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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?

Name or Title:  Vocabulary Instruction

Research Questions:  Does vocabulary instruction have a significant effect on children’s comprehension of text? What types of vocabulary instruction are most effective?  

Description of Subjects:  This was a meta-analysis of studies that were identified from a computer search of the ERIC document service, past reviews and bibliographies and cross-checking references. Vocabulary instruction studies since April of 1985 were included if they:  used one of two types of control groups and provided statistical information needed to derive an effect size.

2. Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

The meta-analysis of vocabulary instruction was designed to answer the following questions:  

1.
What is the mean effect for each level of each factor (emphasis, depth of processing, exposures, group/individual)?  Fifty-two studies met the criteria allowing for 94 independent method comparisons that were tested to see if they were statistically different from zero.  
2.
What factors are involved in effective vocabulary instruction?

3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

This was a meta-analysis of studies that were identified from a computer search of the ERIC document service, past reviews and bibliographies and cross-checking references. Vocabulary instruction studies since April of 1985 were included if they:  used one of two types of control groups and provided statistical information needed to derive an effect size.  

Studies were identified by method factors:  definitional only, definitional emphasis, balanced, contextual emphasis or context only.  Depths of processing factors were rated by association, comprehension or generation of response.  

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)

Two types of comprehension measures were used:  global measures in which the passages did not necessarily contain the taught words and word-specific measures where the words were a part of the passages that were taught.  Control groups were label as either no-exposure or no-instruction.  For each of the factors, the mean effect for each level was obtained and tested to see if it was significantly different from zero.  Because of the small numbers of methods in each cell, comparisons using ANOVAs or t tests rarely produced significant difference between levels of a factor.  

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

This was a meta-analysis of studies that were identified from a computer search of the ERIC document service, past reviews and bibliographies and cross-checking references. Vocabulary instruction studies since April of 1985 were included if they:  used one of two types of control groups and provided statistical information needed to derive an effect size.  

Vocabulary Instruction and Comprehension

Using the no-exposure control group set of studies on word-specific comprehension measures, vocabulary instruction produced a mean effect size of .97 (SD = .81, N=41) which means that, on the average, children at the 50th percentile of groups receiving vocabulary instruction scored as well as children at the 83rd percentile of the control groups on the passage comprehension measure.  Vocabulary instruction also appeared to have a facilitative effect on reading comprehension of passages in standardized tests not designed to contain taught words which may have been an estimate of the long term effects of vocabulary instruction which was over 6 weeks. 

Effective Vocabulary Instruction

Emphasis on both definitional and contextual information or a mixture of both seemed to produce the most consistent effects.  Because the number of studies and subjects varied across all twenty-four factors from 1-23 subjects, conclusions drawn from the data are tenuous.

Keyword Studies

Obtained effect sizes for keyword methods ranged from 2.0111 down to –2.886.  These variations may be due to differences in implementation, and fidelity to the keyword model with the associative method.   Many of the key word studies have short study times of 10 to 20 seconds per word.  This meta-analysis arithmetically combined all effect sizes, without distinguishing studies by factors, and possibly underestimated the overall effects of the key word method. A more direct review of key word studies would be appropriate.

Setting Factors 

The effects for group and individual work were extremely similar with very small cell Ns for the individual work.    

Methods that are not supported by the data in the meta-analysis include:  1) only definitional information about each to-be-learned word; 2) methods that had only 1 or 2 exposures to the word; 3) drill and practice associative methods.  It may be that vocabulary instruction has stronger effects on inferential comprehension.  A comprehension measure with a higher percentage of inferential questions may be more sensitive to vocabulary instruction than a measure with more literal questions.
6. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

For more detailed information, review the individual studies.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

For more detailed information, review the individual studies.

7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Summary
This was a meta-analysis of studies that were identified from a computer search of the ERIC document service, past reviews and bibliographies and cross-checking references. Vocabulary instruction studies since April of 1985 were included if they:  used one of two types of control groups and provided statistical information needed to derive an effect size.  

Studies were identified by method factors:  definitional only, definitional emphasis, balanced, contextual emphasis or context only.  Depth of processing was rated by association, comprehension or generation of response.  Two types of comprehension measures were used:  global measures in which the passages did not necessarily contain the taught words and word-specific measures where the words were a part of the passages that were taught.  Control groups were label as either no-exposure or no-instruction.  For each of the factors, the mean effect for each level was obtained and tested to see if it was significantly different from zero.  Because of the small numbers of methods in each cell, comparisons using ANOVAs or t tests rarely produced significant difference between levels of a factor.

Methods that are not supported by the data in the meta-analysis include:  1) only definitional information about each to-be-learned word; 2) methods that had only 1 or 2 exposures to the word; and 3) drill and practice associative methods.

The authors speculate that vocabulary instruction may have stronger effects on inferential comprehension.  A comprehension measure with a higher percentage of inferential questions may be more sensitive to vocabulary instruction than a measure with more literal questions.  Vocabulary instruction does appear to have a significant effect on the comprehension of passages containing taught words (effect sizes averaged .97) and passages not necessarily containing taught words (effect size .30).

Limitations and Future Issues:  The classification system seemed to be practical in terms of discussion of meaningful differences in vocabulary-teaching methods.  The depths of processing element need more planning in order to move from a simple description to an experimental process.  The descriptions are hard to match up with actual classroom interactions.  These classroom interaction descriptions are often an issue with any summary or meta-analysis.  The authors suggest that a stronger comparison would be to use the same vocabulary words with similar groups of students, rather than comparing relative effect sizes.  When determining which words to use for instruction and assessment, the authors suggest moving beyond those words which are most frequently used to words that require a deeper understanding.

Studies that were excluded were those that included instruction of word parts (prefixes, suffixes, and roots and direct instruction in the use of context clues).  Studies that compared 2 methods without a no-exposure or no-instruction control also could not be included.  If the means and standard deviations were less than 1, those studies were also excluded.

Ratings (scale: 1–5)

Overall Rating:  4
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