prior knowledge, quality of reading 
materials, and type of teacher and text instructions. 
According to Yang (2016), the factors which affect 
strategies for developing reading comprehension 
can be divided into two dimensions: situational 
and individual. The situational dimension includes 
classroom settings, teaching methods, and reading 
texts. The individual dimension can be influenced by 
readers’ age, motivation, learning strategies and style, 
personal circumstances, and certain other latent 
factors.

Fitrisial, Tan, and Yusuf (2015, 17) also listed the 
individual, task, and strategy as factors that influence 
reading events. They noted that ‘person’ means the 
reader whose general knowledge, age, aptitude, 
and learning strategies and styles are included in the 
learning process. ‘Task’ indicates all kinds of activities 
in which the reader must engage during the teaching 
session. Finally, ‘strategy’ involves an awareness of 
strategy use to interpret the text, e.g. how to select key 
information and main ideas, and how to predict the 
message of the text.

In his study, Staden (2010) also pointed out that 
there are only three main events affecting students’ 
reading comprehension process. (1) Learner factors 
involve learner motivation, needs, opinions, values, 
relationships to peers, etc. (2) Home factors refer to 
parents’ education, social relations, socio-economic 
status, etc. (3) School factors indicate teachers’ 
characteristics, the structure of the education system, 
school facilities, etc.

Huang (2013, 151) identified certain factors that 
motivate students’ reading as follows: cultural values, 
instructional methods, and structures in the school 
environment. Snow (2003) also characterized reading 
comprehension as an interactive process of deducing 
and constructing meaning from the text. This process 
involves three components: first, the reader who is 
reading and is involved in the comprehension process; 
second, the text that had to be processed and 
comprehended; and, third, the activity in which the 
reader is engaged during the comprehension process. 
These three significant components of reading 
comprehension proceed within a social context.

Zhang (2016, 132) also identified three variables, which 
influence reading and reading success. These are (1) 
text characteristics; (2) reader/viewer characteristics; 
and (3) social context. Another study (Walker, 2008) 
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also indicated that there are five factors of the 
reading event, which must be taken into consideration 
during teaching. These are text, reader, task, teaching 
technique, and teaching context. These factors do not 
act separately but affect one another in teaching and 
learning. Walker (2008) also emphasized the notion 
of the ‘context’ in which environment the teaching 
has been implemented. Its role cannot be analyzed 
separately, since it is closely related to other factors, 
such as text, reader, task, teaching techniques, and 
context. Then, Suwanto (2014) also stated that a 
reader’s understanding of the text depends on his/
her prior knowledge, skills, thinking ability, strategies, 
observations, the readiness of facilities, and the text 
objective. In addition, Suwanto (2014) stressed that 
understanding only depends on readers’ socio-
cultural background.

Zhang and Zhang (2013, 37) indicated that “reading is 
a constructive process in which the text, the reader, 
and the context interact”. In this process of interaction, 
the reader can reconstruct the information in the 
text based on his/her ability to decode and working 
memory based on his/her schemata. Thus, both the 
reader and the text can be considered as the main 
parts of the teaching-learning context.

Distinction from the Above Studies of Reading 
Comprehension Process

To conclude these research findings on the reading 
comprehension process, some concepts can 
be highlighted in two main categories: reading 
comprehension and factors affecting reading events.  
On the whole, two important perspectives on reading 
comprehension can be identified as follows.

• Reading comprehension is an interactive 
process between the reader and the text. These 
studies (Gilbert, 2017; Lim, et al., 2018; Nordin et 
al, 2013) described this interactive process in 
different ways; interaction between the reader 

and the text, individuals interact with the text, 
and interactive process between the reader’s 
background knowledge and text itself.

• Reading comprehension is the relationship 
between known and unknown information. 
These studies (Khaki, 2014; Kusumawati & 
Widiati, 2017; Snow, 2003; Suwanto, 2014) 
showed this type of relation into different 
ways; interactive process of deducing and 
constructing meaning from the text, interaction 
approach between top-down and bottom-up, 
and understanding only depends on readers’ 
socio-cultural background.

Some common key components emerge from among 
the factors affecting the reading event described 
by various researchers. Although it is difficult to 
count all the factors affecting students’ reading 
comprehension, the most common factors that 
can be reflected by teachers during instruction are 
strategy, text, task, reader, and context. In the case of 
context, some authors, such as Snow (2003), Staden 
(2010), Suwanto (2014), Yang (2016), and Zhang (2016), 
describe ‘context’ as a kind of readers’ socio-cultural 
context. However, other authors, such as Walker 
(2008) and Zhang and Zhang (2013), found that the 
context indicates the instructional context. The most 
common issues of these two kinds of contexts show 
that the reader, text, strategies, and task are involved 
in the cases of these two kinds of contexts. These 
factors are also summarized in Table 2 in a comparison 
of the different authors’ views. These factors in reading 
comprehension are also to be considered as the main 
factors that can be reflected during the instruction 
process for reading comprehension.

Development of the Reflective Teaching Model for 
Reading Comprehension

To conclude the conceptual alternatives of reflective 
teaching described above, first, the most distinct factor 
described by almost all the researchers in reflective 

Table 2. Comparison of various researchers’ views on the factors affecting the reading event

Authors

Reflective teaching process

Teacher Strategy Reader Task Text Context

Snow (2003) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Walker (2008) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Staden (2010) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Zhang & Zhang (2013) ✓ ✓ ✓

Suwanto (2014) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Fitrisial, Tan, and Yusuf (2015) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Widdowson (2015) ✓ ✓ ✓

Yang (2016) ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Zhang (2016) ✓ ✓ ✓

Gilbert (2017) ✓ ✓
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teaching (Ashwin, et al., 2015; Cirocki & Farrelly, 2016; 
Fatemipour, 2013; Garzon, 2018; Hulsman, Harmsen, 
& Fabriek, 2009; Pollard, et al., 2014; Ratminingsih, 
Artini, & Padmadewi, 2018; Richards & Lockhart, 2005; 
Spalding & Wilson, 2002;  Taggart, & Wilson, 2005) is 
that reflective teaching is a cyclical and conscious 
process. Therefore, a teacher who uses reflection 
should know the main concepts of this process. 
Second, considering what distinct stages from Table 
1are to be included in this process, various researchers 
have consistently described four main stages in this 
process: planning, acting, reflecting, and evaluating 
(see Fig. 1).

Figure 1.  The reflective teaching process

In the conclusion of the reading comprehension 
process, according to these researchers, the first main 
idea is that reading comprehension is a process in 
which the reader interacts with the text. Actually, in 
the reflective teaching process related to students’ 
reading comprehension, merely reflecting on the 
reader and text is not sufficient. Therefore, the second 
main idea is that five distinct main factors affect 
students’ reading comprehension process, according 
to the researchers. These are listed in Table 2. These 
are context, strategy, reader, task, and text. The 
third main idea is that the notion of ‘context’, where 
instruction occurs as a kind of instructional context, 
is interconnected with other factors, such as task, 
reader, text, and strategy. To reconfirm the role of 
this third concept, Walker (2008, 28–31) also stated 
that context, which proceeds during the teaching 
event, plays a key role in influencing learning. She 
highlighted some important factors to be considered 
during the teaching context. These are the teaching 
strategy (teacher’s methodology), organization work 
while completing the reading task (group work, pair 
work, individual work, and scheduling), text (source 
of information), and reader’s characteristics (prior 
knowledge and previous experiences in learning 
situations). Therefore, the structure of these three 
components is visualized in Fig. 2.

Figure 2. Factors in the reading event

Based on a number of studies (Ashwin, et al., 2015; 
Cirocki & Farrelly, 2016; Fatemipour, 2013; Garzon, 
2018; Hulsman, Harmsen, & Fabriek, 2009; Richards & 
Lockhart, 2005; Spalding & Wilson, 2002; Taggart, & 
Wilson, 2005), reflective teaching is used in different 
fields such as mathematics, English language teaching, 
dance education, and the sciences. Therefore, to 
apply the reflective teaching process in teaching 
reading comprehension, the teacher can construct 
a new RTMRC and conduct experimental research to 
test it. Richy and Seels (cited in Joyce, Weil, & Calhoun, 
2015) stated that the model of teaching consists of 
planning and designing teaching materials and 
implementing teaching in the classroom environment 
or in other settings. Therefore, to be able to construct 
a reflective teaching model, the previously mentioned 
two summaries (reflective teaching process and 
factors in the reading event) can be integrated into 
the teaching design of the reflective teaching in 
the reading comprehension process. On the whole, 
a tentative Reflective Teaching Model for Reading 
Comprehension (RTMRC) can be created as shown in 
Fig. 3.

Figure 3. Reflective Teaching Model for Reading 
Comprehension

Four main components are involved in this reflective 
teaching model: planning, acting, reflecting, and 
evaluating. According to Richards and Lockhart (2005, 
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28), in the planning stage, the teacher can plan the 
factors before the teaching session. For example, 
who is going to do what activities (reader and task)? 
How does the teacher intend to implement his/her 
revised teaching strategies (strategy)? What are the 
changes to the curriculum (text)? To monitor these 
components, the teacher can develop questionnaires 
or apply other methods, e.g. prepare a self-evaluation 
questionnaire to monitor his/her own reflection on the 
teaching process. 

In the acting stage, the teacher can execute the 
previous planning parts. In the reflecting stage, 
Richards and Lockhart (2005) also highlighted those 
teaching events will rarely go precisely as expected in 
implementing the plan. The most important factor in 
this stage is to make certain to record any deviations 
from the plan and the reason why they have 
occurred. The teacher can use a structured students’ 
questionnaire as one of the reflecting pools to reflect 
on what has happened during the teaching-learning 
process (Brookfield, 2017; Habók & Magyar, 2018a; 
Habók & Magyar, 2018b).

In the evaluating step, the last point of the cycle, 
Richards and Lockhart (2005) also suggested that 
the teacher can evaluate two factors: the teaching 
and learning process and students’ achievement. 
To evaluate the teaching and learning process, the 
teacher can review the questionnaires that are 
applied in the reflecting stage. After evaluating the 
questionnaire, the teacher can think about what 
actions (strategy/task/reader/text) are to be changed 
for the next lesson. As regards evaluation, the teacher 
can assess students’ achievement at the end of the 
learning session or unit.

Researchers’ Perceptions of the Reflective Teaching 
Model for Reading Comprehension (RTMRC)

We applied two levels to develop Reflective Teaching 
Model for Reading Comprehension (RTMRC). In the 

first level, various authors’ conceptual alternatives of 
reflective teaching and reading comprehension were 
reviewed, analyzed, synthesized, and summarized 
to develop a new tentative RTMRC design for ELT. In 
the second level, the evaluation form of this tentative 
RTMRC design and its related reviewed descriptions 
were sent to experts in teaching methodology and 
English language teaching for evaluation. Criteria 
developed by Reiser and Dempsey (2012) were used 
to evaluate the effectiveness of the RTMRC.

In this stage of evaluation, an evaluation form which 
was adapted from Nguyen and Suppasetseree (2016) 
was developed by the researchers. This evaluation 
form is also based on the instructional design criteria 
of Reiser and Dempsey (2012) mentioned above. There 
are two main parts in this form. In the first part, a four-
point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 
= Agree, 4 = Strongly Agree) was used. In the second 
part, a list of open-ended questions was attached 
to monitor participants’ thoughts and opinions on 
the developed model, after which the RTMRC was 
reconstructed on their recommendations similar to 
the research of Nguyen and Suppasetseree (2016). The 
results were grouped into three main levels to evaluate 
the efficacy of the RTMRC on reading comprehension. 

We examined means and standard deviations using 
descriptive statistics. In case where the mean of the 
evaluation list ranges from 1.00 to 2.00, it indicates 
that the RTMRC is less appropriate, according to the 
experts' opinion. If the mean is between 2.01 and 
3.01, it also reveals that the RTMRC is appropriate. 
According to our interpretation, if the mean falls 
between 3.02 and 4.00, it indicates that the RTMRC is 
the most appropriate. Table 3 presents the results of 
experts' opinion.

Based on these findings, items 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, and 10 
have slightly lower means, and items 2, 6, 7, and 9 
have the highest mean scores. However, this is not 
a great problem, as all mean scores for these items 

Table 3. The Results of Experts’ Evaluation on the Development of RTMRC

No Item Mean SD

1 Step 1, Planning is appropriate. 3.50 .58

2 Step 2, Acting is appropriate. 4.00 .00

3 Step 3, Reflecting is appropriate. 3.00 .00

4 Step 4, Evaluating is appropriate. 3.00 .00

5 The steps in the RTMRC are clear and easy to implement. 3.75 .50

6 The outcomes can be measured in a valid and reliable way. 4.00 .00

7 The RTMRC is empirical, iterative, and self-correcting. 4.00 .00

8 Each element of the RTMRC is linked to another element. 3.75 .50

9 The RTMRC can facilitate student-student interaction. 4.00 .00

10 The RTMRC has sufficient capacity to be able to teach students’ reading comprehension. 3.25 .50

Total 3.60 .50
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are above 3.02 (based on the above criteria for the 
effectiveness of the RTMRC from Table 3). Thus, it can 
be interpreted that all the steps in the RTMRC design 
are highly appropriate for providing instruction in 
reading comprehension in ELT, according to the 
experts. In addition, all the experts agree that: (1) the 
steps in the RTMRC are clear and easy to implement 
in a classroom environment; (2) the outcomes can be 
measured in a valid and reliable way; (3) the RTMRC 
makes self-correction possible; (4) each element of 
the RTMRC is linked to another element;(5) the RTMRC 
can facilitate student–student interaction; and (6) the 
RTMRC has sufficient capacity to be able to teach 
students’ reading comprehension.

Discussion

This study aimed to develop an RTMRC for ELT. We, 
therefore, reviewed various studies on reflective 
teaching and reading comprehension. These 
theoretical approaches were analysed, synthesized, 
and interpreted. After that, we elicited the opinion of 
four experts for a model. As the results showed, all the 
components may be involved in the teaching model. 
The literature review and experts’ responses confirmed 
that the RTMRC was appropriately designed based 
on the criteria for instructional design developed by 
Reiser and Dempsey (2012).

In the RTMRC, the theory of constructivism is involved in 
focusing on students’ understanding, processing, and 
evaluating of the reading text. The RTMRC is student-
centered, teamwork-oriented, and easy to implement 
in teaching students' reading comprehension skills.

We concluded that the four main stages can be 
identified. In stage 1, planning, the teachers need to 
plan and consider who, what, and how to teach, as 
well as why. This stage can be applied by preparing 
the lesson plan to teach reading comprehension. In this 
stage, the teacher can plan to use the different kinds 
of teaching strategies for reading comprehension 
and student-centered learning. In stage 2 (acting), 
the teacher can teach based on his/her planning. 
In stage 3 (reflecting), for the reflection on the text (a 
text which has been taught), the teacher can ask the 
students some reflective questions after teaching with 
one strategy. The teacher can also reflect on his/her 
teaching based on strategy, reader, task, and text. In 
this kind of reflection, the teacher can reflect on the 
reader, task, and strategy using a students’ preference 
questionnaire. This type of questionnaire can be 
distributed to the students after using one strategy 
type in the class. Therefore, stage 3 is also appropriate 
for teachers. In stage 4 (evaluating), the teacher 
must evaluate the reflected data from the students’ 
preference questionnaire and the reflective questions 

after instruction. Therefore, it can be interpreted that 
this RTMRC has sufficient capacity to form the basis for 
teaching students reading comprehension.
It should be pointed out that this is a pre-assessment 
of the appropriateness of the RTMRC for teaching 
reading comprehension. We are aware of the low 
sample number, but seeing experts’ opinions was 
important at this stage. All the experts confirmed that 
the RTMRC is logical and appropriate for teaching 
ELT reading comprehension. Therefore, later, the 
researchers can do experimental research on the 
effect of the RTMRC design on students’ achievement 
in this area. 

Pedagogical Implications

First, in the stage of planning, the teacher must plan 
the lessons based on text, strategy, reader, and task. 
However, he/she should especially consider which 
reading strategy is the most appropriate for his/her 
students or class, how to analyze students’ needs, how 
to reflect on his/her actions in the class, and how to 
evaluate the reflected data for his/her progress. Only 
when teachers can plan successfully, the further 
stages of the RTMRC will be easier for them. Second, 
the RTMRC is highly transparent and supportive not 
only for teachers but also for their students in reading 
comprehension. As this RTMRC seems to be one of 
the most basic and systematic instructional designs, 
it may be beneficial for the education system and its 
participants.

Conclusion

This paper has developed the RTMRC by reviewing 
different researchers’ perspectives on the concept 
of reflective teaching in ELT reading comprehension. 
To conclude this paper, two main parts can be 
found: What are the different authors’ conceptual 
alternatives in reflective teaching in ELT reading 
comprehension? What are the results of four experts’ 
evaluations on the RTMRC design? For the different 
researchers’ concepts on the RTMRC, we pointed 
out different research perspectives to compare the 
similarities and differences among them. 

Reviewing the different researcher’s perspectives 
on the reflective teaching process, we found that 
there were different conceptual, theoretical, and 
practical factors. Then we deduced a summarized 
conceptual reflective teaching process which 
involves four main components: planning, acting, 
reflecting, and evaluating. These factors are only 
for the reflective teaching process. Therefore, we 
looked for perspectives on how to use this reflective 
teaching process in the area of students’ reading 
comprehension in ELT. 
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We identified certain factors on students’ reading 
comprehension process and then sought to determine 
the factors that affect the teaching of this process to 
students. As a result, we reviewed different studies and 
drew comparisons of what similar factors may influence 
this process among students. Thus, we found four main 
factors: the readers themselves, the teacher’s strategy, 
text, and the students’ task during the instruction 
process. Many studies showed that reflective teaching 
can be used in different fields; language teaching, 
music, mathematics, etc. Therefore, we concluded 
that reflective teaching process can be used in 
teaching reading comprehension process. And after 
studying reading comprehension process thoroughly, 
we noticed that if these four factors of reading events 
(reader, strategy, text, and task) can be reflected 
during teacher’s reflective teaching process (planning, 
acting, reflecting, and evaluating), it would be more 
beneficial for students’ reading comprehension 
process. That is how we arrived at the RTMRC design 
presented here. 

In terms of evaluation, four experts in the field all 
agreed that this instructional design was highly 
appropriate for the teaching and learning process. 
Based on the findings, it can be concluded that this 
RTMRC is beneficial for the English language teaching 
and learning process.
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