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Description of Subjects

One hundred and seventy-five fourth-grade students from six classrooms from two elementary schools in Miami, Florida.  Ethnic backgrounds in one school were 18% white non-Hispanic, 45% black, 35% Hispanic, and 2% Asian; in the second school the students were 23% white non-Hispanic, 7% black, 68% Hispanic, and 2% Asian.  Students were 9 to 11 years of age.  

1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention and what was the research question to be answered and/or what is the intended goal?
Name/Title:  Vocabulary Acquisition Through Teacher Read-Alouds





The goal of this study was to compare the effect of three conditions on fourth graders’ vocabulary acquisition:

1) listening to stories with a brief explanation of the meaning of unfamiliar target words as they are encountered in stories

2) listening to stories with no explanation of the words

3) having no systematic exposure to the stories or vocabulary

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

Trade books are read to the class of students by the teacher, a chapter or section each day.

2. Was the program effectiveness shown through an experimental design that included experimental and control groups created through random assignment or carefully matched comparison groups?  If yes, briefly describe. (Standard 1)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

One hundred and seventy-five fourth grade students from six classrooms in two elementary schools in Miami, Florida, participated in the study.  Two of the classes were randomly assigned to the “story with word explanation” group, two classes to the “story only” group, and two classes to the control group, or the “no systematic exposure” group.

4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, raw scores, gain scores, etc.) was used to report results? (Standard 2)

Twenty-five words most likely to be unfamiliar to fourth graders from the books selected were used to develop a multiple-choice pilot vocabulary test for each book.  Based on the results of the pilot test, ten words were chosen for a 10-item multiple-choice pretest and posttest that was assembled for each book, as well as a 20-item delayed posttest.  

The means and standard deviations of the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest scores for each book for the three groups represented the data collected.   The SAS general linear model procedure for an unbalanced analysis of variance was used to analyze the data. 

5. Briefly describe the findings. (Standard 2) 

The pattern of significant differences indicated that the students in the “story with word explanation” group made significantly more progress form the pretests to the posttests than the other two groups.  The “story with word explanation” group also scored significantly higher on the posttests and on the delayed posttests for both books than students in the “story only” or the control group.  Students in the “story with word explanation” group not only learned more new words, but they also remembered them 6 weeks later.

6. Did the evaluation plan include a measure of implementation? If yes, briefly describe. (Standard 3)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

A pretest, posttest, delayed posttest were administered by the classroom teachers; the teachers read each item aloud, and students were required to circle the correct meaning for each word. Test-retest reliability between scores on the posttests and the delayed posttest administration were measured.

The day prior to the reading of the first book the pretest was given.  The teachers from the “story with word explanation” group read the book over a period of 5 school days.  Teachers gave a brief explanation of each target word as it was encountered in the text. The “story only” group was read the book over the 5 days, but provided no explanation of the target words.  The books were not circulated to the students in either group.  The control group did not have any exposure to the books or to the target words.  The posttest followed the day after the story had been read. 

7. Did the study include evidence that gains in student reading achievement were sustained over time?  If yes, briefly describe.  (Standard 3)

No:  


Yes: 
   X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Scores were significantly higher on the delayed posttest of the “story with word explanation” group than the other two groups.  These students not only learned more new words, but they also remembered them 6 weeks later.

8. Did the study include evidence of replication (other investigators, other sites)?  If yes, briefly describe.  (Standard 3)

No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

Additional Comments

Results of this study indicate that fourth graders can acquire new vocabulary from listening to stories if there is a brief explanation of new words as students encounter them in the stories.  Students in this study learned the meaning of an average three new words for each of the books and remembered the meanings of an average of six new words 6 weeks later.  Similar observations involving younger students have been reported by Elley.

Listening to stories has resulted in positive effects on first graders’ comprehension and use of language and resulted in higher scores on measures of decoding, reading comprehension, and vocabulary (Galda & Cullinan).

Reading aloud, accompanied by explanations of unfamiliar words as they occur in the story, appears to be an effective method of teaching children the meaning of new words.

National Institute for Literacy (2001). Put reading first: The research building blocks for teaching children to read.  Jessup, MD: U.S. Department of Education. (p. 34-45) 

National Reading Panel (2001).  Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for reading instruction. Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (p. 4-15 – 4-35)

If the article or report doesn’t provide the information needed to answer the questions above you should call or email the author.  It is not uncommon for publishers to drastically cut essential information out of articles before publishing them.  
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