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A
mid growing concerns about flagging reading scores, states have invested significant 
resources to bolster public school students’ literacy achievement (National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics, 2025; Schwartz, 2025a). Although recent state policies largely focus on improv-
ing students’ early literacy skills (Council of Chief State School Officers, undated), scholars, 

practitioners, and the media have also raised concerns about literacy instruction at the secondary 
level—specifically, the diminishing practice of teaching and reading full books in middle schools, high 

schools, and even college classrooms.
Practitioners and the media 

attribute this decline to a variety of 
factors. For instance, some contend 
that the shift toward using published 
textbooks, which often include short 
pieces or excerpts, means that full 
books play a less prominent role in 
English language arts (ELA) class-
rooms (Goldstein, 2025; Schwartz, 
2025b; Schwartz, 2025c; Toppo, 2025). 
Others argue that an emphasis on 
standardized assessments and skills-
driven instruction, in which teachers 
focus on developing students’ ability 
to, for instance, identify a main idea 
or draw a conclusion, has rendered 
the content and quality of classroom 
texts less important (Lemov, 2024; 

KEY FINDINGS
	■ During the 2024–2025 school year, two-thirds of secondary English 

language arts (ELA) teachers said that they planned to assign one 
to four full books to their students.

	■ Teachers serving more historically disadvantaged students 
(i.e., students experiencing poverty, students of color, multilingual 
learners, and students with disabilities) assigned fewer full books.

	■ On average, teachers assigned four full books, two of which 
came from their required or recommended curriculum materials. 
Most teachers (60 percent) assigned more books than were in 
their curricula.

	■ Teachers who primarily used publisher-developed curricula 
assigned fewer books than teachers who did not use such 
curricula.

	■ Teachers who assigned more full books were more likely to say 
that their students spent a majority of class time engaging with 
grade-level texts.
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Lurye, 2024; Schwartz, 2025b; Toppo, 2025). Still 
others point to adolescent screen use and students’ 
purportedly diminished attention spans as the rea-
sons that students are less able to deeply engage in 
the sustained, complex thinking necessary for full-
book reading, making it more difficult for teachers 
to assign full books (Luyre, 2024; Schwartz, 2025b; 
Schwartz, 2025c; Toppo, 2025). 

Studies show that, across age groups and partic-
ularly among adolescents, more time spent reading 
correlates with literacy-related outcomes, such as 
greater reading comprehension, reading proficiency, 
vocabulary development, positive attitudes toward 
reading, and more self-confidence as a reader (Clark 
and Rumbold, 2006; Mol and Bus, 2011; Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
2010; Sullivan and Brown, 2015; Torppa et al., 2020). 
Researchers have also found associations between 
reading and reading enjoyment and a broader set of 
outcomes, such as empathy and mental well-being 
(Clark and Teravainen-Goff, 2018; Mar, Oatley, and 
Peterson, 2009).

However, this research is limited in how it 
applies to the ongoing debate about full-book reading 
in classrooms. Much of the research focuses on time 
spent reading—especially reading for pleasure—and 
not specifically on the impacts of reading full books 
as part of ELA instruction.

Assigning full books in ELA classes can take 
many forms, meaning that its instructional value 
could vary widely. For instance, teachers might engage 
in whole-group novel studies with students. They 
might also teach full books in small groups, have stu-
dents independently read full books, or facilitate litera-
ture circles in which students lead discussions.

Additionally, teachers might differ in the spe-
cific books they teach. Results from a survey fielded 
to secondary ELA teachers in 2023 and 2024 found 

that the top texts taught in class included Romeo and 
Juliet, The Great Gatsby, The Crucible, Macbeth, and 
Of Mice and Men, although surveyed teachers named 
about 5,000 unique titles, suggesting the breadth and 
variety of texts taught (Chae and Ginsberg, 2025).

Moreover, when incorporating full books into 
their courses, teachers must consider such factors 
as time constraints and the desire to balance full 
books with other media and text types (Elish‑Piper, 
Wold, and Schwingendorf, 2014; National Council of 
Teachers of English, 2022). As publisher-developed 
ELA curricula become more prevalent (Doan, Woo, 
et al., 2025), teachers must also navigate expecta-
tions about curriculum use in their local school or 
district context (Chae and Ginsberg, 2025). In sum, 
although adjacent research suggests that full-book 
reading enhances a variety of student outcomes, the 
field needs specific research on full-book reading 
in ELA instruction—to what extent teachers assign 
full books, which books they assign, what form their 
instruction takes, and ultimately, how these instruc-
tional practices relate to student outcomes.

Overview of This Report

In this report, we examine the foundational question 
of whether teachers assign full books, defined as full 
fiction or nonfiction books. We view this as a first step 
in building the research base on reading full books in 
class. We present data from a nationally representative 
sample of K–12 public school ELA teachers to explore

•	 how many full books teachers report assigning 
to students

•	 how full-book assignment varies by teachers’ 
contexts and curriculum use

•	 whether assigning full books is associated with 
differences in teachers’ instructional practice.

Although adjacent research suggests that full-
book reading enhances a variety of student 
outcomes, the field needs specific research on 
full-book reading in ELA instruction.
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Our findings will be useful to education leaders 
who are selecting or crafting ELA curricula; ELA 
curriculum providers who are deciding what types of 
content to include in their materials; organizations 
that assess or support the selection of curricula in 
states, schools, and districts; and researchers building 
the evidence base on strategies to support effective 
literacy instruction.

Data Sources and Methods

We analyzed data from the spring 2025 American 
Instructional Resources Surveys (AIRS). We admin-
istered the AIRS to a national sample of 8,601 K–12 
ELA, mathematics, and science public school teach-
ers, including general elementary teachers of multiple 
subjects. We weighted survey responses to be nation-
ally representative of K–12 public school teachers. 
The AIRS 2025 technical documentation (Doan, 
Eagan, et al., 2025) describes details on weighting.

For this report, we analyzed only the responses 
of ELA teachers (n = 3,640). We mostly focus on 
the responses of ELA teachers in secondary schools 
(n = 1,596) but also present select results from ELA 
teachers in elementary schools (n = 1,967). We draw on 
data from two survey questions posed to ELA teachers:

•	 “By the end of the school year (2024–25), how 
many full fiction or nonfiction books will 
your students have been assigned to read this 
school year?”

•	 “Of the full fiction or nonfiction books your 
students have been asked to read, how many 
are part of your required or recommended 
ELA curriculum materials?”

For both questions, teachers used a drop-down 
menu to select from “0” to “20 or more.” Only ELA 
teachers who selected a response other than 0 to the 
first question saw the second question. We used the 
second question to understand how many of teach-
ers’ assigned full books are a part of their required 
or recommended curriculum materials. However, 
we did not ask teachers how many full books their 
required or recommended curricula use as core texts; 
it is possible that teachers might not have assigned all 
of the books that are part of their curricula.

We analyzed samplewide and subgroup-specific 
means and proportions of variables of interest. To 
compare responses for teachers in schools with differ-
ent demographic profiles, we matched their responses 
to school-level data from the Common Core of Data. 
We focused on the following comparisons to examine 
how full-book assignment varies across school and 
classroom contexts and by teachers’ use of curricu-
lum materials:

•	 School characteristics. We compare the 
responses of teachers in elementary and sec-
ondary schools; in schools with low, medium, 
and high levels of neighborhood poverty; and 
in schools with a majority of White students 
and schools with a majority of students of color.

•	 Classroom characteristics. We compare the 
responses of teachers whose classrooms have 
varying proportions of students with disabili-
ties and multilingual learners.

•	 Curriculum used. On the AIRS, we asked 
teachers to choose from an extensive list 
of curriculum materials. We examined the 
responses of teachers who reported using 
publisher-developed curricula (e.g., Imag-
ine Learning’s StudySync, Savvas Learning 
Company’s myPerspectives) and those who 
reported using self-, school-, or district-
created curricula. Within publisher-developed 
curricula, we also explored differences 
between teachers using standards-aligned 
(SA) materials, as defined by the curriculum 
review nonprofit EdReports, and those who 
used materials rated as non-SA.1 Addition-
ally, because teachers often use curricula to 
varying degrees, we explored how teachers’ 
responses differed depending on the inten-
sity of their curriculum usage—whether they 
reported using materials for 1 to 50 percent, 
51 to 75 percent, or 76 to 100 percent of their 
instructional time. Unless otherwise noted, 
we reference only statistically significant 
(p < 0.05) differences among teacher sub-
groups. We did not make statistical adjust-
ments for multiple comparisons because the 
intent of this report is to provide exploratory, 
descriptive information rather than to test 
specific hypotheses or causal relationships.



4

During the 2024–2025 School 
Year, Two-Thirds of Secondary 
ELA Teachers Planned to 
Assign One to Four Full Books

The majority of secondary ELA teachers reported that 
they planned to assign one to four full fiction or non-
fiction books to their students by the end of 2024–2025 
school year (Figure 1). At the low end, 9 percent of 
teachers said that they did not anticipate assigning any 
books to students. At the high end, 24 percent of teach-
ers reported plans to assign five or more books. Alto-
gether, these results suggest that nearly all secondary 
ELA teachers—about 90 percent—assign full books 
to students, although a sizable proportion of teachers 
assign a small number of books.

The reports of teachers in middle school 
(grades 6 to 8) and high school (grades 9 to 12) were 
mostly similar. On average, teachers reported assign-
ing a similar number of books (about four full books). 
However, we observed some small differences in the 
distribution of the number of books assigned. Middle 
school teachers were slightly more likely than high 
school teachers to report that they planned to assign 
only one book and slightly more likely to report that 
they planned to assign ten to nineteen books. Because 

of the broad similarities between middle and high 
school teachers’ reports, we present the results of both 
groups together for the remainder of this report.

Teachers in High-Poverty Schools 
and Schools with a Majority 
of Students of Color Assigned 
Fewer Full Books to Students

Teachers in high-poverty schools and in schools with 
a majority of students of color reported assigning 
about three full books, one full book less than their 
counterparts in low-poverty schools and majority 
White schools (Figure 2).2 These teachers were also 
more likely than their counterparts to report assign-
ing no books or few books (i.e., one or two) and less 
likely to assign a higher number of books (i.e., five to 
nine).

We observed similar differences by teachers’ 
classroom compositions. Teachers in classrooms with 
a majority of students with disabilities or multilingual 
learners assigned fewer full books to students, on 
average, than their counterparts serving smaller pro-
portions of these students. Importantly, we observed 
similar patterns in elementary schools, suggesting that 
these inequities are present across grade bands (see 

FIGURE 1

Percentage of Secondary ELA Teachers Reporting the Number of Books They 
Assigned Students to Read During the 2024–2025 School Year

NOTE: This �gure displays response data from the question, “By the end of the school year (2024–25), how many full �ction or non-�ction 
books will your students have been assigned to read this school year?” An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup 
signi�cantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). n secondary ELA teachers = 1,553; n middle 
school ELA teachers = 596; and n high school ELA teachers = 957.
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the “Book Assignment Inequities Start in Elementary 
School” box). 

Most Teachers Supplemented 
Their Required Curricula with 
Additional Full Books

Most teachers assigned full books in addition to their 
required or recommended curricula, regardless of 
curriculum type.3 Among teachers who assigned full 
books, 60 percent said that they assigned more books 
than were in their required or recommended cur-
riculum materials. On average, teachers reported that 
about two of the four full books that they assigned 
came from their required or recommended materials.

Among teachers assigning full books, only 
39 percent reported that all of the books they taught 
were from their required or recommended cur-
riculum materials. The more books that teachers 
assigned, the less likely they were to say that all of 
their books came from their curriculum materials. 

For instance, among teachers assigning one book, 
46 percent said that the book came from their cur-
riculum materials (Table 1). Among teachers assign-
ing three or four full books, this percentage dropped 
slightly to about 40 percent.

Conversely, 31 percent of secondary teachers 
assigning full books said that none of the books 
were from their required or recommended materi-
als; this finding implies that some teachers might 
not assign full books simply because their curricula 
do not contain them.

Teachers Primarily Using 
Publisher-Developed Curricula 
Assigned Fewer Books Than 
Teachers Not Using Such 
Curricula

Teachers varied in the number of books they 
assigned by the type of curriculum they used and 
the intensity with which they used that curriculum. 

FIGURE 2

Percentage of Secondary ELA Teachers Reporting the Number of Books They 
Assigned Students to Read During the 2024–2025 School Year, by School and 
Classroom Characteristics

NOTE: This �gure displays response data from the question, “By the end of the school year (2024–25), how many full �ction or non-�ction 
books will your students have been assigned to read this school year?” An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup 
signi�cantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). n secondary ELA teachers = 1,553. Percentages 
might not add up to 100 because of rounding.
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Teachers who primarily used any type of publisher-
developed curriculum were more likely than their 
counterparts who did not use publisher-developed 
curricula to report assigning few books (Figure 3).4 
For instance, among teachers not using publisher-
developed curricula, 25 percent reported assigning 
one or two books. In comparison, among teachers 
using publisher-developed curricula for 51 to 75 per-
cent of their instructional time, this proportion grew 
to 41 percent. Differences were even larger among 
teachers using publisher-developed curricula for 76 
to 100 percent of their instructional time; 49 percent 
of these teachers assigned one or two books.

The corollary is also true: Teachers who primar-
ily used publisher-developed curricula were less 
likely to assign more books (i.e., five to nine books). 
Teachers who used publisher-developed curricula 
most intensely—for more than three-quarters of their 
instructional time—were less than half as likely as 
teachers who did not use publisher-developed cur-
ricula to assign five to nine books (9 percent versus 
25 percent). In all, teachers who used publisher-
developed curricula most intensely assigned, on 
average, fewer books than teachers who did not use 
publisher-developed curricula (2.4 books compared 
with 3.6 books). One potential reason for these pat-
terns is that publisher-developed curricula might 
rely more on excerpts than full books. Thus, teach-

ers using publisher-developed curricula with greater 
intensity might have fewer opportunities to incorpo-
rate full books into their instruction.

We also examined how teachers’ responses 
varied by the type of publisher-developed material 
they used—SA materials compared with non-SA 
materials. Overall, we observed patterns similar to 
those among teachers using publisher-developed 
materials more broadly. However, these patterns were 
magnified among teachers using SA materials. For 
instance, among teachers using non-SA materials 
most intensely, 44 percent said that they assigned one 
or two books, and about 20 percent said that they 
assigned five or more books.5 Among teachers using 
SA materials most intensely, these percentages were 
57 percent and 7 percent, respectively. This difference 
suggests that the patterns of full-book assignment 
that we observe among teachers using publisher-
developed curricula are driven, in large part, by 
teachers using SA curricula.

Teachers using self-, school-, or district-created 
curricula showed the opposite pattern: Teachers 
using these curricula more intensively were more 
likely to assign more books (i.e., three to four) and 
less likely to assign a small number of books (i.e., one 
or two). Teachers who used self-, school-, or district-
created curricula most intensely reported assigning 
one more full book than their counterparts who 

TABLE 1

Percentage of Secondary ELA Teachers Reporting the Number of Books They 
Assigned That Were from Their Required or Recommended Curriculum Materials

Number of Assigned Books That Are from Teachers’ Required or 
Recommended Curriculum Materials (%)

0 1 2 3 4 5 to 9 10 to 19 20+

All secondary ELA teachers 31 16 18 12 12 8 2 0

Teachers who assigned between one and nine full books

1 (n = 191) 52 46 – – – – – –

2 (n = 317) 37 16 46 – – – – –

3 (n = 272) 33 16 10 39 – – – –

4 (n = 276) 22 6 20 11 41 – – –

5 to 9 (n = 293) 24 6 9 10 16 32 – –

NOTE: This figure displays response data from the question, “Of the full fiction or non-fiction books your students have been asked to 
read, how many are part of your required or recommended ELA curriculum materials?” Only teachers who reported assigning full books to 
students were presented with this question. We do not display the results of teachers assigning ten or more books because of small sample 
sizes. Rows do not sum to 100 because we do not display the small percentages of teachers who said that more books came from their 
required or recommended materials than they assigned. n secondary ELA teachers = 1,420.
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used publisher-developed materials most intensely 
(3.8 books versus 2.4 books).

Teachers Who Used Publisher-
Developed Materials Were Less 
Likely to Assign Books Outside 
of Their Curricula

Our data suggest that teachers integrate full books 
outside of their required or recommended curricula 
to varying degrees, depending on the type of cur-
riculum they used. This could explain some of the 
variation in the number of books teachers assigned. 
Teachers who used publisher-developed materials—

especially materials that are SA—were less likely to 
assign books that were outside of their curricula, 
while teachers using self-, school-, or district-created 
materials were more likely to do so. These differ-
ences could reflect the varying levels of instructional 
autonomy that teachers have, given education sys-
tems’ emphasis on implementation fidelity when 
supporting the use of SA materials. For instance, 
54 percent of teachers using SA curricula assigned 
full books outside of their curricula. This percentage 
decreased to 46 percent among the teachers who used 
SA materials most intensively. In contrast, 61 percent 
of teachers using self-, school-, or district-created 
curricula said that they assigned full books in addi-
tion to their curricula. Still, even teachers who used 

FIGURE 3

Percentage of Secondary ELA Teachers Reporting the Number of Books They 
Assigned Students to Read During the 2024–2025 School Year, by Curriculum Usage

NOTE: This �gure displays response data from the question, “By the end of the school year (2024–25), how many full �ction or non-�ction 
books will your students have been assigned to read this school year?” An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup 
signi�cantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). n teachers who did not use publisher-developed 
curricula = 513; n teachers who used publisher-developed curricula for 1% to 50% of instructional time = 548; n teachers who used 
publisher-developed curricula for 51% to 75% of instructional time = 142; n teachers who used publisher-developed curricula for 76% to 
100% of instructional time = 164; n teachers who did not use non-SA curricula = 929; n teachers who used non-SA curricula for 1% to 50% 
of instructional time = 433; n teachers who used non-SA curricula for 51% to 75% of instructional time = 56; n teachers who used non-SA 
curricula for 76% to 100% of instructional time = 47; n teachers who did not use SA curricula = 830; n teachers who used SA curricula for 
1% to 50% of instructional time = 316; n teachers who used SA curricula for 51% to 75% of instructional time = 143; n teachers who used 
SA curricula for 76% to 100% of instructional time = 160; n teachers who did not use self-, school-, or district-created curricula = 557;
n teachers who used self-, school-, or district-created curricula for 1% to 50% of instructional time = 367; n teachers who used self-, school-, 
or district-created curricula for 51% to 75% of instructional time = 178; and n teachers who used self-, school-, or district-created curricula 
for 76% to 100% of instructional time = 265. Percentages might not add up to 100 because of rounding.
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SA curricula with the highest level of intensity, on 
average, reported adding one book to their provided 
curricula, highlighting the overall prevalence of sup-
plementing curricula with additional full books.

Teachers Who Assigned More 
Full Books Were More Likely to 
Say Students Spent a Majority 
of Their Class Time Engaging 
with Grade-Level Texts

Teaching more full books could provide students 
with more opportunities to engage with grade-level 

texts in different ways—a hallmark of strong literacy 
instruction. Teachers who assigned five to nine full 
books were more likely than their counterparts who 
assigned fewer books to report that their students 
spent a majority of class time engaging with grade-
level texts—either by talking to their classmates 
about grade-level texts or building knowledge of 
topics or themes through grade-level texts (Figure 4).6 
We observed similar patterns for teachers’ reports of 
other activities related to engaging with grade-level 
texts (e.g., comprehending or making meaning of 
grade-level texts, using evidence from a grade-level 
text in response to a writing prompt), but differences 
were not statistically significant. Teachers who did 

FIGURE 4

Percentage of Secondary ELA Teachers Reporting the Proportion of Class Time 
Students Spent Engaging in Each Activity

NOTE: This �gure displays response data from the question, “In the past three days of your ELA class, what percent of the time were most of 
your students engaged in each activity?” Teachers were able to respond “0%,” “1–25%,” “26-50%,” “51–75%,” or “76–100%.” An asterisk (*) 
indicates that percentages for that subgroup signi�cantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.).
n secondary ELA teachers assigning 0 books = 123; n secondary ELA teachers assigning 1 to 2 books = 491; n secondary ELA teachers 
assigning 3 to 4 books = 529–530; and n secondary ELA teacher assigning 5 to 9 books = 269–270. We do not display the results of 
teachers assigning ten or more books because of small sample sizes. Percentages might not add up to 100 because of rounding.
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Book Assignment Inequities Start in Elementary School

Elementary teachers were more likely than secondary teachers to not assign any full books at all and assign a 
large volume of full books (see figure). Lower elementary (i.e., kindergarten to grade 2) teachers were especially 
likely to assign a large number of books (i.e., 20 or more).

Percentage of Secondary and Elementary Teachers Reporting the Number of Books 
They Assigned Students to Read During the 2024–2025 School Year

NOTE: This �gure displays response data from the question, “By the end of the school year (2024–25), how many full �ction or non-�ction 
books will your students have been assigned to read this school year?” An asterisk (*) indicates that percentages for that subgroup 
signi�cantly differ at the p < 0.05 level from the reference group, which is indicated by (ref.). n elementary ELA teachers = 1,922; n secondary 
ELA teachers = 1,553; n kindergarten to grade 2 ELA teachers = 832; and n grade 3 to grade 5 ELA teachers = 877. Percentages might not 
add up to 100 because of rounding.
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Of course, elementary and secondary ELA classrooms differ markedly. Elementary teachers, especially those in 
lower grades, place a greater emphasis on developing foundational literacy skills (such as decoding) than second-
ary classrooms. Elementary-level books are also shorter and take less time to read than secondary-level books.

Despite their obvious differences, there were similarities in elementary and secondary ELA teachers’ responses. 
For instance, elementary teachers serving a majority of students of color or a majority of students with disabilities 
were more likely than their counterparts to report not assigning any books. Meanwhile, elementary teachers in low-
poverty schools and majority-White schools and those who taught fewer students with disabilities and fewer multi
lingual learners were more likely than their counterparts to report assigning 20 or more books. These differences 
suggest that the inequities that we observe in full-book assignment among secondary teachers begin much earlier.

Also similar to reports from secondary teachers, elementary teachers’ reports suggest that full-book assignment 
can provide students with more opportunities to engage with grade-level texts. For instance, among kindergarten 
to grade 2 teachers who did not assign any full books, only 27 percent said that their students spent a majority of 
class time reading grade-level texts aloud for accuracy and fluency. Among kindergarten to grade 2 teachers who 
assigned 20 or more books, this percentage was nearly double—49 percent.

Importantly, elementary teachers’ descriptions of their classroom time allocation indicate that full books did not 
crowd out time spent on early literacy skill development. Kindergarten to grade 2 teachers who did not assign any 
full books and those who assigned many were equally likely to report that students spent a majority of class time 
on early literacy skills, including practicing letter recognition, identifying units of speech (such as words, syllables, 
or phonemes), and applying phonics to identify or decode words.
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not assign any full books or only a few full books (i.e., 
one to two) reported more frequently that their stu-
dents did not engage with grade-level texts in any of 
the activities that we asked about.

Summary and Implications

Most secondary ELA teachers assigned full books to 
students. However, teachers’ reports provide a more 
nuanced understanding of how many books teachers 
assign, which students have access to full-book read-
ing, and why access to full-book reading could matter 
for students’ learning experiences. Teachers’ reports 
yield the following insights:

•	 How many books. Among teachers who 
assigned full books, about two-thirds 
assigned one to four full books over the 
course of the 2024–2025 school year, and 
one-quarter assigned five or more books. 
Although there is no research that suggests 
an optimal number of full books to assign in 
one school year, our finding indicates that 
full-book reading remains peripheral in most 
secondary ELA classrooms.

•	 Which students have access. Starting in 
elementary school, teachers who served more 
historically disadvantaged students—whether 
students experiencing poverty, students of 
color, students with disabilities, or multilin-
gual learners—consistently assigned fewer or 
no full books.

•	 Why this matters. Inequities in accessing full 
books are concerning in light of our finding 
that assigning more full books is associated 
with more classroom time spent engaging 

with grade-level texts. Moreover, teachers 
reported that, on average, only about half of 
the books they assigned—two out of four—
came from their required or recommended 
curriculum materials, prompting them to 
seek full books outside of their materials. This 
suggests that, despite the potential benefits 
of assigning more full books, teachers might 
receive relatively little support or few instruc-
tional resources to do so.

We recommend the following actions for edu-
cation leaders, curriculum developers, curriculum 
adoption organizations, and literacy researchers.

First, secondary-level ELA curricula could 
include more full books. Much of the movement 
toward using high-quality instructional materi-
als (HQIM) has focused on shifting teachers 
toward using their provided materials with fidelity 
rather than finding or creating their own materi-
als (National Comprehensive Center, 2023). Yet the 
relative absence of full books in secondary ELA cur-
riculum materials could be one reason why teachers 
are choosing to use materials beyond their provided 
curricula. Including more full books in teachers’ 
ELA curricula can therefore be one way to help 
teachers remain within their provided HQIM while 
also supplying them with the instructional resources 
(e.g., lesson plans, student-facing materials) to teach 
these books well. This inclusion can ensure that 
teachers are providing instruction on full books in 
a way that enhances SA instruction (e.g., by helping 
them select rich, complex texts or providing them 
with guidance on rigorous instructional tasks to pair 
with the texts).

Including more full books in teachers’ ELA 
curricula can help teachers remain within their 
provided HQIM while also supplying them with the 
instructional resources to teach these books well.
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This recommendation is especially salient for 
education leaders serving communities with large 
populations of students experiencing poverty, stu-
dents of color, multilingual learners, and students 
with disabilities. In these communities, the process 
of selecting full books for inclusion in teachers’ cur-
ricula might look different. For instance, there could 
be more consideration of cultural relevance, devel-
opmental appropriateness, or scaffolds for language 
development. Curriculum developers should also 
consider these populations as they make decisions 
about which full books to include and the types of 
instructional resources that accompany them.

Second, organizations that support curricu-
lum selection should provide more information 
about which full books and how many books are 
in curricula. Preliminary examinations of ELA 
curricula suggest that they differ in the extent to 
which they include full books (Goldstein, 2025). To 
help schools and districts strike a balance between 
full books and other types of texts and media that 
is right for their context, organizations that sup-
port curriculum selection by rating curricula might 
provide more information about the presence of full 
books in those curricula. For instance, the curricu-
lum rating nonprofit, EdReports, reviews ELA cur-
ricula across a variety of criteria, such as text quality 
and complexity (EdReports, 2025). Therefore, their 
reviews include some information about the specific 
texts within curricula, although the text lists are typ-
ically not exhaustive. EdReports and similar orga-
nizations might enhance transparency by making 
it easy to find a comprehensive list of anchor texts 
in curriculum materials, noting which are excerpts 
versus full books and how the text is situated within 
the curriculum (e.g., as a core requirement or a 
supplemental option). Similarly, many state educa-
tion agencies produce lists of approved curricula for 
schools and districts to select from. They could pro-
vide information about the extent to which approved 
curricula include full books. Such reviews can help 
schools and districts make informed choices about 

curriculum selection that can bolster full-book read-
ing in classrooms.

With more information about the inclusion of 
full books in various curricula, depending on their 
instructional priorities, schools and districts might 
eventually shift their investments toward curricula 
that include full books. This could eventually incen-
tivize curriculum developers to overcome some of 
the challenges of integrating full books, such as those 
related to licensing content and cost.

Third, literacy researchers should continue to 
investigate how full-book reading can enhance lit-
eracy instruction and student outcomes. To begin, 
this report presents information about how many 
books teachers are assigning in classrooms, but we 
have little information about the quality of the texts 
that they are assigning, what form their instruc-
tion takes, their motivation for assigning full books, 
the instructional role that full books play, or the 
rigor of instructional tasks that teachers use when 
assigning full books. Additionally, despite the rise 
of publisher-developed curricula (Doan, Woo, et al., 
2025), there is not yet a comprehensive audit of how 
many and which books are embedded within exist-
ing curricula, how teachers are balancing full-book 
reading with instruction on other forms of text and 
media, and their underlying decisionmaking pro-
cesses for choosing different texts. Moreover, while 
this report points to disparities in the number of 
books assigned based on school and classroom con-
text, researchers could investigate how teaching and 
learning experiences differ—for example, whether 
there are differences in the quality or content of 
the books or in instructional rigor. Future research 
could explore these factors and how they relate to 
student outcomes.

Finally, because adolescents’ reports of reading 
for enjoyment have declined over the past several 
decades (Nation’s Report Card, undated), future 
research might explore how full-book classroom 
reading intersects with full-book reading outside 
the classroom.
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Limitations

We acknowledge a few limitations of this research. 
First, as with all survey research, our results are drawn 
from teachers’ self-reports. We administered the 
survey in spring 2025, before the school year was over. 
We asked teachers how many books they planned to 
assign by the end of the 2024–2025 school year, but it is 
possible that their estimates were not accurate or that 
their instructional plans changed. Second, we do not 
know what books teachers assigned; full books could 
vary greatly in genre, topic, length, and complexity, 
such that two teachers teaching the same number of 

full books might lead to very different student experi-
ences. Third, we asked teachers whether they assigned 
full books and how many they assigned. However, we 
do not know the form their assignment took; teachers 
could have used the book for whole-class instruction 
or as a choice for independent reading. Finally, we 
examined teachers’ responses about full-book assign-
ment in relation to their curriculum use. However, we 
do not have information on teachers’ motivations for 
assigning full books. We have noted these as areas for 
future research.
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Notes
1  We use these categorizations to explore nuances in teachers’ use of curriculum materials. However, 
we note that the EdReports review process does not include the use of full books as a criterion.
2  To calculate the average number of full books that teachers reported either assigning or using from 
their required or recommended curricula, we top-coded teachers’ responses of “20 or more” as 20. 
Because very few secondary ELA teachers selected this response option, we thought this was a reason-
able assumption that was not likely to skew the results.
3  We asked teachers how many of their assigned books were in their required or recommended cur-
riculum materials; this question allows us to understand how many books were drawn from teachers’ 
curricula and how many were outside of their curricula. We did not ask how many books are in their 
curricula. It is possible that teachers’ curricula included books that they did not assign.
4  We examined responses among teachers not using publisher-developed curricula (44 percent) and 
teachers using those materials for 1 to 50 percent of instructional time (37 percent), 51 to 75 percent of 
instructional time (10 percent), and 76 to 100 percent of instructional time (9 percent). We also exam-
ined the responses of teachers using publisher-developed SA and non-SA curriculum materials. Nine-
teen percent of teachers reported using publisher-developed SA curricula for 1 to 50 percent of instruc-
tional time, 9 percent reported using them for 51 to 75 percent of instructional time, and 8 percent 
reported using them for 76 to 100 percent of instructional time. In comparison, there were fewer teach-
ers using non-SA materials with high levels of intensity: 29 percent reported using non-SA materials for 
1 to 50 percent of instructional time, 5 percent reported using them for 51 to 75 percent of instructional 
time, and 3 percent reported using them for 76 to 100 percent of instructional time.

We also examined the responses of teachers using self-, school-, or district-created curricula. Com-
pared with the use of publisher-developed curricula, more teachers reported using these materials 
with higher levels of intensity: 27 percent reported using them for 1 to 50 percent of instructional time, 
12 percent reported using them for 51 to 75 percent of instructional time, and 23 percent reported using 
them for 76 to 100 percent of instructional time.

To facilitate our interpretation of the results, we excluded from our analysis the small number 
of teachers whose use of specific curriculum types spanned different levels of intensity of use (e.g., a 
teacher who reported using one publisher-developed curriculum for 1 to 50 percent of instructional 
time and another such curriculum for 76 to 100 percent of instructional time). Thus, we were able to 
compare the responses of teachers who used a specific material type (e.g., publisher-developed, non-SA, 
SA) with varying levels of intensity.

However, we did not conduct significance tests to compare the responses of teachers using different 
material types (e.g., a teacher using a publisher-developed curriculum for 1 to 50 percent of instruc-
tional time versus a teacher using self-, school-, and district-created curricula for 1 to 50 percent of 
instructional time) because many teachers used multiple types of curricula.
5  Differences between the sums reported in the text and in Figure 3 are because of rounding.
6  Although we observe this correlational relationship, we acknowledge that the mechanisms under
lying this relationship are unknown, particularly because we have no information on the specific titles 
and quality of texts that teachers assigned.
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