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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/Title:  Vocabulary Instruction

	Intended Outcome: N/A 

	Research Question(s): When, how effectively, and how often does vocabulary instruction occur?


	2. Describe the subjects (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.).

	
	• Approximately 550 total students were included in the study
• 23 upper-elementary classes in 3 school districts in Canada, representing a cross-section of geography
• Target was grade 6; however 4 classes were 5/6 splits, 8 were 6/7 splits and 11 contained only 6 graders
• None was located in an upper-SES area; 4 provided a hot lunch program, 
•District 1: 7 had relatively stable population, 3 were classified as mixed/transient; the percentage of ESL students ranged from a 11% to 45%
• District 2: 5 schools of middle income; average ESL 31%; 1 school had a highly transient population
• District 3: 4 schools included one inner-city school with incomes at or below poverty; 3 schools were within relatively stable middle-income areas; ESL population ranged from 22%-62%.
• In the three districts, grade 6 is still included in elementary school

In two districts schools were randomly selected; in one district the staff chose schools to be included.

	
	


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

	
	Classrooms were observed on 3 consecutive days from January to May (for the entire day) to identify “typical instructional patterns”; 308 hours of observation during 68 days of instruction.  Observers recorded all activities from first bell to last in half-minute intervals using a checklist to record events.  Field notes were recorded in detail immediately after the observations.  Every instance in which word-level knowledge was a focus of instruction, even if the teacher did not identify it as vocabulary instruction.


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

	
	This data offered in this article are presented as a “descriptive observational study.”  The data analysis looked at dominant instructional interactions in four ways: 1)the amount of time spent on word learning, 2)the way instruction was organized, 3)the context in which vocabulary instruction took place, and 4)the methods teachers used.  These results were then compared to the data derived from studies done by noted researchers Duke; Baumann & Kameenui; Blachowicz & Fisher; Nagy, Anderson, & Herman to name a few.


	5. 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.)

	
	This was not a research project in the formal sense.  

Collecting Data: The data were collected through observations (3 consecutive days per classroom) during which time all activities that occurred during the class period were logged in half-minute intervals.  A checklist was used to record these events.  Every instance that focused on word-level knowledge was coded.  Detailed field notes were recorded to augment the time data.  Data was analyzed in four ways:  1)the amount of time spent on word learning, 2)the way instruction was organized (whole class, small group, individual), 3)the context in which vocabulary instruction took place (lessons taught in isolation, with language arts, within other subjects), and 4)the methods teachers used (definitional, contextual, organizational/based on semantic framework, mnemonic, or structural [Watts, 1995]).

Reporting the Results: Two tables: Summary of Time Spent on Activities and Vocabulary Activities, detailed the results.  From these tables, researchers were able to analyze the data.  (The results are provided in #5 below)


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

		Activities involving literacy occupy 52% of a school day.  However, in examining vocabulary instruction in various disciplines only 1.4% of the time was spent developing knowledge of academic discipline-based vocabulary in social studies, science, math, or art.  This surprised researchers given the current perception of the value and need for such instruction.  The amount of time spent in on vocabulary in language arts instruction is similar to that reported in past studies.  Vocabulary lessons were introduced in conjunction with spelling, writing, and studies of novels or as a separate topic of instruction.  In light of the fact that few teachers use a basal, researchers felt this indicated they recognize the importance of integrating word-level work.  Vocabulary instruction in language arts had 6% of the time, increasing to 8.8% when vocabulary study in isolation is included.   

Whole-class instruction was most common at 45% of instructional time, individual instruction accounted for 37% of the time, partnering accounted for 13% of the time, and 5% of the time was with small group instruction.

Though context had changed, since research on vocabulary done as early as 1978, many instructional patterns remained unchanged; teachers continue to do a significant amount of mentioning and assigning, but little actual teaching.   

Researchers surmised that the disappointing results of their study might be due to a lack of awareness of alternative teaching strategies and a lack of understanding of the complexities of vocabulary acquisition.  The absence of effective instruction is of deep concern for students of cultural and language backgrounds outside the mainstream.

Appropriateness of Instruction:

Based upon research done by Blachowicz and Fisher (2000) the data were analyzed for adherence to the 4 guidelines for effective vocabulary instruction: 1)personalize word learning, 2)immerse students in words, 3)enable students to build on multiple sources of information for learning words through repeated exposure, and 4)encourage student to be active in developing their understanding of words and ways to learn them.  The data collected were examined holistically to see how these principles might apply.

· Personalization:  Students rarely experienced this opportunity; rather, teachers selected words for study and student opportunity to use the words was limited.  There were occasional exceptions where students were allowed to select words as part of their learning list.

· Immersion:  None of the situations observed fostered such an environment for vocabulary building.  Most often activities included such things as crossword puzzles, word searches, and fill-in-the-blank worksheets.  Interestingly, “activities related to literacy occupied 52% of the school day, yet only 6% of the day concentration on word-level knowledge (281).”
· Use of multiple sources:  Though there was some incidence of students seeing words more than once, these multiple exposures were typically limited to the types of activities mentioned above (Immersion).  Any means of multiple exposures may be helpful, but the impact on learning may be intensified, driven deeper, when students are invited to demonstrate their understanding in varying representations, situations, and/or modes.
Active development of understanding:  Incidents of such learning did occur in some situations.  Students made connections between what they already know and concepts being learned through graphic representations, art, writing, for example.  These situations were the exception to the typical rote learning approach of most vocabulary study in schools.  Attempts to include discovery of word relationships often fell short.  


	7. 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:  
X


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


	8. Were gains in student achievement reported?  

	No:  
X


Yes: 



	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	


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

	No:  



Yes: 
X


	If yes, briefly describe.

	
	This observational examination looked at current vocabulary instruction to discern if it had adapted to the results of the previous research and the effective vocabulary instruction these studies provided.


	10. Summary:

	Rating of Research Design
   4_   (scale: 1-5)

	
	A descriptive observational study was done to discern when, where, how often and how effectively vocabulary instruction occurs. Researchers studied 23 ethnically diverse classrooms from three districts in Canada; grade levels included 4th through 7th.  The findings were disappointing in that only 6% of school time was spent on the development of vocabulary knowledge.  In content areas such as math, science, art, and social studies, only 1.4% of the time was devoted to vocabulary study.  It was found that though more time was spent on semantic relationships than seen in previous studies, most instruction was little more than mentioning and assigning as opposed to instructing about word relationships.  In light of the demand for basic as well as advanced literacy skills for success, there remains much to be done in the area of vocabulary instruction.
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