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Literacy professional development leads to instructional improvement by 
bringing about a change in the participating teachers. This change can be 
evaluated in a variety of ways, including but not limited to tests of knowledge, 
personal evaluations, and analyses of the components of the professional de-
velopment. The study described in this article examined teachers’ metacogni-
tive understandings of the strategy known as Question–Answer Relationships 
or QAR (Raphael, 1986) through the preparation of content area materials 
and ref lective questions. The preparation of classroom materials included the 
development of explicit lesson plans incorporating teachers’ descriptions of 
the strategy in open-ended questions and written think-alouds. Lesson plan 
components were evaluated by the principal researcher, Nance Wilson (first 
author), to examine changes in teacher understanding.

Theoretical Framework
The study was designed around a yearlong professional development initiative 
aimed at helping secondary content area teachers incorporate the teaching of 
a literacy strategy (QAR) and content instruction to improve content area 
literacy.

For years there have been calls for an increased emphasis on content lit-
eracy (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004; Draper, 2008; Kamil, 2003; Richardson, 
2008). This is the result of a recognition that students would benefit from 
having content area classes that are infused with reading instruction (Fisher 
& Ivey, 2005; Moore, Readence, & Rickelman, 1983; O’Brien, Stewart, & 
Moje, 1995). However, many secondary school teachers perceive literacy to 
be the responsibility of English teachers (Lester, 2000), or they have difficul-
ty balancing literacy and content instruction. The problem, as identified by 
O’Brien et al. (1995), is that teachers often do not see a connection between 
literacy skills and content information, as these skills appear to be inconsistent 
with the traditional goals of the secondary curriculum. Thus, many content 
area teachers struggle to buy into the teaching of reading strategies (Lester, 
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2000), and it has been difficult to incorporate literacy 
strategies into the content areas (Fisher & Ivey, 2005; 
Hall, 2005).

Content area literacy, as defined by Draper, 
Smith, Hall, and Sieber (2005), includes the ability to 
meaningfully interact with content area words. Such 
specialized vocabulary, for example, protists, requires 
students to understand the concept represented by the 
word or image. Meaningful interaction with content 
area texts requires cognitive strategies, such as asking 
questions, in which the learner develops a cognitive 
approach to learning and a critical understanding of 
subject matter (Conley, 2008). Thus, it may be argued 
that successful content area literacy requires metacog-
nition. Metacognition is the awareness and regulation 
of one’s mental processes (Griffith & Ruan, 2005). In 
other words, successful content area learning requires 
students to be aware of their understanding of a con-
cept and to adjust thinking to ensure learning. One 
of the teacher’s roles in improving content area lit-
eracy is to help students use metacognitive processes 
to support understandings (Barton & Heidema, 2002; 
Posnanski, Mertzman, & Kean, 2006).

Content learning and metacognition are often 
carried out through interacting with text and other 
content experiences. Therefore, content area literacy 
instruction must include an understanding that stu-
dents be taught to become metacognitive and active 
learners. Vacca and Vacca (2007) stated that when stu-
dents who are active learners know the whats, whys, 
hows, and whens of strategic reading and thinking, 
they are metacognitive. Because the type of text and 
assignments in various content areas pose different 
problems for the reader to solve, students must be 
aware of the nature of the reading task and the way to 
handle it. The instructional strategies and techniques 
used are crucial because students learn to transfer 
metacognitive thinking when instruction in the gen-
eral strategies includes informed training and oppor-
tunities for self-control (Brown & Campione, 1994).

This article presents lessons learned from teach-
ers who participated in a yearlong professional devel-
opment initiative initially designed to improve their 
knowledge and implementation of QAR and the 
think-aloud.

The Professional  
Development Initiative
The yearlong professional development used theory, 
demonstrations, and opportunities for practice. The 
model was based on the idea that change is “primarily 
an experientially based learning process for teachers” 
(Guskey, 2002, p. 384), in that teachers need multiple 
exposures to and experiences with the techniques for 
learning to occur.

This initiative began at the schools through the 
identification of needs and applications for partici-
pation. The funding for this project was generated 
from a teacher improvement grant provided by the 
State Department of Education. Each school apply-
ing for participation agreed to send an administra-
tor and a team of teachers who would be willing to 
work together. During the yearlong professional de-
velopment, each session demonstrated research-based 
practices designed for improving teaching knowl-
edge. Teachers read professional literature ( Joyce & 
Showers, 2002), worked in small groups (Little, 1997), 
and viewed models of the metacognitive implementa-
tion of the strategy ( Joyce & Showers, 2002; National 
Staff Development Council, 2001). 

The literature included readings on questioning 
(i.e., Duke & Pearson, 2002; Fordham, 2006; Neufeld, 
2005), on QAR (Cortese, 2003; Mesmer & Hutchins, 
2002; Raphael, 1986; Raphael & Au, 2005), and on 
effective instructional practices (Clark & Graves, 
2005; Dewitz & Dewitz, 2003; Duffy, Roehler, & 
Herrmann, 1988). Each article was intended to de-
velop the teachers’ understanding of QAR or explicit 
instruction. There was one reading that specifically 
focused on mental modeling of metacognitive strat-
egies (Duffy et al., 1988), and the theories behind 
metacognition were discussed throughout instruc-
tional implementation of QAR.

Teachers participated in small-group discussions 
to talk about the readings, specifically aspects of 
QAR, and to create explicit instructional plans. The 
modeling, provided by the first author and profes-
sional development provider, gave teachers examples 
of the strategy to aid in implementation. Additionally, 
teachers worked in small groups to practice their 
mental models with peers and to discuss the sharing 
of metacognitive processes.
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Teaching the Metacognitive Aspects 
of QAR
Effective strategy instruction, such as with QAR, 
requires teachers to demonstrate the metacognitive 
actions required to effectively implement the strat-
egy through modeling the process for their students. 
These steps include a description of the strategy, or 
declarative understanding; how to use the strategy, or 
procedural understanding; and when and why to use 
the strategy, or conditional understanding (Hartman, 
2001, p. 161).

The think-aloud (Wade, 1990), also known as 
mental modeling, is an effective mode of instruction 
for improving student comprehension of text (Kucan 
& Beck, 1997). The think-aloud strategy was mod-
eled across all the professional development sessions 
and was expected as part of teachers’ lesson planning. 
Therefore, when teachers did a think-aloud they dem-
onstrated how they were, themselves, metacognitive 
in their use of QAR. They describe the strategy, they 
model and use the strategy, and they describe situa-
tions under which it is appropriate to implement the 
strategy.

Method
This inquiry used qualitative research techniques to 
analyze the way in which teachers ref lected on and 
planned instruction to demonstrate their conditional, 
contextual, and procedural knowledge of QAR. The 
data sources included lesson plans as well as open-
ended questions given during the professional devel-
opment sessions.

The 120 explicit instruction plans created by the 
participants were used to evaluate the planned use of 
QAR within teachers’ content areas. The lesson plans 
included a focus, instruction notes, modeling, guided 
practice, independent practice, and data collection. A 
lesson plan was not expected to equal one day of teach-
ing; but to represent the teaching of the QAR strategy 
within the content being presented. The lesson plans 
used the content as a vehicle for the teacher to dem-
onstrate the thinking necessary for implementation of 
an aspect of QAR with opportunities for guided and 
independent practice. Thus, lessons often took more 
than one class period or day of instruction.

Each professional development session included all 
three factors discussed above and focused on the top-
ics of QAR, metacognition, and explicit instruction. 
The three-day intensive workshop focused on learn-
ing about QAR, the role of metacognition, and the 
use of mental modeling in QAR. During the follow- 
up sessions the focus was on metacognition and men-
tal modeling, with explicit instruction—particularly 
guided practice—on reading strategies that help stu-
dents to answer questions and on students’ creation of 
questions.

Question–Answer Relationships (QAR)
QAR has been validated by practice and research 
across content areas and genres (Raphael & Au, 2005) 
since the 1980s. The QAR framework was chosen 
for the professional development initiative because a 
common practice in secondary content classes is for 
students to be asked to respond to questions in the 
text. QAR gives a framework for thinking about 
these questions and provides students with the tools 
and language for identifying the relationships be-
tween text and questions. Raphael (1986) identified 
two broad categories for finding information for an-
swering questions: “In the Book” and “In my Head.” 
These two categories can each be broken down into 
two subcategories. Under the “In the Book” cat-
egory, which indicates that an answer is found in a 
text, are “Right There” and “Think and Search.” 
A Right There question has a response that can be 
found directly in a text. A Think and Search question 
also comes from the text but requires that students 
put together information from multiple paragraphs or 
chapters. The “In My Head” category refers to ques-
tions that require students to use prior knowledge 
when responding to questions. This category includes 
“Author and Me” questions that ask students to con-
nect prior knowledge with information in the text; 
and “On My Own” questions that do not require any 
reading of the text.

Teachers in this professional development initia-
tive learned how the language of QAR could not only 
guide classroom reading discussions but also assist stu-
dents in becoming more strategic, or metacognitive, 
in their reading.
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“Question–Answer Relationship. In the book—Right 
there, think and search. In My Head—author and me, 
on my own. Students will benefit from QAR when 
using it consistently when reading.”

This idea unit was coded as an example of declarative 
knowledge, because QAR is defined and described; 
and as a conditional benefit, because a general state-
ment was made regarding the benefit of QAR.

Lesson plan data was similarly evaluated for dem-
onstrations of understandings. Each lesson plan pro-
vided an example of how the teacher might share his 
or her metacognitive understandings. For instance, 
the beginning of the lesson plans often contained the 
think-aloud, such as in the following excerpt from a 
plan:

At the end of each professional development ses-
sion, participants were asked a common question 
designed to assess their understanding of QAR and 
students’ strategic thinking. The request to define 
QAR and describe how students will benefit from 
instruction in it led to responses that described the 
participants’ thinking regarding the framework.

The data were analyzed as a single case. Data 
analysis was a recursive process in which the data were 
reviewed to determine the major themes and devel-
opmental patterns in the written responses and lesson 
plans. The themes that were uncovered in the analysis 
included the following:

n �Teachers’ understandings of QAR (developed 
from the teachers’ responses to the open-ended 
questions)

n �Teachers’ metacognitive thinking about QAR 
(developed from the teachers’ lesson plans)

The themes were analyzed with regard to the 
teachers’ procedural, conditional, and declarative 
understandings of QAR. Declarative knowledge 
may be represented by a teacher quoting a defini-
tion. Procedural knowledge was broken into two 
categories; procedural general (in which the steps in 
the strategy are listed) and procedural task-specific 
(when a teacher describes the specific steps in the les-
son/article/task). Conditional knowledge was broken 
into two categories as well: conditional benefits (the 
teacher states the benefit of using QAR); and condi-
tional contextual (the teacher explains why a particu-
lar strategy was chosen in a specific instance).

Twenty-two secondary teachers from 11 different 
schools across a large state in the midwestern United 
States participated in the initiative and contributed to 
the three cases presented in the sections that follow 
(Table 1).

Looking at the Group as a Whole
Data were analyzed to determine the percentage of 
responses that demonstrated a particular understand-
ing of QAR. For instance, in response to the request 
“Define QAR and describe how students will ben-
efit from instruction in QAR,” in November (middle 
time phase) one participant shared:

Grade level Years teaching Subject area taught

6 12 Language arts

7 16 Language arts

7 11 Language arts

7–8 13 Science

7–8 8 Language arts

8 7 Language arts

9 22 Social studies/history

9–10 4 Biology

9–10 5 Science/biology

9–11 17 Spanish

9–12 0 American history

9–12 3 Science/chemistry

9–12 8 Biology

9–12 8 Biology

9–12 3 Social studies/history

9–12 3 English

9–12 5 Biology

9–12 3 Math

9–12 6 Sociology and psychology

10–12 6 English

10–12 7 Social studies/history

11–12 18 English

Table 1	 Participating Teachers
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benefit students by giving them guidance and tools to 
achieve.” Her response contains both declarative and 
conditional benefits. She is able to state what QAR 
stands for and give a slogan-like description of why 
it will assist students’ understandings. In her lesson 
plans, Christina tended to describe QAR to her stu-
dents before giving them time to practice its use.

For example, Christina began instruction as 
follows:

I am going to carefully read each definition of QAR, 
starting with the In the Book concepts. A Right There 
(RT) is a question that you will find in your book. 
Sometimes when looking for RT questions you can 
even look for words from the question in sections of 
your textbook. I also know that RT works really well 
with vocabulary terms because there is always a fairly 
clear definition in the text when vocabulary is high-
lighted. So I will look for familiar words and bold or 
highlighted items in the text.

Christina continues to explain each of the categories 
in the same manner. Notice how she introduces the 
categories of QAR with definitions and examples. 
Her instruction is also declarative, in that she de-
scribes what to do rather than describing the steps of 
how to do it. This declarative understanding of QAR 
is translated into guided practice when she asks stu-
dents to “Open your books to Chapter 1, page 14. 
Look at the section review. Question one should be 
labeled ‘In the Book’ because these are bold words 
that are clearly and carefully defined in the book.”

Andrew is a high school psychology and history 
teacher at a midsize suburban school with six years of 
teaching experience. Andrew’s instruction in QAR 
may be described as providing students with declara-
tive and procedural understandings of QAR through 
his modeling and guided practice. In the following 
example, Andrew describes the tasks he performed 
when responding to a question regarding a reading 
on Stanley Milgram, the psychologist who studied 
participants’ willingness to obey authority figures 
when asked to perform acts that conf licted with their 
conscience.

We are going to look at the relationships between 
questions and answers. There are two basic types of 
questions: In the Book and In My Head. In the Book 
questions require the textbook and In My Head require 

I will read the first two paragraphs to you. I would like 
you to follow along as I read. At the end I will ask you 
three questions.

1. �(In the Book) What native American tribe is the 
myth from? (Pueblo)

2. �(In the Book) What did Sky Father place into the 
sky? (grains of corn)

3. �(In My Head) What is a myth? (Answers may vary 
but revolve around a story that is not true but is used 
to describe how something may have happened.)

This idea unit was coded as an example of procedural 
general knowledge, because QAR is used and identi-
fied regarding questions; but the specifics in how the 
identifications were made were not included.

In other lesson plans, teachers demonstrated 
procedural task-specific think-alouds of the QAR 
strategy.

Here is an example of an “On My Own” question: 
Do you remember the first time you played baseball 
or softball? I know this is an “On My Own” ques-
tion because I have not read the text, and I need to 
answer the question based on my own knowledge and 
background of what I have experienced when I first 
learned the sport of softball.

Let’s read the poem “How I Learned English”

Now that we have read the poem I have another 
question that pertains to this poem: Have you ever 
done something embarrassing like the speaker of the 
poem? This is an “Author and Me” question. I know 
this because in order for me to know what the speaker 
has done that is embarrassing I need to have read the 
poem. After I know what the speaker did, I can think 
about my own experiences and if I have ever done 
something embarrassing.

This sample think-aloud demonstrates declarative 
knowledge of QAR and provides procedural task-
specific knowledge in that it describes the thinking 
steps necessary to respond to these questions.

Looking Closely at Teachers’ Understandings
Christina (all names are pseudonyms) is a high school 
biology teacher with four years of teaching experi-
ence. She participated in both the professional de-
velopment opportunities as well as school meetings 
about the initiative. Christina describes QAR in the 
following way: “Question–Answer Relationships 
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Problem: What percent of calcium carbonate is cal-

cium? Knowing that you need 1500 mg of calcium a 

day, how many 500 mg calcium carbonate pills would 

you have to take to get you 1500 mg of calcium? The 

first step in problem solving is organizing our data ac-

cording to QAR categories:

For the Right There, we are looking for a number 

with a unit attached. The Right There data is: 1500 

mg of Calcium, 500 mg Calcium carbonate pill.

For the Think and Search we are searching within the 

problem for more information. This information may 

not slap us in the proverbial face like the RT does but 

it is in front of us.

The Think and Search data is: We are looking for the 

percentage of Calcium in Calcium carbonate. When 

solving problems both Author and Me and On My 

Own are very important and often intermixed! This is 

what makes it so difficult.

For Author and Me, we are looking for information 

that requires previous knowledge. This means that if 

you have never been in school before and you have 

never in your life thought then you are sunk. But if 

you have some schooling and you have had at least one 

thought in your life, you should be OK. The problem 

is that you will have to both read and think.

For On My Own, we are looking back at previous 

knowledge. This includes how to do things, and basic 

facts.

Elizabeth continues to solve the problem in the 

same manner by demonstrating her thinking for the 

students using the QAR language. Throughout the 

process, Elizabeth scaffolds students’ understanding 

the context of when to use the relationship between 

each question and its response. She guided students by 

providing them with tables that helped them in figur-

ing out where to get information for problem solving. 

Elizabeth helped students to learn when it would be 

best to explicitly implement the QAR strategy by giv-

ing them declarative knowledge of the strategy, pro-

cedural knowledge of how to do the strategy, and the 

scaffold of the conditional knowledge so that students 

would understand when it is necessary to explicitly 

implement each part of the strategy.

some knowledge from your mind that may not neces-
sarily be found in the text. Let’s take a look at the first 
question that I have created for the article. It says, ‘Do 
you believe that Stanley Milgram’s experiment was 
ethical?’ I might ask myself, ‘Can I answer from my 
mind without the text—or do I need the text?’ It asks 
about this Stanley guy’s experiment and this is knowl-
edge that I, the reader, do not have, so I need to read 
the article, or parts of the article, to answer it. So, this 
seems to clearly be an In the Book question.

Notice how Andrew’s description of the two 
broad categories tells about the strategy, but his mod-
eling of how to respond to the question describes the 
processes that he engaged in when thinking about 
how to answer the question. He continues to share his 
thinking with students and to guide students in their 
own thinking when he instructs students on answer-
ing Author and Me questions.

Question number one asks, ‘Explain why you agree or 
disagree with Dr. Zimbardo, that going to war to stop 
killing is more evil than good?’ I might think aloud 
saying, ‘I have an opinion on this topic and could make 
a case myself.’ However, I probably don’t know exactly 
what Dr. Zimbardo gives as evidence for his opinion, 
so I need to read the text as well as use what’s in my 
head to answer this question. What type of question is 
this? Yes, it is an Author and Me question. Using our 
chart on the wall we are going to go through this pro-
cess of thinking aloud and clarifying text/ideas as you 
travel through the article. This time, in addition to 
recording what QAR you think is being represented, 
you will also record your think-aloud and some of the 
clarifying questions you might ask yourself to improve 
your comprehension.

The difference between Christina’s and Andrew’s ex-
pressions of QAR in the examples provided allows us 
to determine that Christina has achieved declarative 
knowledge, and Andrew has clearly acquired proce-
dural knowledge.

Elizabeth is a high school Chemistry teacher at 
an urban high school. Elizabeth’s instruction of QAR 
included declarative and procedural understandings 
similar to those presented above, but Elizabeth pro-
vided her students with additional tools. Elizabeth 
modeled and guided her students in using QAR to 
get through multiple steps used in Chemistry problem 
solving, as in the following example:
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A tool/strategy to be used to guide and focus students 
to help them ask questions about what they are think-
ing. This tool helps to guide students when writing 
questions, reading, etc. It aids in diversifying how stu-
dents have their information portrayed so I can reach 
more students [and through] modeling reach even 
more students.

Although the coding scheme did not permit this state-
ment to be coded differently from the initial com-
ment, there is an obvious difference in the teacher’s 
understanding of QAR that moves beyond repeating 
information verbatim from the professional develop-
ment presentations toward describing declarative and 
conditional benefits knowledge in his or her own 
way. The qualitative difference between these com-
ments was consistent across the data set and indicates 
that there were changes in teachers’ understandings of 
QAR that were not ref lected in the coding.

Theme 2: Sharing Metacognitive Thinking 
About QAR
Teachers shared their metacognitive understandings 
of QAR through their lesson plans, which were ana-
lyzed as one idea unit representing each teacher’s un-
derstanding of the strategy (Figure 2).

In all the lesson plans, the teachers were instruct-
ed to create a think-aloud describing the metacogni-
tive processes they enact when implementing QAR 
in various circumstances. When teachers first created 
think-alouds, explanations of QAR included a de-
scription of the individual categories and why students 
should learn them (see the examples from Christina 
and Andrew above). Additionally, teachers shared the 
benefits of the strategy and the general steps needed 
for implementation. Participants would often describe 
their teaching actions, as in the following social stud-
ies example:

I’ll give the students 2 questions: 1) What are char-
acteristics of sects? 2) What problems may develop in 
the sect as a result of the lack of focus on organization? 
I would explain how to find the information needed 
to identify the type of question and field guesses as 
to which QAR each question is and why the student 
believes it is this QAR.

As professional development proceeded, lesson 
plans ref lected teachers’ deeper understanding of 

Findings
Theme 1: An Understanding of QAR
The understanding of QAR developed predictably, as 
teachers learned about the framework. The manner in 
which they demonstrated their knowledge in ref lec-
tions remained relatively stable, in that most responses 
indicated a declarative knowledge of the strategy. 
However, many teachers shared some descriptions of 
the conditional benefits of the strategy (see Figure 1).

Qualitatively, teachers’ descriptions of QAR 
changed. In the beginning of the study, QAR was 
described simply as a strategy or by explaining the 
acronym as Question–Answer Relationships. This 
declarative understanding is representative of recit-
ing a definition. An example of such a response is “a 
strategy to encourage metacognition in teachers and 
students regarding questioning and answering ques-
tions” (Nance’s field notes, July 2005).

As teachers saw additional demonstrations of 
the strategy and learned more about the framework, 
they were more likely to describe QAR as a frame-
work that helps students with comprehension or im-
proves metacognitive thinking. For instance, in May, 
Christina wrote,

Figure 1	 Teachers’ Understanding of QAR
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needed to implement the strategy and did not know 
what to do next in the lesson planning. Additionally, 
the teachers may have internalized their conditional 
knowledge of QAR and may not have realized the 
necessity of explicitly instructing students. Elizabeth 
was one of the few exceptions to this.

Metacognitive understanding was not clearly de-
veloped by the participants in their conditional con-
textual explanations of why they chose to use QAR in 
a specific instance. This may be because of the format 
of the lesson plan or because this requires a deeper un-
derstanding of the strategy as something that is used 
f lexibly and not during all activities around question-
ing. Additional research with a classroom observation 
component might settle this question more fully.

Summary of Findings
Studies on professional development for teachers are 
relatively rare. Anders, Hoffman, and Duffy (2000) 
contended that less than 1% of research studies since 
1965 have addressed professional development for 
teachers. In today’s climate of professional account-
ability and scripted lessons, professional development 

QAR. There was an increased emphasis on describing 
the specific procedural tasks necessary for implement-
ing QAR. When teachers demonstrated this form of 
understanding, their lesson plans contained informa-
tion such as the following:

When were protists first thought to have evolved? I 
look back at the article and skim for anything dealing 
with dates or protists. There are many dates and time 
markers mentioned in the article. Because of this I will 
have to look at the wording around these dates. As I 
continue to skim, I see 1.5 billion years ago, as I read 
it talks about evolution of protists. So, this is the date 
that I need to answer my question. Notice that this 
question was an “In the Book” question. The answer 
came directly from the text.

At the end of the study, participants predomi-
nantly shared their metacognitive thinking through 
a demonstration of declarative understandings and 
understandings of the conditional benefits of QAR. 
Although there were more demonstrations of task-
specific procedural understandings than at the begin-
ning of the study, the coding did not indicate a major 
shift in understandings. This may be because the 
teachers felt that students understood the procedures 

Figure 2	 Sharing Metacognitive Thinking About QAR
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n �Helping students to become metacognitive with 
content area material will improve academic 
performance (Hartman, 2001).

n �Content area teachers have difficulty imple-
menting the instruction of reading strategies 
(Fisher & Ivey, 2005). 

The results highlight that to achieve the desired results, 
teachers must first become increasingly metacognitive 
when problem solving with content area materials 
prior to helping students to become metacognitive.

The study was limited by several conditions that 
apply to educational research. First, although the pro-
fessional development was both intensive and distrib-
uted (National Staff Development Council, 2001), 
which helps ensure that learning will be deeper, re-
searchers were unable to observe teachers in the class-
room to determine the actual application of the QAR 
strategy to content teaching. Second, this study was a 
small, exploratory study, similar to many in teacher 
education research.

Findings in this study are promising—for ex-
ample, secondary teachers across the disciplines did 
employ a literacy strategy to assist their students to un-
derstand content area reading. The implementation led 
to a deeper use of cognitive strategies by teachers and 
students rather than simple teaching activities aimed 
at a generalist approach to instruction (Conley, 2008). 
This is similar to recent findings that have appeared 
elsewhere. For example, Fleming and her colleagues 
(Fleming, Merrill, & Grisham, in press) conducted 
Reading Institutes for Academic Preparation (RIAP) 
with secondary teachers across the content areas and 
an independent evaluation of the Institutes showed 
gains for high school students in reading comprehen-
sion. In another study, Wozniak (2008) demonstrated 
that secondary teacher candidates showed little or no 
resistance to the idea of using literacy strategies to as-
sess students’ reading and plan differentiated content 
instruction. Perhaps, the real lesson to be learned here 
is that secondary content teachers may learn to wel-
come effective teaching strategies provided they see 
that the learning of content, so important to middle 
and high school teachers, is the central notion of such 
teacher preparation and professional development, not 
merely “reading.”

that is based on empirical data is vital to the increase 

of professional expertise for teachers. Although ad-

ditional research with an observation component is 

needed, the findings of this exploratory study in-

dicate that teachers’ increased understanding of the 

QAR strategy, as demonstrated through ref lective 

comments and lesson plans, illustrated metacognitive 

understandings over the yearlong professional devel-

opment sequence.

Although teachers’ ref lective comments were 

limited to demonstrations of declarative understand-

ings, contextual benefit understandings, and a few 

procedural generalizations, the ref lective comments 

framework as applied in this study limited partici-

pants’ responses to statements of fact and did not give 

them enough f lexibility to describe how they used a 

particular strategy.

The lesson plans were also heavily laden with 

demonstrations of declarative understandings and 

contextual benefit understandings. The lesson plans 

gave participants some f lexibility in demonstrating 

their understandings of the strategy, but lesson plans 

are not sufficient to inform researchers about what 

actually occurred in the classroom.

Discussion
This study examined how teachers participating in a 

professional development initiative aimed at improv-

ing metacognitive teaching through the use of the 

QAR strategy improved their use of metacognitive 

processes with content area materials. The analysis 

implies that teachers demonstrate their metacognitive 

understanding of a strategy differently depending on 

the context. Although we cannot be sure that the les-

sons were taught as described, we believe that effec-

tive teaching depends on the instructional decisions 

that teachers make and that teachers’ expertise plays a 

critically important role in these decisions.

The findings are significant because as reading 

professionals we know the following:

n �Students need models of declarative, proce-

dural, and conditional knowledge of strategies 

(Schraw, 2001). 
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