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within subcategories related to attitudes toward content area reading, the researcher 

accepts the suggestion from Grierson and Daniel (1995) and concludes the preservice 

teachers included in this study would benefit from further professional development and 

mentoring if they are to be prepared to meet the reading needs of students in content areas 

across the curriculum.   

With the current research profiling reading scores of middle and high school 

students and high school dropout rates which suggest that reading test scores of 

secondary students have not improved over the past 30 years (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; 

Kamil, 2003), the need for middle and high school teachers to be prepared to help 

students in content areas is critical.  As students advance to higher grade levels, the 

curriculum and literacy skills they need to be successful become more complex.  

Teachers in content areas must have both a willing spirit (positive attitude) and the skills 

necessary to help students to develop the needed skills to effectively comprehend and 

gain meaning from the complex information they are required to read to learn.   

For over 40 years, researchers in the field of content area reading have 

investigated content area teachers’ attitudes toward teaching reading in their subject area 

(Braam & Walker, 1973; Olson, 1969; Otto, 1969).  While previous studies have 

investigated the attitudes of inservice teachers or of preservice teachers after the 

completion of a stand-alone course in content area reading, this study sought to explore 

the attitudes of preservice teachers at three different places in the teacher education 

program based upon the level of field-based experience in regular K-12 classrooms.   

Familiarity, Use, and Perceived Applicability of Content Area Reading Strategies 
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 The Content Area Reading Strategies (CARS) questionnaire was used to collect 

data related to preservice teachers’ familiarity, use, and perceived applicability of specific 

content area reading strategies.  The questionnaire lists 35 commonly cited content area 

reading strategies.   Preservice teachers were asked to rate each of the 35 items three 

times.  First, after reading the name of an individual strategy, participants selected yes or 

no to identify if they were familiar with the particular strategy.  Second, if the respondent 

was familiar with the particular strategy, they were asked to report how frequently they 

use the strategy (often, seldom, never).  Third, participants were asked how often the 

strategy should be used (often, seldom, never).  Each response yielded a subarea scores 

for the instrument. The subarea scores were used answer question two and the 

corresponding hypotheses. A discussion of the results for question two follows.   

Summary of the Results of Familiarity, Use, and Perceived Applicability 

Does field-based classroom experience during preservice teachers training 

programs makes a difference in preservice teachers’ reported familiarity, use, and 

perceived applicability of content area reading strategies?  Findings suggest that there is a 

difference in preservice teachers reported familiarity and use of the 35 content area 

reading strategies listed on the Content Area Reading Strategies questionnaire as 

preservice teachers experienced time in field-based classroom settings during their 

teacher training program.  However, the findings suggest there was no statistical 

significant difference between the three experience groups in regard to reported perceived 

applicability of the content area reading strategies.   

Familiarity. As would be expected, Experience Group 1, those just beginning 

teacher education courses reported being least familiar with the 35 content area reading 
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strategies on the CARS.  It is interesting to note that preservice teachers in Experience 

Group 2 were found to be more familiar with the specific reading strategies than 

Experience Group 3.  Similar to the findings as reported by Howe, Grierson, and 

Richmond (1995), teachers with the most experience including educational coursework 

or professional development in content area reading are more familiar with content area 

reading strategies.  Based upon the results of this study and the findings from previous 

studies, it is assumed that the increased familiarity with content area reading strategies for 

Experience Group 2 and Experience Group 3 as compared to Experience Group 1 is due 

to the completion of teacher education coursework.   

While examining the overall responses of the preservice teachers’ reported 

familiarity with specific strategies, the most frequent responses were journal writing, 

matching definitions, computer programs, puzzles, prior knowledge, and phonics.  A 

closer look at the items in which preservice teachers in Experience Group 1 reported 

being most familiar may not always be viewed as a reading strategy and most certainly 

not always with the intention of teaching reading in content areas (i.e. journal writing, 

matching definitions, and computer programs). Students are commonly asked to write in 

journals, match definitions, and to use computer programs throughout K-12 and post 

secondary schooling, but the instructional purpose may not be to specifically help 

students to learn content.  Experience Group 2 and Experience Group 3 reported the 

highest percentage of familiarity for the same items identified by Experience Group 1, 

but also responded with high percentages for enrichment activities and graphic 

organizers. As with the strategies Experience Group 1 reported the greatest familiarity, 

enrichment activities and graphic organizers are commonly used in K-12 schooling.  
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Most content area textbooks have corresponding ancillary supplements which contain 

workbooks that include worksheets with enrichment activities and graphic organizers.  

Quite often content area teachers use these activities with little regard for reading 

instruction in the content area courses they teach.   

Of the 35 strategies, preservice teachers were least familiar with Directed Reading 

Thinking Activity (DRTA), morphemic analysis, Directed Reading Activity (DRA), and 

reciprocal questioning (ReQuest).  These strategies are not generally ones in which 

preservice teachers without specialized coursework would report being familiar, they are 

complex strategies that require training and practice to effectively teach them to students 

in content area courses (Readence, Bean, & Baldwin, 1992; Moss, 2008; Vacca & Vacca, 

2008).   DRTA is a critical thinking strategy used before, during, and after reading.  DRA 

is very similar to DRTA, in that both require teachers to guide students through the 

learning process by first piquing students’ interest, checking for prior knowledge, and 

facilitating learning through the use of guided questioning techniques.  The questioning 

techniques could involve ReQuest, where the teacher and the students take turns asking 

each other questions concerning reading content.  Morphemic analysis most certainly 

requires a deeper understanding of morphemes, the smallest units of language associated 

with meaning.  In using morphemic analysis as a content area reading strategy, teachers 

help students to identify morphemes in content area vocabulary. After identifying the 

morphemes students, define the morphemes and begin to generalize the meaning among 

similar words.  For teachers to be prepared to use these four strategies, specialized 

training is needed.  Based upon the reported familiarity frequencies of the preservice 

teachers in this study, more specialized training is needed in teacher education programs.  
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For students in K-12 schools to be successful in content areas, teachers must be prepared 

to help students by piquing their interest while activating their prior knowledge, teaching 

and modeling effective content reading strategies.   

Use. There were overall statistically significant differences between the three 

Experience Groups in regard to the reported frequency of using the content area reading 

strategies listed on the CARS.  Experience Group 1 reported the lowest frequency for use, 

and Experience Group 2 reported the highest use of the strategies.  As with the findings 

presented earlier in this chapter for attitudes toward content area reading instruction and 

reported familiarity, there was also a decline in reported frequency use from Experience 

Group 2 to Experience Group 3.   

When looking closer at the individual strategies in which each Experience Group 

reported using most often some interesting conclusions were drawn. The specific 

strategies Experience Group 1 reported using most often were computer programs and 

prior knowledge.  As with the responses from Experience Group 1 in regard to 

familiarity, the strategies reported as being used most often by this group are strategies 

that are commonly used in K-12 schooling.  It is possible that preservice teachers in 

Experience Group 1 merely recognized the terms, but did not necessarily know them as 

specific strategies used to teach content area reading. Experience Group 2 reported using 

scrambled words and word walls most often.  Scrambled words and word wall strategies 

help students build vocabulary in content area courses, but neither of these strategies 

requires complex thinking or skills; they simply are used to acquaint students with 

content related terminology before using strategies to increase critical thinking, 

comprehension, and metacognitive skills. Experience Group 3 reported using word maps, 
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KWL 3 level guide, and ReQuest most often, which are more balanced in complexity 

then those reported by the other two groups. This finding is consistent with the findings 

from Howe, Grierson, and Richmond, (1995), a similar study of teachers with various 

levels of classroom teaching experience.  Howe, Grierson, and Richmond found teachers 

who received specific instruction in content area reading reported an increase in the 

complexity and the reported use of specific content area reading strategies.     

Perceived Applicability. There was not a significant difference between the 

Experience Groups in regard to their perceived applicability of the specific content area 

reading strategies listed on the CARS questionnaire.  Oddly, Experience Group 1 

reported the overall highest perceived applicability score of the three groups, followed by 

Experience Group 2.  Prior knowledge and phonics were reported as most often 

applicable by Experience Group 1, while Experience Group 2 reported guided writing 

and DRA as most often applicable.  Experience Group 3 responded most favorably for 

the use of conferencing, computer programs, DRA, and guided writing.   

Conclusions and Discussions of Familiarity, Use, and Perceived Applicability 

The results of this study suggest preservice teachers report familiarity with 

content area reading strategies; unfortunately many of the strategies are general reading 

strategies. After reviewing the most frequently reported strategies in all three area of 

familiarity, use, and perceived applicability, only a few of the strategies could be 

considered as specifically designed for reading instruction in content area courses.  The 

overall results for familiarity, use, and perceived applicability of the specific reading 

strategies show that there is a difference in reported familiarity and use between the three 

Experience Groups, but there is no difference in reported perceived applicability.   
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The same decline noted in regard to attitudes between Experience Group 2 and 

Experience Group 3 were noted for the variables of familiarity, use, and perceived 

applicability.   The decline between Experience Group 2 and Experience Group 3 might 

suggest that the preservice teachers did not retain the knowledge in which they gained 

during their coursework which may provide additional support for findings by Zeichner 

(1980).  Zeichner (1980) suggested that what prospective teachers learn during field 

experience is often counterintuitive to what they have learned during their coursework.  

Ervay (1985) found the influence of cooperative teachers in the field far outweighs the 

information delivered within coursework at the university.  If the cooperating teachers 

with whom teacher candidates were placed during the teacher candidacy semester did not 

use or support the use of integrating content area reading strategies into subject area 

courses, the teacher candidates may have been negatively influenced.   

Elementary and Secondary Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes  

   The Attitudes Toward Content Area Reading (ATCAR) questionnaire, the same 

instrument used to ascertain differences between experience groups presented earlier, was 

used to assess elementary and secondary preservice teachers’ attitudes toward content 

area reading instruction.  As a reminder, the questionnaire included of 30 statements 

which elicited a Likert scale response with options ranging from strongly disagree, 

disagree, neutral, agree, and strong agree (Appendix B).   

Summary of the Results of Elementary and Secondary Preservice Teachers’ Attitudes 

 Is there is a difference in attitudes between preservice teachers who are seeking 

elementary (K-6) licensure and those seeking secondary (7-12) licensure in regard to 

incorporating reading instruction into content areas?  Findings suggest that there is a 
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statistically significant difference in elementary and secondary preservice teachers’ 

attitudes toward content area reading instruction showing that the elementary preservice 

teachers reported a more positive attitude than secondary teachers.   

Conclusions and Discussion of Elementary and Secondary Preservice Teachers’ 

Attitudes 

 Historically, research has consistently reported secondary preservice and inservice 

teachers’ negative attitudes toward content area reading.  This may be explained by the 

differences in the focus of elementary and secondary teacher education programs.  

Elementary teachers are immersed in reading instruction throughout their teacher 

education programs for the primary purpose of early elementary school centers around 

teaching young students to read (Hoffman, J., Roller, C. M., & The National Commission 

on Excellence in Elementary Teacher Preparation for Reading Instruction, 2001). A 

recent shift in focus on content area reading in elementary classrooms is being brought to 

the forefront of reading research (Duke & Pearson, 2002). The more positive attitude 

reported by elementary preservice in this study is consistent with the findings from a 

study conducted by Midcalf (2008) which examined the attitudes of elementary 

preservice teachers.  Overall the elementary preservice teachers reported a positive 

attitude toward content area reading instruction. 

An explanation for the differences found between elementary and secondary 

preservice teachers attitudes toward content area reading may be rooted in the different 

requirements between the two licensure area programs.  Generally speaking, secondary 

preservice teachers are mandated by state requirements to complete one or two three-

credit hour reading courses (Hoffman, J., Roller, C. M., & The National Commission on 
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Excellence in Elementary Teacher Preparation for Reading Instruction, 2001; Stewart & 

O’Brien, 1989) and there are some states in which no reading courses are required for 

secondary education majors.  It is important to note that the state in which this study was 

conducted does not require a stand-alone course in content area reading, but allows 

teacher education programs to decide whether to integrate content area reading 

throughout the coursework or to require a stand-alone course.  Two of the universities 

required a stand-one course, while one did not.  During the past 20 years, researchers 

such as Richard Vacca, Jo Anne Vacca, Harold Herber, Joan Herber, John  Readance, 

Robert Rickelman, and David Moore have been forging the path in content area reading 

research in secondary classrooms. Sadly, this study continues to confirm what is already 

known about the attitudes of secondary preservice and inservice teachers, their attitudes 

remain less than positive.   

Implications for Preservice Teacher Preparation  

 There are four key areas that must be addressed in order to prepare teacher 

candidates to effectively incorporate reading into every subject area course.  First, teacher 

education programs should require content area reading instruction to be seamlessly 

integrated into all teacher education coursework.  If teachers are to be prepared to teach 

reading across the curriculum in K-12 schools, they must experience the same type of 

instruction modeled in their education courses.  Elementary preservice teachers should 

learn how to teach reading and reading to learn simultaneously and not in isolated courses 

(Duke & Pearson, 2002).  Because the majority of coursework for secondary teacher 

education programs focuses on the licensure area in which the teacher candidate is 

seeking, strong content area reading courses and an integrated instructional approach 
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within content area courses is needed.  Research on cognition and memory suggest 

content area reading strategies should not be taught in isolation, but should be seamlessly 

integrated into content instruction (Rawson & Kintsch, 2002).  For preservice teachers to 

fully understand the need and usefulness of content area reading strategies, they must be 

taught the reading strategies using content on their instructional learning level.  As 

preservice teachers experience the benefits of learning while using content area reading 

strategies personally, they will experience greater confidence and a more positive attitude 

toward incorporating the strategies into the content area courses they teach.   

Second, as an extension to the first implication for preservice teacher preparation, 

all university faculty members who help to prepare future teachers should receive 

extensive professional development training in effective content area reading instruction. 

It is illogical to expect preservice teachers to embrace the integration of reading 

instruction across the curriculum if the faculty members who teach their required 

preparatory courses do not support and accept the responsibility for teaching reading in 

their courses.  Readence, Bean, and Baldwin (1992) suggest five developmental states are 

needed for successfully learning and communicating information in content area texts: (a) 

awareness of strategies, (b) knowledge, (c) simulation or modeling, (d) practice, and (e) 

incorporation.  These development states can easily be applied in preparing teachers.  

According to Fullan (1999), what matters cannot be mandated, but to make a real 

difference in K-12 students’ reading ability, academic success, and to decrease the rate in 

which students drop out of school, change must start at the top with those who prepare 

future teachers. 
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Third, the quality of field-based experience placements is essential for preservice 

teachers to make connections between educational theory and practice.  Field experiences 

are designed to allow preservice teachers to connect theoretical knowledge learned during 

coursework with practical teaching applications in the social context of a classroom 

setting (Ganser, 1006; Hyman, 1990).  Because preservice teachers spend a substantial 

amount of time during their teacher education programs in field experience settings 

(Heald, 1983; Posner, 2000) it is critical that those experiences model effective 

integration of content area reading into content area courses.  Many researchers suggest 

that universities are exposing future teachers to inferior instruction and perpetuating poor 

models of teaching (Blanton & Moorman, 1985; Evans, 1986; Katz & Cain, 1987; and 

Zeichner, 1980).  In this study, a decline between Experience Group 2 and Experience 

Group 3 in regard to attitudes, knowledge, and use of content area reading instructional 

practices suggests that the semester of teacher candidacy may have influenced the 

candidates in a negative direction.  This aligns with findings from Blair (1978) where 

preservice teachers beliefs, values, and previously learned teaching practices related to 

teaching reading reverted after the completion of field experience placements.   

Future Research 

 Over a century of research is available to support the overwhelming need for 

teachers to be prepared to incorporate reading instruction into the content areas they teach 

(Gray, 1927; Mueller, 1973; O’Brien & Stewart, 1990; Moss, 2005).  This study of 

preservice teachers illustrates by their reported neutral attitude and limited knowledge of 

content area reading strategies that this knowledge is still not reaching teacher candidates. 

The findings from this study showed that preservice teachers report only an overall 
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neutral attitude toward content area reading instruction regardless of the influences of 

field-based experience or licensure area.  If teachers are to be effective in helping 

students gain meaning across the curriculum, and improvements are expected in K-12 

academic success in order to decrease the dropout rates in the United States, universities 

with teacher education programs must require and model instruction that includes content 

area reading all across the curriculum. Based upon previous research and the findings of 

this study, the following recommendations for future research are offered.  

First, more research is needed to evaluate the attitudes and knowledge of 

university faculty members who teach preservice teachers enrolled in teacher education 

programs.  While a single course in content area reading could produce more than just a 

positive change in attitudes, preservice teachers can learn best about the language, text 

structures, and strategies associated with a particular discipline from the professionals 

within that discipline.  Research is needed to explore how prepared faculty members are 

on university campuses to model reading instruction in courses in their department.   

Second, as noted in this study, there was a noted decrease in the attitudes toward 

content area reading between those just beginning the teacher candidacy semester and 

those who had just completed the teacher candidacy semester.  Further research is needed 

to explore this decline between the two groups to determine what factors may have 

influenced the decrease.  It is possible that preservice teachers’ overall attitudes decrease 

as they complete the teacher candidacy semester.  One would expect that as teacher 

candidates begin to link theory and practice along with the pressure of standardized tests 

and the enormous responsibilities of being a classroom teacher they would experience a 

decrease in overall attitude, not just content area reading.  A future mixed study design is 
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recommended to follow a cohort of preservice teachers from the beginning of their 

program to the end.  Additional research needs to explore the voices of preservice 

through qualitative interviews to better understand factors that may contribute to attitudes 

toward integrating content area reading instruction.   

Third, the findings for this study are based upon preservice teachers from three 

state-supported universities in the southeastern part of the United States.  A replication of 

this study to include more universities in different parts of the country is needed as well 

to provide a national view of preservice teachers’ attitudes and knowledge of 

incorporating reading into content area courses.     

Summary 

 This chapter presented the findings, results, conclusions, and discussion of this 

study as well as implications for preservice teacher preparation and future research.  The 

purpose of the study was to explore preservice teachers’ attitudes, familiarity, use, and 

perceived applicability of incorporating reading instruction into content area courses as 

influenced by their level of K-12 classroom field experience.  Results from the 

quantitative survey design lead to the following conclusions.  First, experience in the 

classroom does make a difference in preservice teachers’ attitudes towards content area 

reading. Second, experience in the classroom does make a difference in preservice 

teachers’ familiarity and use of content area reading strategies, but it does not make a 

difference in perceived applicability.  Third, there is a difference in attitudes towards 

teaching content area reading between elementary and secondary preservice teachers.   

 It is the responsibility of teacher education programs train future teachers.  The 

training must include a balance of content and pedagogical knowledge along with 
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appropriate field based classroom experience.   Field experiences have long been viewed 

as the place where preservice teachers’ have the opportunity to connect the theory learned 

during their coursework with the practical application in the social context of the 

classroom.  However, quite often preservice teachers are placed in poor settings where 

they are exposed to negative attitudes and ineffective instructional practices.  This 

influence often causes preservice teachers to adopt the stance of the classroom teacher 

whom they respect as having more experience.   

 Reading is a process in which meaning is constructed by the learner; it is in 

essence the connection between information and understanding.  Teaching K-12 students 

how to effectively use reading to learn the information found in texts associated with 

content areas helps to equip students with skills necessary to be academically successful 

and may decrease the high school dropout rates.  More importantly than academic 

success and decreased dropout rates is the benefit that students will be better prepared for 

daily life.  The skills needed to make good informed decisions are similar to the skills 

needed to read in content areas. Daily life requires adults to read unfamiliar text to make 

important decisions so reading instruction must continue throughout elementary and 

secondary schooling across the curriculum.  To better prepare our children for with the 

skills necessary for life, every teacher must be a teacher of reading.  
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APPENDIX A 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
By answering and submitting this questionnaire, you are agreeing to participate in this study. 
Please make a check mark (√) in the box by the appropriate response for each question.  If the question asks for an 
opinion, identify the option that most closely represents your opinion.  Your responses are confidential and will only be 
used to match your response with a questionnaire that will be administered. 
   
1a.   What is your major area of educational study? 

    Elementary  Secondary   K-12 

1b. What grade levels will you be licensed to teach upon completing your degree?      

   PK-3     K-6     K-8      4-8          K-12   7-12  

 2. What is your current university classification?     

 Freshman 

    Sophomore 

    Junior 

    Senior 

   Graduate 

3.   Your age:         

  18–22         23–27        28–34         35-40         41-50          51+  
 
4.   Your gender: 

   Female       Male  
 
5a.   Which areas are you seeking teaching licensure, endorsement, or concentration? 

  (check all which apply) 

  Science 

  Social Studies 

  English 

  Math 

  Music 

  Art 

  Psychology         

  Other, please specify ___________________ 

5b.  Elementary 

  Secondary 

6.   How many semesters of education courses have you completed? 

   0       1    2    3     4       5 or 

more  

7. How many courses in content area reading instruction courses have you taken?    

   0       1    2    3 or more 
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APPENDIX B 

ATTITUDES TOWARD CONTENT AREA READING (ATCAR): 
 

A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRE-SERVICE TEACHERS 
 

Definition:  Content area reading includes reading in subject areas such as geography, history, 
mathematics, or science.  Often expository in nature, content area text attempts to explain or to give 
information about a subject.   
Instruction: Carefully read each statement below and indicate your response to each of the following 
statements by circling the appropriate number.  
 

Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neutral = 3; Agree = 4; Strongly Agree = 5 
  SD  D    N    A  SA 
1. Every teacher is a teacher of reading. 

 
1     2     3     4     5 

2. The teaching of strategies for reading information text are best taught as 
separate skills. 

1     2     3     4     5 

3. A slower rate of reading indicates that a student is having difficulty 
comprehending the text. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

4. Content reading should be assigned for a specific purpose. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

5. The teaching of reading should be limited to the language arts block. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

6. Even very young students should understand how to find information in 
textbooks. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

7. Pre-assessment of student’s interests should direct content reading instruction. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

8. Supplementary texts or less difficult materials are needed for students who read 
below grade level. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

9. Open-ended questioning techniques are effective in increasing comprehension 
of informational passages. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

10. When students revise passages of text, their comprehension increases.   
 

1     2     3     4     5 

11. Special materials are needed in order to teach students how to gain information 
from text 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

12. Students should be able to choose the amount of reading that they will do for a 
class assignment. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

13. Every subject area requires different reading strategies. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

14. A teacher should first introduce an information book by discussing how it might 
be read most effectively. 

1     2     3     4     5 
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Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neutral = 3; Agree = 4; Strongly Agree = 5 
  SD  D    N    A  SA 
15. The modeling of reading strategies has little effect on teaching students to read 

content area materials.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

16. New vocabulary should be defined when encountered during content reading. 
  

1     2     3     4     5 

17. Integrating the teaching of reading strategies into content areas is necessary for 
increased comprehension. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

18. If interested in a reading assignment, students will want to talk about it after it is 
completed. 
 

1     2     3     4     5 

19. Students must be taught how to read content area texts.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

20. Cooperative learning aids in the comprehension of information books.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

21. Stories are easier for beginning readers to understand than nonfiction or 
information books.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

22. A teacher requires special training to teach students how to read content area 
materials such as textbooks.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

23. Before assigning content area reading to students, the teacher should first teach 
the students how to find information.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

24. Students who have problems in content area reading probably need remediation.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

25. The ability to understand narrative and expository text develops at the same time.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

26. Reading instruction must be incorporated into all subject areas.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

27. Students can understand information texts when they are read orally to them, 
even if they cannot read them individually.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

28. When given a choice, students will choose to read fiction instead of information 
books.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

29. Textbooks are easier to read than nonfiction trade books, because they have a 
controlled vocabulary designed for the specific age of the child.  
 

1     2     3     4     5 

30. Primary grade children can explain the differences between fiction and 
nonfiction. 

1     2     3     4     5 

 
 



131 

 

 

APPENDIX C 
 

CONTENT AREA READING STRATEGIES (CARS) QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

 

 

 

 

Directions: Begin by reading the name of each strategy in Column B. Indicate your responses by 
circling the answer that most closely expresses your response.   
Follow the steps below:   

(1) Column A:  Are you familiar with the strategy in Column B? Select Yes or 
                          No.  If Yes, please answer the questions in Column C and D as well. 
(2) Column C:  Do you use this strategy?  Select Often, Seldom, or  Never.  
(3)  Column D:  Should this strategy be used in the content area? Select Often, Seldom,  or 
Never.  

A B  C   D  
Familiar?         Do you use it?  Should it be used? 

 Strategy        
Yes/No  Often Seldom Never  Often  Seldom Never  
Yes / No  Advanced organizers  3 2 1      3 2 1 

Yes / No  Analogies  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Anticipation guides  3 2 1    3 2 1 

Yes /No  Cloze procedure  3 2 1      3 2 1 

Yes/No  Computer programs  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Conferencing  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  DRA  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  DRTA  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Discussion forums  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Enrichment activities  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Graphic organizers  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Guided writing  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No  Inserted questions  3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Interest inventories 

 

 

3 2 1 3 2 1 
Yes / No     KWL 3 level guide 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Journal writing 3 2 1 3 2 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



132 

 

 

A B  C   D  

Familiar?              Do you use it?  Should it be used?  

 Strategy    

Yes or No  Often       Seldom  Never  Often    Seldom    Never  

Yes / No     Matching definitions 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Modeling from text 

 

3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Morphemic analysis 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Meaning negotiation 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Oral conflict resolution 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Pattern guide 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Phonics 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Prediction 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Prior knowledge 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Puzzles 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No     Questioning methods 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Reciprocal teaching 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      ReQuest 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Scaffolding 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Scrambled words 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Think alouds 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Use of text structure 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Vocabulary cloze 3 2 1 3 2 1 

Yes / No      Word maps 3 2 1 3 2 1 
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APPENDIX D 

PERMISSION TO USE INSTRUMENTS 
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APPENDIX E 

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX F 

THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX G 

MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY IRB APPROVAL 

From: "Christine Williams" <CWilliams@research.msstate.edu> 
To: "Bridgette L. Davis" <ScienceEd@comcast.net> 
Cc: "Terry Jayroe" <TJayroe@colled.msstate.edu>, "Lindon J. Ratliff" <LRatliff@meridian.msstate.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2009 3:28:27 PM GMT -06:00 US/Canada Central 
Subject: Re: Davis Dissertation Data Collection at Miss State 
Bridgette, 
  
As a follow up to our earlier conversations and to the paperwork that you submitted for MSU IRB review, 
this is to state that you do not need MSU IRB approval to administer your survey in the MSU classes (so 
long as you departmental permission) nor do you need MSU IRB approval to have an MSU faculty member 
forward your recruitment email to students (current or prior). MSU is not engaged in your research, we are 
simply allowing you access to potential participants within the MSU classrooms. 
 The Federal guidance that verifies this can be found at 
http://hhs.gov/ohrp/humansubjects/guidance/engage08.html 
 I am copying the two pertinent sections below: 
 The following describes involvement that would make an institution not engaged in 
human subjects research: 
 (4) Institutions whose employees or agents:   
 (a) inform prospective subjects about the availability of the research;   
(b) provide prospective subjects with information about the research 
(which may include a copy of the relevant informed consent document and 
other IRB-approved materials) but do not obtain subjects’ consent for the 
research or act as representatives of the investigators;   
(c) provide prospective subjects with information about contacting investigators for 
information or enrollment; and/or  
(d) seek or obtain the prospective subjects’ permission for investigators to contact 
them.    
(5) Institutions (e.g., schools, nursing homes, businesses) that permit use of their 
facilities for intervention or interaction with subjects by investigators from another 
institution.  
 As you can see #4 relates to your asking Dr. Jayroe to forward the email to previous 
students and #5 pertains to you entering MSU classrooms and (with the permission of 
the professor) asking MSU students to complete the survey instrument after obtaining 
consent. 
 Good luck with the research. Please do not hesitate to contact my office if I can be of 
further assistance. 
 Regards, 
Christine 
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APPENDIX H 

PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT LETTER 

August 24, 2009 
 
Dear Participant, 
  
I am inviting you participate in a research study I am conducting as a doctoral candidate at the University of Southern 
Mississippi.  The purpose of the study is to examine preservice teachers' awareness of content area reading strategies. 
Along with this letter is a questionnaire that asks a variety of questions about content area reading and strategies that 
may be used.  I am asking you to look over the questionnaire and, if you choose to do so, complete it and give it back to 
me.  By answering and returning the questionnaire, you are agreeing to participate in this study. This study is 
anonymous so your personal identity will not be disclosed.  It should take appropriately fifteen to twenty minutes to 
complete. 
 
The results of this project will be used to analyze how aware preservice teachers are of content area reading strategies.  
The results of the survey may be useful for program evaluation and development.  Results from the study will be made 
available to all participants, my dissertation committee, and presented in my dissertation.  The overall results of this 
study may be included in future studies and may be published or presented in professional venues.       
 
I do not know of any risks to you if you decide to participate in this survey and I guarantee that your responses will not 
be identified with you personally.  I promise not to share any information that identifies you. You should not put your 
name on or any identifying statements or marks on the questionnaire.  If you do not feel comfortable handing in your 
survey during this class meeting you may mail it to me at Bridgette L. Davis, Curriculum, Instruction and Special 
Education, 118 College Drive #5057, Hattiesburg, MS  39406-0001.   
 
This questionnaire should take you about fifteen to twenty minutes to complete.  Please read each question and respond 
with your best answer.  Your participation is voluntary.  There is no penalty if you wish not to participate. Regardless 
of whether you choose to participate, you may review the results in my dissertation.   
 
This project and this consent form have been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board, which ensures that research 
projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations. Any questions or concerns about the rights as a research 
subject should be directed to the Chair of Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118 
College Drive # 5147, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, (601) 266-6820.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about completing the questionnaire or about being in this study, you may contact 
me at (601) 266-6275 or Bridgette.L.Davis@usm.edu.   
 
Sincerely, 
   
Bridgette L. Davis 
Doctoral Candidate 
 
Note:  For those wishing to participate in the drawing for a $100 Visa Gift, please write your email address or phone 
number where you may be contacted if your ticket is pulled. 
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