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INTRODUCTION

Clarke reads a story for his teachey about a canary in a space station;
Claribel, the canary, is the central figure in the story. Although Clarke is
reading about peeps and whistles, yellow feathers, and beaks, he cannot
say ‘‘canary’” the first three times he encounters the word. After two pages
and much struggling, he tries again, saying “‘creaturc.’’ Three paragraphs
later when he meets *‘canary’’ again, he says ‘‘carney. . .cu: ...canary,
there it 1s. that's 1t!”" He puts it all together. He is able to *"get”" this word
because it is 2 word in his listening and speaking vocabulary, because he is
able to depend on his knowledge of initial sound, and because he continues
to put the context clues together to guess at the word.

Scunding out words and context clues would have been useless to
Clarke if he had been attempting a word unknown to him. Pronouncing an
unfamiliar word does not help a reader understand the text; furthermore,
most contexts in natural texi do not provide enough information to help the
reader understand an unknown word: even looking up the word in the
dictionary does not always help.

If the word *‘camary™ appeared in a story about an aviary and the bird
was not the central character, it would not be important for Clarke to
“get’”’ the word. All words are not created equal: some are more important
in different contexts than others. Some are more or less known to students,
some lend themselves to imstruction and others do not, and some are
contained in contextually rich environments and some aie not.

Vocabulary knowledge has been  nder investigation for many years, but
only in the last decade has solid research helped educators understand the
factors in vocabulary acquisition and recommend instructional strategies
that facilitate meaningful vocabulary learning. Guidance for vocabulary
instru~tion has come only in the last decude b _ause researchers needed to
view vocabulary acquisition within the broader comtext of language
learning. Educators now understand that vocabulary development is more
than looking up words in a dictionary and writing sentences: it involves the
complex process of relating words to ideas.

This monograph reviews the recent research on vocabulary knowledge.
After a discussion of the importance of vocabulary knowledge, it examines
the various factors in vocabulary acguisition identified by researchers in
the last decade. It also includes a discussion of the issues related to
vocabulary instruction and presents four guidelines for instruction. Finally,
it describes researched and field-tested learning strategies designed to
facilitate meaningful vocabulary learning.
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A REVIEW OF THE RESEARCH
The importance of Vocabulary Knowledge

A wealth of research documents the strong relationship between
vocabulary knowledge and acedemic achievemcent, specifically reading and
listening comprehension. Anderson and Freebody hypothesize that vocabu-
lary kaowledge is strongly related to comprehension because (a) under-
standing words enables readers to understand passages, and/or (b) verbal
aptitude underlies buth word and passage comprehension, and/or (c)
vocabulary knowledge may be related to a person’s store of background
infoimation (4).* Whatever the reason, we know that the proportion of
difficult words in text is the single most powerful predictor of text
difficulty, and a reader’s general vocabulary knowledge is the single best
predictor of how well that rcader can understand text (4. 129). More
simply put, ‘‘people who do not know the mecanings of many words are
probably poor readers’ (4).

Nagy and Herman estimated that for students in grades four through
twelve, a 4,500-to 5,400-word gap existed between low- versus high-
achieving students (132). Others found huge individual differences between
high- and low-ability students (69, 71, 155, 158). Nagy and Herman found
& 4,700-word difference in vocabulary knowledge between upper-and
lower-class students and estimated that middle-class first graders know
about 50 percent more words than do lower-class irst graders (132}, The
findings are clear: high-achieving students know more words than low-
achieving students.

Until about 1950, vocabulary research focused on four areas: {a)
vocabulary size at various ages, (b) the relationship between vocabuiary
and intelligence, (c) identifying the most useful words to know, and {d)
identifying a core of words that make text more understandable. In sum,
most of the early research centered on the choice of words to teach
beginning readers and the implementation of readability formulas in the
attempt to control text difficulty. Johnson predicted that the 1980s would
be characterized as a period of the rediscovery of the importance of
vocabulary instruction to reading comprehension: the promise was fulfilled
(87).

The last 15 years have yielded much quality research in language
comprehension and production. It is only within the context of this

*Numbers in parentheses uppearing in the text refer o the Biblrography beginnung on page 24.
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research base that researchers and practitioners can understand vocabulary
acquisition and make viable recommendations for effective instructional
practices. Beck and McKeown contended that those interested in vocabu-
lary acquisition must first understand the relationship between words and
ideas, the rele of inference, and the organization of information (13). It
seems that previous attempts to study vocsbulary acquisition were fruitless
until rescarchers were able to reach at least some level of understanding of
the complexities of the mental processes involved in relating words to
ideas.

Factors in Vocabulary Acquisition

Chall estimated that typical first graders understand and use about 6,000
different words (30). Most primary students understand thousands more
words than they recognize in print; nearly all these words represent
concrete objects

A shift in children’s language takes place around age 10. The words
they mect with increasing frequency thereafier are abstract rather than
concreic; they encounter concepts in social studies texts, abstractions in
stories, and specialized content words in science. The primary grades,
then, can be characterized as 2 time to master “‘word recognition,”
whereas the intermediate grades and bevond may be the time to begin to
meet the challenge of “‘word meanings™ (30).

Although the research of the last two decades has helped to iluminate
the complexity of the role of vocabulary instruction, it has left the
resolution less clear. The first siep in making decisions about effective
vocabulary instruction is an understanding of various factors in vocabulary
acquisition, including (a) what it means to “know'’ a word, (b) the role of
context in incidental word learning, (c) the usefulness of definitions, and
(d) the size and growth of vocabulary as a student matures.

Knowing Words

Beck, McKeown, McCaslin, and Burkes identified three levels of word
knowledge: unknown, acquainted, and established (1S). For example, if
you ask a young child about different ways of measuring things in your
home, you might mention a ‘"gauge,”’ which the child does not recognize
{unknown). She recognizes *‘yardstick’ as something to do with measur-
ing. but would not be able to hand you one (acquainted); however she has
used @ “‘ruler’” in the past to measure her foot (established). Nagy
contends that it takes more than a simple, superficial knowledge of words

7
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to make a difference in reading comprehension (128). That is, readers do
not need w0 know all words in text at the “established™ level 1o
comprehiend what they are reading, but, for instruction of speaific wornds o
make an impact on reading comprehension. the undentanding must be
beyond & superficial level.

Blachowicz suggested the use of knowledge rating before reading <o
help students analyze their level of word knowledge (19). Before students
read, the weacher presents a list of words related 1o the topic of swudy. The
students then analyze what they know about each word individually and
then discuss which words are hardest, or easiest. and share information.
This activity feads naturally to the preteaching of vocabulary.

An issue related to knowing words is the importunce of words in the
text. Apparently students do not need o0 know all the words in a text to
unpderstand it. Freebody and Anderson found that replacing one content
word in six with a difficult synonym did not reliably decrease sixth
graders’ comprehension of iext (61). Generally, sudents encounter text
with 3 t¢ 6 percent unfamiliar words. In sum., if the unfamiliar words are
not important fo the understanding of the text, students can tolerate a fairly
large number of unknown words (abous 15 percent) and still read with
comprehension.

Context

Few would dispute the value of students learning to use coniext to
understand text and improve vocabulary growth. In light of recent
research, however, a few caveats are warranted. In fuct, Nagy maintained
that **context, used as an instructional method by itself, is ineffective as a
means of teaching new meanings, at lcast when compared with other forms
of vocabulary instruction™ (129, p. 7). He contended that contex rarely
provides enough information for the person who has no other knowledge
about the word. In another study, Nagy calcufated that the probability of
leaining a word from a single encounter (in context) was between .05 and
11 with seventh and eighth graders (128). Herman, Anderson, Pearson,
and Nagy found that learning from context was facilitated by higher
reading ability and by explicii text (81). The authors of these and other
studies concluded that some learning from context occurs, but the effect is
not very powerful.

One reason that context alone does not have powerful effects on
vocabulary growth is that most contexts in natural text are relatively
uninformative. Schatz and Baldwin found that such context offeree no

8

10




assistance in inferring the meanings of words for eleventh and twelfth
graders (153). For a typical contrast-type context clue, such as “*While
Mary was sad, Mark was ecstatic,”’ a number of meanings could be
constreed. A reader could substitute ““unconcernied,” *‘helpless.”” or even
“‘morose.”” Further, writing scntences, a common practice in classrooms,
should be guestioned. Some students have mastered the “‘three-to-
five-word sentence’” in complering these assignments. For example, “*She
was energetic.”” ‘I live in a country.”” The senteaces are orrect, but they
add nothing to the student’s understanding of the word because 2 myriad of
woids could he substituted afte- the verb. Nagy warned that “‘a good
context might help a student figure cut the meaning of a less familiar
synonym for & known word, but a single context is generally not adequate
for teaching # new concept™ (119, p.8).

Even considering these limitations, experts in vocabulary acquisition
coniend that the use of strategies to maximize the use of context, even if
the context is lacking richness, 1s still useful instructional practice,
especially when paired with other learning strategies. After considering the
dilemma, Nagy maintained that a combination of definitional and contextu-
al approaches is 1aore coffective than vither approach alone (129).

Definitions

By itself, the activity of leoking up words in a dictionary or committing
definitions to memory does not lead to improved comprehension. This
daily occurrence in hundreds of classrooms leads to only a superficial
understanding and a rapid forgetting of » word. There are two problems
with using definitions to learn new words: (a) often a person must know a
word to understand the definition, and (k) definitions do not always contain
enough mformation for understanding and using a word. For example, a
student finding “trade’ as a definition for the word *“‘commerce’ is likely
to write a sentence such as, I will commerce my baseball for your goalie
shirt.”” In other words, reading comprehension depends on a deep
understanding of the intent of the text, not merely on the definitional
knowledge of the words.

Educators need to understand that lea-ning a word involves more than
lifting i's meaning from context or reading its meaning n a dictionary. In
fact, word knowledge invoives a complex process of integrating new words
with ideas that exist in the schema of e reader. Before an cxtensive
discussion of vocabulary instruction with specific teaching suggesuons, one
last factor in the vocabulary acquisition process is also important to
understand—the size and growth of vacabulary.

9
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Size and Growth of Vocabulary

This has been 2 topic of long-standing debate. The number of words a
person knows at any particulur age depends on what an investigator counts
as a word, with or withovt derivatives, and at what level a word is
“known."” General consensas and the most recemt study (72) estimate that
five to six year olds know between 2,500 and 5,000 words. Nagy and
Herman estimute that students learn approximately 2,700 to 3,000 new
words annually (133). Using a2 procedure called “*fart mapping,” Carey
determined that school-aged children become aware of about scven new
words each day but these words may not be retained or used after the
initial exposure (23)

A factor related to the size and growth of vocabulary involves the
number of words available for exposure. Amalyzing the stock of words in
school-printed maierial in grades 3 through 9, Nagy and Herman found
that materials available for those prade levels contained approximately
88,500 words with upwards of 100,000 distinct meanings (133). Anderson
and Freebody indicated that an average fifth grader would se likely to
encounter almost 10,000 new words a year while completing normal scheol
reading assignments (5).

Researchers have helped us understand that most children are capabie of
learning large numbers of new words each year. The question is—where
and how do students learn these words? Durkin spent almost 300 hours
observing fourth through sixth graders and found that only 19 minutes of
instructional time was spent in direct vocabulary instruction (53). Also,
Nagy, Herman, and Anderson, analyzing the number of "vords suggested
in basal and content area textbook teacher’s guides, determined that only
290-469 of the 3,000 words that students learn each year can be attributed
to direct instruction (134). Negy and Herman concluded that ‘‘ieaching
children specific words will not in itself contribute substantially to the
overall size of their vocabulary™ (p. 133, p. 23).

Although agreement is not universal, Nagy and Herman held “that
incidental learning of words from context while reading is, or can be, the
major mode of vocabulary growth once children have really begun to
read”’ (133, p. 24). They based their belief on previous studies (81, 133)
indicating that reading grade-level texts does produce a small, but
statistically reliable, increase in word knowledge in the grades (3, 5, 7, 8)
that were tested. The chance of learning a word from one exposure in text
is about ! in 20. These researchers concluded, however, that **if students
were to spend 25 minutes a day reading at a rate of 200 words per minute

10
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for 200 days out of the year, they would read a million words of text
snnually” (133, p. 26). With this amount of reading, students would
encounter between 15,000 and 30,000 unfaniiliar words and if they learned
i in 20 of these words, their yearly gain in vocabulary would be between
750 and 1 SO words.

As Nag. omnted owt, very few people hsve experienced systematic,
intensive, ane prolonged vocabulary instruction, yet many adults have
acquired an cxtensive reading vocabulary (129). People learn words from a
number of sources, but “*after third grade, for those children who do read
a reasonable amount, reading may be the single largest source of
vocabulary growth’ (p. 30). In fact, Fielding, Wilson, and Anderson
found that the amount of frec reading was the best predictor of vocabulary
growth brtween grades two and five (58).
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ISSUES RELATED TO VOCABULARY
INSTRUCTION

As previously siated, Nagy and Hecmnan concluded that students can and
do learn new wordy from context and that the number of werds learned
thereby is significantly greater than the number learned ‘rom direct
instrucion (132). While few educators would dispute the value of reading,
Jenkins, Stein, and Wysocki argued that incidemal learning of vocabulary
is not, necessarily, a by-product of wide ;eading (86). In a series of
siudies, Beck and McKeown and others found that (a) direct vocabulary
instruction caa increase comprehension if the text contains the words
taught, (b) vocabulary instruction needs to be extensive anu include
forquent encounters with the word to effect comprehension, (¢) instruction
in vocabulary should include associat g mew words outside class, and (d)
instruction can be most effective when words are related to each other
meamagfully (17, 120, 121).

Marzano and Marzano surmarized the research of vocabulary instruc-
tion as foliows:

Direct i..struction increases knowledge of words taught. However,
for instruction to transfer to reading, it must be relatively long in
duration and foster a deep understanding of words . . . wide reading
and language development activities must play a dominant role in
vocabulary instruction. (115, p. 10;

According to this middle-ground position, wide reading should be the
primary vehicle for vocabulary learning, yet some selected words can be
the focus of direct vocabulary instruction. The natural assumption is that if
this rich instruction focuses on helping students become independent word
learners through morphemic analysis, contextual clues, and making the
most of learning opportunities ocutside the classroom, ther reading activities
can be more effective.

Cheosing Words for instruction

Given that it is unlikely that stucents will learn a large number of words
from direct instruction and given that instruction must be rich and extended
to improve reading comprehension, even slightly, the words teachers
chocse for instruction are important.

Graves and Prenn classified words into three types, each reguiring a
higher investment of teacher and learner time for instruction (71). The first
type is 8 word that is already in the student’s oral vocabulary. Students
merely need to identify the written symbol for such a word. These words

12
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are generally mastered by the fourth grade, but poor readers continue to
have problems with them.

The second type of word is in neither the oral nor the reading
vocabulary of the student, but it can be easily defined through the use of
more familiar synonyms. For example, while a student may not know the
meaning of the word “‘altercation,”” words such as ‘‘argument’” or
“*quarrel’” can easily help him/her to define it. Another type of word that
fits into this category is a multiple-meaning word such as *‘bank,”” *‘run,”
or “bay.”” A student may know ome meaning of such a word but need a
new or sccond meaning explained. It is estimated that one-third of
commonly used words have multiple meanings. These words are called
polysemous.

Polyscmous words may be historically related. For example, students
may know that *‘coach’ means someone who guides a team. They may not
know, however, that 2 coach is also a vehicle. The new meaning can be
traced to the term people in medieval England used to describe the person
who guided a team of horses pulling a coach. The term was later applied to
college tutors, leaders of crew teams, and even iater to anyone who guided
a team as hard to handle as eight spirited horses. Polysemous words may
also have a specific meaning in a content area. For example, all students
know the word ‘‘table.’”” In math, however, ‘‘table’’ has a very specific
meaning much different from its everyday meaning.

The third type of word is one for which the student has acquired no
concept. It is encountered frequently in the content areas. Before students
can undersiand the word, the teacher must take the time to develop the
concept through instruction. Words such as ‘*fission’” or *‘valence’ are
difficult concepts that are more readily understood after examples are
given. Nelson-Herber recognized the value of extensive reading to increase
vocabulary knowledge, but maintained that *‘direct instruction that engages
students in construction of word meaning, using context and prior
knowledge, is effective for learning specific vocabulary and for improving
comnprehension of relaied materials’ (136, p. 623). For these words that
are difficult to teach and are commonly found in the content arcas, rich,
direct instruction is most helpful.

Words that are already in the student's listening vocsbulary may be
taught through Language Experience activities or other writing experi-
ences; however, muitiple-meaning words and those embodying unfamiliar
concepis need more direct instruction. Words chosen for instruction should
be considered important to the understanding of a particular content area or
to enhance general background knowledge.

13
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Elements of Effective Instruction

Although it is clear that increased vocabulary knowledge results in
increased reading comprehension, how vocabulary instruction should be
organized has been the subject of much debate in recent years. While the
preteaching of vocabulary has been shown to increase scores on vacabulary
tests, this instruction does not seem to improve scores on measures of
general reading comprehension (86). Moore maintained that the relative
importance of words to a passage determines their subsequent effect on
comprehenston (126). Other researchers have differentiated between the
kinds of instruction given. Stahl and Fairbanks found that vocabulary
instruction generally improves reading comprehension, but not all methods
seem {0 have that effect (161). Vocabulary instruction that promotes
student involvement seems to improve comprehension more tlian passive
activities with words.

From the work of other researchers (67, 124, 161), Beck and McKeown
concluded ‘“that four statements about the effects of vocabulary instruction
on word rieaning can be made with a high degree of confidence: (2) all
instructional methods produce better word learning than no instruction, ®)
no one method has boen shown to be consistently superior, {(c) methods
that use a variety of techniques seem to be advantagecus, and (u) repeated
exposures to chosen words for instruction aid in learning those words'
(13).

What does this discussion of vocabulary instruction mean to the
classroom teacher? Let's begin with what should mor be done. **Word
recognition instruction in which definitions are looked up in the dictionary
or glossary and then used in a sentence is meaningless and often results in
rvte fearning and rapid forgetting’ (166, p. 603). This approach is a
common way to teach vocabulary. The research clearly indicates, however,
that this technique is also the least effective for the understanding and
retention of words

A synihesis of the research suggests that two guiding principles for
effective vocabulary development are (a) to encourage wide reading and (b)
to provice language-rich instructional activities. °‘Effective” may be
defined a< meaningful learning that attempts to relate new information to
knowu information (166). Reviews of successful instructional practice (17,
124, 161) reveal that the direct instruction that is most likely to lead to
improved reading comprehension has the following components: {a)
multiple exposures to the word, (b) elaboration and discussion of word
meanings connecting with students’ prior knowledge to facilitate deep

i
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processing of words and their meanings (definitional and contextual
meanings of words), and (¢} apolication of word meanings to new
situations. Beck and McKeown enncluded that encouraging deep processing
of words and the ideas that accompany them distinguishes instruction that
improves comprehension from instruction that does not (13). A common
thread running through such instructional practices is that these activities
require students to use new information by comparing it with known
information, therchy requiring them to construct their own word meanings.

I5
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GUIDELINES FOR INSTRUCTION

1. Help students become independent word learners. If educators accept
the premise postulated by Nagy and others that wide reading is the most
effective vehicle for large-scale vocabulary growth, then helping students
mitke the most of learning words independently is imperative. Carr and
Wixson (26) related this independence to the concept of strategic readers
described by Paris, Lipson, and Wixson (138). They suggested that readers
should be responsible for learning a variety of methods to acquire word
meanings, have the ability to monitor their understanding of new vocabu-
lary, and gsin the capacity to change or modify strategies for understand-
ing in the event of comprehension failure.

According to Nelson-Herber, “*good teaching provides the leamer with
strategies not only for leaming the task at hand, but for independent
learning beyond the task at hand' (136, p. 629). Graphic organizers,
mapping activities, the study of morphemics (structural analysis), and the
use of context clues are ways that can help learners make the connection
between new learning and existing learning, thus giving them more power
to comprehend unfamiliar words in the future.

2. Encourage active involvement and deep processing of words. What
students do with newly learned words is more important than the number
of words presented. Teachers can help students associate mew words with
what they already know through meaningful content or known synonvms.
Students can learn how to make associations on their own in order to relate
new words to their existing knowledge. Using new sassociations in wriling
and speaking is helpful. Direct instruction that engages students in the
construction of word meanings by using context and prior knowledge has
been effective for learning specific vocabulary and important for the
comprehension of related material (136).

For example, Beck and McKeown developed activities in which students
described a situation invoiving a word—"'Tell me about something you
might want to eavesdrop on'’ or **Describe the most melodious sound you
can think of' (12). When studying China, one teacher presented this
question to her students: ‘‘Could a nomad be a mandarin?"’ She then asked
students to match the following words by drawing lines:

2. read I. millet

b. ridem 2. jade

c. eat on 3. chariot

d. wear 4. pictograph
e. eat S. porcelain

16
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3. Provide multiple exposure 10 words. The likelihood of a middle
grade student acquiring an adult understanding of a word from one
exposure in a natural context is very low (I134). Many cncounters with a
new word are necessary if vocabulary instruction is to have a measurable
effect on comprehension (122, 161). If words are to be retained, they must
be used in meaningful ways in future reading and writing assignments.
Logically, the introduction and use of new words should occur within a
content area where reinforcement can naturally occur. An obvious cause-
and-effect relationship is at work here: the more students are exposed to a
word that occurs in a meaningful context, the higher their chance of using
and understanding that word.

4. Help students develop a positive attitude about Icarning words
outside the classroom. Activities and/or gimmicks that help students
identify, say, hear, or see words studied in class help them experience
repeated exposures in a meaningful context. The more curiosity about
words students develop, the more likely they are to make vocabulary
development a lifelong process. Word study in one subject and setting can
and should be reinforced in other subjects and settines Some teachers have
found it motivational to have students bring in and sharc encounters with
words they have studied previously. Additionally, these application exer-
cises help students develop the attitude that increasing one's vocabulary is
a lifelong process.



LEARNING STRATEGIES

The strategies that follow were chosen because they (a) help students
become independent word leamners; (b) encourage active involvement by
having students relate ncw words to previously learned conceyts; and (¢)
provide muitiple exposures to new words through readin:, writing,
speaking, and listening activities.

List-Group-Labei-Write

Taba first developed the List-Group-Label strategy as part of her
Concept Development Model (165). This strategy .aa also be used as a
diagnostic instrument to determine what students know about a subject and
as an organizational tool to facilitate higher-level thinking. Since it
involves the categorization and iabeling of words, List-Group-Label makes
an excellent prereading siwrategy for vocabulary development lessors as
well.

Step I: The teacher elicits from students as many words as possible
related to a particular subject. The teacher may use a variety of stimuli:
exhibiting a picture, reading a story, showing a film, or giving a lecture.
Historical pictures of a city (such as Washington, D.C., in the late 1800s)
may evoke responses such as horses, dirt roads, umbrelias. Words may
also be clicited by simply asking students to brainstorm what they know
about a panicular topic.

Siep 2: The teacher helps students group related items. Students
determine approprizte categories and group the words accordingly. One
type of marking system (for historical pictures of Washington, D.C.) is
shown in Figure |.

Step 3. The teacher helps siudents give a label to each group. Afier
students have grouped related items, the teacher asks them to label each
group of related words, using other words, signs, or symbols.

Taba’s model extends this initial phase of categorizing into Interpreta-
tion of Daia. To encourage students to think at higher levels, they would
be asked to compare observations of old Washington with pictures of the
city as it is today. They could then be asked to identify similarities and
differences in the pictures. Further, students would be asked to make
generalizations concerning the similarities and diffcrences noted. In the
Application of Generalization phase, students would apply the generaliza-
tion to a new situation and examine what would happen if the generaliza-
tion were applied. To continue our example, after the List-Group-Label
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Figure 1
Sample [arking System

O X norses O Capitol
O umbmrellas T trees
Q) statues [ towers
) Lincoln {1 quadracycle
QO monuments 1 wagons
] teoilays K oxen
AN construction ) tiegs
(] dint roads D) celebration
D nats D Washington monument
O carages AN fences
AN/ puilays

AAA/  sScatfolding

activity about Washington, D.C., students may form the generalization that
““Transportation has changed due to advances in technology.”’ Then they
may be asked to apply this same statement 10 a new situation by
considering the question, **How will transportation change in the next 100
years?*'

Educators havc used the Taba Model as 2 means of promoting higher-
level thinking and developing vocabulary knowledge in young students for
two decades. This activity provides motivation through opportunity for
success. All students can participate by sharing with the class their
individual perceptions of a picture. They can then develop their higher-
order thinking skills through categorizing, interpreting, and making gener-
glizations. In addition, students learn words by grouping them logically and
in a way that makes sense to them.
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Semantic Feature Analysis

Johnson and Pearson developed this strategy to acquaint students with
the notion that synonyms are never the ‘‘same as,”’ but rather they are
‘*something like™" another word (91, 92). Through this procedure, students
have the opportunity to make fine discriminations among word concepts.
When using the strategy with general vocabulary, they learn the different
connotations of words and better understand semantic relationships. This
strategy also activates students’ prior knowledge.

If Semantic Feature Analysis is used with technical vocabulary, students
can discriminate between related concepts. An example from 2 United
States history lesson illustrates the steps involved.

Step 1: The seacher selects a category. The category should consist of
two or more items that are similar. For example, the teacher may select
treaties and alliances between countries.

Step 2: The teacher lists related terms of the category. The teacher
places the related terms along the left side of the page, blackboard, or
transparency.

Step 3: The teacher then lisis feaiures to be emphasized. Tac features
used to describe the terms are placed across the top uf the page,
blackboard, or transparency, as shown in Figure 2.

Sicop 4. Students complete the clare of the terms and fearures with
teacher guidance. A **+'" in the appropriate column indicates a positive
relationship, a **-'' & negative relationship, 2 *0"" no relationship, and a
“*7"" po consensus can be reached without further information. This part of
the activity can be completed by small groups or the whole class.

Step 5: Students and ceacher explore the matrix, maling observations
about i1. The teacher may need to ask questions that elicit generalizations.

After conducting numercus research studies using Semantic Feature
Analysis, Anders and Bos have concluded that this strategy ‘‘enables
students to learn relationships between and among the conceptual vocabu-
lary and the major ideas in the text’™” (2, p. 611).

Graphic Organizers

Originally called Structured Overviews by Ausubel (7), graphic orgariz-
ers have been used as pre- and post-reading aids, as study strategies, and
as vocabulary development activities. They are a way to show relationships
between words in the form of a tree diagram. An exampie of a graphic
organizer of the three types or words discussed on pages 12-13 is shown in
Figure 3.
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Figure 2
Semantic Feature Ansiysis:
indicating Rolationships

Formal i More than
Agresmont Make Peace Two Parties
atitance + ? ?
treaty + + 0
affitiation 0 0 0
assatiation 0 0 Q
coalition ? 0 ?
cenfederation + Q +
league + it *
Figure 3
Three Types of Words
Three Types of Words
P
M
M_M
Student knows Student understands Student does
but doss not synonym of polysamous not understand
rgcognize word werd meaning of word

Synonymous polysemous

/N

friend  olophant altercation  quasrel fun  coach vaience  fission
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Moore and Readence reviewed the research on graphic organizers ang
drew four major conclusions (127). First, graphic organizers affect
vacabulary test see < fo 2 moderate degree. Students who used them
tended to score sliy  , higher. Second, the maturity of the learmer may
influence the effectiveness of the orpanizer. That is, older students may
benefit more from involvement with a graphic organizer than younger
ones. Third, students who produce a graphic organizer after content is
presented do better than those who only interact with orpanizers before
content is presented. The amount of learner involvement seems to be a
significant factor in the effectivencss of the orgenizers. Fourth, teachers
who led students through graphic organizers scemed to perceive themselves
as better prepared and more confident.

Graphic organizers are generally thought to be an effective way to
introduce new vocabulary before reading. Some teachers have found
partially completed organizers to be heipfui in assisting students as they
re:d. By having such an organizer as s guide, students are hetter able to
arrange information and vocabulary hierarchically. The completed organiz-
er may function as a summary of the reading.

Semantic Mapping

Semantic maps are diagrams that help students see the relationship
between words. Since it was first developed by Haaf (77) and expanded by
Johnson and Pearson (91, 92). this strategy has Leen used cffectively as a
p- and post-reading technique, a prewriting activity, a study skill
strategy, and a vocabuliry development strategy. Research seems to
support its effectiveness over more traditional techniques (93, 97, 113,
142, 169). The following steps illustrate the use ov semantic mapping as a
vocabulary development strategy.

Step I: The teacher selects an imporiant word or topic. The word
should be familiar enough to swdents that they can readily list a group of
words that rclate to it

Sep 2: The teacher writes the word on the chalkboard or overhead
projecior.

Step 3: The teacher encomrages students to think of as many related
words as possible. They can complete this step first indivicuadly and then
as a group by sharing lists.

Step 4. Students and ieacher ihen add labels t groups. Some teachers
copy completed mps onto chart paper and keep these large-sized maps
posted for the duration of a uait. As students learn new words or discover
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new relationships, they can add them to the chart using a differen. colored
marker. Tae chants give students a concise overview of the key concepts
within a unit and of how concepts arc related. They also enable students to
relate ncw words to those they already understand,

Because somantic mapping helps students see 1 lationships between
ileas w.d connect known information with now information, it is a valuable
tool for developing their vocabulary and conceptual understanding.

CONCLUSION

Researchers in the last decade have helped to Juminate a direction for
effective vovabulary development for students. Educators have recognized
the important rele of vocabulary knowledge in comprehending text for
some time. Recent investigations in the richness of context in natural text,
the usefulness of text, the level 1o which a person “knows'' a word, and
the size and growth of vocabulary have helped educators understand thar
the acquisition of a full, rich, and functional vecabulary involves the
complex process of relating words to ideas.

Experts in the field of language development agree that the main vehicic
for vocabulary instruction should be encouraging students to read widely.
Selected words, however, should be chosen for extended, rich instruction.
The instruction should focus on heiping students become independent
learvers, emcouraging them to become actively involved in the Processing
of sclected words, providing multiple exposures o words, and guiding
them to develop a pusitive .ritude toward learning words outside the
classroom. Research-based and field-tested learning strategies such as List-
Group-Label-Write, Semantic Feature Analysis, Graphic QOrganizers, and
Scmantic Mapping are available for use by teachers at any level. Along
with wide reading, tnese strategies help students learn unfamiliar words by
associating words to be learned with ideas and words they know
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