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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the relationships between 

theory-based vocabulary research (Anderson and Freebody, 

1981; Mezynski, 1983), teacher perceptions of the effec

tiveness and usability of twelve vocabulary strategies on a 

researcher-developed survey, and observations in content area 

classrooms during vocabulary instruction. Among the find

ings, the following are major: (1) Each hypothesis offers 

differing instructional implications for vocabulary 

instruction; (2) the responses on the survey indicate that 

strategies implied by the Knowledge Hypothesis are the most 

effective and strategies implied by the Instrumental 

Hypothesis are the most usable; (3) observations of five 

teachers indicate that observed behaviors, reported 

practices, and personal reports are inconsistent; and 

(4) triangulation of the three data sources reveals some 

consistency and some contradictions. Implications for future 

research, teacher education and practice are discussed. 

vii 



CHAPTER 1 

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 

The relationship between vocabulary knowledge and 

reading comprehension is well documented in reading research. 

A factor analysis study by Davis (1944) found strong correla

tions between vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension 

(the correlation yielded a vocabulary factor loading of about 

.80). Subsequent analyses by Botzum (1951), Clark (1972), 

Davis (1968), and Spearitt (1972) have also yielded strong 

correlations ranging from .41 to .93. This relationship has 

also been found across a wide range of language groups. 

Thorndike (1973) collected data from over 100,000 students 

from 15 countries, and across three age groups. Results from 

this research concluded that "reading performance is deter

mined by word knowledge at different levels and in different 

countries" (p. 62) . Although high correlations have been 

found, support for a causal connection between vocabulary 

knowledge and reading comprehension cannot be assumed. Less 

clear is the nature of the relationship between teaching word 

meanings and growth in reading comprehension. 

In 1968, Petty, Herold, and Stoll analyzed 80 studies 

of vocabulary instruction in an attempt to identify the most 

1 
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effective methods of vocabulary instruction. They concluded 

that there were no definitive research-supported strategies 

that could be recommended to improve comprehension. 

Since that time, researchers (see Anders, Bos, and 

Filip, 1984; Beck, Perfetti, and McKeown, 1982; Carnine, 

Karaeenui, and Coyle, 1984; Duffelmeyer, 1980; Eeds and 

Cockrum, 1985; Gipe, 1978-79; Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck, 

1982; Stahl, 1983) have investigated the effectiveness of 

different methods of teaching word meanings. Findings as to 

whether teaching vocabulary improves comprehension has been 

mixed. Some studies have found that teaching word meanings 

enables students to better comprehend passages (Anders, Bos, 

and Filip, 1984; Beck, Perfetti, and McKeown, 1982; Kameenui, 

Carnine, and Freschi, 1982; Stahl, 1983), but other studies 

have failed to find such an effect (Pany and Jenkins, 1978; 

Pany, Jenkins and Schreck, 1982; Tuinman and Brady, 1974). 

These differences in results suggest the possibility that 

some vocabulary instructional methods may affect reading 

comprehension more effectively. 

Anderson and Freebody (1981) and Mezynski (1983) have 

identified and categorized into hypotheses, theoretical 

explanations for the vocabulary-comprehension relationship. 

Anderson and Freebody's (1981) hypotheses are identified as 

the Aptitude, Instrumental, and Knowledge hypotheses. 

Mezynski (1983) added a fourth hypothesis identified as the 
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Access hypothesis, noting that "this addition does not 

reflect any conceptual disagreement with Anderson and 

Freedbody's" {p. 254). These hypotheses—Aptitude, Access, 

Instrumental, and Knowledge—represent the theoretical basis 

for this study and are explained below. 

First, the Aptitude Hypothesis suggests that readers 

with high verbal intelligence have both high vocabulary and 

comprehension scores. Hunt (1978) suggested that the high 

correlations cited above are due to a reader's verbal apti

tude. This verbal aptitude is characterized by generally 

guick thinking ability. Concomitantly, other skills required 

in reading comprehension are similarly affected by this 

quickness of thought. According to the Aptitude Hypothesis, 

instruction would have little effect on improving either 

vocabulary knowledge or reading comprehension. 

The second position, the Access Hypothesis, suggests 

that if students are taught to decode to a high degree of 

automaticity (LaBerge and Samuels, 1976; Lesgold and 

Perfetti, 1978; Perfetti and Lesgold, 1977), they will 

comprehend what is read. Instructional materials that 

provide an abundance of decoding practice are designed on the 

basis of this assumption. The instructional implication of 

this perspective is that the amount of practice on vocabulary 

words is a crucial variable for the improvement of reading 

comprehens ion. 
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The third position, the Instrumental Hypothesis# 

suggests that vocabulary knowledge is knowledge directly 

related to text comprehension. This hypothesis does not 

predict where vocabulary knowledge comes from but only that 

once possessed, it helps the reader understand the text. 

Research testing this hypothesis (Pany and Jenkins, 197 8; 

Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck, 1982) has not confirmed that a 

causal relationship exists between vocabulary knowledge and 

reading comprehension. The instructional implication of this 

perspective is that vocabulary instruction would include 

teaching a lot of words and their definitions for the 

improvement of reading comprehension. 

The fourth position, the Knowledge Hypothesis, 

suggests that knowledge is crucial for text understanding. 

The Knowledge Hypothesis is theoretically close to schema 

theory (Rumelhart, 1980). Both assume the importance of 

students' prior knowledge and the importance of helping 

learners perceive relationships among ideas. The instruc

tional implication of this perspective for instruction is 

that new vocabulary should be taught in the context of 

learning new subject matter. Word meanings could then be 

related to one another and to learner's background knowledge 

for the improvement of reading comprehension. 

Each of these hypotheses offer an explanation of the 

effects of vocabulary knowledge on reading comprehension. 
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Further, each implies instructional strategies for both 

vocabulary learning and reading comprehension. Teachers and 

publishers have long recognized one or more of these hypoth

eses and have provided some kind of instruction reflecting 

one of the four hypotheses. While a long tradition of vocab

ulary instruction is evident, little is known about how or 

when teachers actually teach vocabulary. 

Darnell (1982) identified 10 vocabulary strategies 

and surveyed 267 teachers. His survey asked secondary 

content area and reading teachers to respond on a modified 

Likert scale the degree the teachers believed the vocabulary 

strategies to be sound. He also asked each teacher to report 

the frequency each strategy was used. His results suggest 

variation among content area and reading teachers and their 

years of experience in terms of both perceptions of strategy 

soundness and frequency of use. The major flaw in his study, 

especially as it pertains to the present study, is that 

Darnell selected vocabulary strategies that are implied by 

only the access and instrumental hypotheses. A further 

limitation of Darnell's study was that no observations were 

made in teachers' classrooms. 

Many studies have examined the learning effects of 

vocabulary instruction. Most of this research reflects the 

Access and Instrumental Hypotheses, and a few studies have 

reflected the Knowledge Hypothesis (Mezynski, 1983). What is 
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lacking in the research on teaching is "a substantial data 

base which addresses the subtleties and various effects which 

arise from vocabulary instruction across a variety of class

room situations" (Tierney and Cunningham, 1984, p. 612). 

Inherent in this call for vocabulary research is a need to 

know more about teachers' perceptions of vocabulary 

instruction, especially in terms of teachers' evaluation of 

the effectiveness and usability of vocabulary strategies. 

Statement of the Problem 

It is the purpose of this study to investigate the 

status of vocabulary instruction in junior high/middle school 

and high school content area classrooms. Specifically, 

status refers to: (1) the information provided in a litera

ture search, (2) the tabulation of answers to a survey asking 

teachers to evaluate both the effectiveness and usability of 

twelve vocabulary strategies, and (3) the use of classroom 

observations of classroom teachers when they perceive them

selves teaching vocabulary. Thus, the data gathered for this 

study will be triangulated: the three data sources—the 

literature, the survey, and the observations will be 

compared. 

Questions to be Addressed 

There are four major questions to be addressed. They 

are: 
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1. Based on the research found in the literature, how do 

the findings of vocabulary instructional studies 

compare when categorized by hypothesis? 

2. Based on a researcher-developed Vocabulary Strategies 

Survey, what are teachers' perceptions about instruc

tional strategies for teaching vocabulary? 

3. When teachers perceive themselves teaching vocabu

lary, what do classroom observations reveal about 

vocabulary instruction? 

4. What degree of correspondence exists between the 

literature, the survey, and the observations? 

Significance 

This study is significant and unique because class

room observations were used to find the degree of correspond

ence between theory-based vocabulary strategies described in 

the literature, evaluated by teachers on a survey, and used 

in the actual teaching of vocabulary. This study should 

provide us with a greater understanding of how vocabulary 

theory and practice function in classrooms. 

Definition of Terms 

Throughout this study the following definitions 

apply: 

Aptitude Hypothesis; This hypothesis assumes that verbal 

aptitude underlies one's ability to acquire word 
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meanings. Vocabulary knowledge is considered to be 

indirectly related to reading comprehension through 

its relationship with general aptitude. Teaching has 

little effect on improving either vocabulary or 

comprehension. Thus, no instructional vocabulary 

strategies are implied by this hypothesis. 

Access Hypothesis; This hypothesis assumes the following 

points: 

a. Emphasizes quick accessibility; speed and accu

racy; and decoding to a level of automaticity. 

b. Teaching practices include decoding skills; 

pronunciation of words; syllabication; learning 

words that sound like other words; phonetic 

rules; morphology; and repetition. 

c. Relationship to comprehension assumes speed of 

access {i.e., a word's meaning needs to be 

retained and quickly available for use while 

reading); and sufficient amounts of practice 

(i.e., without sufficient practice, words may be 

equivalent to "unknown" words). 

Instrumental Hypothesis; This hypothesis assumes the 

following points; 

a. Emphasizes individual word meaning; definition 

learning; and word knowledge. 



b. Teaching practices include teaching words and 

their definitions; dictionary and glossary work; 

word lists; synonyms and antonyms; and enough 

words from the text must be taught. (No mention 

of concept learning.) 

c. Relationship to comprehension assumes word 

knowledge is directly related to comprehension; 

and a large vocabulary is equivalent to reading 

comprehension. 

Knowledge Hypothesis; This hypothesis assumes the 

following points: 

a. Emphasizes students' background knowledge; relation

ships among words, ideas, and concepts; words repre

sent labels for ideas; and ideas are hierarchically 

related and connected within thought. 

b. Teaching practices include discussion; conceptual 

frameworks for organizing and highlighting rela

tionships; consideration of what the student brings 

to the lesson; teaching words in the context of 

learning new subject matter; and learning words that 

are semantically related to concepts. 

c. Relationship to comprehension assumes word knowledge 

is indirectly related to comprehension through its 

relationship with general knowledge; and schema 

"conjuring" encourages reading comprehension. 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY 

This study is descriptive in design. Three sources 

of information are primary: the literature review, the 

survey, and the observations. These formed the basis for a 

secondary source of information: triangulation of the three 

primary sources to ascertain the correspondence between the 

scholarly literature, reports of teaching perceptions on the 

survey instrument, and observations of actual vocabulary 

teaching practices. The procedures for each of these are 

described below. 

Literature Review 

The purpose of the literature review was to locate 

three different types of literature, including: {1) the 

literature which addressed survey and observation techniques; 

(2) the literature which addressed theoretical perspectives; 

and (3) the intervention research which investigated 

instructional vocabulary strategies. The first type was 

reviewed to inform the researcher regarding the development 

of the survey and observation instruments and the methodology 

employed by previous researchers. Specifically, books and 

10 
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articles were reviewed to locate sample survey and observa

tion instruments. Included within this literature review are 

those articles that discussed vocabulary strategies that were 

considered for inclusion on the survey instrument. This type 

of literature was found within practitioner resources such as 

methods books and practice-oriented journals and magazines. 

These published resources and their contribution to this 

study are described in the appropriate sections below (i.e., 

the survey section and the observation section). 

The other two aspects of this literature search are 

more traditional. That is, theoretical studies were reviewed 

to ascertain the explanations or hypotheses that have been 

offered for the vocabulary-comprehension connection 

(Mezynski, 1983). The procedures for conducting the 

theoretical perspective search are explained below. 

The last type of literature reviewed for this study 

included the intervention research that investigated 

instructional vocabulary strategies. The purpose of this 

aspect of the search was to locate those strategies with a 

research base that could be related to one or more of these 

hypotheses. The review of theoretical articles is loosely 

connected to the instructional intervention studies because 

the strategies can be linked to or categorized by the 

hypotheses. The extent to which there is a relationship 

between the intervention research and the theoretical 
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research will be presented in the triangulation section of 

the results. 

Procedure 

Sources for the literature review included publica

tions between 1975 and 1987. Procedures for the literature 

review were both global and specific. Three broad computer 

indexes were searched in April and October, 1986. These 

indexes included the Current Indexes to Journals in Education 

(CIJE), the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC), 

and the Doctoral Dissertation Abstracts. To accommodate for 

inherent limitations in the computer index searches, narrower 

and more specific procedures were also employed. Specifi

cally, the Table of Contents of journals and publications 

that often publish reading research and instructional 

strategies were regularly and systematically reviewed. The 

publications included: Annual Summary of Investigations 

Related to Reading, Center for the Study of Reading Educa

tional Reports and Technical Reports, Education Researcher, 

Journal of Educational Psychology, Journal of Reading, 

Journal of Reading Behavior, Learning Disability Quarterly, 

National Reading Conference Yearbook, Reading Research 

Quarterly, The Reading Teacher, Reading World, and The Review 

of Educational Research. These sources were examined in 

April, 1986, September, 1986, and February, 1987. When an 
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article was found in either the indexes or the table of 

contents, the source was photocopied, read, and categorized. 

Those articles categorized as theoretical perspective 

research explained one or more of the hypotheses put forth by 

Anderson and Freebody (1981) and Mezynski (1983). These 

articles elaborated on the explanations, providing examples 

and recommendations for instruction and/or research. Six 

articles were categorized as being theoretical perspective 

research and are discussed in the results section. 

Intervention research included those reports of 

studies that were related to vocabulary instruction conducted 

within the context of the classroom. They were designated as 

intervention if the vocabulary strategies compared could be 

categorized as being related to one or more of the hypothe

ses. In some cases, the studies could not be categorized 

because they did not compare strategies; rather, other 

variables such as difficulty were tested. In other cases, 

the report simply did not contain enough information to be 

categorized. Sixteen articles were categorized as being 

intervention research and are summarized in the results 

section. 

Survey 

The purpose of the survey was to ascertain teachers' 

evaluations of described vocabulary strategies. Prior to the 

construction of the survey, the research which utilized 
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vocabulary and reading instruction survey instruments was 

reviewed to determine the content and format of the surveys 

and the procedures used to collect the surveys. Based on 

this search, eight studies were found that used instruments 

to ascertain teachers' perceptions or attitudes toward one or 

more aspects of the reading process or reading instruction. 

Vaughan (1977) developed a scale to measure content 

area teachers' attitudes toward teaching reading in content 

area classrooms. Teachers were instructed to indicate their 

attitudes toward fifteen statements based on a seven point 

Likert scale with response choices from "Strongly Agree" to 

"Strongly Disagree". Vaughan's survey has been replicated in 

some of the other studies reviewed {Gehrke, Schaefer, and 

Schlick, 1982 and Stieglitz, 1983). 

Similarly, Criscuolo, Vacca, and LaVorgna (1980) 

designed a survey instrument to assess the credibility of 

instructional practices used for teaching reading in content 

areas. The instrument consisted of twenty-nine classroom 

activities which were rated on a scale from 1 to 7 with 

responses from "It Made a Great Deal of Sense" to "It Made No 

Sense". 

In a third content area study, Darnell (1982) 

designed a survey to determine the extent to which secondary 

content area teachers believe certain vocabulary development 

practices to be sound, and the degree to which these 
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practices were reportedly used in their classrooms. Two 

separate scales were used to rate the "Soundness" and "Usage" 

of ten vocabulary strategies. The response scales ranged 

from "Very Sound" to "Not At All Sound" and from "Once a Week 

or More" to "Never." 

In the final content area study using a survey 

instrument, Shannon (1984) developed an instrument to help 

teachers and administrators monitor instructional practices 

and abilities in content area classrooms. Teachers rated 

their ability to use and their actual usage of various 

principles and practices related to reading. Teachers rated 

statements based on two separate scales each having three 

points ranging from "Never" to "Always" and "Cannot Do It" to 

"Can Do It Very Well." 

In contrast, because teachers attitudes toward the 

teaching of reading rather than reading to learn was being 

evaluated, Mason and Osborn (1982) developed a questionnaire 

for teachers in grades three and four to assess their be

liefs, expectations, and plans for teaching reading. 

Teachers put checkmarks next to those descriptions that 

identified the procedures and methods used in their 

classrooms. This study also employed observations to verify 

and elaborate upon survey findings. 

Johnson, Levin, and Pittelman (1984) developed a 

survey for elementary teachers grades one through five from 
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seven states. The purpose of the survey was to provide an 

assessment of the emphasis teachers place on teaching vocabu

lary. Questions were directed at vocabulary instruction 

within the reading program as well as within the total 

curriculum. Also addressed was whether teachers differenti

ated vocabulary instruction based on the ability levels of 

their reading groups. A response scale ranging from "Almost 

Always" to "Almost Never" was used. 

Each of these eight survey instruments used rating 

scales and asked teachers to rate either statements or 

descriptions. Only one survey instrument was followed by 

observations (Mason and Osborn, 1982) . Two studies were 

concerned specifically with vocabulary instruction (Darnell, 

1982; Johnson, Levin, and Pittelman, 1984). 

The present survey instrument is distinguishable from 

the eight described above in three ways. First, each of the 

vocabulary strategies presented in the survey developed for 

this study is directly linked to a particular explanation of 

the vocabulary-comprehension connection. No other survey has 

attempted to relate vocabulary theory to instructional prac

tice. Second, the selected instructional practices emanated 

from theory and research-based literature. Publications and 

professional texts provided the source of information but 

strategies were selected only if theoretically based. 

Further selection criteria included ease of describing the 



strategy on a survey and an estimation of how generally known 

the strategy might be. Third, this survey is distinguishable 

from others because teachers have not been asked to rate the 

effectiveness of vocabulary strategies. This is important 

because although teachers may use strategies for a variety of 

reasons (i.e., time management, behavior management, or 

convention), one reasonable criteria for use might be effec

tiveness. (See Appendix A for a copy of the survey.) 

Subj ects 

Subjects for the survey included 200 junior 

high/middle school and high school content area teachers. 

Subjects taking the survey were from the following five 

states: Arizona, California, Illinois, Georgia, and 

Wisconsin. Professors at colleges and universities in each 

of the five states were sent a package of surveys. These 

were then distributed to teachers with whom the professors 

had contact. Teachers were to return the survey in a self-

addressed stamped envelope to the researcher. Of the 200 

surveys distributed 97 were returned, resulting in a forty-

eight percent return rate. The survey requested specific 

demographic information from the teacher respondents. 

Teachers indicated grades taught, subjects taught, length of 

teaching experience, areas of certification, highest degree 

possessed, socio-economic make-up of the school, ethnic make

up of the school, locations of the school, number of classes 
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taught per day, average number of students in those classes, 

and the type of class taught (i.e., heterogeneous, remedial, 

special education, or enrichment). 

Sixty-nine of the 97 surveys returned were usable. 

Some surveys were not usable because information was not 

complete, the grade taught was too low, or the survey was 

incorrectly answered. Table 1 indicates the number and 

percent of surveys returned by geographic location. Fifty-

six percent of the surveys returned were from teachers in 

Arizona, twenty percent were from teachers in Illinois, 

another twenty percent were from teachers in Wisconsin, and 

four percent of the surveys were from teachers in Georgia. 

Table 2 provides demographic characteristics of the 

69 teachers. While the average number of years teaching was 

12.32, teachers indicated the average number of years within 

their content area was 11.00 years. Teachers responding to 

this survey teach an average of 4.68 classes per day with 

twenty-five students in each class. Those teachers who only 

taught special education classes (7 teachers) were excluded 

from the results of the "Students per class" section of Table 

2 because these teachers had as few as five students in their 

classroom and, if reported, would misrepresent the group. 

Tables 3 and 4 summarize other pertinent information 

about the teachers, including educational levels, certifi

cations, and current teaching assignments. These data have 
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Table 1. Number and percent for geographic location of 
respondents. 

Ariz. 111. Calif. Ga. Wise. Total 

No. surveys sent 100 38 12 25 25 200 

Percentage 50% 19% 6% 12.5% 12.5% 100% 

No. surveys received 45 23 0 7 22 97 

Percentage 45% 60% 0% 28% 88% 48.5% 

No. Usable surveys 38 14 0 3 14 69 

Percentage 38% 36.8% 0% 12% 56% 34.5% 
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and ranges for the 
demographic characteristics of respondents (n = 
69) . 

Mean S.D. Range 

Years teaching 12 .32 7 .26 1-32 

Years in content area 11 .00 6 .94 1-26 

Classes per day 4 .68 .79 2-6 

Students per classy- 25 .00 5 .38 10-37 

Socioeconomic status 

Percent high 15 .01 19 .39 0-82 

Percent middle 35 .09 19 .91 0-80 

Percent low 17 .58 17 . 60 0-90 

Ethnic group 

Percent Anglo 64 .71 24 .28 2-98 

Percent Hispanic 21 .70 22 .88 0-94 

Percent Black 10 .28 16 .91 . 0-60 

Percent Asian 1 .90 2 .78 0-15 

Percent Native American .84 1 .89 0-10 

Percent Other .35 1 .10 0-5 

^•Number of students taught by teachers who only teach 
Special Education classes, 7 respondents excluded. 



Table 3. Number arid percent for education and certification of respondents 
(n = 69) . 

Education Certification 

Bach. Masters Ed. Spec. Ph.D. English Soc. Stud. Science Math Sp. Ed. Other 

No. Teachers 23 40 2 4 14 17 17 5 6 10 

Percent 33% 58% 3% 6% 20% 25% 25% 7% 9% 14% 

to 



Table 4. Number and percent of subject area, grade, and type of class taught by 
respondents (n = 69). 

Subject Area Grade Type of Class 

Eng. Soc. Sci. Math Spec. 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Het. Rem. Spec. Enrich. 
Stud. Ed. Ed. 

No. Teachers 12 24 19 7 7 3 14 19 37 33 35 33 62 19 7 14 

Percent 17% 35% 28% 10% 10% 4% 20% 28% 54% 48% 50% 48% 90% 28% 10% 20% 

ro 
to 
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face validity and seem to be representative of the teacher 

population. 

Procedure for Developing the Survey 

To construct the survey instrument, the researcher 

went beyond the research on theoretical perspectives, 

instructional vocabulary strategies, and previous survey 

instruments. Twelve methods books were also reviewed to 

determine which vocabulary strategies reading-in-the-content-

area experts deemed necessary for learning word meanings (see 

Appendix B) . 

Once strategies were located, descriptions for each 

vocabulary strategy were written on an index card. These 

descriptions were based on information about the strategies 

found in the methods books and periodicals. As was noted in 

the Definition of Terms section, the Aptitude Hypothesis does 

not lend itself to instructional vocabulary strategies, thus, 

no strategies were included on the survey that reflected this 

hypothesis; rather, the instructional strategies on the 

survey reflect the remaining three hypotheses—Access, 

Instrumental, and Knowledge. 

A panel of professors was consulted to complete two 

tasks. The first task was to categorize 88 vocabulary stra

tegies into groups representing one of the three hypotheses. 

These strategies had been gathered during the literature 

review and from the twelve methodology textbooks. Each 
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strategy was explained on an index card, reviewed by members 

of the panel, and categorized as being an instructional 

implication of one hypothesis. Any card that could not be 

categorized or used ambiguous labels was discarded from 

further consideration. In all, 32 strategies were 

categorized: Access, 7 strategies; Instrumental, 15 

strategies; and Knowledge, 10 strategies. 

The second task for the panel was to select strate

gies for the survey. The following selection criteria were 

used: (1) strategies that could be easily described in a 

small amount of space; (2) strategies that would be generally 

recognized by teachers; and (3) strategies that were fre

quently presented in both methods textbooks and the research 

1iterature. 

A total of twelve strategies were found that fit 

these criteria, four strategies per hypothesis. The 

following strategies are related to the Access Hypothesis: 

Affixes, Syllabication, Keyword Method, and Timed Pronuncia

tion Games. Within the Instrumental Hypothesis are the 

following strategies: Crossword Puzzles, Synonyms/Antonyms, 

Word A Day, and Dictionary Look-up. The Knowledge Hypothesis 

includes the following strategies: Semantic Feature Analy

sis, Semantic Mapping, Brainstorm, and Structured Overview. 

A stratified randomization procedure was followed to place 
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the strategies on the survey instrument so that every third 

strategy represented a different hypothesis. 

A modified Likert scale was developed using a five 

point scale ranging from "Very Low" to "Very High." Teachers 

were asked to use this scale to rate both the effectiveness 

and the usability of each strategy. Effectiveness was 

defined as "How effective you think the strategy is for 

students learning new vocabulary." Usability was defined as 

"How usable the strategy would be in your classroom based on 

the realities of day-to-day instruction." Respondents also 

had the option not to rate a strategy but instead to mark 

"Not Familiar." Thus, respondents had the opportunity to not 

evaluate a strategy if they had never heard of or used the 

strategy. 

Both the rating scale and the definitions for 

Effectiveness and Useability were included at the top of each 

page of the vocabulary strategies section of the survey 

instrument. There was an example strategy for teachers which 

provided a description of what they needed to do to complete 

this portion of the survey. 

In addition to the rating scale section, the survey 

included five general, short answer questions including: how 

teachers teach new vocabulary; the names of textbooks used; 

the other types of reading materials used; whether they teach 

lower level students differently than heterogeneous groups of 
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students and if so, how; whether they believe teaching 

vocabulary affects reading comprehension and if so, how; and 

to describe other vocabulary instructional practice(s) used 

on a regular basis. 

Finally, a cover letter discussed the purpose of the 

investigation, the different parts of the survey (i.e., 

demographics, strategy evaluations, and short answer 

questions), assurance of confidentiality, and expression of 

appreciation. This was the front page of the eight page 

survey. 

Piloting the Survey 

Two pilot studies were conducted to determine survey 

clarity and if the strategies could be reliably categorized 

by hypotheses. The first pilot included twelve graduate 

students in the College of Education at the University of 

Arizona. They were requested to complete the survey and 

offer comments regarding clarity of questions, the ease of 

completing the instrument, and suggestions for improvement. 

Upon their completion of the survey, the researcher discussed 

each hypothesis. Definitions for each hypothesis were 

provided and the graduate students were requested to re-read 

each strategy and decide within which hypothesis each 

strategy should be categorized. Graduate students concurred 

with the researcher 100% on nine of the twelve strategies. 

The three less reliable strategies were correctly categorized 
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as follows: Keyword Method (8%), Affixes (50%), and 

Synonyms/Antonyms (66%). The Keyword Method was incorrectly 

placed into the Knowledge Hypothesis (33%) and the Instru

mental Hypothesis (58%). Affixes were incorrectly placed 

into the Instrumental Hypothesis (33%) . Synonyms/Antonyms 

were incorrectly placed into the Access Hypothesis (33%). 

Revisions of the survey were made and a second pilot 

was conducted. This time, thirty-five graduate students 

completed the survey. A discussion of the hypotheses and the 

definitions for each hypothesis were again provided. One 

hundred percent reliability was obtained for 11 of the 12 

strategies. The Keyword Method once again proved to be 

unreliable (33%) . This finding has been noted by Stahl and 

Fairbanks (1986), "The Keyword Method would not fit well into 

the categorical framework developed here, since this frame

work is best suited for semantic-based vocabulary learning 

methods" (p. 77). This study is based on a framework similar 

to Stahl and Fairbanks. 

Data Scoring and Analysis 

Data scoring and analysis of the surveys that were 

returned began with each receiving a subject number. Then, 

each quantifiable question on the survey was given a code 

number and coded onto a coding form. The demographic 

information was analyzed by counting the possible responses 

for each question and then grouping those responses into 
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similar categories. The vocabulary strategy evaluations for 

both Effectiveness and Usability were analyzed by two one

way analysis of variance (ANOVA's) with appropriate post hoc 

comparisons. The Newman-Keuls method of multiple comparisons 

(Keuls, 1952; Newman, 1939) was used to conduct these 

analyses. 

The five qualitative short answer questions were 

analyzed with the aid of two graduate students. First, the 

researcher assigned a color to each question. Then, each 

respondent's answer to each question was written on matching 

index cards. This precaution was taken to prevent similar 

answers being confused during the analysis and interpretation 

stages. The researcher then developed categories of 

responses based on the responses to each question. To check 

the reliability of the researcher-developed categories, they 

were explained to each graduate student. Then, individually, 

each student categorized the index cards using the research

er's key. Afterwards, the researcher and graduate student 

met to discuss any disagreements. At least 80 percent 

reliability for each question was obtained. Disagreements 

were discussed and new categories were developed based on the 

discussion. One hundred percent reliability was obtained 

after the discussions with both graduate students. 
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Observations 

The purpose of the observational phase of this study• 

was to document actual instructional practices used by 

seventh and eighth grade teachers when they perceive them

selves specifically teaching vocabulary. 

Prior to the development of the observational 

techniques and forms, the research related to observational 

systems and techniques was reviewed to discover previous 

construction and methodological procedures. Based on this 

search, five studies were found that used observations to 

ascertain teaching practices related to reading. 

Durkin (1978-79) conducted classroom observations to 

see what could be learned about reading comprehension 

instruction. Both reading and social studies lessons in 

classrooms of grades 3 through 6 were selected for the 

observations. A total of 299.95 hours of observations were 

collected. A recording sheet was used and contained columns 

for Time, Activity, Audience, and Source. In the Time 

column, the beginning and ending of each activity was noted. 

In the Audience column, the number of students with the 

teacher during each activity was recorded; while the sources 

used with the activity was noted in the Source column. 

Results indicated that "when attention did go to new vocabu

lary, it was brief. Typically, each word was identified 

once, and the meanings of some were mentioned" (p. 524). 
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Mason and Osborn (1982) conducted a two-part study 

consisting of both a survey and classroom observations. 

Observations were made in 20 classrooms in grades three and 

four during the reading periods. The total number of obser

vations was not reported. Two separate sets of observations 

were collected simultaneously by one observer. The first 

included a detailed description of teacher activities, mode 

of instruction, the number of students with the teacher, 

tasks the teachers and students were engaged in, and time 

spent on each segment of the reading period. The second set 

of observations documented students' independent work. 

Procedures for coding observations included the observer 

looking at a pre-made list of activities and using the 

observation form to fill out the time, the lesson charac

teristics and social context, the group size and ability 

level of the group, the mode of activity for students, the 

materials used, the task being carried out by the students, 

and a brief description of the activity. As activities 

changed, the observer noted the time and filled out a new row 

of information on the coding sheet. 

In a content area study, Smith and Feathers (1983) 

conducted observations coupled with teacher and student 

interviews to "learn more about the real world of the 

classroom by doing on-site observation and documentation of 

classroom activities" (p. 349). An ethnographic/naturalistic 
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approach was taken. No checklists or forms were used during 

observations. Rather, data were collected by systematic 

daily observations in 3 social studies classes at the middle 

school and high school levels for a period of 4 to 6 weeks. 

Similarly, Ratekin, Simpson, Alvermann, and Dishner 

(1985) did an observational study of eight content area 

teachers in four content areas to observe the "character

istics of existing instruction" (p. 433) . While checklists 

or forms were not used during observations, a detailed log of 

observations was kept describing physical settings, teacher 

and student behavior, and verbatim language items. Acti

vities were recorded at 1-minute intervals and were tape 

recorded for each class to check the accuracy of the field 

notes. Over 2,000 observation notes of 40 class sessions 

were transcribed and examined. Data reduction consisted of 

developing six thematic units and then collapsing these 

original six into three main categories; organizational 

settings and instructional methods, inferred instructional 

purposes, and instructional resources. 

In another content area study, Stodolsky (1984) 

conducted a study of fifth grade math and social studies 

classes with the interest of observing activity structures 

within lessons. Twenty math classes and nineteen social 

studies classes were observed for approximately 260 hours or 

an average of 8.4 days per subject. Classroom observations 
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were obtained by pairs of trained observers. One observer 

recorded information about the activity structure of the 

classroom which included information regarding teacher 

location, use of materials and behavior, student location and 

behavior, description of materials in use, pace of the 

lesson, content of the lesson, and duration of activities. 

This information was recorded on an open, narrative form 

allowing for subsequent coding. However, subsequent coding 

was not discussed. The second observer used a strict time 

sampling rotation method to observe eight of the students in 

each classroom. Each pupil was watched for both behavior and 

task involvement at 30-second intervals. 

The present observation forms and methodology have 

three important distinctions from the five described above. 

First, prior to the construction of the observations forms, 

ethnographic methods were piloted. No checklists or forms 

were used during these observations. Rather, these data were 

collected by systematic daily observations using a detailed 

log. These observations were done in two social studies 

classrooms at the seventh and eighth grade levels for a total 

of twelve hours. From these observations, trends were found 

and categories were developed. The observation forms were 

then constructed and forms were piloted in the same two 

classrooms (See Appendix C for Observation Forms). 



33 

The second distinction between this study and others 

was that the observational portion of this study was com

pleted prior to the observed teachers completing the survey. 

Thus, the practices observed were of the teacher's choice and 

not those suggested by the survey. These procedures differ 

from those used by Mason and Osborn (1982) because in that 

study, teachers completed the survey prior to the observa

tions. 

The final distinction to be noted is that some 

teachers participating in this study were videotaped. No 

previous observational study located has attempted to verify 

findings using videotaping. 

Subjects 

The subjects for the observational portion of this 

study included five teachers, three at the seventh grade 

level and two at the eighth grade level. Two of these 

teachers taught science and three taught social studies. 

Three teachers taught in one school and two teachers were 

from a different school in another district; both schools are 

located in Tucson, Arizona. 

Teachers were not chosen at random; rather, they were 

selected by their principals. When the principals were 

contacted about the possibility of observing, a request was 

made to select classrooms in which the principal thought the 

researcher would be able to observe in an unobtrusive way. 
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Teachers were then contacted by the researcher. Each 

teacher was given information about the study and interviewed 

regarding philosophy of teaching vocabulary. Finally, each 

was asked to be observed when he/she perceived that vocabu

lary was specifically being taught. Two teachers agreed to 

be videotaped. All five teachers agreed to complete the 

survey after observations were finished. 

Procedures 

As was previously stated, ethnographic procedures 

were piloted as were the observations forms used in the 

actual observations. Each of the five teachers was observed 

for approximately ten hours. One observer (the researcher) 

completed all observations during a six week period. Each 

observation followed the same procedure. Prearranged times 

were established for collecting data. The observer entered 

the room prior to the beginning of the period and sat in an 

unobtrusive place. The observer began recording using the 

observation forms when the period began and observed 

throughout the entire period. In addition to the two 

observation forms, a detailed log was kept. 

Observational Analysis 

To analyze the observational portion of this study, 

each teacher was individually analyzed. These observations 

are described in the next chapter. 
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The use of the videotapes allowed for inter-observer 

reliability. The researcher taught one graduate assistant 

how to code the observations onto the observation forms using 

45 minutes of one tape until 100 percent agreement between 

the trainer and assistant was obtained. The remaining 45 

minutes of the same teacher and 90 minutes of a second 

teacher was then coded by the researcher and assistant 

individually. Data were compared for agreements and 

disagreements. Reliability was established at 93 percent. 

Triangulation 

The final question posed in this study asks for the 

degree of correspondence between the three data sources; 

(1) the research-based vocabulary strategies found in the 

literature, (2) the 69 teachers' evaluations of the strate

gies as effective and usable on the survey, and (3) the 

observed and reported practices in the classrooms of the five 

teachers. 

Procedure 

The procedures for the triangulation included 

reviewing the conclusions from each data source: methods 

textbooks and theory-based research, evaluations of the 

strategies on the survey, and the observations of the five 

teachers. Conclusions from the three data sources were 

compared and generalizations drawn. 
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Limitations 

The limitations of this study include the following: 

1. The library resources may not have provided all the 

studies of potential relevance. 

2. The dependent measures used in the reported interven

tion research were not statistically analyzed. Such 

an analysis may have provided more information on the 

instructional effects of dependent measures. 

3. The survey instrument did not include strategies 

which seem to reflect combined hypotheses (i.e., 

Access/Instrumental and Instrumental/Knowledge). 

4. The classroom observations were a limited sample and 

may not have been representative of predominate 

teaching practices. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

Four research questions, as posed in Chapter 1, 

Statement of the Problem, were formulated for this study. 

The relationships between vocabulary theory and research, 

teacher perceptions of vocabulary strategies, and actual 

classroom practices were investigated. Results of three 

sources of information are primary to this study: the 

literature review, the survey, and the observations. These 

formed the basis for the results of a secondary source of 

information: triangulation of the three primary sources. 

The results for each of these are described below. 

Literature Review 

The first question posed relates to the literature on 

vocabulary instruction. Results of the literature review 

include: (1) the literature which addressed theoretical 

perspectives related to learners' acquisition and development 

of vocabulary, and (2) the intervention research which inves

tigated instructional vocabulary strategies. A summary and 

evaluation of these two types of literature are described in 

this section. 

37 
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Theoretical Perspectives Literature 

Each of the four hypotheses offers explanations for 

and lends support to the vocabulary strategies. Each 

hypothesis can be explained by the theoretical perspective to 

which it is linked. The Aptitude Hypothesis has been 

theoretically linked with Hunt ( 1978) . He theorized that 

people of high verbal ability are quicker than others with 

average verbal ability at both verbal coding and recoding 

operations. Verbal ability is thought to be an indicator of 

intelligence; thus, one's vocabulary relates to one's innate 

ability. The essential claim of the Aptitude Hypothesis is 

that individuals with a large vocabulary are better compre-

henders because they possess superior mental ability. The 

size of one's vocabulary is a reflection of accumulated 

knowledge of the world with brighter people having more 

potential to learn from experience. 

The Access Hypothesis is theoretically linked with 

LaBerge and Samuels' model (1974, 1976, 1985), called the 

theory of automaticity. The LaBerge and Samuels model 

emphasizes the importance of decoding speed or automaticity. 

In their model, development of reading skills is marked by an 

increase in automatic processing of print. Automatic pro

cessing, which results from advanced familiarity with letters 

and words, is characterized by rapid and accurate response to 

print, such that the reader does not expend attention on the 
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task of decoding. A prof ici'ent reader automatically 

processes words and their meanings, thus releasing attention 

for comprehension. According to this hypothesis, there are 

two components of reading—comprehension is one component, 

and speed of reading the other. If comprehension depends in 

part on facile access to word meanings, then vocabulary 

instruction ought to facilitate reading comprehension. The 

processes involved in reading comprehension requires accuracy 

{knowing word meanings), fluency {speed of lexical access), 

and richness (amount of practice) . Attempts to improve 

comprehension by improving vocabulary are influenced by these 

processing components. 

The Instrumental Hypothesis is theoretically linked 

with Becker (1977). He theorized that once decoding skills 

have been mastered, the chief remaining factor in determining 

whether a person will be a successful reader is vocabulary 

knowledge. The distinctive feature of this hypothesis is 

that it views direct vocabulary building exercises as the key 

to better reading comprehension. Knowing the words prior to 

reading enables text comprehension. Vocabulary knowledge is 

claimed to be directly and importantly the causal chain 

resulting in reading comprehension. 

Finally, the Knowledge Hypothesis is theoretically 

linked to Rumelhart's (1980) schema theory. Schema theory 

suggests that knowledge is hierarchically organized and that 

v 
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teaching students relationships between and among their prior 

knowledge and new concepts will aid students' learning these 

new concepts and the vocabulary related to the concepts. 

Students are able to create bridges among ideas and acquire 

deeper understanding of what is being read. The process of 

activating and relating prior knowledge contributes to learn

ing and comprehension of text. The distinctive curriculum 

implication of the Knowledge Hypothesis is that new 

vocabulary ought to be learned in the context of acquiring 

new knowledge (cf. Goodman, 1976, p. 487). Rather than being 

directly important, possessing a certain word meaning is only 

a sign that an individual may possess the knowledge needed to 

understand a text containing that word. Individual word 

meanings are merely the surface levels of knowing a word; 

until the concepts surrounding the word are known, text 

comprehension will not result. 

Each hypothesis implies different vocabulary 

instructional practices for enhancement of text compre

hension. The Aptitude Hypothesis suggests maximizing the 

amount of student reading to gain comprehension of text in 

that you are exposing the person to may world experiences. 

The Access Hypothesis suggests helping students learn words 

to an automatic level before reading. The Instrumental 

Hypothesis suggests teaching as many words and their defini

tions as possible in order for comprehension of text to be 



gained. The Knowledge Hypothesis suggests teaching words in 

the context of' teaching concepts, utilizing students' 

background knowledge, and use of discussion before reading 

the text. 

Intervention Research Literature 

The reported research investigating instructional 

vocabulary strategies is abundant. Studies were difficult to 

compare, contrast, or categorize into hypotheses because of 

instructional and methodological differences. A number of 

differences in instructional design and measurement was found 

across studies. The studies differed in the types of 

students taught (learning disabled or normal), the quantity 

of words taught, and the duration of training. Variations in 

methodology contributed to the difficulty of categorizing 

hypotheses because of the lack of a commonly accepted 

classification system for vocabulary instructional methods. 

Some studies emphasized exercises designed to relate the 

words to content areas being learned by students, some used 

definition tasks, and still others used game-like tasks 

completed under timed conditions. Some studies used the same 

label for different tasks, making categorization dependent 

upon descriptions provided by the authors. Further, the 

amount of detail describing each study varied greatly. In 

some cases an examination of the actual instructional 

materials would be needed to resolve ambiguous descriptions 
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and in other cases this information was omitted completely. 

The studies described here include those that provided enough 

information regarding to the subjects, grade, hypothesis-

related instructional vocabulary strategies, dependent 

measures, and the vocabulary-comprehension connection. 

A summary of the intervention research is presented 

in Table 5. These sixteen articles provide evidence that 

instructional vocabulary strategies can be linked to hypo

theses. The double categorization of some strategies (i.e., 

Access/Instrumental and Instrumental/Knowledge) occurs due to 

authors' descriptions of methodological procedures. For 

example, Beck, Perfetti and McKeown (1982) label one 

instructional strategy as the "Many" condition. Instruction 

for the "Many" condition include teaching procedures similar 

to the other experimental condition but the words "appeared 

16-22 additional times each" (p. 509) . Based on authors' 

published descriptions, the "Many" condition is categorized 

as Access/Instrumental. The teaching procedures of the 

"Many" condition are related to the Instrumental Hypothesis, 

and the amounts of practice given to each word describes 

characteristics most closely related to the Access Hypo

thesis. This type of reasoning was used when a strategy's 

description pointed to more than one type of instruction. 

When considering the studies in relation to each 

hypothesis, trends can be found. The Aptitude Hypothesis was 



Table 5. Summary of intervention research addressing instructional vocabulary 
strategies. 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabulary-Comprehension 
Connection 

Anders, Bos, Learning High School Instrumental - Dictionary 
and Filip Disabled Look up 
(1984) (n = 62) Knew ledge - Semantic Feature 

Analysis 

20-item multiple choice test 
(vocabulary knowledge and 
conceptual knowledge) 

Semantic Feature Analysis 
significantly more 
effective than the 
Dictionary method 

Anders, Bos, Learning High School Access/Instrumental - Direct 
Jaffe, and Disabled Instruction 
Filip (1986) (n = 80) Knowledge - Semantic Feature 

Analysis 

25-item multiple choice test 
(vocabulary knowledge and 
conceptual knowledge) 

Semantic Feature Analysis 
significant on both 
vocabulary words learned 
and reading comprehension 

Anders and Bos 
(1986) 

Normal 7 and 8 Aptitude - No Instruction 
(n = 117) Access/Instrumental - Direct 

Instruction 
Instrumental - Dictionary 
Look Up 
Knowledge - Semantic Feature 
Analysis 

24-item multiple choice test 
(vocabulary and conceptual 
knowledge) 

Semantic Feature Analysis 
significant for vocabulary 
items and conceptual items 



Table 5—Continued 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabu1ary-Ccmprehension 
Connection 

Beck, Perfetti, 
and McKecwn 
(1982) 

Bos, Anders, 
Filip, and 
Jaffe (1985) 

Normal 
(n = 66) 

Learning 
Disabled 
(n = 50) 

Aptitude - No Instruction 
Instrumental - Sane 
Condition 
Access/Instrumental - Many 
Condition 

High School (No instruction provided 
post test given as follcw up 
to Anders, Bos, and Filip 
(1984)] 

ITBS reading and vocabulary 
subtests, 147-item multiple 
choice vocabulary knowledge 
test, 48-item yes/no 
semantic decision accuracy 
and latency test, 8-itan 
true/false sentence 
verification latency test, 
oral story recall and probe 

20-item multiple choice test 
(vocabulary and conceptual 
knowledge) 

Experimental conditions 
greater than control on 
all measures. Shorter 
reaction times for "Many" 
than "Sane conditions. 

No significant loss of 
information for either 
group, the Semantic 
Feature Analysis group 
itHintained the advantage 
over Dictionary Look Up 
group 

Geds and 
Cocknm (1985) 

Normal 
(n = 71) 

Aptitude - No Instruction 
Instrumental - Dictionary 
Look Up 
Knowledge - Teacher 
Interaction 

40-iten multiple choice test 
given inmediately and then 
again in 3 weeks 

Teacher Interaction signi
ficant on both immediate 
and delayed test 



Table 5—Continued 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabulary-Ccmprehension 
Connection 

Gipe Normal 3 and 5 Instrunental - Association 
(1978-1979) (n = 178) Method 

Instrunental - Category 
Method 
Instrunental - Context 
Method 
Instrunental - Dictionary 
Method 

12-item fill in the blank 
tests given once a week for 
8 weeks 

Context method signifi
cantly better than other 
methods for both grade 
levels 

Johnson, 
Pittelman, 
Tcms-
Bronowski, & 
Levin (1984) 

Normal 
(n = 76) 

Aptitude - No Treatment 
Instrumental/Kncwledge -
Basal Condition 
Knowledge - Semantic Mapping 
Knowledge - Semantic Feature 
Analysis 

5-item written production 
definition test, 23-item 
multiple choice passage 
comprehension test 

All vocabulary instruc
tional conditions facili
tated learning. Ssnantic 
Feature Analysis group 
maintained the advantage 
over the Dictionary look 
Up group. 

Mastropierl, 
Scruggs, Levin, 
Gaffney, and 
McLoone (1985) 
(Experiment 1) 

Learning 7, 8, 9 Access - Keyword Method 
Disabled Access/Instrunental - Direct 
(n = 32) Instruction 

14-words used during 
instruction, students 
provide synonyms and/or 
definitions; no 
comprehension measures 

Teacher Interaction signi
ficant en both iircnediate 
and delayed test 



Table 5—Continued 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabulary-Comprehension 
Connection 

(Experiment 2) Learning 7, 8, 9 
Disabled 
(n = 30) 

Access - Keyword Method 
Access/Instrumental - Direct 
Instruction 

14 vrords used during 
instruction, students 
provide synonyms and/or 
definitions; no 
comprehension measures 

Not considered 

McOaniel and 
Pressley (1984) 
(Experiment 1) 

Normal College Aptitude - No strategy 
(n = 69) Access - Keyword Method 

Instrumental - Context 
Method 
Access/Instrumental -
Contained Keyword and Context 
Method 

61 words used during 
instruction given on sheet 
of paper, students write the 
definition; no oocrprehension 
measures 

Not considered 

(Experiment 2) Normal College Access - Keyword Method 
(n = 42) Instrumental - Context 

Method 

11 of 61 words used during 
instruction given for 
students to write two 
sentences for each, and all 
61 words used during 
instruction given on sheet 
of paper, students write the 
definition of each; no 
comprehension measures 

Not considered 



Table 5—Continued 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabulary-Ccmprehension 
Connection 

McKeown, Beck, Normal 
Chanson, and (n - ?) 
Pople (1985) <four 

class roans) 

Pany and 
Jenkins (1978) 

Learning 
disabled 
(n = 6) 

4 and 5 

Aptitude - No Instruction 
Instrumental/Knowledge -
Rich Instruction 
Instrumental/Knowledge -
Extended/Rich 
Instrumental - Traditional 

Aptitude - Meanings fran 
Context 
Instrumental - Meanings 
Given 
Access/Instrumental -
Meanings Practiced 

12-iten true/false mastery 
test for each set of words 
studied; 24-itsn multiple 
choice vocabulary knowledge 
test; 48-item yes/no 
semantic decision accuracy 
and latency test; 16-item 
open-ended context interp
retation task, oral story 
recall 

6-iten oral isolated 
vocabulary test both 
irmediate and delayed; 
6-iten multiple choice 
vocabulary in context test; 
story comprehension factual 
written recall test 

Extended/Rich had 
advantage aver Rich on 
semantic decision task and 
story recall, but was 
equal to Rich Instruction 
on the other two measures 

Meanings Practiced 
produced higher 
performance than the other 
conditions. Non-effect of 
vocabulary on 
comprehension measures 

Pany, Jenkins 
and Schreck 
(1982) 
(Experiment 1) 

Normal 
<n = 12) 

No Instruction 
Meanings from 

Aptitude 
Aptitude 
Context 
Instrumental - Meanings 
Given 
Access/Instrumental -
Meanings Practiced 

40-item oral isolated word 
vocabulary test; 24-item 
multiple choice vocabulary 
test, oral sentence 
paraphrase test, 96-item 
sentence anomaly test 

Meanings Practiced 
exceeded other conditions 
on all measures 

-0 



Table 5—Continued 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabulary-Ccmprehension 
Connection 

(Experiment 2) Learning 4 and 5 
Disabled 
(n = 6) 

Identical to Experiment 1 Identical to Experiment 1 Meanings practiced condi
tion exceeded performance 
on all measures 

(Experiment 3) Learning 
Disabled 
(n = 10) 

Aptitude - No Instruction 
Access/Instrumental -
Synonym Instruction 

The isolated word and 
multiple choice tests used 
in Experiments 1 and 2 used 
again, Cloze test, oral 
story retell, 10-itan oral 
comprehension questions 

Synonym Instruction proved 
to be highly effective on 
all measures 

Peters and Normal 
Levin (1986) (n = 76) 
(Experiment 1) 

Aptitude - No Strategy 
Access - Mnemonic Imagery 

l-item central infonnation 
question, 2-item incidental 
information questions for 
all twelve three-sentence 
passages. Test given imne-
diately after instruction 
and then again in 1 week 

On both immediate and 
delayed tests, students in 
the Mnemonic Imagery 
strategy condition 
recalled substantially 
more central information 



Table 5—Continued 

Study Students Grade Hypothesis Categorization Dependent Measure Vocabul ary-Ccnprehens ion 
Connection 

(Experiment 2) Normal 7 
(n = 116) 

Aptitude - No Instruction 
Instrumental - Definitional 
Instrumental - Mixed 

8-itesri iirrnediate cued-recall 
test, 9-item ininediate 
name/accomplishment matching 
test, 9-item multiple choice 
detail discrimination test 

The Mnemonic Imagery 
condition was more 
effective 

Stahl (1983) Normal 
(n = 28) 

Aptitude - No Instruction 
Instrumental - Definitional 
Instrumental - Mixed 

6-item multiple choice 
passage comprehension test, 
60-item sentence ananaly 
test, 30 item sentence Cloze 
test, 30-item multiple 
choice synonym test 

Both vocabulary treatments 
produced significantly 
higher scores than the No 
Instruction condition. 
Mixed treatment had 
significantly higher 
scores on comprehension 
measures 

Wixson (1986) Normal 
(n = 120) 

Instrumental - Dictionary 
Method 
Knowledge - Concept Method 

10-item multiple choice 
definition questions, 
10-item multiple choice 
example questions, 10-item 
multiple choice ccmprehen
sion questions, and a 
written recall 

No significant difference 
found possibly due to 
number of words or amount 
of time spent on words 



used as the control in ten studies (Anders and Bos, 1986; 

Beck, Perfetti, and McKeown, 1982; Eeds and Cockrum, 1985 ; 

Johnson, Pittelman, Toms-Bronowski, and Levin, 1984; McDaniel 

and Pressley, 1984; McKeown, Beck, Omanson, and Pople, 1985; 

Pany and Jenkins, 1978; Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck, 1982; 

Peters and Levin, 1986; Stahl, 1983). This no-instruction 

control group was consistently less effective in both 

vocabulary and comprehension measures than the experimental 

condition(s) being tested. 

One article tested the efficacy of the Access Hypo

thesis (Peters and Levin, 1986). This study compared the 

Keyword Method with a No Instruction control (Experiment 1) 

and two different strategies related to the Instrumental 

Hypothesis (Experiment 2) . In both experiments, the Keyword 

Method resulted in greater learning. 

Four articles tested the practices associated with 

the Access/Instrumental Hypothesis (Anders and Bos, 1986 ; 

Beck, Perfetti, and McKeown, 1978; Pany and Jenkins, 1978; 

and Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck, 1982). One of these studies 

(Anders and Bos, 1986) did not find support for the 

Access/Instrumental Hypothesis. In their research, Anders 

and Bos (1986) compared a strategy implied by this hypothesis 

to a strategy implied by the Knowledge Hypothesis. The other 

three studies found significant differences in favor of 

practices related to the Access/Instrumental Hypothesis. 
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This may be due to the fact that these three studies did not 

compare strategies related to the Access/Instrumental 

Hypothesis to strategies related to the Knowledge Hypothesis. 

The efficacy of the Instrumental Hypothesis was 

tested in eight of the studies located (Anders and Bos, 1986; 

Beck, Perfetti, and McKeown, 1982? Eeds and Cockrum, 1985; 

Gipe, 1978-1979; McKeown, Beck, Omanson, and Pople, 1985; 

Pany and Jenkins, 1978; Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck, 1982; and 

Stahl, 1983) . Two of the eight studies {Gipe, 1978-1979; 

Stahl, 1983) found significant differences in favor of the 

Instrumental Hypothesis. The other six studies found that 

strategies associated with the Instrumental Hypothesis were 

less effective than comparison strategies. 

The efficacy of the Instrumental/Knowledge Hypothesis 

was tested in two studies (Johnson, Pittelman, Toms-

Bronowski, and Levin, 1984; McKeown, Beck, Omanson, and 

Pople, 1985). Only McKeown et al. (1985) found significant 

differences in favor of this hypothesis. The other study 

testing a strategy related to the Instrumental/Knowledge 

Hypothesis found it to be less effective than comparison 

strategies. 

Strategies related to the Knowledge Hypothesis were 

tested in six of the sixteen studies located {Anders, Bos, 

and Filip, 1984; Anders, Bos, Jaffe, and Filip, 1986; Anders 

and Bos, 1986; Eeds and Cockrum, 1985; Johnson, Pittelman, 
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Toms-Bronowski, and Levin, 1984; and Wixson, 1986). The 

Knowledge Hypothesis was found to be the most effective 

treatment in all but one case (Wixson, 1986). Wixson (1986) 

explained her results, indicating that although significant 

differences were not found, "this finding may have more to do 

with the research design than with the validity of a concept 

approach to instruction" (p. 327). The other five studies 

using strategies related to the Knowledge Hypothesis indicate 

that strategies related to this hypothesis were more effec

tive than comparison strategies. 

While results are, at least on the surface, mixed, 

closer scrutiny suggests the efficacy of strategies related 

to the Access/Instrumental and Knowledge Hypotheses. A 

supportable generalization may be that amounts of practice 

(Access/Instrumental Hypothesis) and the degree to which 

active processing is encouraged (Knowledge Hypothesis) is 

instruction that develops vocabulary and contributes to 

comprehension. These findings confirm the reviews of 

Mezynski (1983) and Stahl and Fairbanks (1986). 

Another consideration within the intervention 

research relates to those studies that used a learning 

disabled population in their experiments. Six of the sixteen 

studies used subjects who were labeled learning disabled 

(Anders, Bos, and Filip, 1984; Anders, Bos, Jaffe, and Filip, 

1986; Bos, Anders, Filip, and Jaffe, 1985; Mastropieri, 



53 

Scruggs, Levin, Gaffney, and McLoone, 1985; Pany and Jenkins, 

1978; and Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck, 1982). These studies 

did not compare the learning disabled population to a normal 

population. Instead, different experimental vocabulary 

strategies were tested using only the learning disabled 

population or only the normal population. The six studies 

using a learning disabled population indicated that as a 

group, they do improve their ability to learn vocabulary 

using various strategies, but findings related to the 

vocabulary comprehension connection are varied. 

Pany, Jenkins, and Schreck (1982) conducted three 

separate experiments, one with normal subjects and two with 

learning disabled subjects. They indicated that differences 

in overall results may have been essentially main effects for 

learner type and directness of instruction. That is, all 

students did benefit from an increased amount of direct 

instruction and that normal students required less direct 

instruction than did learning disabled students. The 

learning disabled students were unaffected by the "Context" 

method and minimally affected by the "Given" method. In 

their conclusion, they indicated that learning disabled 

students required more direct instruction before evidencing 

significant vocabulary growth. 

The sixteen studies reported here illustrate a 

diversity of goals, methods, and results. With respect to 
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their success in the teaching of vocabulary, all but one 

study (Wixson, 1986) obtained evidence for vocabulary 

improvement. Although there is some evidence to support the 

transfer of this improvement to reading comprehension, the 

data are not conclusive. This may be related to several 

factors. First, the type{s) of dependent measures used from 

study to study vary greatly: definitional vocabulary meas

ures, contextual vocabulary measures, passage comprehension 

measures, standardized vocabulary measures, or standardized 

comprehension measures. Second, the format of these measures 

vary: multiple choice, yes/no, true/false, oral recall, 

written recall, fill in the blank, writing definitions, or 

writing sentences. Third, the time a test was given also 

varied: some studies gave tests on a daily basis, others 

once a week, others at the end of instruction, and still 

other studies gave tests both immediately after instruction 

and then again weeks or months later. Finally, the number of 

items on a test varied from one item to one hundred and 

forty-seven items. All of these dependent measure factors 

contribute to the wide range of results from these sixteen 

studies. 

Survey 

The second question posed for this study relates to 

teachers' perceptions on the survey about instructional 

strategies for teaching vocabulary. Results of the survey 
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include the quantitative data (strategy evaluations) and the 

qualitative data (short answer questions). The results for 

both of these are described below. 

Strategy Evaluations 

Because respondents used the "Not Familiar" category, 

the number of responses to each strategy ranged from 6 9 to 

61. So that the same number of responses could be considered 

for each strategy (i.e., 61), responses were randomly dropped 

to achieve continuity of numbers. 

Table 6 summarizes the means and standard deviations 

for the effectiveness and usability for the twelve 

strategies. The two least effective strategies were Timed 

Pronunciation Games and Syllabication, both related to the 

Access Hypothesis. The two most effective strategies were 

Structured Overview and Brainstorm, both implied by the 

Knowledge Hypothesis. 

The two least usable strategies were Timed Pronunci

ation Games and Semantic Feature Analysis, the former related 

to the Access Hypothesis and the latter to the Knowledge 

Hypothesis. The two most usable strategies were Crossword 

Puzzles and Synonyms/Antonyms, both implied by the Instru

mental Hypothesis. 

Interestingly, three strategies (Affixes, Dictionary 

Look Up, and Structured Overview) were rated equally usable. 

Each of these three strategies is categorized with one of the 
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Table 6. Means and standard deviations for effectiveness and 
usability for the strategies (n = 61). 

Effectiveness 

Mean S.D. 

Usability 

Mean S.D. 

Access Hypothesis: 

Affixes 3.44 .96 3.33 1.03 

Keyword method 3.12 1.17 2.77 1.15 

Syllabication 2.89 1.10 2.82 1.07 

Timed pronunciation games 2.57 1.02 2.20 1.08 

Instrumental Hypothesis: 

Crossword puzzles 3.50 .96 3.75 .99 

Dictionary look up 3.10 1.03 3.33 1.09 

Synonyms/antonyms 3.53 .74 3.34 .95 

Word a day 3.18 1.15 3.31 1.16 

Knowledge Hypothesis: 

Brainstorm 3.54 .79 3.26 1.00 

Semantic feature analysis 3.13 .89 2.59 1.01 

Semantic mapping 3.43 .98 3.08 1.13 

Structured overview 3.72 1.00 3.33 1.21 
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three hypothesis — Access, Instrumental, and Knowledge, 

respectively. Thus, it appears that usability is not 

hypothesis influenced. 

Also, Dictionary Look Up (Instrumental Hypothesis) 

was rated as the third least effective and the third most 

usable strategy. So, even though teachers did not find this 

strategy highly effective, it was rated as having high 

usability. 

Table 7 summarizes the means and standard deviations 

when the twelve strategies are grouped into their respective 

hypotheses. It can be seen that strategies implied by the 

Knowledge Hypothesis were rated as more effective than 

strategies implied by either the Instrumental or Access 

Hypotheses, with strategies implied by the Access Hypothesis 

being rated the least effective. Significant differences 

were found between the Access and Instrumental Hypotheses and 

between the Access and Knowledge Hypotheses. There was no 

significant differences for effectiveness when comparing the 

Instrumental and Knowledge Hypotheses. (See Appendix D for 

ANOVA source tables.) 

The usability of strategies implied by the Access 

Hypothesis were rated as the least usable. Strategies 

related to the Instrumental Hypothesis were rated as the most 

usable. Significant differences were found between all three 

hypotheses. (See Appendix D.) 
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Table 7. Means and standard deviations by hypothesis (n = 
6 1 )  .  

Effectiveness Usability 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Access 3.00 1.11 2.78 1.15 

Instrumental 3.32 .99 3.43 1.06 

Knowledge 3.46 .94 3.07 1.12 
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Short Answer Questions 

The five qualitative short answer questions were 

included on the survey to ascertain teachers' beliefs. All 

69 teacher responses were included for these questions. 

Of general interest was teachers' responses to the 

question: Do you use textbooks when teaching? If yes, 

please list the class, text's name, publisher, and editor. 

If no, what do you use for reading material in your 

classroom? Five of the 69 teachers indicated they did not 

use texts when teaching; rather, they used teacher-made 

handouts/labs, the newspaper, magazines, reference books, 

and/or microfilms. The teachers who did use textbooks when 

teaching indicated many different subject areas where texts 

were used (i.e., Science, Social Studies, English, and Math). 

As is shown in Table 8, the textbooks cited are summarized by 

publisher rather than by subjects. All publishers were cited 

in at least one of the aforementioned subject areas. 

The next general question asks "How do you teach new 

vocabulary?" Table 9 summarizes these results. Hypothesis 

definitions provided the basis for cateqorizing teacher 

responses. Mostly the teachers gave responses indicating 

they used strategies from the Instrumental and Knowledge 

Hypotheses. Responses categorized as "Paper/pencil" activi

ties emerged as an additional category and was characterized 

by responses such as using notebooks, worksheets, or lecture 
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Table 8. Textbooks cited by respondents on texts used in 
their classes (n = 69). 

No. Times Cited Percent 

Do Not Use Texts 5 7 .25 

Holt, Rinehart, Winston 16 23. 19 

C. Merrill 14 20.29 

Prentice Hall 9 13.04 

Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich 8 11.59 

Macmillan 6 8.70 

Scott Foresman 6 8.70 

D. C. Heath 4 5.80 

Globe 4 5.80 

McDougal, Littell 4 5.80 

McGraw Hill 4 5.80 

Houghton Mifflin 3 4 .35 

Others 1 1.45 
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Table 9. Percent of teachers' classroom vocabulary 
practices categorized by hypothesis (N = 69). 

No. Teachers Percent 

Access 12 17.39 

Instrumental 46 66.67 

Knowledge 43 62.32 

Paper/pencil 21 30.43 

Other 25 36.23 
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notes. Responses like tests, quizzes, or homework also 

emerged as their own category and were labeled "Other." 

The third general question asks "Do you think 

vocabulary affects students' reading comprehension? If yes, 

how?" Teachers' responses to this question are summarized in 

Table 10. Ten teachers (14.5%) indicated that either vocabu

lary has no affect on comprehension or that the affects are 

unknown. Those teachers indicating that vocabulary does 

affect comprehension gave responses that were grouped into 

one of three categories. The first category, "Within the 

text" included responses that were text-based, passage depen

dent, and at a sentence or paragraph level (e.g., "students 

must know the meaning of enough words in a passage in order 

to comprehend that passage"). The second category, "Word 

based," included responses related to automaticity, 

definitions, and learning words for word's sake (e.g., 

"comprehension is the distinct ratio of known words to 

unknown words" and "the more words you know, the more words 

you understand"). Finally, "Beyond the text" included 

responses that were not text-based or word-based; rather, 

these responses stressed concepts and prior knowledge (e.g., 

"they can grasp concepts and ideas much better if their 

vocabulary is related to their background knowledge"). These 

three categories indicated fairly equal distribution of 

responses by teachers. 
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Table 10. Percent of teachers reporting vocabulary's affect 
on reading comprehension (n = 69). 

Category of Response No. Teachers Percent 

Has no affect 10 14.50 

Within the text 19 27.54 

Word based 23 33.33 

Beyond the text 17 24.64 
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The next question asks "Are there any other vocabu

lary instructional practices used on a regular basis?" Table 

11 summarizes responses to this question. Again, teacher 

responses indicated strategies that were categorized by 

hypotheses. Thirty-one teachers did not indicate other 

vocabulary practices. Of the teachers who did report other 

practices, most were categorized as strategies implied by the 

Instrumental Hypothesis. 

The final qualitative question asks "When instructing 

lower level students, do you do anything differently than 

when teaching a heterogeneous class new vocabulary?; If yes, 

what do you do?" Eighteen teachers (26.09%) indicated they 

made no changes. Those indicating they did vary instruction 

reported a variety of changes made in their teaching. These 

are summarized in Table 12. Responses included teachers 

reporting other strategies used, adjusting instruction, 

including more repetition, and being more concrete. 

These survey results suggest that teachers do per

ceive vocabulary to be important. In all, teachers reported 

the usability and the use of strategies related to the 

Instrumental Hypothesis. Teachers do, however, acknowledge 

the potential effectiveness of strategies related to the 

Knowledge Hypothesis. 
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Table 11. Percent of teachers reporting other vocabulary 
practices {n = 69). 

No. Teachers Percent 

Access 9 13.04 

Instrumental 17 24.64 

Knowledge 12 17.40 

None provided 31 44.93 



66 

Table 12. Percent of teachers reporting different methods for 
teaching different populations (n = 69*). 

No. Teachers Percent 

No changes made 18 26. 09 

Strategies 25 36. 23 

Instruction adjusted/individualized 14 20. 29 

Repetition/practice 12 17. 40 

Concreteness 11 15. 94 

Rate of presentation, pace 10 14 . 50 

Amount of time spent on vocabulary 9 13 . 04 

Motivation/reinforcement 9 13 . 04 

Testing, guizing, probes 7 10. 14 

Vary the number of words 5 7 . 25 

* Some teachers reported more than one method. 
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Observations 

The third question posed for this study relates to 

the actual observations of five teachers when they perceived 

themselves specifically teaching vocabulary. Teachers' names 

have been changed to assure anonymity. Each teacher is 

described including the interview, the setting and methods of 

instruction, and the responses from the survey. Following 

these descriptions of each teacher, overall conclusions 

regarding characteristics of that teacher's vocabulary 

perceptions and practices are drawn. Results are presented 

in this next section. 

Teacher 1 

Ms. Kent is an eighth grade Life Science teacher who 

has been teaching Science for 18 years. She possesses a 

Masters degree and has certification in Science, Business, 

Physical Education, and Health. Ms. Kent teaches five 

classes per day, with an average of twenty-six students per 

class. 

Interview. During the interview, I learned that the 

textbook is the primary source used when Ms. Kent teaches. 

She believes "the text provides the necessary structure 

students need at this age." When asked about her philosophy 

on teaching vocabulary, Ms. Kent said that she begins each 

day's lesson with vocabulary using "Fast Fives." The 

methodology for Fast Fives is as follows: Five vocabulary 
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words are provided which are selected by the teacher from the 

textbook and are written on the board. While attendance is 

taken, students write these words in their notebooks and use 

the glossary in their text to write a definition and a 

sentence for each word. 

Vocabulary is very important according to Ms. Kent; 

precise definitions should be learned. Active vocabulary 

practice must be done on a daily basis. When I asked to 

observe in her classroom while she perceived herself teaching 

vocabulary, Ms. Kent replied "My lessons begin with vocabu

lary and vocabulary is stressed throughout the lesson. Feel 

free to come in to my classroom any day and I guarantee that 

you will see what I mean." 

Based on the interview, X had the tentative notion 

that Ms. Kent was a teacher with characteristics somewhere 

between the Access and Instrumental Hypotheses. From her, I 

expected to see strategies reflecting Instrumental character

istics and amounts of practice with vocabulary reflecting 

Access characteristics. 

Setting. Ms. Kent's classroom is arranged with long 

tables in a U-shape in the middle of the room. Students sit 

around the inside and outside of these tables. Against two 

walls are sinks and other science materials (i.e., beakers, 

gas valves, dictionaries, etc.) on long counters where there 

is also room for lab work. Students' work is displayed all 
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around the room. The classroom philosophy and rules are on 

the front bulletin board. The lesson plans for the week are 

written on the chalkboard so that students know when 

assignments are due for that week. There are living plants 

scattered around the room, and in a display case are various 

bones from different animals. The room has a distinct smell 

to it too; a sign on the door reads "Caution: Scientist at 

work, Cover your nose." 

Methods. The topic students have been working on is 

"Vertebrates." They are one-third of the way through the 

material planned for this unit. These ten hours of obser

vations became fairly routine. Students came in, took out 

their notebooks, wrote the five vocabulary words from the 

board, looked them up in their glossary and wrote sentences. 

Attendance was taken, and the teacher sat down with the 

students at one of the tables. Books were taken out, and the 

lesson began. Sometimes students were called upon to read 

orally; other times the homework from the night before was 

reviewed. Still other times the questions at the back of the 

chapter were reviewed. Students seemed comfortable with the 

format of the class. 

A crossword puzzle related to the vocabulary from the 

chapter was completed by the students on one occasion. As 

Ms. Kent passed out the page, she told students that all the 

words on the crossword puzzle would be on the test next week. 
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Students were allowed to work in pairs to complete the 

puzzle. When a student asked about one of the words on the 

puzzle, the student was directed to "look it up in the 

glossary." 

On another occasion, students were provided with a 

worksheet titled "Vocabulary: Guided Practice." Students 

were to read to the end of the chapter and use the worksheet 

to write vocabulary words they found while reading with which 

they were unfamiliar. On this worksheet there was room to 

write ten words, the definition for each, and as extra 

credit, use each word in a sentence. Students were given 

thirty minutes to complete this task. Afterwards, Ms. Kent 

asked students to share some of the words they had written on 

the worksheet. Then students passed in their papers and they 

were given another worksheet for homework. This page had 

twelve questions related.to the chapter. Two of the twelve 

questions asked for definitions of a word. At the end of 

each question were the pages where answers could be found. 

Vocabulary was an important facet to most lessons. 

Fast Fives were used in 7 of the 10 lessons observed. None 

of the fast five words was ever discussed separately but as 

they appeared in the text, definitions were requested and 

discussed. Students* notebooks were not checked during these 

observations. Although the chapter from the text served as 

the basis for teaching and discussion, individual word 
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meanings were heavily stressed. The definition for some 

words was reviewed daily. Based on the observations, I found 

that Ms. Kent's instruction was very similar to what would be 

seen by a teacher categorized by both the Instrumental and 

Access Hypotheses. Strategies resembled those of an Instru

mental influence, and the amounts of practice with those 

words resembled those of an Access influence. 

Survey. Ms. Kent completed the survey after the 

observations were finished. According to her evaluation of 

the twelve strategies, Ms. Kent rated strategies implied by 

the Instrumental Hypothesis most effective and strategies 

implied by the Knowledge Hypothesis most usable. The answers 

to the short answer questions indicated that she teaches new 

vocabulary using fast fives, crossword puzzles, and the 

glossary. She indicated that she believes vocabulary does 

affect comprehension: "it makes students more aware, we have 

a core curriculum so that there is constant reinforcement." 

Summary. Ms. Kent's interview, teaching practices, 

and ratings of strategy effectiveness are consistent. They 

indicate practices and perceptions best explained by the 

Access and Instrumental Hypotheses. Inconsistent with these 

findings are her ratings of strategy usability. She 

indicated that strategies implied by the Knowledge Hypothesis 

were most usable, yet she did not use strategies implied by 
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this hypothesis. Instead, she used a lot of definition and 

review of the same words as focus of vocabulary instruction. 

Teacher 2 

Mr. Ford is a seventh grade Physical Science teacher 

who has been teaching Science for 16 years. He possesses a 

Bachelors degree and is certified in Science and Health. 

This year, he teaches six classes per day, with an average of 

thirty-two students per class. 

Interview. During the interview with Mr. Ford, I 

learned that he does not use a.textbook when teaching; 

rather, teacher-made labs are provided so that students 

"learn by doing, not by passively reading from a book." Lab 

worksheets are the backbone to the instruction in this class. 

When asked about his philosophy on teaching vocabulary, Mr. 

Ford said that he does not specifically teach vocabulary in a 

preconceived format. He said that he does not put lists of 

vocabulary words on the board and that students are not 

responsible for looking words up in the dictionary. "The 

vocabulary pertinent to any content covered in this class is 

usually provided in the form of rules that apply to concepts 

related to physical science." Words are taught {and learned) 

best through the use of discussion of what students know and 

then through applying this information to the day's lessons. 

He said hands-on activities are provided daily, during which 

time vocabulary is discussed as it naturally occurs. When I 
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told Mr. Ford I wanted to observe him when he perceived 

himself specifically teaching vocabulary, he said "every 

lesson I teach includes vocabulary instruction; maybe not in 

the traditional sense of the word 'instruction', but you come 

into my class on any day, any period, and I would assume you 

would see some vocabulary instruction." Based on this inter

view, I had a tentative notion about Mr. Ford's teaching 

style. I thought he resembled a teacher who could be 

categorized into the Knowledge Hypothesis because of his 

stated emphasis on students' prior experiences and the use of 

discussion rather than lecture as the format for conducting 

class. 

Setting. Mr. Ford's classroom is arranged so that 

students sit at lab tables, four students per table. The 

chalkboard at the front of the class always contains the 

period number and the daily responsibilities for each period. 

Above this chalkboard is the "Student of the Week" display. 

Every Monday, each period, a student's name is picked out of 

a hat and that students is said to be "top dog" for the week. 

This student receives a name tag to decorate which is put up 

on the board. The other chalkboard in the class is used 

during instruction. Above it are class rules and a saying 

related to science. There is no display of students' work. 

There are various posters around the room on bulletin boards. 
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Along the back wall are lab tables and some equipment. There 

were no visible distionaries in the room. 

Methods. Mr. Ford was observed for a total of ten 

hours over a two week period. The topic during these obser

vations was "Forces." Students had already spent one week on 

this topic prior to my observations. Each day, either a new 

lab was begun or a previous lab was continued. At the end of 

a lab, a review as given and then students were quizzed. 

During these observations, many different instruc

tional vocabulary strategies were observed. These strategies 

were mainly those implied by the Instrumental Hypothesis. 

For example, Mr. Ford asked students to provide word 

definitions, had pairs of students orally tell their partner 

the definitions of words, and included questions related to 

vocabulary definitions on the labs. Strategies related to 

the Knowledge Hypothesis were used twice. These included 

relating students' prior knowledge to the day's lab. Most 

discussion was in the form of discussing the rules important 

to the day's lab. Strategies related to the Access 

Hypothesis included teaching students the meanings of 

specific prefixes (e.g., 'dec* and 'bi'). 

During three observations, students were learning to 

use a Force Measurer. Pairs of students were provided with 

their own force measurer, and Mr. Ford proceeded to instruct 

students how to read the measurers. Vocabulary such as 
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"newton," "scale," "decimal," and "estimate" were discussed 

in relation to the force measurer. As these terms were used, 

students were asked questions like "how many of you can 

define decimal" and "can anyone tell me what estimate means?" 

These words were not written on the board; rather, they were 

used in talking with the students. Students were called upon 

to provide answers to questions asked. 

Vocabulary instruction was a part of each lesson 

observed. Mr. Ford asked for definitions of words in 90% of 

the times that vocabulary was introduced or reviewed. The 

labs did serve as the main focus for instruction, and the 

rules related to "Force" were reviewed daily. Based on these 

observations, I found that Mr. Ford's instruction was very 

similar to what would be seen by a teacher categorized by the 

Instrumental Hypothesis. The tentative notion I had during 

the interview was discounted. This was because during the 

interview, Mr. Ford seemed to stress students' prior 

knowledge and the use of discussion as the method for 

teaching vocabulary. This was not the case during these 

observations. Mr. Ford's use of discussion was limited to 

asking students to discuss with a partner rules related to 

the topic. These rules were modeled first by Mr. Ford, and 

then each student told another the same rule. Students did 

not initiate discussion, nor did they have the freedom to 

discuss unless they were told what was to be discussed. 
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During lab work, Mr. Ford requested quiet; students were to 

raise their hands if they had a question rather than 

discussing their questions with others at their tables. 

Survey. Mr. Ford completed the survey after the 

observations. According to his evaluation of the twelve 

strategies, Mr. Ford rated strategies implied by the 

Instrumental Hypothesis as most effective, and strategies 

implied by the Knowledge Hypothesis as most usable. The 

short answer questions indicated that he teaches new vocabu

lary as a part of the content; as it arises and as it 

applies, not separately. He indicated that he believes 

vocabulary does affect comprehension: "common sense says if 

students understand the words they are reading, then they 

should comprehend what they are reading even more so.1' 

Summary. Mr. Ford's interview, teaching practices, 

and his answers to the survey are inconsistent. During the 

interview, Mr. Ford indicated the use of discussion and on 

the survey rated strategies implied by the Knowledge Hypo

thesis as most usable. His actual teaching practice and 

ratings of strategy effectiveness indicated a teacher that is 

best explained by the Instrumental Hypothesis. 

Teacher 3 

Mr. Water is an eighth grade American Government 

teacher who has been teaching Social Studies for fourteen 

years. He possesses a Master's degree and is certified in 
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Secondary Education and Counseling and Guidance. This year, 

he teaches six classes per day, with an averaqe of twenty-

nine students per class. 

Interview• During the interview with Mr. Water, I 

learned that he uses the textbook as the "underpinning of all 

lessons." He said each unit is extensively covered and 

taught mainly through discussion of the text and filmstrips. 

When asked about his philosophy on teaching vocabulary, Mr. 

Water emphasized increasing the understanding of concepts by 

attaching meaning throuqh the use of "essential skill 

building" of synonyms, antonyms, and exact definitions." 

When asked to be observed when he perceived himself specifi

cally teaching vocabulary, Mr. Water made it clear that 

vocabulary is incorporated with each lesson he teaches; 

"every lesson is a vocabulary lesson first and foremost." 

Vocabulary is the structure provided in order for textbook 

material to be learned. "Students at this age are too wishy-

washy; they need a lot of structure at this age." 

Based on the interview, I had the tentative notion 

that Mr. Water is a teacher with characteristics most closely 

linked to the Instrumental Hypothesis. The factor most 

influential in my thinking was his emphasis on definitions. 

Setting. The classroom is set up with desks in rows. 

A podium at the front of the class for Mr. Water is next to a 

chalkboard containing the day's events numerically listed. 
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There is no student work displayed. There are extra text

books and many dictionaries on shelves in the room. Rules, 

some posters related to America, and a time-line from the 

1600's to the present is on one wall. Mr. Water's desk is in 

the back of the room behind the students'. There are maps 

hanging, but there are no globes in the room. 

Methods. Mr. Water was observed for a total of ten 

hours over a two-week period. The topic during these 

observations was "The Reform Movement." Mr. Water began each 

day's lesson in a similar format. When the bell rang, he 

began each lesson asking "Who can tell me what we discussed 

yesterday?" Three or four students were called upon to 

answer this question, and then Mr. Water explained what was 

to be covered during this day's lesson. During five of the 

observations, Mr. Water used a filmstrip as the basis for 

teaching new material. These filmstrips had sound and 

students were instructed to take notes during this time. 

Periodically throughout the filmstrip, Mr. Water turned off 

the sound and asked students questions related to what they 

had heard. Many of the questions were specifically related 

to the vocabulary used in the filmstrip. "What does 

temperance mean?" is one example of the way in which these 

questions were formed. Mr. Water wanted students to give a 

definition and use the word in a sentence. 
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During the other five observations, the textbook was 

used as the primary source of instruction. Students read, 

answered questions from the chapter, and occasionally 

participated in answering questions to Mr. Water's teacher-

led discussion. Vocabulary instruction during this time was 

directly related to the words from the text. Ninety percent 

of the vocabulary was discussed using strategies implied by 

the Instrumental Hypothesis. Definitions, synonyms, 

antonyms, and using words in sentence form were the kinds of 

strategies most seen. Strategies implied by the Access 

Hypothesis were used five times. For example, Mr. Water 

asked for the meaning of the suffix "ism" and the prefix 

"demo" twice. The other three times, Mr. Water asked a 

question (e.g., "What is it that influences these people?"), 

he told students he would give them a hint and wrote the 

letter "R" on the board. He wanted students to tell him the 

word he was looking for based on his question and the one 

letter written on the board (the word was "Religion"). Each 

of the three words that were presented this way were unknown 

to students. They answered his question with any R-word they 

thought he might be looking for. He supplied them with the 

word all three times this strategy was implemented. 

Vocabulary was an important component of Mr. Water's 

lessons. There were not lists of words for students to 

learn; rather, through teacher-led discussion, vocabulary was 
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introduced and taught. Exact definitions and using the words 

in sentences were the most frequent types of vocabulary 

instruction observed. The text and filmstrips related to the 

topic from the chapter served as the basis for teaching and 

discussion. Based on the observations, I found Mr. Water's 

instruction to be similar to what would be seen by a teacher 

categorized by the Instrumental Hypothesis. 

Survey. Mr. Water completed the survey once the 

observations were finished. According to his evaluation of 

the twelve strategies, Mr. Water rated strategies implied by 

the Instrumental Hypothesis as most effective and most 

usable. The answers to the short answer questions indicated 

that he teaches new vocabulary "primarily through discussion 

and lecture activities." He indicated that he believes 

vocabulary does affect comprehension: "students familiarized 

through exposure to and repetition of key terms obtain a 

better understanding of essential concepts of lessons." 

Summary. Mr. Water's interview, teaching practices, 

and ratinqs of strategy effectiveness and usability are 

consistent. They indicate Mr. Water is similar to a teacher 

representative of the Instrumental Hypothesis. 

Teacher 4 

Mr. Kerry is a seventh grade Social Studies teacher 

who has been teachinq for six years. He possesses a 

Bachelors degree and is certified in Elementary Education. 
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Mr. Kerry teaches five classes per day, with an average of 

twenty-five students per class. 

Interview. During the interview with Mr. Kerry, I 

learned that he does not use textbooks when teaching. 

Instead, he relies on teacher-made handouts, student writing 

folders, workbooks, the newspaper, and the overhead projector 

when teaching. He told me that current events is an impor

tant part of every lesson. A quote from the newspaper is 

used to begin each current events lesson daily. "The real 

world we live in is the greatest teaching tool I have to 

offer these students." His philosophy on teaching vocabulary 

includes no direct vocabulary instruction; rather, vocabulary 

is taught as it naturally occurs throughout daily discus

sions. When asked to be observed while he perceived himself 

specifically teaching vocabulary, Mr. Kerry replied, "I am 

not sure when vocabulary per se is actually taught. It 

occurs throughout my lessons in the form of natural discus

sions." Students do not look words up in the dictionary in 

this class nor do they receive vocabulary lists to study. He 

went on to say that I was invited to observe "anytime that 

was convenient." 

Based on this interview, I had the tentative notion 

that Mr. Kerry was a teacher with characteristics most 

closely linked to the Knowledge Hypothesis. 
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Setting. Mr. Kerry's classroom is set up with 

students' desks in rows facing the chalkboard. His desk is 

in the back of the classroom. On the walls, students' work 

is displayed as are the rules and a current events poster. 

There are three sets of maps along one wall and two globes in 

the classroom. Many magazines and newspapers are piled in 

one corner of the room too. There are no visible 

dictionaries in the room. 

Methods. Current events began each of the eight 

lessons I observed. A quote from the newspaper was on the 

chalkboard when students walked in. Mr. Kerry read the quote 

and students were to write in their writing folders on the 

topic for approximately five minutes. Afterward, a discus

sion ensued. Mr. Kerry asked for comments and questioned the 

students on their beliefs related to various daily topics 

from a drug conviction of a famous baseball player to AIDS. 

Student discussion was always lively, and the meanings of 

unknown words did surface and were discussed. The rest of 

the period was devoted to the unit they were working on, 

which was "Map Skills" during these observations. Students 

had completed the making of their own political maps three 

days prior to these observations. Now, using a workbook and 

maps in the classroom, students were learning to read various 

types of maps for various purposes. 
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Throughout these observations, using the workbook and 

other maps in the room, Mr. Kerry modeled reading three dif

ferent types of the maps. He taught students how to measure 

distances using the key, use latitude/longitude markings, and 

locate specific points on maps. Vocabulary related to the 

map reading included words like "tributary," "confluence," 

and "boundary." These words occurred as the reading of a map 

progressed. Mr. Kerry asked for definitions of the word and 

in 80 percent of the cases tried to relate the word to the 

maps students had made and/or another map in the classroom. 

Students were responsible for completing the ques

tions in the workbook and answers were then discussed by 

having students come up to the front of the class and reveal 

to their classmates how an answer could be found. 

Vocabulary was not formally introduced during either 

the current events or map reading activities; rather, as they 

arose, words were discussed. Students asked for the defini

tion of a word when they were not familiar with it. Mr. 

Kerry asked for word definitions frequently and tried to 

relate those words and definitions to something he thought 

students would be familiar. The use of analogies and 

students' prior knowledge was stressed. 

Based on these observations, I found Mr. Kerry's 

instruction to be similar to what would be seen by a teacher 
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fitting the Knowledge Hypothesis category. Although defini

tions were requested, he consistently presented the vocabu

lary in the context of previously learned concepts and prior 

experiences. 

Survey. Mr. Kerry completed the survey after 

observations were finished. According to his evaluation of 

the twelve vocabulary strategies, Mr. Kerry rated strategies 

implied by the Access Hypothesis as most effective and 

strategies implied by the Instrumental Hypothesis as most 

usable. The answers to the short answer questions indicated 

that Mr. Kerry teaches new vocabulary by havinq students take 

notes from the overhead projector and from the context of 

discussions and readinqs in the class. He indicated that he 

believes vocabulary does affect reading comprehension: "when 

teaching vocabulary and the skills to decipher words, stu

dents will use these skills to interpret words in text." 

Summary. Mr. Kerry's interview, teaching practices, 

and answers on the survey are inconsistent. Although the 

tentative notion I had and the actual teaching practices 

observed indicated Mr. Kerry to be a teacher categorized by 

the Knowledge Hypothesis, his answers to the survey indicated 

he perceives that strategies implied by the Access Hypothesis 

are most effective and strategies implied by the Instrumental 

Hypothesis are most usable. 
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Teacher 5 

Ms. White is a seventh grade Skills For Adolescence 

teacher who has been teaching various Social Studies courses 

for six years. She possesses a Masters degree and is certi

fied in both Elementary and Secondary Education. Ms. White 

teaches six classes per day, with an average of thirty 

students per class. 

Interview. During the interview with Ms. White, I 

learned that she does not use a textbook when teaching; 

rather, a commerciallv prepared proqram is followed. This 

program has a teacher's manual, along with student work

sheets. This program is used as the guide to her instruc

tion. 

When asked about her philosophy on teaching 

vocabulary, Ms. White emphasized building on students' prior 

knowledge; "students learn best when they have something to 

build on; most lessons begin with a brainstorm activity." 

When asked to be observed when she perceived herself specifi

cally teaching vocabulary, Ms. White referred to the kit she 

follows: "the program is very specific about how and when to 

introduce and review vocabulary." Vocabulary is one of the 

many facets important to each lesson; words are not listed on 

the board nor are they looked up in the dictionary. Words 

are written on the board as they arise through discussion. 

Based on the interview, I had the tentative notion that Ms. 
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White is a teacher with characteristics most closely linked 

to the Knowledge Hypothesis. 

Setting. The classroom is set up with students 

sitting at round tables, four or five students per table. A 

podium at the front of the class for Ms. White is next to one 

chalkboard. Student work is displayed around the room as are 

the class rules and a variety of posters. There is another 

chalkboard in the back of the room which is used daily for 

the lesson objective, purpose, guote, and homework assign

ments. There were no visible dictionaries in the classroom. 

Methods. Students come into class, take their seats, 

and begin each lesson by reading the back chalkboard for 

information on the day's lesson. These observations 

coincided with the beginning of a new unit. The topic during 

these observations was "The Family." A typical lesson began 

with the reading of the purpose for the day. A student was 

picked to read the purpose and members of the class were 

invited to interpret the purpose. Then, Ms. White began a 

brainstorm activity. These activities were done on poster-

board and a full class discussion ensued for the next 15 to 

20 minutes. After this activity, a related activity began 

and students were instructed to take notes. These notes were 

usually collected after the teacher-led discussion was 

completed. Then the students were given a worksheet which 

came from the kit. These worksheets were most often the 
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homework assignment. Finally, the quote for the day was read 

by a student and students wrote their feelings on the quote 

in their writing folder. 

This type of lesson was encountered during the ten 

observations in this classroom. There was vocabulary 

instruction during each of these lessons. Most vocabulary 

was introduced by asking students if they knew what a word 

meant. Many students were called on to respond while Ms. 

White wrote the word and their responses on the board. A 

definition was read from the teacher's manual, and student 

responses that were related to the definition she had read 

were circled. Ninety percent of all vocabulary was reviewed 

daily using definitions along with relating words to some

thing students said or had previously learned. Twice during 

these observations prefixes were emphasized as a means of 

tuning students in to a part of a word. Brainstorm activi

ties were seen during all but one observation. During this 

one observation, students were working in groups to create a 

scenario related to bringing home report cards to their 

parents with either favorable or unfavorable grades. Ms. 

White modeled briefly how these scenarios should progress. 

Student notebooks were written in on a daily basis but were 

not collected by the teacher during these observations. 

Based on these observations, I found Ms. White's 

instruction to be similar to what would be seen by a teacher 
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categorized by the Knowledge Hypothesis. Although definition 

learning was present, she consistently presented, reviewed, 

and related vocabulary to other concepts and experiences 

students had encountered. 

Survey. Ms. White completed the survey after 

observations were finished. According to her evaluation of 

the twelve strategies, Ms. White rated strategies implied by 

the Knowledge Hypothesis as most effective and most usable. 

The answers to the short answer questions indicated that Ms. 

White teaches new vocabulary "in different ways." There was 

no further explanation to this question. She indicated that 

she believes vocabulary does affect comprehension: "knowing 

vocabulary will usually ensure higher comprehension." 

Summary. Ms. White's interview, teaching practices, 

and ratings of strategy effectiveness and usability are 

consistent. They indicate that Ms. White is similar to a 

teacher representative of the Knowledge Hypothesis. 

Results from the observations of these five teachers 

indicates that vocabulary was an important component of 

instruction. All five teachers did include vocabulary 

instruction in each lesson observed. This instruction 

included vocabulary strategies implied by the three 

hypotheses. Most often seen were strategies reflecting the 

Instrumental Hypothesis. However, each teacher displayed 

characteristics that allowed the researcher to categorize 
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Table 13. Observed teachers' beliefs, practices, and 
perceptions by hypothesis. 

Teacher Interview Observa- Effective- Usability 
tions ness 

1 Access/ Access/ Instrumental Knowledge 
Instrumental Instrumental 

2 Knowledge Instrumental Instrumental Knowledge 

3 Instrumental Instrumental Instrumental Instru
mental 

Knowledge Knowledge Access Instru
mental 

Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge 
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that teacher within one hypothesis. Two of the five teachers 

were judged to be consistent across all three data sources: 

the interview, the observations, and the survey. The other 

three teachers were consistent across two of the three data 

sources (see Table 13). There were no differences found when 

comparing teachers by the content area they taught. 

Triangulation 

The fourth and final question posed for this study 
t 

relates to the triangulation of the three primary sources of 

data: the literature review, the survey, and the observa

tions. A brief summary of the findings from each data source 

will be reviewed; then, the similarities and differences 

between and among these sources will be discussed. 

Based on the literature review, it was found that 

vocabulary strategies can be categorized into the hypotheses 

summarized by Anderson and Freebody (1981) and Mezynski 

(1983). Results of the intervention research indicated that 

vocabulary strategies related to the Access/Instrumental and 

the Knowledge Hypotheses are most effective in obtaining 

significant differences on vocabulary measures but are 

inconclusive regarding comprehension measures. These 

conclusions support those found by both Mezynski (1983) and 

Stahl and Fairbanks (1986). Another result related to the 

literature review concerns the learning disabilities popu

lation. Here, gains on both vocabulary and comprehension 
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measures have been found with strategies related to the 

Knowledge Hypothesis. Overall, the literature indicates that 

vocabulary instruction is important, but explanations of why 

it is important varies by one's theoretical orientation. 

Based on the survey, it was found that vocabulary 

strategies can be categorized reliably into hypotheses. 

Results of the survey indicated that the teachers evaluated 

strategies related to the Instrumental Hypothesis as most 

usable and strategies related to the Knowledge Hypothesis as 

the most effective. Answers to the short answer questions 

indicated that teachers believed vocabulary instruction is 

important; teachers' se 1 f-reported practices included 

strategies implied by both the Instrumental and Knowledge 

Hypotheses; teachers (86%) reported that they believe 

vocabulary does affect reading comprehension (Table 10); and 

teachers (74%) reported varying instruction when teaching 

lower level students (Table 12). 

Based on the observations of five content area 

teachers, it was found that teachers perceived themselves 

teaching vocabulary on a daily basis. Teachers were eclectic 

in the vocabulary practices observed, and they used practices 

related to each of the three hypotheses. However, with each 

teacher, strategies related to one hypothesis generally 

emerged as most often observed. Overall, the teachers 

appeared most influenced by strategies implied by the 
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Instrumental or Knowledge Hypotheses. Two of the five 

teachers were judged to be consistent across all data 

gathering instances: the interview, the observations, and 

the survey. The other three teachers were consistent across 

two of these instances. 

Thus, a triangulation of the literature, the survey, 

and fifty hours of observations reveals both consistencies 

and inconsistencies. First, vocabulary practices described 

in each of the data sources can be consistently linked to 

hypotheses. Researchers report practices that are linked to 

one or more of the hypotheses which provided the framework 

for this study. On the survey, educators reliably categor

ized eleven of the twelve strategies into their respective 

hypotheses. Further, the observed teachers1 vocabulary 

practices could also be consistently linked to one of the 

hypotheses. This finding confirms the consistency of linking 

strategies to hypotheses amongst theory, research, and 

practice. 

Second, the strategies related to the Instrumental 

Hypothesis are the strategies used most often by observed 

teachers. Similarly, on the survey, teachers evaluated 

strategies implied by the Instrumental Hypothesis as the most 

usable. It was thought that one reasonable criteria for the 

usability of a strategy might be its perceived effectiveness. 

This does not appear to be true. Based on the reported 
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intervention research, the most effective strategies are 

those that either combine the attributes of both the Access 

and Instrumental Hypotheses or the attributes of the Knowl

edge Hypothesis. Likewise, the surveyed teachers indicated 

that strategies related to the Knowledge Hypothesis are most 

effective. Yet, when observed teachers completed the survey, 

the strategies rated as effective were not those that were 

observed. Only two of the five teachers' survey ratings of 

effectiveness and usability were consistent with what was 

observed. Thus, it appears that the effectiveness of a 

strategy is not a criteria for its usability. 

The third point found from the triangulation relates 

to the publications and methodology textbooks. These 

provided information for the selection of strategies on the 

survey. It was thought that the strategies from professional 

texts would be generally known to teachers. Ninety-two 

percent of the teachers surveyed were familiar with all 

twelve strategies. Based on the professional textbooks, it 

was found that the experts recommend strategies related to 

the Instrumental Hypothesis most often. This finding is 

inconsistent with the research-based literature which 

indicates the efficacy of strategies implied by the Access/ 

Instrumental and Knowledge Hypotheses. The methodology 

textbooks provide consistency with the observed teachers' 

vocabulary practices and teacher perceptions of strategy 
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usability. Methodology textbooks, teacher perceptions, and 

teacher practices provide evidence that strategies implied by 

the Instrumental Hypothesis are most usable. 

The fourth point emerging from the triangulation 

relates to consistent data about the learning disabilities 

population. The literature indicates that, as a group, they 

do make gains on vocabulary and comprehension measures. 

Findings suggest that strategies implied by the Knowledge 

Hypothesis are most effective. Both the observed teachers 

and the teacher responses on the survey indicated that they 

do teach different populations differently (100% of the 

observed teachers and 7 4% of the surveyed teachers). 

Finally, all three sources of information concurred 

that vocabulary is critical for successful learning. 

However, within each group, explanations vary as to why 

vocabulary is critical. Research needs to further delineate 

and explore this theory-research-practice question. 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Discussion 

This study investigated the role of vocabulary 

instruction in the research literature, in the classroom, and 

on a survey to ascertain the relationships among theories, 

practices, and perceptions. Two issues merit further discus

sion. First, a continuum of instructional strategies may be 

more relevant than a categorization system in explaining the 

vocabulary-comprehension connection. The frameworks of 

Anderson and Freebody (1981) and Mezynski (1983) offer four 

hypotheses having radically different explanations of vocabu

lary instruction and implications for reading comprehension. 

At the one extreme, those who endorse the Aptitude Hypothesis 

negate the influence of environmental factors on reading. 

•They maintain that vocabulary grows in proportion to a 

person's verbal and mental ability. 

Those advocating the Access Hypothesis emphasize 

speed and fluency of processing print. They recommend that 

extensive drill and practice on skills such as decoding and 

pronunciation is necessary before reading comprehension is 

attained. 

95 
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Advocates of the Instrumental Hypothesis view direct 

vocabulary building exercises as the connection to comprehen

sion. Words and their meanings need to be specifically 

taught prior to reading connected text. 

At the other extreme, those endorsing the Knowledge 

Hypothesis emphasize learning new vocabulary in the context 

of acquiring new knowledge. The distinguishing feature be

tween this hypothesis and the others is that this hypothesis 

suggests that comprehension occurs when students activate and 

organize prior knowledge and manipulate the concepts related 

to the vocabulary being learned. 

Results of this study indicate that the hypotheses 

suggested by Anderson and Freebody (1981) and Mezynski (1983) 

may not, in practice, fall into such distinct categories. 

Results from the reported intervention research and teacher 

observations suggest two intermediary hypotheses: Access/ 

Instrumental and Instrumenta 1/Know1edge . Both have 

attributes of the Instrumental Hypothesis, but categorizing 

some vocabulary strategies into one hypothesis would have 

misrepresented the strategies. For example, some researchers 

(see Table 5) and one of the observed teachers (see Teacher 

1) modified strategies that would normally be related to the 

Instrumental Hypothesis by increasing the amount of vocabu

lary practice, a common attribute associated with the Access 

Hypothesis. Similarly, some researchers extended the 
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vocabulary strategies associated with the Instrumental 

Hypothesis to include more student discussion and activities 

involving motivation. Although individual words and their 

meanings were still the primary focus of instruction, 

portions of the Knowledge Hypothesis were present within the 

instruction. 

Both research and practice provide evidence of 

shifting criteria for categorizing vocabulary instruction. 

If we are going to defend theoretical research based on these 

hypotheses to better understand the relationship of the 

vocabulary-comprehension connection, then we must use 

consistent criteria across research. It may be more fruitful 

to use a continuum rather than distinct categories. 

Second, study of multiple data sources investigating 

teacher philosophies, perceptions and practices provides a 

way of studying the relationships between theory and prac

tice. Tierney and Cunningham (1984) suggest that what is 

lackinq in the research on teaching is a data base addressing 

the subtleties and effects that arise from vocabulary 

instruction. This study adds to that data base by informing 

researchers through the triangulation of multiple data 

sources. The observations of five content area teachers, 

their responses to the survey, and their philosophies related 

the vocabulary instruction suggest that the beliefs expressed 

during the interview do not necessarily coincide with their 
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decisions when teaching. Researchers cannot assume that 

observations reflect beliefs or perceptions and vice versa. 

Drawing conclusions from interview data, observational data, 

or survey data will provide only pieces to the puzzle; 

triangulation of data sources allows for a more robust 

interpretation of results. 

Implications 

Future Research 

There are many directions that this research can 

proceed. The two that will be discussed here include first, 

investigating other variables that affect teachers' instruc

tional decisions; and second, sampling a wider cross-section 

of teachers to further our understanding of teaching vocabu

lary to different populations. 

First,' the research reported in this study found that 

observed teachers used a variety of strategies when teaching 

and used strategies for a variety of reasons. The tenet that 

the effectiveness of a strategy influences the use of that 

strategy is false. Since the effectiveness of a strategy did 

not influence its usability, it would be interesting to learn 

more about what does influence teachers' decisions for 

choosing to use a strategy. One possible way to learn more 

about what influences teachers' decisions is to ask more 

questions during the interview. Another possibility is to 

videotape the observations. In this way, researcher and 
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teacher could view the tapes together to learn more about 

what motivates instructional decision making during teaching. 

Researchers could learn more about one's knowledge of 

instructional practices through observational evidence rather 

than teacher reports or other less direct measures. 

Second, including a wider cross-section of teachers 

taking the survey would further our understanding of teaching 

vocabulary to different populations of students. For 

example, teachers who teach second language learners, hearing 

impaired, gifted, and/or emotionally disturbed students could 

be surveyed to ascertain their perceptions of effectiveness 

and usability and to learn more about various philosophies of 

teaching vocabulary to different populations of students. 

Teacher Education and Practice 

Reading educators need to view teachers as active 

instructional decision-makers rather than technicians. The 

materials are not responsible for providing content coverage; 

teachers have this responsibility. When future teachers take 

required methodology coursework, instructors need to teach 

and emphasize vocabulary instruction as more than a one-

dimensional skill. Vocabulary learning involves a variety of 

cognitive processes, abilities, and affective conditions 

which lead to a variety of outcomes. Further, the students 

they will teach are themselves complex, representing various 

knowledge backgrounds, experiences, abilities, and aptitudes. 
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When the complexity of vocabulary instruction interacts with 

the complexity of students, a variety of potential alterna

tives becomes possible. Therefore, reading educators need to 

view instruction as a continuous selection from among many 

alternatives. Generating and considering alternatives when 

making instructional decisions is of great importance in 

teaching future educators. The theoretical orientation of an 

educator influences what is taught. Different theories 

dictate different instructional methods (Kamil and Pearson, 

1979). Educators need to teach relationships between 

theories which are classroom-context based and those deemed 

effective and usable. Finally, teachers need to learn more 

about what influences their own decision making and if their 

decisions are theoretically sound. 
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T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  O F  A R I Z O N A  
TL'CSON, ARIZONA 85721 

'y COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

I «m.i w.i xrAi)isr> asd cmiwt 

Dear Colleague. 

1 am requesting your participation in a study of Junior 
Nigh/Middle School and High School content area teachers' 
instructional practices for helping students acquire, 
understand, and use vocabulary in content area classes. 
This study will include not only a survey of teachers like 
yourself, but also observations of a small number of teachers. 
The purpose of this study is to determine current practices 
for teaching vocabulary in content area classes. This study is 
unique. 1 have reviewed vocabulary instructional research and 
found little is known about current practices in teaching vocabulary. 

The results of this study will be valuable to teachers, 
researchers, curriculum directors, staff developers, 
publishers, and teacher educators. For example, meaningful 
pre-service and in-service training can result from an 
examination of the similarities and differences among the 
classroom practices of professionals. Further, teachers can 
discover those instructional practices that are most 
accepted by their colleagues. 

There are two parts to the survey. The first part of the 
survey identifies demographic information about yourself, 
your students, and the way you teach vocabulary. The second 
part of the survey asks you to respond to the effectiveness 
and usoability of specific vocabulary strategies. It has 
been designed so that most questions can be answered by 
circling the appropriate number, writing the appropriate 
number in the spaces provided, or writing short answers. 
Please read the directions carefully and complete the entire 
survey. It should take you approximately 20 minutes to 
complete the survey. This survey is neither a "test" of 
individual teaching proficiency nor a measure for "rating" 
the program in your school. 

Thank you very much for helping me with this important 
project. The information you provide will be held in strict 
confidence, and used only in an anonymous form as a basis for 
analysis. Should you have any questions or comments about 
any of the items, or the purpose or use of this survey, 
please do not hesitate to call. Results will be available 
to you by writing me at the address listed above. 1 appreciate 
your prompt attention to this survey, and ask that you return 
it to me within the next week. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Miller 
Master's Candidate 



Effectiveness and Useability or 
Selected Vocabulary Strategies Survey 

DIrecltons: Please answer each question either by cjrciing the appropriate number 
or filling In the blank(s) provided. 

1. What grade(s) do you presently teach? 
. Grade(s) 

2. What subject(s) do you presently teach? 
. Subjecl(s) 

3. How many years have you taught? 
.Year(s) 

4. How many years have you taught In your content area? 
. Year(s) 

5. In what areas are you certified? 

6. What is the highest degree you possess? 
Bachelors 1 

Masters 2 
Educational Specialist 3 

Doctorate 4 

7. What Is the socio-economic make up of your school? 
Give approximate percentages. 

High. 
High-Middle 

Middle! 
Low-Middle. 

Low. 

% 
% 
% 

6. What is the ethnic make-up of your school? 
Give approximate percentages. 

Anglo. 
Hispanic 

Black. 
Asian. 

Native American. 
Other. 

9. Where Is your school located? 
City/Town 

State 



10. How many classes per day do you teach? 
dasses per day 

11. What Is the average number of students In those classes? 
average # per class 

12. Of the classes you teach, how many are: 
a. Heterogeneous classes (Low, average, and high achieving students)? 

Class(es) 
b. Remedial classes (Only lower achieving students)? 

Class(es) 
c. Special Education classes (Only special education students)? 

Class(es) 
d. Enrichment dasses (Only higher achieving students)? 

Class(es) 

14. How do you teach new vocabulary? 

15. Do you use textbooks when teaching? 
Yes 1 
No 2 

a. If Yes: Usl the dass and the text's name, edition and publisher. 

Name P! Cass Textbook's Name Ed'I'OO Publisher 

b. If No: What do you use (or reading material In your classroom? 



Vocabulary Strategies Survey 
Directions: Please use the following definitions to rate your opinion ol both the 

effectiveness and the useablllty of each vocabulary strategy described: 

1. Effectiveness: How effective you think the strategy Is for students learning new 
vocabulary. 

2. Useablllty: How useable the strategy would be In your classroom based on the 
realities of day-to-day instruction. 

Rate both Effectiveness and Useablltty according lo the following scale: 

Vnry Low l.nw Nnlthar High nnr l ow High Very High NoLEamiliar. 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

Not Familiar is included In case you are unfamiliar with a strategy. When this occurs, 
pfease place a 0 In the blank next to Effectiveness. Then, rate the Useabitity based on 
your perception of the strategy's description. 

The name of each strategy Is underlined. Following the strategy's name, a 
description Is given. After reading the description, evaluate the strategy for 
Effectiveness and Useablllty. Record the number that reflects your opinion in each 
appropriate blank. 

Example: 

Llat-Group-Label Lesson: The teacher selects a one- or two-word topic lo serve 
as a stimulus tor listing words and writes it at the top of the board. Students generate 
words related to the topic. The teacher writes the words on the board, Then the 
teacher reads the list orally, pointing to each word as it is pronounced. Students select 
one word from the list and generate a smaller list of at least two additional related 
words. Students give their lists ol words a label to Indicate the shared relationship. 
Finally, the teacher writes the students' words and their labels on the board for further 
discussion. For example: 

Topic Related Words Label 
Volcanoes Pompeii, Mt. St. Helens Famous Volcanoes 

Effectiveness: Useabtllly: 

Definitions for Effectiveness and Useablllty and the rating scale are provided at 
the top of each page. 



1. Effectiveness: How effective you think the strategy is for students learning new 
vocabulary. 

2. Useability: How useable the strategy would be in your classroom based on the 
realities of day-to-day instruction . 

.LY .... e~ry'-'L...,o._.w..___L_o...,w'"'--~N ... e .... ith ..... e...,r'-'H'""""ig'¥'-Lh_,_n,_,.o"-r .. Lo,._w'-!.___.H~ig!L__Ve._ry__tj!gh Not Familiar 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

A. Semantic Feature Analysts: The teacher organizes a vocabulary list 
based on words related to a category (e.g., shelters). A relationship chart is designed: 
across the top of the chart are features shared by some of the words (e.g., small rustic) 
and down the side of the chart are those words within the category (e.g ., cabin, villa) . 
Students discuss and predict the relationship among the words by putting pluses or 
minuses In each box. 

Shelters 

S11111 Rustle L1roe Lovel y 

r:ebin 

hed 
1rn 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

B. Word Affixes <Prefixes. Suffixes. and Roots>: The teacher introduces 
and teaches a list of affixes. Students use knowledge of affixes to decode vocabulary. 
For example: 

WQ[d 
Democracy 

Effectiveness: ___ _ 

flQQ1s 
Demos. Kratos 

Useability: __ _ 

C Crossword puzzles: The teacher generates a vocabulary list or uses one 
provided by the text. The teacher then creates the puzzle putting the definitions of the 
words In the down and across clues and provides the grid with the appropriate spaces 
for each word. Students are provided with the words and definitions. They match the 
word to the definition and put it in the appropriate spaces on the grid. 

... _..._.. .. ._.. ........ .......... .,_., __ 
-

TJIUcope 
AutO(T&ph 
Gco(T&phy 
Telephone 
-:"eleara• 

1 . . ............ ... ............ -., ..... . 
l ...... .._,.,. 

~.-- .. -

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 
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1. Effectiveness: How effective you think the strategy is for students learning new 
vocabulary. 

2. Useability: How useable the strategy would be in your classroom based on the 
realities of day-to-day instruction . 

..... V~e"""'ry'-'L..,o...,w'"--_Lo._w,.,____..N...,e..,it.,_,h..._e'-'r H~ig.,_,hc...:.n.,..o"'"r .... L"'ow.:..:...__"-'H~ig,h,_,_____..V~e_,_.ry,_H'-"'igt:L Not Familiar 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

p Structured Oyerv!ew: The teacher selects words that represent key 
concepts to the topic (e.g., habitat). The teacher arranges these words into a 
conceptual diagram that shows their relationship to each other and to previously 
learned ideas. 

~ 
Land Water 
~ /"""--

Oxyaen Soil Li&ht Salt Water Fresh Water /\ r----. 
Plankton Scavenaers Ooraant Sundin& 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

E. Word-A-Qay; The teacher provides a word each day on the board. Students 
are responsible for writing the definition of the word in a notebook. 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

F. Timed pronunciation Games: From a vocabulary list. students are taught 
new vocabulary by the teacher saying each word to them a few times. Then the 
teacher has the students say each word as a class. Two teams are made. One 
member from each team pronounces each word presented on flashcards . Points are 
given to the team giving the correct pronunciation the fastest. 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

G. Qlctlonarv Look-up: Students are given a list of words to be looked up in the 
dictionary. Students write each word, its definition and a sentence using that word on 
a sheet of paper. 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

H. Brainstorm; The teacher provides a stimulus. The stimulus can be a single 
word, a picture or a paragraph from the students' text. Students are asked to list the 
words or phrases they associate with the stimulus. The teacher records their lists on 
the board and then the students and teacher categorize the associations on the board. 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 
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1. Effectiveness: How effective you think the strategy is for students learning new 
vocabulary. 

2. Useability: How useable the strategy would be in your classroom based on the 
realities of day-to-day Instruction . 

.z..Y .... e~ry'-'L!-'o"""w~-Lo~w,_,__---L.N...,ewlth"--'-""'er'-'HL..!!lllig"-'h_,_n...,.o:'-r _..L .... ow!..!___H~ig~'-'h'----LY ..... e~ry'-'H'-"i::oog-'-'-h Not Familiar 
1 2 3 4 5 0 

I. Keyword Method: Students learn to pronounce a new word and an 
associated meaning by linking the pronunciation of the new word with the 
pronunciation of a known word. A picture such as a frog sitting In the rain (the 
keyword) is associated with the previously unknown word ranid . 

·~~~~: (· ~ , :·., · ,, '1.111'• /111 · 
: !.·'~· ~ · t ~· •ll ·~ · .. ·,I . { I 

I.A.IID (rei" ' trot 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

J. Semantic Mapolng: The teacher selects one word representing the major 
idea to be discussed and/or read (e.g., farm). The teacher writes the word on the 
board. Students think of as many related words as possible. The teacher lists these 
words by categories on the board. The students discuss the relationsh ips among the 
words and label the categories on the semantic map. 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 

K. Synonvms/Antonyms: The teacher presents each word to be learned both in 
the positive (what it is) and negative (what it is not) . Students learn new vocabulary by 
associating each word with a synonym (the positive) and an antonym (the negative) . 
For example: 

WQrQ 
Team 

Effectiveness: ___ _ 

Synonym 
Group 

Ao1Qnym 
Individual 

Useability: __ _ 

L Syllabication: The teacher introduces new vocabulary words and divides the 
words into syllables so that word can be pronounced. For example, the polysyllabic 
word ·candidacy· is divided into its component syllables: can/dilda/cy. 

Effectiveness: ___ _ Useability: __ _ 
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For the following questions, please answer briefly (In a few sentences at most). 

1. When Instructing lower level students, do you do anything differently than when 
teaching a heterogeneous (low, average and high level) class new vocabulary? 

Yes 
No 

tl yes, what do you do? 

2. Do you thfnk teaching vocabulary affects students' reading comprehension? 
Yes 
No 

It yes, how? 

3. II you would, please describe any other vocabulary tnstruclional practices you use 
on a regular basis? 

A.  Comments: 
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VOCABULARY STRATEGIES PRESENTED IN READING METHODOLOGY TEXTBOOKS 
AND PROFESSIONAL PUBLICATIONS 

Access Hypothesis Instrumental Hypothesis Knowledge Hypothesis 

i w c 10) c <u o u *h 
P E -<-1 QJ to 
Cr3 -P >1 ^ P4>, T3 e 
O O  n j w n 3 > o * - ^  o i  M  
n  _  o  < a  Q  n  m c g o r a o  H  5  0  

t o  e u c ' o  - H  c  a  o  o i  e e  t i d i  o Si  4 J  o j  _ o H ' p i  o d  <  s c j  £ , £ , . p <g j - > c  - t J  * h  w  
X  T J - H O O r a  - H  E ^ H C C C  C - H O > C  

f f i  t n N o o S a j S a i p P - H  >w §  n j  ^  O Q  H  ON C 4 J  E H  6 C U & Q )  < 0  •Y R 71 <Y >1 Q d UP S 3  5 < s  +J& N 
< EH O t«SS 01 Q i-4 S Oft t/)<! W-P COS COO BJ 

Dale, O'Rourke, and Bairman 
(1971) 

X X X X X 

Dishner, Bean, and Readence 
(1981) 

X X X X X X X 

Estes and Vaughan (1985) X X X X X X X 

Hafner (1977) X X X X X X 

Herber (1978) X X X X X X 

Johnson and Pearson (1984) X X X X X 

Kaplan and Tuchman 
(in Harker, 1985) 

X X X 

Lapp and Flood (1986) X X X X X X X 



Access Hypothesis Instrumental Hypothesis Knowledge Hypothesis 

i to c 
t <u o 
era -y >t "O 
O O nJ w ns T3 \ cu . ^ S  O  ( 0  Q  H  m m o « s o _ » " , a o  

t o  C U C T 3  - w  c  c u  o  t o  P i  - ^ S  I ?  

>1 <3 T3 Q U 
O to 

< S 0) 
!5 .-I 

T3 en n 
U O N 
O H 3 
S U P4 

a )  o ^ * a j a  o  : i >  <  s < u ? i > i 4 J ^ c + j c + > ' H t o  
S n3 *h oo (3 -h S  < h c  c  c  c- h o >  c  
•H QJ -U 5 XJ -h -PAJ'p en N oo 3(0 p U -h 
»h e rd ^ UQ U ON 5 -P E y fi & £ P? 
U-i -S-H (DO) >t -HQ O 3̂ >iC ID 3 Bra -P> 
< EH U WS w Q h3 S U P4 U1 < cn -U COS WO CO 

McNeil, Donant and Alkin X XX 
(1980) 

Smith and Elliot (1979) X X X X X X 

Tiemey, Readence and Dishner XX X X X X 
(1985) 

Vacca (1981) x XX XX XX 

Professional Publications XXX X XXXXX 
(1975-1986) 

Totals 10 226 11 36 11 5579 

Percentage 77% 15% 15% 46% 85% 23% 46% 85% 38% 38% 54% 69% 

M 
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Teacher Subject Class Size 
Observation # Date 

Topic; 

Setting: 

Activity; 

Resources: 

IHypothesis-Related Instructional Examples"?! 

Access Instrumentalist Knowledge 



Activity 

Vocabulary 

Words Exposures Hinc 

Vocabulary Instruction 

Teacher Dialogue* Student Dialogue Off-Task 

^ Teacher talked or* laptc 

* fndicalcx dialogue is lied to text 

H 
tn 
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ANOVA source table for strategy effectiveness by hypothesis 
{n = 61). 

Mean Square df F 

Hypothesis effect 13.12 2 12.771* 

Error 1.03 729 

* p < .001 

ANOVA source table for strategy usability by hypothesis 
{n = 61). 

Mean Square df F 

Hypothesis effect 26.37 2 21.381* 

Error 1.23 729 

* p < .001 
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