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L Abstract

b
A collaborative research effq;t was conducted by the Wisconsin

Center for Education Research and the Taiwan Provincial Insté@ute for

Elementary School Teachers' Inservice Education to.invesiigate the

N

relative stxengths of selected vocabulary instructional strategies in
the two countries. Parallel studies were conducted to compare the 'two
prior knowledge strategies of semantic mapping and semantic feature
analysis with the method that s traditionally useé in each country.
.The effect of test formar on vocabulary test scores was\aiso-of
primary interest. Retedition of the vocabﬁlary words that were taught
in the studie; was addressed as a secondary research question, °

In the United States study the two prior knowledge strategies
were more effective chan.the traditional method (con%extual analysis).
In the Republic of China stﬁdy the traditional method (General Method)
wasg the most efféctive; this effect may be attributed to the nature of

the Chinese written language. i

The effects of test format also differed inAche two codntries.
In the United St;tes children consistently performed at a higher le¥el
on the contextual analysis assessment format. In the Republic of‘
China study subjects did not consistentiy perform better op ;;y one
férmat. In regard to the retention of vocabulary words, teaching
strategy appeared to influence the degree of retention in the United

States, while’there was no consistent pattern. of retention related to

vocabulary instruction in the Republic of China.

xiii
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Introduction tqﬁthe:Studies
Two parallel studies Qere conducted to provide a c;oss—cultural
comparison of vocabulary instruction in the United States and the
Republic of China. Though not‘identical in every aspect, the two
B séudiqs compared the effect of three vocabulary instructional strate-
gies{ the two prior knowledge strategies of semantic mappipg and
- s;mantic feature anglysis and a conventional method. The sample size,

- L} 4

treatment duration, target categories, and lesson plan types for the

~

two prior knowledge treatments were identical. The conventional
method used as thé third treatment, however, was unique to each &f the
¢ two‘studies{ in the United States the conventional treatment was
contextual analysfs‘while in the Republic of China replicaticn the
J 3 traditional Chinese method was used. The Chinese method, referred to
_asj;hc General Method, is essentially a memory drill approach whitch
focuses on the mednings, pronunciation, and writing of the Chinese

characters. *

Purpose of the Studies

The importance of vocabulary as a critical component of reading
comprehension has long been established and repeatedly demonstrated.
\ In the early factor analysis studies of the ;omponents of comprehen~-
sion conducted by Davis (1942, 1944) and others (Hunt, 1957; Spearitt,
1972; Thorndike, 1971; Thurstone, 1946), the importance of vocgbuléry
knowledge in reading comprehension was well documented. It is also
well established that the specific teaching of new‘vocabulary is

desirable and improves general word knowledge and reading

-

12




comprehension (Ahlfors, 1979; Long, Hein, & Coggiola, 1978; Manzo &
N t 2
Sherk, 1971-72; Petty, Herold, Stoll, 1968). What remains unsettled

is an identification of the most effective means of vocabulary instruc-

tjon. Petty, Herold and Stoll (1968) stated that, as of yet, research

has not shown one particular instructional method to be significantly -
better than any other. D

Historically, research on word knowledge and vocabulary acquisi- . )
tion focused primarily on two main areas: (1) a demonstration that |
word knowledge per se is an important component in reading comprehen-
sion, and (2) an identification of the discrete skills involved in
vocabulafy acquisition. A historical overview of the tren?s in
vocatulary research, with an emphasis on the importance of word

knowledge as a critical component of reading comprehension, is pre-

sented in the paper An Investigation of the Trends in Vocabulary

Researéh and the Effects of Prior Knowledge on Instructional Strateé-

gies for Vocabulary Acquisition by Johnson, roms-Bronowski, and L.

‘

Pittelman (1981). | >
Although there is agreement among many researcher; that word ~ ’
knowledge is an important component of comprehension, there have been
few research studies designed to examine the effectiveness of training
on vocabulary deyelppmenf, either independently ?r in relation to the

entire comprehension process (Davis, 1972). Recently, however,

researchers have begun to examine the effjicacy of specific teaching
strategies for the development of vocabul?ry knowledge.
Several traditional vocabulary teaching strategies, including

dictionary usage, context, and mnemonic devices have been empirically

13 A
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validated and found to be effective techniques for general vocabulary
acquisition and development. Two more recently developed strategies
of vocabulary development, semantic mapping and semantic feature
analysis, have not‘yet been formally investigated. These two strate-
gies are based ;n prior knowledge with an information-processing
orientation and capitalize on categorically arranged con;eptual
frameworks to increase general vocabulary. From a theoreticgl stand-
point, it woula appear that there are advantages to EﬁFse two methods.
Research suggests that this type of conceptual strategy would help
retrieval of known words or concepts for words in isolation as well as
for words in the context of prose (Johnson, Toms-Bronowski, &
Pittelman, 1981). If readers do categorize and map information in
memory, educational implications A;e that the teaéhing and learning of
‘néw vocabuiary would be facilitated if strategies which capitalize on
these processes were used.
- Both semantic mapping and semantic feature analysis are increas-
ingi;’in use in classrooms in the United States in ;éite of the fact
« that their effectivenesg has not been empirically validated. Based on
h‘:he reporté from teachers that semantic mapping and semantic feature
analysiz are effec;ive, severa]l recent reading methods texts already
suggest the inclusion of these_strétegies as techniques for vocabulary
building (Johnson & Pearson, 1978; Pe;rson & Johnson, 1978; Smith &
Barrett, 1979; Smith=& Johnson, 1980).
The primary purpose of the stuﬁies described in this paper was to

further investigate the practicality and relative effectiveness of

these two new vocabulary teaching strategies. Specifically, the two

14
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alternative prior knowledge methods of semantic mapping and semantic

feature analysis were compared with a conventional method for general
i ' “

vocabulary development, contextual analysis in the United States and

General Method in the Republic of China.

Research Questions

N

Two major research questions were addressed in these studies:
1. Are the two instructional strategies which draw on prior
knowledge and capitalize on categorically arranged concep-
tual frameworks at least as effective, if not more effec-
tive, for vocabulary building than a traditional approach?, . ‘5
And will the same result be found in both countries?
2. Does a specific teaching strategy appear to be more
effective when the test format ciosely resembles thé
instructional strategy? N
While there was no strong\empiricéﬁﬁbasis for hypétheses about the
relative effectiveness of ggaching strategies within and across
cultures, studies have founﬁ'that the format of an assessment measure
does indeed affect student performance (Johnson, Pittelman, Shriberg,
Schwenker, & Morgan-Janty, 1978). It was therefore expected tha;
perform#ﬁce would be higher on a dependent measure that was anaiogous

. ¥
to the instructional strategy thén.it would be on a test that did not

reflect the strategy used in the instructional treatment. In addition
to the two major questions being asked, the question of whether all

the strategies being investigated facilitate long-term retention was

investigated. .

15
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Unitéd States of ‘America: Method

Subjects -

Subjects for zhe study consisted of 45 fou}th—, fifth;, and

sixth-grade classrooms from three school districts near Madison,

Wisconsin. All 'three school districts are within an hour's dri&e‘from

Madison and have populations which are of comparable socio-economic (

levels. Of the 45 classes, 36 classrooms totaling 1,012 childreﬁ were
assigméd to the treatment condition. These 36 classrooms, 12 at each
of the three grade levels, comprised all of the intermediate grade

level classrooms from two of the school districts. One,school dis-

*, -~

trict had separate fourth-, fifth-, a;a sixth-grade cldsses while éhe
othér school district had combined classes of fourth-fifth and fifth-
sixth grade. The remaining nine classes, all from the third school
district, served as the control conditiqn. Classes, as opposed to

N . .

individual subjects, were used as the unit of analysis.

(N

Procedure
Classrooms at each grade level were randomly assigned to one of

three treatment order presentation groups. One group receivédA

the three treatments in an ABC order (Semantic Mapping, Semantic

Feature Analysis, Context). The second group received the treatments

in a BCA order and the third group was assigned a CAB treatment order.

The treatment orders at each of the thrée grade levels were identicai.

The experimental design for the .instructional treatment, a modified

Latin square design, is presented in Table 1.

5
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Table 1 )

Instructional Treatment Design for United States Study

! , Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 3
4th Grade:
Clagsrooms 1-4 A B c
Classrooms 5-8 B C . A
Classrooms 9-12 c A B
Classrooms 13-15 D D D
S5th Grade:
Classrooms 16-19 A B C
Clgssrooms 20-23 gp C A
Classrooms 24-27 c A B
Classrooms 28-30 D D D
6th Gréde:
Classrooms 31-34 A B C
%
Clagsrooms 35-38 B C A
Classrooms 39~42 C A B
Classrooms 43-45 D D D
Note. A = Semantic Mapping

B = Semantic Feature Analysis

C = Context

D = Control

‘%




Each week for three weeks, 15 target vocabulary words were taught
by the classroom teacher in three vocabulary lessons. The strategy

used to teach the 15 vocabulary words each week reflected the assigned

Y

treatment for that week. Five target vocabulary words were presented -

in each lesson. The lessons were taught on three consecutive days

each week. By the end of the three-week period, students’héd beén

.

taught 15 target words through each of the three treatments, a total,
- P ‘
-

of }45 words. During the first week, each lesson lasted approximately
) : <

one hour, while for weeks two and three the lessons were shortened to
35-45 minutes. Periodically during the three weeks of instruction
project staff observed some of the vozabulary lessons;

At the end of each week, subjects were tested using three depen-

v
v

dent measures, each measure designed to reflect the, focus of a partic-

ular teaching strategy. The weekly test-order assignmants required

L]

*that the depeﬁden(\:fasure reflecting the treatment condition be given

last in order of presentation (see Table 2, Assessment Schedule for

United States S&yd&). For example, thé classes that received the ,
semantic mapping treatment ;n any particular qgek received the depen-
dent measures assessment in either a BCA or a CBA f;r order that week.
The orders were randomby’ﬁésigned to classes within grades. The

‘

decision to give the analogous dependent measuréPlast limited the
number of test-order presentations to twoék
A comprehensive nultiple-choice definition test consisting of 45

items, one for each target word, was administered a week after the

last f%sson and again approximately four months later (following

18
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Y. .
Table 2 Il ‘e
& -3
Assessment Schedule for United States Study
[
\ »
“Treatment Group Testing Schedule S
. . f:\‘ ,
Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 21 -
. »
ABC BCA CAB *ABC Comprehensive .Betention
. Test Test
~/  cBA ACB BACY #
e .
BCA CAB ABC BCA Comprehensive Retention *
Test Test *
ACB ~ BAC CBA
CAB , ABC BCA CAB Comprehensive Retention .
Test - Test
BAC CBA ACB
Control D(ABC)rr D(BCA) 'D(CAB) Comprehensive -
A Test
Y/ .
- )j
Note. A = Semantic Mapping
B = Semantic Feature Analysis A
C = Context v ' D
«D = Control *
\N‘f v




summer vacation) so that both short-term and long-term retention were
assessed.

The seven ciasses which comprised the conttol co ition’received
the three depgndent measure tests weekly as well as'the short-term

\
retention test at the end of the fourth week. The contrpl classes did

™~

not take the:long-~term retention test. . ) -

The study\was conducted over a four-week time period between

April and May, 1981. The long-term retention a$sessment measure was

delivered to the schools on September 1, 1981 and was administered at— T -

Q’ ol ~
each teacher's conveniénce between September 1 and September 9.

Prio; to the study; a one-~hour workshop was conducted by‘project
séaff for teachers in each of the two school districts participating
in the treatment conditions. During the workshop, teachers wefte
acquainted witn the general purposes’of the rggearch projeét. A model
lesson for each of the three teaching strategiedxgas then demon-
strated, using examples from the actual lessons to be taughE during
the first week. Time was also allowed for questions and comments.

Q\g.,_. ) :
The agénda for the inservice appears in Appendix A.

v The instructional str;tegies of semantic mapping, semantic
feature analysis, and contextual analysis were the three treatments g
employed in the study. A brief description of each strategy is

. i .
presented below. A more detailed discussion of the strategies appears

in Johnson, Toms-Bronowski, and Pittelman (fghl). . .

N
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Semantic mapping. ' Semantic mapping is a categorical structuring ™~

of information in graphic form. It is an.individualized content

approach, in that students are re}yired to gtlaté new wsghy to their
N . 1

. 7/ Qo
own experiences and prior kmowledge: (Johnson &HPearign, 1978) .. A

comg&eted'semantic map pfovides the teacher wi%? information about
what the'Sdeen;s know and reveals anchor points ﬁpon which new

( concepts can be intrdduced. One completed classroom map for the topic

~
~

- Communicatioh with Language is shown dn Figure 1.

-

\\ The general instructional sequence for semantic mapg&gg is:
!
1. Select a word -(topic) of classroom interest or need such as
a word central to a story to be read. _

¢ -
2. Write the word on the chalkboard. X

I
3. Ask the class to think of as many words as they can tﬁat are
in some way related to the target word you have written, and
jot them on paper, in categories.
4., Have individuals share the words they have Qritten and, as
[ 4
they do, write them on the board and aEﬁ;mpt to put them
Into categories. ,
5. Next, have the students name the categories as shown in
Figure 1.
Student discussion i% crucial to the success of semantic mapping.
Through this process, students learn the mearjings and use: of new

words and new meanings for known words. In dddition, they see old

words in a new light, and they see the relationships among words.

Semantic featﬁre analysis. Semantic fddture analysis capitalizes

on the categorical nature of memory structures for individual. words

1 . e
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TYPES OF WRITTEN

COMMUNICATION
LOVE LETTER i DIRECTIONS
DIARY EDITORIAL
dietionary valentine
. newspaper braille
note magaaines .
Jourmal @
cards
labels
e

e

— T N . ——}7"77

.
' e
.,

-

Name

]

Classroom Composite

¥
s

o

Teachex

»
Grade

‘\§t

TONES OF LANGUAGE

COMMUNICATION
WITH LANGUAGE

PURPOSES OF LANGUAGE

WORDS TO DESCRIBE LANGUAGE

INFORM

INSINUATE
MOTIVATE ENTERTAIN
DERIDE compliment
brag teach
learn help
involve insult
report punish

o 1~‘1gure"1. Composite semantic wmap for Comm
‘ (Italized words were suggested

R2 L.

.

SENTIMENTAL

UNINTELLIGIBLE

UNDERS TANDABLE SACCHARINE
sad corny
stupid boring
hwmorous A friendly
entertainment horrible
interesting -

unication with)Language from one clas~room.
¥ students.)

~

whisper loud

’ shout sof't
seream yell
sing~-song

{

ABUSES OF LANGUAGE

graffiti swearing
cussing yelling
sereaming tormenting
teasing copying
mumbling
H
[
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and words in pYose contexts. This strategy focuses on the ways in
which words within a category are alike and different and, through
disctussion, relates their meanings to prior knowledgg (Johnson &
Pearson, 1978). In semantic feature analysiﬁ, vocabulary is presentéd
in a logical, clas;ified.way. Grids are used to display the relation-
ships between words as well as the finer nuances within and between
concepts. An illust;ation of a completed semantic feature analysis
grid for the topic Communication with Langéage is shown in Figure 2.

-~

The general instructional sequence for gemantic feature analysis
{

. 14
1s? '

1. Select a topic.

2. In a column,at thé left, list some wor@s which relate to
that topic. '

3. In a row along the top, list features shared by some of the
words in the column.

7 .
4, Have students put pluses or minuses in the grid to

indicate whether or not each word that is listed in

the column shares each of the features that is listed
along the top. )
5. Encourage students to adq additional words and features.
6. Hav; students complete the expanded matrix with pluses
and minuses to indicaté which f@atures each word has.

I1f there is doubt or disagreement, a gquestion mark

should be used.

7. Conduct a discussion »f the uniqueness/of each word as

reflected by the pluses and minuses tde grid.

o
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Figure 2. Composite semantic feature analysis grid‘for Communication with Language from
one classroom, (Italicized words were suggested by students.)




As with semantic mapping, discussion is an important part of the

procedure.

.

Contextual analysis. Cobntextual énalysis, a word identification

skill, is based on the notion that words are given meaning by their

contgxt.‘ With contextual analysis the reader is required to search »
for semantic, syntactic, or graphic cues surrounding an unknown ‘word
to reduce the number of possible meanings of the word (Smith &
narrett, 1979, p. 37). Through this technique, a mind set is created
whereby students learn to derive meaning for an unknown (or target)

A word by understanding the wards or phrases that surround the unknown
word. For exampie, in the sentence "My uncle, an itinerant preacher,
traveled constantly and was always on the road," the words traveled
and on the road help a reader to discern the meaning of the word
itinerant.

Thg words or phrases that surround the unknown word in a setitence
may be categorized into various types of context clues. In the many”
taxonomies delineating context clue types (Ames, 1966; Humes, 1978;
ives, 1979; McCullough, 1958; Thomas & Robinson, 1977), three explicit
clue types consistently appear: (1) direct explanation, (2) apposi—_
tive, and (3) contrast. .

These three explicit and primarily syntactic context clue typgs .
were chosen to form the basis of instruction for the context treat-
ment. In an attempt to control, and therefore minimize, the role that
prior knowledge plays when context clues are employed, the exercises
emphasized specific contextosignals rather than ac;ual context for

each of the clue strategies. For the direct explanation clue, the
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signals were is, and means; for the appositive clue, theé signals were

* commas and or; for the contrast clue, the signals were unlike, rather

than, and while.

In each of the three lessons for the context treatment one of the
three context clue types was introduced, so that by the end of the
week the children had been instructed in all three clue types. The

target vocabulary words were introduced through’ a two-part procedure.

The general instructional sequence for the contextual analysis treat-

N

ment was as follows: ,
1. The children were given a worksheet which conéained

sentences in which the target word had been deleted.

Children were instructed to fill a word in the blank.

2. Through discussion, the children shared their responses
and a list of all the potential words was written on the
chalkboard. )

3. Children‘were given a second worksheet that contained the

same sentences but the target word was left in the sen€ence.

) e

The children were réquired to wse the context clue in the
sentence to write the definition of the target word.

4, The meaning of the target word was discussed in terms of
the appropriateness of that definition’for each of the
"potential" words that had been previously suggested.

Figure 3 contains the items from the Worksheets A and B for the five

target words in the Communication with Language category.

} .
|
i

\
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WORKSHEET A
' DIRECT DEFINITION
4, A friend who is is one who is overly Bgreeable.
B t
APPOSITIVE .
4, The rumor that the girl told , or made fun of,
the famous actor. . .
9. Kathy was , or given a reason, to clean up her toom. -
CONTRAST
6. Rather than come right out and say it, he that
we were late.
10. Yesterday the directions over the loudspeaker were ,

while today the directions were understandable.

WORKSHEET B

4'

10.

DIRECT DEEINITION

A friend who is saccharine is one who is overly agreeable.

;
Saccharine means .

. APPOSITIVE
The rumor that the girl told derided, or made fun of, the famous
actor.

Derided means — .

Kathy was motivated, or given a reason, to clean up her room.

Motivated means : .
CONTRAST : *

Rather than come right out and say it, he jnsinuated that we were

late.

Insinuated means ___ .

Yesterday the directions over the loudspeaker were unintelligible,
: >

while today the directions were understandable.

Unintelligible means .

Figure 3. Excerpts from the two worksheets for each of the three types

of context clues.

9()

XY
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Lesson Plans

For each lesson, detailed lesson plans were provided, as-well as
multiple copies of the student materials. An abbreviated lesson plan
for each‘of the treatments is presented in Appendix B. A copy of a
detailed lesson plan for each treatment is available in a report by
Toms-Bronowski (1982a).p

Each week the classroom teacher taught three lessons of five
target vocabulary words each using one of the séiategies. By the end
of three weeks, each subject had been téhght 15 vocabulary words
thrdygh each of.the three instructional strategies for a total of 45
words. For both semantic mapping and semantié feature analysis the 15

_weekly targeted words were subsumed under three category topics; one
topic per lesson to be presented on eéch of three consecutive days.
For the context treatment, the 15 target words were randomly presented

within one of three lesson formats: direct explanation, appositive,

and contrast.

Selection and Validation of Target Words and Categories

The careful Qelection of the target words to be taught during the
vocabulary lessons was an important part of the planning of the study.
Since semantic mapping and semantic feature analysis are both based on
categorical relationships among words, it was necessary that the
target words be presented in semantic categories. The first task in
selecting the target words, then, was the identification of the nine

topics or categories of words. Using current seventh— and eighth-

-

]

grade developmental reading texts and a children's thesaurus, Words to

30
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Use (Drysdale, 1974), 12 potential topics were identified. One of the
criteria that was employed in selecting the topics was that tHef not
beigpecifically related to contgnﬁ‘area materials for grades 4~6.
After topics had been identified, prototypic semaﬂ;ic maps were
developed for each topic as well as semantic feature analysis grids
}or selected topics. A minimum of 12 potentia} target words were //
generated for each category. Words for each topic were selected uq}né
current sixth—, seventh~-, and eighth- grade basals. The selectiqn was
based, on two criteria listed below. | .

1. The words shguld be unknown.to intermediate grade lev;i

children. A word was considered if it was above an eighth

grade level. The Word Frequepey Book (Carroll, Davies, &

Richman, 1971), The Living Word Vocabulary (Dale & O'Rourke,

\
1976), and the Ginn Lexicon of Multi-Meaning Words, (Johnson &

Moe, in press) were used to determine word difficulty.
{

2. The words should be representative of several of the

subcategory headings on each map.

After the categories had been ;etermined and potential target
words under each category identified, the preliminary semantic maps
and lists of potentiai target words were critiqued by outside consul-
tants. The list of categories was then reduced to ten, and ten words
were chosen as target words within each category.

-

To assure that the target words would be unknown to the subjects

in the study, the target words were pilot tested the week of March 16,

. ~
1981, in twelve sixth—grade classrooms in two midwest suburbs. Each

item on the 100-item multiple-choice test consisted of the potential

31
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target word and four definitional <hoices. Based on the results of

!
*

the testing, nine categoriés and 5 target words for each category were
identified. The selection of targe; words and categories was based on
the follgwing criteria:
1. Within a categor}, the five words with ;he lowest‘percentage
‘corqgct w?re chosen.
2. The reduction from ten categories to nine categories was
done by dglé}ing the category whose five target words

had the highest a;erage percent correct.

Following the 1dentif1ca€ion of the 45 target words, a specific

s
children's dictionaries were consulted to ensure that the definition

definition forlfach word was written. A variety of adult a&%weli as

~a A4

emplo}ed would be appropriate for intermediate grade children. After

»

the definitions had been written, materials for the three treatments
were developed. The prototypic maps and grids were then revised to
reflect the final selection of word§ and Eg?egories, and exerd%ses for
the context treatment were develéfed. Step;by—step plans were written
for each lesson. A more detaileé description of the selection of the
target words and categories, as wéll as of the development of the
treatment materials is presented in Toms—Bronowski (1982a, 1982b): A
list of the 45 target words, arranged by conceptual category, is

. presented in Figure 4.

-~

Description of Assessment Materials

. At the end of each week of instruction, three tests were administered

to assess students on the fifteen vocabulary words that had been introduced»

32. :
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Stores Water Communication with Language .
exorbitant placid saccharine
. dear ‘ turbulent unintelligible
‘" moderate - serene ) motivate
A . .
proprietor saline insinuate .
clientele b¥ackish //deride )
Schools - Shelters Animals
‘ e —_— —_ »
apathetic rustic muskie - H
provocative dilapidated wolverine
agog exquisite ¢ molt ‘
ambivalent hovel . . hoard
' lackadaisical villa . forage - Y
- '
1
Environment Fiction Size ‘
deplete ' fanciful _ corpulent o %
squander enthralling obese
expend plausible immense 1
reclaim conjuror - . rotund
r8strain ' sage diminutive
\
- 'S 4

I

Figure 4. Categories and target words for United Statés Study.

b
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that week. Each test was designed to reflect the focus of one of the
three treatment ‘strategies. The test items for the target word

»

saccharine,~f;om each of the three test formats and from the Compre—
hensive/Retention test are presented inh Figure’ 5.

. The semantic mapping test format, a clustering task, attempted
to emphasize the.categorical nature inherent in the teaching strategy.
As in the example for saccharine, the target word was not always

thq correct response choicé. Care was taken to ensure that the word

that was "not close -in meaning to the other two" came from a differ-

o
[y

ent s?bcategory on the ﬁap than did the two words that were cate-

gorically similar.

The semantic feature analysis test format was very similar to
by

the teaching procedure. With only very few exceptions the descrip-
tions that were used on the test for each of the target words weré drawn
specifically from the grids. . : k
The context test format was a sentence completi;;xzzgk. The
sentences were constructed so that the contextual situation in the
* sentence was not related to the categories that had been presénted in
the semantic papping or semantic featﬁre analysis lessons..\In addi-
‘ tion, for each w;;d the sentence on the test contained a context clue'
s type different from the one used during instruction. For example,
since saccharine had been preseﬁted through direct definition in the
instructional setting, it was assessed through contrast.
N

The comprehensive/retention vocabulary test given during the

fourth week of the study and again three months later was very similar
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AT .
Semantic Mapping ¢

For each item below, read all three words. - Two of the words are
very close in meaning. Find the word’ which is not close in meaning
to the other two. Then circle that word.

o
]

1. saccharine phony ° > honest

Semantic Feature Analysi§

Read each word and the descriptions under»the word carefully. Decide -

which answer best describes the word. Then put®a check on the line
iqgiiont of that answer.

1. saccharine
describes a friend who tells you a joke

describes a friend who gives phony compliments

, describes a friend who calls you a name

Context

Read each sentence carefully. Notice that there is a word missing.
Below each sentence there are three word choices. Read eac2 of the
word choices and find the one that best completes the sentefce.

.  Then circle that word.

1. Unlike Carl who is saccharine, Thomas is not
overly .

fat agreeable talkative

Compreheasive/Retention Test

Read the vocabulary word. Underneath that word are four word
choices. Read each of the word choices and find the one that is
closest in meaning to the vocabulary word. Then put a ngck
mark (¥) in front of your answer. ‘ .

AW
F —— ‘,

«~ 1. saccharine

é. unsweetened
b. mear

c. too friendly

et e
B
e

d. too sour

Figure 5. Test items for target word saccharine.

, 35
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to the pretest used for the selection of ﬂhe target words. The
multiple-choice definition format was chosen since it would not

be biased in favor of any one of the three treatment conditions.

,,?




Republic of China: Method

Subjects

Subjects for the study consisegd of 48 fourth-, fifth~ and sixth-
grade classrooms from two public schools in the Republic of China. -

These schools were located in a low-to-moderate income suburban area.

0f the 48 classes, 36 classrooms totaling 1,523 children were assigned

to the treatment condition. These 36 classrooms, 12 at each of the
/

' |

three grade levelsSy\were equally divided between the two schools, as i

\

were the 12 classroomp serving as the control condition. Infthis

study, individual subjects rather than classes were used as the unit

of analysis.

|
l
Procedure

Twelve classrooms at each grade'level were randomly assigned to |
one of three treatment conditions: Semant}c Méppiné, Semantic Feature , !
Analysis, and the conventional approach (General Method). In this J
study, a classroom received the same treatment for all‘three weeks Jf
igftruction. The design for the instructional treatment, a 4 x 3 x 3
x 3 block design, is presented in Table 3. The four instructional
strategies (the three treatments plus the cont;yl condition) and the ) -
assessment formats and retention over time were the within-subject
factors. ' h ¥

As in the study conducted in the United Stétes, each week for

Eﬁree weeks 15 target words were taught in three vocabulary lessons.

- 37
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three grade levels were the between-subject factors. The ‘three
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Table 3

N

. [
Instructional Treament Design for Republic of China Study

4 Week 1 Week 2 Week 3
4th Grade: ' ‘
Classrooms 1-4 A A A
Cliggsrooms 5-8 B & B B
Classrooms 9-12 C C C ‘

* Classrooms 12:16 D. "D D
5th Grade: §
Ciassrooms 17-20 A A o A
éiq;srooms 21-24 B B B
Classrooms 25-28 C C C
Classrooms 29-32 D D D
6th Grade:®
' Classrooms 33-36 A A A
Classrooms 3;-40 B B B
Classrooms 41-44 c C c
Classraoms 45-48 D D D
- !
Note. A = Semantic Mapping
B = Semantic Feature Analysis
C = Conventional Method
D = Control

38
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The lessons were taught by the classroom, teacher on three consecutive .
days each week.. By the end of the three~week period, students had " - )

. ‘ <
been taught 45 vocabulayy words. The strategy used to teach the

vocabulary words reflected the treatment grou; ‘to which‘the class had
been assigned at the beginning of the study. Exper%mente;s observed . .
each class session to eﬂsure that the treatments were administeFed

uniformly in all classes. A - \\\ )

v

At the end of each week, subjects were tested using three depen~
dent measd}es. As in the United States study, each measure was
designed to refléct the focus of a particular teaching strategy. The
weekly test-order assignments were based on the condition that the

dependent measure which resembled the treatment condition was given

first in the order of presentation (see Table 4, Assessment Schedule

r

~ %

for Republic of éhina study). TFor example, the classes that received

the éemantic mapping treatment were given the depé;dent measures in an

ABC orde; for all three weeks. \

At the beginning of thé fourth week of instruction a comprehen- ‘ L)
> sive miltiple-choice definition test was administered. This test was
again administered a month, later to assess ,longer term retention,
Unlike the United States study, fn the Republic of China the compre-
hensive test was also administered as a pretest on the first day of
the study.
-

The 12 classes which comprised.the control condition received the

comprehensive test as a pretest, at the end of the third week and a

. ;‘J‘
month later. At the beginning of the sfudy, the teachers of the

.
classrooms assigned to the control condition were given a list of the

L

Q . 39 ’
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Table 4

Assessment Schedule.for Republic of -China Stddy

27

Testing Schedule

41

Treatment ~ . .
Group Day 1. Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 . Week 4 Week 7
Semantic Compre- ABC ABC AhCﬁ: + Compre- Reten~ \
Mapping hensive ) hensive tion’
Test * Test Test -
Semantic Compre~ BCA BCA BCA Compre~ Reteh- .
Feature hensive hensive tion
Analysis Test Test Test .
General Compre~ CAB CAB CAB Compre- Reten-
Method hensive hensive tion ;
- Test " Test Test
Control Compre- - - - " Compre-. Reten— °
hensive. z hensive tion .
N Test Test Test . )
.‘ .‘
Note, A = Semantit¢ Mapping . -
B = Semantic Feature Analysis -
. C = Conventional Method




1 45 target words that were going to be taught in the study. (This was
not done in the United States study.) The teachers, however, were not
gﬁien any directions about teaching the words to their student;.
\\ 3The study was conducted over a three-week period during December

-

i
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- |
1981 and January 1982. Prior to the study, the teachers of the three .

treatment groups received two days of training at the Taiwan Provin-

cial Institute for Teachers' Inservice Education. During the training,

the experimenter gave separate demonstration lessons to the three -

|
|
\
l
groups of teachers. To ensure uniformity of treatment, a videotape
was shown that demonstrated the methods used in the United States ‘
stwudy. The demonstration lessons were followed by a question and
answer period and preparation time for teachers to study the lesson

plans. Each teacher was asked to select one of the nine lesson plans

and to practice feaching it in front of other teachers in the group.

Treatments

As in the United States study, the purpose of this study was to
investigate the relative effectiveness of two new instructional
strategies that were based on prior #nowledge with a more conventional
strategy. The two prior knowledge strategies of semantic mapping and

semantic feature analysis that had been used in the United States -,

study were also employed in the Republic of China study. The third
instructional treatment used in the Republic of China study, however,
was not the contextual analysis treatment that had been used in the

United States study. Rather, the conventional techniqué for

4i
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vocabulary development in the Republic of China, the General Method,
was used.

Semantic mapping and semantic feature analysis. The instruction~ ~

al procedures that were used for these two strategies in thé Republic

of China study are generally tée same as those described on pages
10-14, except that new words for each category were chosen. A
semantic map and semantic feature analysis grid for the topic Commun-
ication with Language, translated into Chinese, are presented in
Figures 6 and 7. ,

.

General teaching method. The eonventional Chinese method, or

General Method, is essentially a combin§tion of the whole word and
definition approaches to vocabulary learning. The method focugés on
the meanings, pronunciations and writing'of.the Chinese target words.
As part of this method, the children had the opportunity to learm to
write, pronounce, and hear the meanings of the characters that make up
a target word. In the Chinese language, each separate character has
its own meaning, which can stand for one or more English words. When
several characters are put together, the result is a new meaning which
may build on, but yet be different from, the meaning of any one
character. For example, library (ﬁ?]:g'ﬁ ) in Chinese consists of
three chakacters: picture (ti]), book ('.i- ), and hall 4B).

Compared Lo English, Chinese written language is semantically rather
than phonologically based; beginning readers cannot 'sound out" a
Chinese word without the use of an artificial phonetic symbol system
developed specifically to teach Chinese characters to beginning

readers.
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Figure 6. Semantic Map for the topic: Communication With Language.
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- \
The overall procedure for thevGenetal Method is as follows:
1. The teacher displays a flash card with the target vocabulary
wofa (written in Chinese characters).
5 2. The word is read by the teacher, and the children repeat
it three or four times. Students are then asked to -
sound out the word with the aid of phonetic symbols
written next to the character
’ 3. With the aid of objects, pictures, action, description,
examples, or paraphrasé,lthe teacher provides the definition
of the word. ‘
4. The students are asked to explain the meaning of the
vocabulary word and use it in a sentence.
5. Students report what they had written and again explain
the“word meaning.
As in the United States Study, detailed lesson plans were written for

each of the three treatments. The lesson plans for the Semantic »

Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis treatments were very similar to
those used in the United States study. An abbreviated lesson plan for

the General Method treatment is presented in Appendix B. ,d’

Selection of Target Words ané Categories ' -

Since direct translations of English words are not necessarily of
the same difficulty level, nor even appropriate for ‘the language,
forty-five different Chinese target vocabulary words were chosen.

Five words were identified for each of the nine conceptual categories )

Ve

used in the United States.

4'7
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Initially, a po&l of 180 wordé, 20 éor each category, was
selected from £hinese reading materials for grades 6-9. All of the
words were judged by elementary school teachers to be unknown to
Chinese studénts in ;rades 416. A mu;piple—choice vocabulary test was
then constructed and administeréd to 210 sixﬁh-grade students in a
low-to-moderate income suburban school. Based on the results of the
testing; forty-five target words were identified. For e;ch of the
words i&entified, less’ than 17 percent of the subjects had selected the
correct answer on the éest. The 45 target words, ar;éhged by

’

category, are preéénted in Figure 8.

. i : ) E 4
.

Description of Assessment Instruments

A comprehensive vocabulary test which required students to select
Q
the correct meaning for the target vocabulary words was developed.

This test was given as a pretest, a posttest, and a retention test.

Three assessment formats, each favoring a particular treatment,

were developed for administration at the end of each week.




Store

rice cake
sinew of ox
sickle
vanity box

sluggish

School

to discipline and
punish

school
admoni§h'

to investigate and
punish

book

Fiction
metaphor

:évfgke

crafty; cunning;
treacherous

proverb

anecdote (not in-
cluded in history)

n

Shelter

clothes that have
no lining

.-heavy comforter

curtain

door and wall

flcodgate -

Water

ship

‘sound of water

sewers

the strength of
current

embankment

Size

vast

vast and boundless
tiny; small

small land

vast expanse of water

34

Animals

hibernation

to stand on the lookout
furry

jade .

the smell of sheep
or goats

Communication

lacking eloquence; inflexible
to mimic; to ridicule
flattery

erroneous

chattering and talkative

Environment
high and steep
perilous
winding

the chaotic world in
prehistoric

isolated and lonely

Figure 8. Categories and target wordéhfor the Republic of China Study.
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United States of America Study: {Results

.

Two main research questions were addressed iffghis study. The
first was whether the two instructional strategies which draw on prior
knowledge and capitalize on categorically arranged conceptual frame-
works are as effective as the traditional approach of contextual
analysis for vocabulary building. To answer this question, a repeated
measures analysis of variance at the classroom level was performed.

7
The second research question was whether a specific teaching strategy

would'appeér to be more gff;ctive when the test format closely resem-

bled the instructional strategy. A descriptive analysis of the data
"which addresses the latter question is presented later in ths chabter

under Research Question #2. (A statistical analysis of this data may
" be found in Toms-Bronowski, 1982a, 1982b.)

The design for this study, a modified 3 x 3 Latin square (refer
to Table 1, p. 6), allowed for analys}s of three main effects: Order
Group, Method (treatment) and Week {words), as well as one'residual
effect that represented 2- and 3-factor interactions (Winer, 1971, p.

686). A repeated measures analysis of variance was utilized to

analyze all dependent measure data (Winer, 1971, p. 696).

Analysis of the Data

In order to respond to Research Question One, the repeated
measures ANOVA for the within-classroom analysis, the data were

blocked on Order Group and Treatment (method). The 45-item

{ 35
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comﬁ{;hensive test was divided into threé word sets, each with a
possible score of 0-15, and then rearranged to represent the 15 target
words taugﬂt each week. By arranging the data in this manner, it was
possible to took at/treatment effects. The factors for the within-
'classroom‘analysis were: Treatment, Words (W1, W2, W3), and Residual.
The Residual, analyzed as a mai; effect, was a mixtureﬁof two~factor
and three-factor interackions that could not be anaiyzed separately.
The Residual indicates interactions of Order Groﬁp, Tréatment, and
Words: For the between-classroom analysis, the data were blocked on
Order Group and Grades. Each schooi was treated separately as one
school had combined fourth-fifth and fifth-sixth grade classes and the
other school had separate fourth, fifth, and sixth-grade classes. The
between class factors were: School, Grade within School, and Order
Group.

The final analyses were performed with the Bmdp4v program (Dixon,
1981), which allows for the nesting of grades and computes standard
adjustments for univariate analyses. Since the sphericit§ tests were,
met (cell variamces were reasonably homogeneous for logits and the
clagses were assigned to orders in a nearly balanced way), classical
univariate aﬁalysis with post ANOVA T tests was used iWiner, 1971)
Comparable: analyses were performed on the weekly dependent measures

l N . 2
data in order to respond to, Research Question Two (see Tpms-Bronowski,

198la, 1982b).
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Results: Research Question #1

Results of the analyses performed indicate that %here were large.
Method or treatment effects. The two instructional strategies baseﬂ_.
on prior knowledge, Semantic Feature Analysis and Semantic Mapping,
were indeed more effective than Context for genggal vocabu;ary acqui-
sition. Semantic Feature Analysis produced signifiéﬁntly higher
results than Semantiv—Mapping and Semantic Mapping produced signifi-
cantly higher results than Context.

The descriptive presentation of data for performance On'thq
Comprehensive Test had indicated that the three treatments differed
(see Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8). Semantichfeature Analysis had a mean
score of 10.45 correct, Semantic Mapping, 9.91, and Context, 9.60.
Each mean differs from the other at the 5 percent level (LDS = .26, on

43df). ~

-

Mean scores on the retention tesg.indicated that treatment
effects were maintained over—time. The Semantic Feature An;lysis
classes had a mean score of 9.05, Semantic Mapping, 8.56 and Context,
8.42. Each mean differed from the others at the 5 percent level (LDS

"= .26, on 42df).

=
The analysis of variance resulted in three ertracted factors for

-
A

wichin~class;oom comparlsons: for Method (treatment effects), for
Words, and for Residual. ?he Words facbO{ réfers to.the set of words
taught for each week. The ‘Residual is a mixture of Ewo~factor iﬁter—
actions that are not estimable separately. The resuits of the ANOVA
for within-classroom analysis for the comprehens;ve test data are

t . .
presented ift Table 9. The results show large differences among

-
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‘8 Table 5

Mean Scores for Method by Treatment Group

on Comprehensive Test

Semantic .
Semantic Feature
Order Group Mapping ' Analysis > Context
X S.D. x  S.D. x S.D,
] .
7 LN
1 BCA 10.61  1.26 10.44  1.26 8.70 1.69 |
CAB 8.79 1.15 11.04 .90 9.13 1.37
\\
.Total 9.91 1.54 10.45 1.24 9.61 1.79 . \\\

.

,Note. Maximum score is 15.
( Y
N = 12 classes fov each Treatment Group
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Table 6
~ Mean Scores for Method by School .
on Comprehensive Test v ' .o
1
‘ s . (?
Semantic .
Semantic Feature : -
Order Group Mapping ) Analysis Context ,
' »
" ; SoDo ; SoDo J. ;I SoD. .
School} X ., -
. \
ABC | 10.36 1,18 . 9,26 1,24 10.93 «59 &
BCA ‘ 10084 098 10059 067 ' 8074 1.045\ -
1 : .o
CAB 8,76 . .93 . 10,94 .96 9,35 1,13 ° Vo
TOL‘al 10.01 N 1033 10..1’0 1008 9.74 1034]. .
’ School Y '
" ABC 10.32 2.21 10.02 1.58 11.09 2,32
BCA 10.37 1.55 - 10.29 1.73 8.65 2.05 .
CAB 8.83  1.42 11.13 .92 - 8.90 164 >
Total 9.81 1.78 10.51 1.43 9.46 2.16
Note. N = 12 classes for each Treatment Group. .
]
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Table 7

Mean Scores for Method by Grade (School X)

on Comprehensive Test

Semantic
Semantic Feature
Order Group Mapping Analysis Context
X S.D. " X S.D. x S.D.
Grades 4 & 5
ABC 9.83 1.37 9.95 1l.61 10.92 .75
BCA 10.72 .80 10.40 .81 8.24 1,32
CAB 8.35 .92 10.35 .60 8.35 .19
Total 9.65 1.39 10.21 1.06 9.35 1.56
Grades 5 & 6
ARBC 11.07 .23 9.50 276 10.93 46
¢ BCA 10.96  1.31 10.78 .60 9.24  1.66
CAB 9.17 .90 11.54 .94 10.34 46 .
Total 10.40 1.22 10.61 1.12 10.17 1.16

Note. N = 6 classes for each Treatment Group.

A

(W]
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Table 8

Mean Scores for Method by Grade (School Y)

on Comprehensive Test

Semantic
Semantic Feature
Order Group ' Mapping Analysis Context
%X . S.D. X S.D. x S.D.
Grade 4
ABC 10.06 -~ 10.56 - 12.94 -~
BCA 10.22 1.18 10.05 1.72 7.85 .81
CAB 9.14 1.02 10.78 . .45 8.07 .78
Total 9.76 .96 10.44 .96 8.96 2.30
Grade 5
ABC 9.61 1.66 9.44 .80 10.44 .35
BCA 9.80 .73 9.97 26 8.18 .86
CAB 7.24 .10 10.62 .61 7.90 22
Total 8.89 1.51 10.01 .71 8.84 1.31
Grade 6
ABC 11.15 3.78 10.33 2.85 10.82 4,13
BCA 11.09 2.89 10,84 3.31 9.93 3.82
CAB 10.11 .73 11.98 1.20 10,73 1.68
Total 10.78 2.22 11.05 2.16 10.49 2.66

Note. N = 6 classes for each Treatment Group.

96
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Table 9

Within~Classroom ANOVA for Comprehensive Test

Source df MS F P
1. Method 2 5.68 18.94 .000**
2. Method X School 2 17 .58 .56
3. Method X Graée/

School 6 ¢35 1.17 .33
4. Words 2 26.25 87.48 « 000**
5. Words X School 2 47 - 1.57 022
6. Words X Grade/

School 6 .85 2.84 .020%
7. Residual 2 .62 2.06 14
8. Residual X School 2 .14 ‘ 48 .62
9, Residual X Grade/ .

Scheol . 6 .96 7 2.99 .016*
10. Error 42 .3000

Note. N = 36 classrooms

*p < .05

*kp < ,001
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Methods and Words and two interactions with Classes. Statissically,
there was a large Method effect (F = 18.94, p < .001). Interest-
ingly, Method did not ‘interact with School (F = .58, p= .Sb) or with
Grade (F = 1.17, p = .33).

The results of the retention test data for the within-classroom
analysis are presented in the ANOVA Table 10. A;ain, results show
large differences among Methods and Words with a smaller significant
interaction between Words within Schools. A large Method effect
remains (F = 11.58, p < .001) as well as the Words effect (F = 86.36,
p < .001). For a more thorough discussion of the Words effect, refer
to Toms-Bronowski, (1982a, 1982b).

The analysis of variance yielded three between-classroom factors:
School, Grade within School, and Order Group. The Comprehensie Test
means for Schools (School X = 10.05; School Y = 9.92) and for Grade

i
within Schools (School X: 4th and 5th

*

School Y: 4th = 9.71, Sth = 9.24, 6th

9.73 and 5th and 6th = 10.39;

10.73) showed no significant
differences. The Retentioﬁ test means for the two Schools (School X =
8.60, School Y = 8.76) were also not significantly different; however,

there was a significant difference between the fourth and sixth grades

fH

(t 1.95 at the 5 percent level\gf significance) for School Y (4th =
8.25, 5th = 8.34, 6£h = 9.60). There were no significant ditferences
betwegn grades in School X (fth and Sth = 8.27, S5th and 6th = 8.98).

A}l the between classroon effects on the comprehensive test data and

retenti;n test data were nonsignificant as shown in the ANOVA Tables

(see Tables }% and 12). Therefore, there were no significant differ-
ences hetween’Schools (F = .01, p = .95), between Grade; within

4

»




Table 10

&

Within~Classroom ANdVA for Retention Test

44

Source df MS F p
1. ’Method 2 3.39 11.58 »000%**
2. Method X School 2 62 2,12 .13
3. Method X Grade/ *
School 6 47 1.60 .17
4., Words - 2 25.29 86.36 . 000%*
5. Words X School 2 1.03 3.52 .038%
6. Words X Grade/ ) «
School ‘6 .33 1.13 .36
7. Residual 2 «30 1.04 .36
8. Residual X School 2 .04 ) .13 .88
9. Residual X Grade/
School 6 .30 1.02 42
10. Error 42 <2929
Note. N = 36 classrooms
*p < .05
**p < ,001

98




Table 11

Between-Classroom ANOVA for Comprehensive Test

45

Soufée ) df

Note., N = 36 classrooms.

60

MS F p
.}. Order Group 2 6.06 1.09 .35
2. Schéol 1 .04 .01 .95
j. Order Group X .
School 2 .57 .10 .90
. 4. Grade/School 3 9.44 1.70 .20
5. Order Group X
Grade/School 6 1,64 .30 .93
6. Error 21 5.5536
NSD




Between~Classroom ANOVA for Retention Test

Table 12

46

Source df

MS F P

1. oOrder Group 2 4.55 1.16 .33
2. School 1 .61 .16 .70
3. Order Group X

School 2 .13 .03 .96
4. Grade/School 3 8.64 2.21 W12
5. Order Group X

Grade/School 6 .33 .08 .96
6. Error 21 3.9150

NSD
Note, N = 36 classrooms
o’
61
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Schools (F = 1.70, p = .20): or between Order Groups (F = 1.09, p =

.35). It was surprising that there were no grade level differences,
for at the classroom descriptive level of analyses, there was an
indication of grade differences (in School X the 5-6 grades > the 4-5
grades; in School Y the 6 grades > 4 grades > 5 grades). The differ-

ences were not supported statistically.

Results: Research Question {2

ld

Each week, three assessment instruments were administered for the
15 target vocabulary words, with each instrument reflecting one of the

L4
three treatments. This resulted in nine assessment scores for each

subject over the three week period. The test orders had been deter-

mined first by treatment group (ABC, BCA, CAB) and gecond by the
particular teaching strategy assigned to each group. The dependent
measure that reflected the treatment taught to a group was always
administered last. For ekample, in Week I the ABC treatment group
(Sema?tic Mapping, Semantic Feature Analysis, Context) regeived the
dependent measures either in a BCA or a CBA order. Identical test
orders were randomly assigned across grades and school districts.

A descriptive analysis of the data showed that there was a
general trend for subjects in the Context condition to perform at a
higher level on the subtest that matched their treatment condition
than did subjects in the other two groups. This was not as evident
for subjects in the Semantic Mapping treatment and was not at all true
for subjects in the Semantic Feature Analysis treatment; subjects in

Semantic Feature Analysis performed least well on the dependent

l=p]
Do




48

measure that reflected their treatment. The descriptive analysis also

indicated that subjects in all treatment conditions performed at a

higher percentage level on the weekly tests (on all three subtests)

than they did on the comprehensive or retention tests. (Note: A

statistical analysis of this data may be found-in Toms~Bronowski, -

1982a, 1982b).

Control Group

Due to complications in scheduling, two classrooms from the )
original nine classes'that éormed the Control Group were lost. There

were, therefore, only seven classes in the no-treatment control

condition (four fourth, one fifth, and two sixth-grade classes), so

that high power was not expected. Due to the above cons%deration and

the fact that the Control Group was comprised of classes from a school

district not involved in any treatment condition, pnly descriptive

analyses were performed at the cla%s level on the comprehensive test

data for the Control Group. The descriptive analyses indicated that-

the Control Group performed well below all treatment groups on all

dependent measures as would be expected for a no treatment Control

Group. A descriptive level of class analysis indicated that the sixth

grade scored higher than the fifth grade in number correct on the -
comprehensive dependent measure, and the fifth grade tended to be

above the fourth grade (see Table 13). A median polisg indicated

percent correct on the comprehensive test scores also increased as

grade level increased.

63
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Tuble 13

Control Group Class Means on Comprehensive Test

for the Three Weekly Groups of Words

Grade Week 1 Words Week 2 Words Week 3 Words
4 4.00 4,91 4,81
3.73 3.73 4,91
3.71 4,86 3.00
5.62 5.00 6.46
5 6.06 3.94 6.00
6 7.85 6.80 11.20
653 5.06 8.00
%

Note, Maximum score is 15.

N = 7 classes

64




Summary ) ’

Treatments differed significantly, with Semantic Feature Analysis‘
more effective than Semantic Mapping and Semantic Mapping more effec-
tive than Context. Thus, both of the vocabulary teaching methods
which draw on prior knowledge and capitalize on categorically arranged .
conceptual frame)orks_gsge more effective than the traditional ap-
proach of contextual analysis for vocabulary building in the United
States study.
The ‘three between~class factor effects—~-School, Grade within ~
School, and Order Group~~§ere nonsignificant. Therefore, there were
no significant differences between the two school districts involved
in the experimental treatments and none between grade levels within
the schools. Thus, the differences between grades in the descriptive
analyses were not large enough to be statistically significant. That
the order in which the three treatment conditions were presented
(i.e.: ABC, BCA, CAB) had no effect on performance on the comprehen-
sive test or the retention test indicates that there is no carry-over
effect of one treatment condition to another treatment condition.
The three main within-classroom factor effects were: Method
(Treatment), Words, and Residual. Both Method (Treatment) and Words
were highly significant at the p < .00l level. The very large Words iy -
effect was attributed to the Week II words. For whatever reasons, the )
Week 11 words were more difficult than the Week 1 words, which in turn

were more difficult than the Week III words in all treatment condi-

tions.




Republic of China Study: Results

The design was a 4 x 3 x 3 x 3 design with three instructional
treatments and a control group. A problem’resulted from the contrdl
group teachers having been given the target words each week. Many
of the control teachers chose to teach the words to their classes.

. Thus :he conérol group was not really a control but rather was an

"unspecified" treatment group about which no observations can be

made. For this reason, even though control group data are included 7

L4

in the analyses, they are not discussed further in this report.

Analysis of Data

For each subject, the posttest score minus the pretest score

was used as an indicator of‘the‘amount of gain due to instructional
tgeatment. A two-way analysis of variance was performed to examine
which instructional strategies were the most effective for what
grade levels.

The retest score minus the posttest score was used as the
retention score for each subject. A two-way analysis of variance
was performed to examine which instructional strategy had the most
lasting effect for what grade levels.

Every week, three assessments of target vocabulary words using
different formats were administered. Thus there were nine assesé—

ment scores for each subject over the three week period. A four-way

analysis of variance was performed to detect instructional strat-

egies x grade x assessment format x time interaction, since effects

of instruction might be influenced by the performance measures

ERIC * 66 | 3
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taken. Furthermore, the rate of progress under the different

instructional strategies might differ.

Results: Research Question #1

Table 1& presents the mean scores on the pretest, posttest and
retention test for each of the three treatment groups (semantic:
mapping, semantic feature analysis and general method) in grades
four, five, and six. From the results of the pretest it can be
concluded that the 45 words selected for the study were appropriate-
ly difficult. In grade four pr;;est scores far the semantic feature
analysis and general method group were nearly twice those of the
semant ic mapping group. In grade five pretest scores of the general
method group were nearly twice those of the other two groups.
Semantic feature anélysis students performed slightiy better on the
pretest than the other two groups did in grade six. In no group
were more than a quarter of the words known at the outset of tﬁe
study.

Of greater interest are the posttest results. Subjects showed
significant gains in all three treatment groups at all three grade
levels. Thus, all three vocabulary methods can be described as
highly successful with the Cuinese students. In all three grade
levels the Gene;al Method mean scores surpassed those of the Seman-
tic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis ;ubjects.' In fact, in

grades five and six, General Method subjects had a mean score of

more than 40 out of a possible 45. The highest mean scores for the

prior knowledge approaches were 32+ jin grade six. This pattern

67
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Table 14

Mean Scores for Pretest, Posttest, and

Retention Test by Grade and Treatment

’ Reteation
Treatment Group Pretest Posttest Test
Grade 4
Semantic Mapping (N=164) 4.695 28.323 26.408
Semantic Feature Analysis (N=167) 8.467 22.880 21.586
General Method (N=174) 8.471 37.0}4 35.379
Grade 5
Semantic Mapping (N=179) 5.709 ©30.094 29.296
Semant ic Feature Analysis (N=162) 5.160 27.154 24,358
General Method (N=171) 10.888 40.988 39.707
Grade 6
Semantic Mapping (N=167) 9.005 32.137 30,592
Semantic Feature Analysis (N=170) 11.435 32.188 30.600
General Method (N=169) 9.461 41.863 40.674

in this table.

Maximum possible score was 45.

)

.

Note. Only the scores for the Treatment Group are presented
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prevailed on the retention test, as shown in Table l4. The results
of the Analysis of Variance used to compare these means is showr in
Table 15. All main effects and interactions were significant (p <
.001).

For earh subject, the posttest scote ﬁiﬁus the pretest score . -
was used as an indicator of the amount of gain due to instructional
treatment. A two-way analysis of variarce was performed to examine
which instructional strategies were the most effective for what
grade levels. Tables 16 and 17 present mean difference scores and
ANOVA results for the pretest/posttest analysis, the comparison of
greatest interest in this study. ‘

Table 17 reveals that significant F values were obtained for
treatﬁenty grade and their interaction. An inspection of the mean
difference scores presented in Table 16 shows highly significant
Yocabulary growth for all three instructional methods. However,
greater gains occurred for the General Method group than for either
Semantic Mapping or Semantic Feature Analysis at all three grade
levelsga Semantic Mapping subjects outperfprmed Semantic Feature
Analysis subjects in all three grades. The General Method was
clearly the most successful of the three approaches and, in contrast
to the United States study, Semantic Mapping outperformed Semantic -
Feature Analysis. Explanations for the success of the General Method
are presented in the Discussion section of this report.

Tables 18 and 19 reveal the posttest/retention test mean
difference scores and the ANOVA results. The retention score for

each subject was calculated by taking the retest score minus the

-
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Table 15
Analysis of Variance for Main Effects and

Interactions by Treatment, urade, and Test Period

Source df MS F Value

p(
Test 2 380457.2950 12697.2198 .0000
Method 3 24680.6339 234.,6154 .0000
Test /Method 6 . 3794.3230 129.6220 .0000
Grade 2 11996. 4513 114.0389 .0000
Test/Grade 4 437.4418 14.9439 .0000 ,
Method/Grade -6 759.5776 7.2205 .0000
Test /Method/ 12 393.4991 13.4427 .0000
Grade
Method/Grade/ 2004 105.1980
Subject
Test /Method/ "
Grade/Subject 4008 29,2722
Total 6047

Note. Analysis {s based on Treatment and Control groups.

70
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Table 16
Mean Difference Scores Between Pretest and Posttest

by Grade and Treatment Group

Difference

Treatment Group Score

Grade 4 )
Semantic Mapping (N=164) 23.628
Semantic Feature Analysis (N=167) 14,413
General Method (N=174) 28.563

Grade 5
Semantic Mappit ; (N=179) 24,385

Y

Semantic Feature Analysis (N=162) 21.993
General Method (N=171) 30.099

Grade 6
Semantic Mapping (N=167) 23.131
Semantic Feature Analysis (N=170) 20.752

General Method (N=169) 32.402




Table 17

Analysis of Variance for Pre- and Posttest

Differences by Treatment and Grade

57

Source df MS F Value p<
Method 3 10896.6461 141.5822 . 0000
Grade 2 1079.3032 14.0235 . 0000
Method/ 6 1363.1677 17.7119 . 0000
Grade

Method/

Grade/ 2004 76.9633

Subject

Total 2015




—_ " Table 18

Mean Difference Scores Between Posttest and

Retention Test by Grade and Treatment Group .
_ Difference
Treatment Group Scure
Grade 4
Semantic Mapping (N=164) -1.914
Semantic Feature Analysis (N=167) -1.293
) .
General Method (N=174) ' . =1.,655
Grade 5
4
Semantic Mapping (N=179) - .798
Semantic Feature Analysis (N=162) —2.i96
General Method (N=171) © -1.280
Grade 6
[ Semantic Mapping (N=167) -1.544
Semantic F:ature Analysis (N=170) -1.588

General Method (y=169)
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Table 19
Analysis of Variance for Posttest and

Retention Test Differences by Treatment and Grade

Source daf MS F-Value ° p<
Method : 3 28.8859 1.6444 .1755
Grade 2 45.5342° 2.5922 .0731
Method/ 6 89'.8369 5.1144 .0001
Grade

M~thod/

Grade/ 2004 .~ 17.5653

Subject

Total 2015
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posttest score. Mean difference scores for all treatments at all
three grade levels were negative. A two-way analysis of variance
was performed to examine w?ich instructional strategy had the most
lasting effect for what érade levels. While there was a signifi-
cant treatment b§ grade interaction, difference scores by method -
were not significant (p = .1755) nor were difference scores by grade
(p= .0731). Thus, regardless of the treatment through which the
target words were learned, there was a slight loss in retention; and
these minimalilossss did not significantly differ from one treatment
to another or one ;rade to another.
Post hoc comparisons of pre~ and posttest differences and
posttest/retention test differences were done using the Scheffe
test. In grade four all pair-wise comparisons on pre- to posttest
differences were significant. That is, the General Method subjects
significantly surpassed Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature
Analysis subjects (p < .00l) and the Semantic Mapping subjects
significantly surpassed Semantic Feature Analysis subjects (p <
.001). 1In both fifth and sixth grades the General Method subiects
scored significantly higher than either Semantic Mapping or Semantic

b *

Feature Analysis subjects (p < .00l) Thus, it can b concluded that

while all three instructional strategies were highly effective and g

showed significant pre- to posttest gains, the General Method was

the most effective of the three, followed by Semantic Mapping and

o

then Semantic Feature Analysis. »
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Results: Research Question #2

A second research question addressed in the study was whether
or not éhere would be a match between method of treatment and
assessment fo}mat. Evéry week, subjects were tested on the target
vocabulary words using three dependent measures, each measure
designed to reflect the focus of one of the three teaching strat-
egies. Thus there were nine assessment scores for each subject over
the three week period. It was expécted that subjects would perform
better on the test foipat that resembled the method of treatment by
which they were being instructed than they would on the other two
éest formats. An analysis of variance was performed on the mean
scores by test format by week within treatment groups.

Tables 20, 21, and 22 present the mean scores on each test for
each “treatment group. An examination of Table 20, which presents
scores for the Semantic Mapping treatment group, shows that only
in weeks two and three in grade six did Semantic Mapping subjects
score highest on the test format that matched treatment. In week
one in grade six, and in all thrée wegks for grades four and five,
Semantic Mapping subjects scored higher on the General Method test
format than on any other; therefore, the prediction was not
supported. 7

Table 21 shows a different pattern. Subjects in all three
grades participating in the Semantic Feature Analysis treatment

group consistently did better on the Semantic Mapping test formats

and on the General Method format than they did on the Semantic

»
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Table 20

Semantic Mapping Group:

Mean Scores’

by Test Format and Week

62

Test Format Week 1 Week 2 Week 3
Grade 4

Semantic Mapping 12.6 12.7 12.0

Semantic Feature Analysis 11.9 10.6 9.5

General Method 14.0*% 13.2% 12,2%
Grade 5

Semantic Mapping 13.5 12.9 12.4

”»

Semantic Feature Analysis 12.1 11.0 10.7
General Method 14.1% 13.5%* 12.7*
Grade 6
Semantic Mapping 13.9 13.9% 13.3*%
Semantic Feature Analysis 11.7 11.7 11.1
General Method 14,0% 13.7 12.9

*Highest score for each grade each week.
-
\
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n
Table 21 .
Semantic Feature Analysis Group: Mean Scores
by Test Format and Week

Test Format Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 ‘

Grade 4
Semantic Mapping 12.6 11.8%* 11.4%
Semantic Feature Analysis 10.5 8.6 9.0

-]
General Method 12.7% 11.2 10.5
~ Grade 5

Semantic Mapping 13.4 13.0% 13.0% "
Semantic Feature Analysis 11.1 9.6 9.1
General Method 13.6% 11.1 11.8

Grade 6
Semantic Mapping 14.2% 14.3% 14.1%
Semantic Feature Analysis 12.4 11.5 11.0
General Method 14.2% 14.0 13.7

*Highest score for each grade each week.
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Table 22
z
General Method Group: Mean Scores

by Test Format and Week

Test Format Week 1 Week 2 Week 3
Grade 4
Semantic Mapping ‘ 13.5 13.9% 13. 6%
Semantic Feature Analysis 13.7 12.7 12.5
General Method 14.4% 13.8 13.0
Grade 5 ,
Semantic Mapping ¢ . 13.9 14.2 14, 2%
Semantic Feature Analysis 14.2 13.9 13.6
General Method : 14.6% 14. 6% 14.1
’
Grade 6
Semantic Mapping 14.6 ’ 14.4 14. 3%
Semantic Feature Analysis 14.5 14.5% 14 . 3%
General Method 14.7% 14.2 7 14.1

*Highest score for each grade each week.
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Feature Analysis test format. Thus, again, with the Semantic
Feature Analysis group, the prediction was not confirmed,’

Table 22 shows that witHlthe General Method group, the look-
alike test format showed superior results on only four of the nine
comparisons. Once again the prediction failed to be consistent:

Examination of the results presented in Tables 20, 21, and 22

1
’

leads to the conclusion that there was not a consistent match

.

between test type and treatment type. Though common sense would
suggest that subjects would perform better on tests which resembled
their treatment methodology, such was not consis;ently the case in
the ChiAese study. This is in contrast with the United States
findings which showed that the Context treatment scored‘higher on

the subtests that reflected their treatment.

Summar
.All three {nstructional‘methods worked in the Chinese studyr

Subjects in all three treatments at all three gradg levels made
significant gains between the pré— and posttests (p < .001). . }
Subjects in the General Method treatment did, however, significantly
outperform the subjects inthe Semantig;Mapping apd Semantic Feature
Analysis treatments respectively at all three grade levels. As
would be expected, the‘Retention testing showed small losses in
percentage scores across 8roups, though'there were no significant

differences between treatments Or across grahes. Post hoc compari-

sons of pre- and posttest differences and. posttest/retention test

50
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differences, indicated that the Genetal Method was significa;tly

more effective than Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis;
\ Analysis of the weekly tests did not show one test format to be

superior to the others for any treathent condition or grade level.

The hypothesis that test format would influence performance was

therefore, not supported statistically.

o
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Discussion
Treatments ’
. .All three instructional treatments employed in both the United

States Study and the Repubiic of China Study appeared to be effective

techniques for vocabulary instruction. Subjects in all three treat- !

o

menté at all three grade levels in both countr%es had considerable

¢

success in learning the target words. The treatment(s) that proved to

be the most effective, however, was not consistent across cultﬁres.
*In, the United States, children in the Semantic Featuré Analysis
and Semantic Mapping treatments outperformed st?dents “n the Context
t}eatmentf with the subjects in Semantic Feature .Analysis doing
significantly better thén tpe students in the Semagtic Mapping treat- '
ment. The strategiesiof femaﬁtic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analy-
sis, both of which draw én the prior kn;wlnge bases of children,
resulted in significantly increased vocabulary aéquisition. One miglit
hypothesize that the strategies that linked what the children were
already familiar with to the new cdncepts and definitions fori;he
target words had a highly facilitating effect on the acqhisitﬁon of
those vocabulary words. The 'Semantic Feature Analysis teaching method
may have been more effective than Semantic Mapping because the strategy
does indeed highlight the similarities and differences among words,
thus emphasizing finer nuances among word meanings. (Many ;f the ' -

target words within categories were very close in meaning to each

other.) .
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In the Republic of China, while all three strategies were signif-
icantly effective, the General Method treatment was the most effec-
tive. Subjects assigned to this treatment showed significantly
greater gain scores than the Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature
Analysis groups at all three grade levels. It is clear that for
vocabulary instruction in the Chinese language with Chinese students,
the General Method was more sgccessful than the two approaches based
on prior knowledge. t

There are several interpretations for this finding. Chihese
writing is semantically rather than phonetically gﬁsed. Each written
symbo] is a wholistic representation of a corncept, rather than a
symbol for an element of sound in Chinese. Therefore, beginning
readers are unable.to utilize graphemic information to gain access to
phonological representation that they already possess in the oral
language. Every Chinese character has its own meaning and eac'.
stands for a morpheme or one or more English words. When all the
characters which form a word are put together, the result is a
word which most often reflects a combined meaning of the charac-

ters, yet is different from the meaning of any one character. For

gxample, tricycle in Chinese consists of three-wheel-vehicle %;ee

Figure 9). Learning the meaning of ?ach character probably helped the ‘
students to remember the meaning of the whole'word by association,

thus serving as a mnemonic device. ‘

Beginning Chinese readers cannot "sound out" words as English .

readers can when they are confronted with unfamiliar symbols.
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three

Ji

% wheel

vehicle

Figure 9. Chinese characters making up tricycle.
However, the structure of many Chinese characters allows for learning
sound by analogy. For example, many characters that look similar
(igﬁ,ig ,§5 ) also sound similar. All those characters contain the
phonetic ‘gs and are pronounced /ma /. It is not ciear how useful the
_Jaéglogies are, since some of these cuhiracters are pronounced using
different ton;s that are phonemically distinct. Moreover, the anal-
ogies do not always hold: gX and ¥J. are pronounced /hong/ but ;38
also contains the phoneric L and is pronounced ‘kang/. Although
written Chinese does not have phoneme-grapheme correspondences,
research evidence has shown that for fluent Chinese readers phonolog-~
ical recoding is necessary for character and sontence recognition
(Chu-Chang & Loritz, 1977; Tzeng, idung, & Wang, 1977) as well for

reading comprehension of words and prose passages (Chu-Chang, 1979).
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To he'p children gain access to the phonetic representation of
the Chinese characters, an artificial phonetic symbol system is taught
to all children in the first grad~ in the Republic of China. The
symbols are written alongside the Chinese characters iﬁ elementary
school texts, children's dictionaries, and children's newspapers. In

the General Method, the teacher pronounced each target character with

" the aid of the ohonetic symbol which was written next to each charac-

ter on the flashcard. This pronunciation of the target vocabulary
words was reinforced by students ;eciting each character as well as
tne word. In the Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis
Methods, the phonetic symbols were not used, and the teacher did not
reinforce the pronunciation of the target vocabulary word. It seems
that since the written Chinese lanéuage is less accessible
phonologically, it becomes much more important to emphasize the
phsnological aspects in teaching Chinese than in teaching a language
like English which does not require further reinforcement once the
decoding skills have been mastered by students in the early grades.

Another possible reason for the success of the General Method
was that students had the opportunity to write all the target words in
sentences. The kinesthetic and visual feedback as well as putting
words in conctext probably aided learning. In Semantic Mapping and
Semantic Feature Analysis, students neither wrote the target words nor
put them in sentences.'

Furthermore, the two prior knowledge strategies of Semantic

Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis are based on categorical rela-

tionships. For both the Chinese students and the teachers, however, a

© N
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language teaching strategy that emphasizes categorization is a new
corcept. Furthermore, some of the target words did not easily fit
within the nine categories that had been used in the United States
study. As shown in Figure 8, many words had to be "forced" under
particular categories where they were unnatural. In fact, teachers
were frequently confused as to why a target word had been placed under
a specific topic and consequently had difficulty assigning words that
were geq@rated by the students to an appropriate category. This would
have delracted from the effectiveness of the Semantic Mapping and
Semantic Feature Analysis treatments which rely heavily on catego-
rization. Finally, Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis
were unfamiliar methodologies. Students, therefore, did not adjust to

them as readily as they did to the highly familiar General Method.

Retention

Another cross-cultural difference was the relative effectiveness:
of the treatments on the retention scores. In the Republic of China,
no one treatment facilitated retention better than any other treat-
ment. As expected, there were slight losses on the retention test
scores for all three treatment groups; these losses were all insignif-
jcant. In the United States study, however, students in the Semantic
Feature Analysis treatment scored highest on the retention test. /;a’f

R

fact, the treatment effect profile on the retention test data rémained
the same as for the comprehensive test data. Theretore, treatxint

effects were maintained over time. As in the Republic of China, there

were also small, but insignificant losses on the retention score tor
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all three treatment groups. It must be noted, however, tnat the re-
tention test was given three months later in the United States rather

than one month later as in the Republic of China.

Treatment and Test Format

There was no consistent trend in the Republic of China weekly
dependent measure data to indicate any facilitating effect in matching
test format with teaching strategy. There were no significant consis-

tencies between grade levels or treatment conditions when test scores

|
|
|
|
were compared to test format. :
In the United States study, however, a trend was ngted for one of
the treatments; Context treatment subjects always performed at a
relatively higher level on the cortext subtest than did the Semantic
Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis treatment subjects on their
respective analogous subtests. This finding may indeed indicate that
the conte»* test tormat more closely resembled its analogous treatment
than did the other two assessment formats.
The descriptive trend in the data highlights the concern that
practitioners and reseérchers have raised in regard to the types of
I nowledge that are assessed in tests and in the choice of test format
which détermines to some extent nct only what type of knowledge is,

attained, . . . \

/

t3 being assessed, but also the performance levels that will be
!
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Conclusions and Implications for Future Research

The twin studies were de§igned to advance knowledge in the area of
vocabulary instruction goth within and between two cultures: the
United States and the Republic of China. A prim;ry focus of the study
was to evaluate in the Republic of Chira the effectiveness of two
strategies, both based on prior knowledge, which had been proven to be
effective in the pnited States.

It was hypothesized that vocabulary teaching strategieg which
capitalized on the individual prior kgowledge bases of children,
regardiéss of whetner the bases are the same or different, would
pgovide culturally sensitive approaches to increase vocabulary acquisi-
tion. It was hoped that using the same word categories in both studies
would provide invaluable insights as to specific priorilnowledge bases

of culturally different children and thereby also!provide additional

empirical evidence as to the effectiveness of tre Semantic Mapping

.

—
and Sementic Feature Analysis strategies. In each study the choice of

the third vocabulary teaching method was b s?i/gn what was already
known to be effective. Therefore, the c ventional Chinese General Method
approach and the contextual analysis app oach were chosen for compari-

’

son purposes. -~
»
~

Test scores indicate that all three vocabulary strategies em-
ployei in both studies had a positive impact on vocabulary acquisitior.
In the Republic-of China the conventional Chinese approach was the most

effective, while in the United States the two prior knowledge

)
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approaches were most effective. The study did, hcwever, validate the
effectiveness of the two prior knowledge strategies. The Chinese
language with its pictographic writing is unique, yet semantic mapping
and semantic feature analysis produced mean score gains very close to
the conventional memorization method with which the students were
familiar. Continued research in the arza of instructional methods for
vocabulary acquisition would be most beneficial.

Several modifications of the study conducted in the United States
might prove insightful. Composition writing could be incorporated as a
natural extension of the Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis
p}ocedures. Furthermorz, different types of criteria for choice of
sample populations could ;~cvide additional information concerning the
utility of the treatment strategiec for general vocabulary development,
The grade levels used in the United Statcs study could be altered to
encompass primary or secondary student populaiions. Either student
population would provide for a differentiated developmental component
that could shed light on the "age level utility of the vocabulary
teaching strategies. éﬁother criteria for sample population choice
could be varied ability levels regresented within any chosen student
sample. The identification of and resultant control for ability levels
of subjects might provide invaluable information regarding the utilitj’-
of the teaching strategies when considering specific learner charac-
teristics. [

It would be adlantageous if the Republic of China study were
repeated using categories and words‘that were more consistent with the

' [] t
Chinese language and culture. Furthermore, modifications should be

&9
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o
made in the Semantic Mapping and Semantic Feature Analysis procedures

to include: teaching and reinforcing the phonological representation
of the target word with the aid of the phonetic symbols, teaching the
meaning of each character as well as the target wora, providing
writing practice with the target words, and putting ghe target words in

sentences. With these modifications, the two prior knowledge strat-

N\

egies should again be compared with the General Method to see if the
power of a modified approach which combines the best features of the

General Method with the best features of the two prior knowledge

approaches would show greater strength than the conventional method.
Additional research is needed in the area of teaching strategies

that facilitate general vocabulary acquisition and development. Both

the study in the United States and the study in the Republic of China
have demonstrated, however, that the two vocabulary teaching strategies
that capitalize on student prior knowledge do substantially énd posi-
tively effect general vocabulary acquisition. The power of prior
knowledge on vocwsbulary development should continue to be incorporated
in vocabulary research instruction both in the United States and in the

Republic of China.

o
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Vocabulary Study Workshop Agenda
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Vocabulary Study
Workshop Agenda

~

Brief Descriptioﬁ of the Study
Schedule of lessons

ﬁvaluation Form

Brief Overview of the Three Treatments
Context
Semantic Mapping

Semantic Feature Analysis .

Demonstration of Activities from Week One
Semantic Mapping‘
a) Outline of Lesson Plans
b) Sample Lesson
Semantic Feature Analysis
a) Outline of Lesson Plans
b) Sample ‘lesson
Context
a) Outliﬁe of lLesson Plans

b) Sample Lesson

Questions and Answers

.

pProfessor Dale D. Johnson
Wisconsin Research &
T - 9 5 Development Centex
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Appendix B

Abbreylated Lesson Plans for Semantic Mapping ,

Abbreviated Lesson Plans for Semantic Feature Analysis

/ Abbreviated Lesson Plans for Context

Abbreviated Lesson Plans for General Method
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"
Abbreviated Lesson Plans for Semantic Mapping
e
] &
OBJECTIVE: To introduce new vocabulary words (Definition of the
five target words are provided.)
MATERIALS: The Semantic Map copied onto the chalkboard ,
_Ascopy of the Semantic Map for each child
PROCEDURE :
¢ .
1. Introduction. Tell the children the topic of the Seman-
tic Map and review the categories that appear on the map.
2. Definition of Target Words and Othexr Unfamiliar Words; p
* Addition of a Word to Each Category. ¢
3. Independent Work (5 minutes). Have the children work
independéntly adding words and categories to their
copies of the map.
4. Ciass Discussion. Add children's suggestions ‘for add- i )
tiopal words and categories to the chalkboard map and
discuss them. (Take only a few suggestions at/this
time.)
o
5. ‘Review of Target Words and Other Unfamiliar Words. Dis- fﬁ

cuss each of the words using some of the following tech-
niques: synonym, antonym; Sentences, cross-category
comparisons. :

6. Further Additions to the Semantic Map. If time permits,
have the children suggest, additional words and categories
and add these to the chalkboard map.

7. Collect Children's Work.

97 | ,‘
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Abbreviatéd Lesson Plans for Semantic Feature Analysis

f
-~

OBJECTIVE: To introduce new vocabulary words (Definitions of the
five target words are provided.)

MATERIALS: The Semantic Feature Analysis.Grid(s) copied onto the -
chalkboard

A copy of the Semantic Feature Analysis Grid(s) for
each chllq

PROCEDURE: RS
1. Introduction. Tell the children the topic of the Semantic
Peature Anzlysis Grid and the type {category) of the words
going down the -side of the.grid and across the top of the
grid. ' .

2. Definition of T<4get Words and Other Unfamllzar Words.

"*3, Addition of a Word and a Feature to the Grid.

4. Independent Work-(5 minutes). _Have the children work
independently filling in the pluses (+) and minuses (-)
on their copies of the grid, and adding new words and
features to the grld.

* 5., Class Discussion. RAdd children's suggestions to the
chalkboard grid. Discuss the pluses (+) and minuses (=)
and question marks (?) as they are being filled in.
(Take only a few suggestions at this time.)

.
a

6. Review of Target Words and Other Unfamiliar Words. Dis-
cuss the pluses and minuses that were filled in for each
target word. Have the children help you to define “each
target word in terms of the semantic features that have A |
been marked. >
) 3
7. Further Additions to the Grid. If time permits, add more 2
of the children's suggestzoms to the chalkboard grid and
£111 in all remaining pluses (+) and minuses (-). Discuss
each entry as it is made.

.

8. Collect Children's Work. . .o )




- Abbreviated Lesson Plans for Contegt ) ‘

OBJZCTIVE: To introduce new vocabulary words (Definitions of the
» words are provided.)

~
+

MATERIALS: Chalkboard and chalk .
A copy of the two Context Worksheets for each child .
PROCEDURE: . " s

%

s
1. Introduction. Tell the children that they will be learn-
ing some new woxds by u51ng context clues. .

- . -

2, Explanation of Context Clue Type and Descrlptlon of S;gr :
' MIS. ¢ . ¢°

-

3. Independent Work (5 minutes). Héve.the children work in- N
dependently filling in 4 word or words in the blank for -
each of the ten sentences on the worksheet. As the child- ‘
ren do each sentence, they should circle the signal.

4, Class Discussionl‘jList the children's suggestions for " <
each blank in a columr on the chalkboard. Have the
children discuss their reasons for selectlng the words.

% Collect the children's worksheets. :

A1

5. Independent Work (5 minutes). Give the children the
second worksheet, consisting of ten sentences each havxng .
an underlined word. The children, should work independent- .
ly writing a meaning for each underlined word. )

. .

6. Class Discussion. For each of the sentences, list the
children's meanings for the woyd in a second column on
the chalkboard. Then add the underlined word to the
first column on the chalkboard. Discuss that the under-
lined word has the same meaning as thé meaning written .
on the chalkboard. Compare and contrast some of the
other words in the first column with the meanlng'ertten X
on the chalkboard. . -

’ -

-

7. Review of Target Words apd Other Unfamiliar Words. Go
over each of the vocabulary words and restate the defini- .
tion of each of these worxds. . ’

-

g

8. Collect Children's Work. \




OBJECTIVE:

MATERIALS:

PROCEDURE:

90

*

Abbreviated Lesson Plans for’General Mathod -

. «
. -

To introduce new vocabulary words (definitions of the
words are provided).

®#ive flash cards, each containing one of the five tar-
get vocabulary words ‘

Five f£lash cards, each containing the target vocabulary.
word and the appropriate definition

Worksheet for each student :

Pictures or examples related to each word (as appropriaté)

&

. ) X \

1. Intioductibn. Tell the children thaf they will be learning

. Ssome new vocabulary words.

2. Definition of Target Words. Display each of the flash chrds

one~by-one. As each card is shown .to the class, ask th® stu~
degpts to sound out the words. Then show the cards that/con—
tain the definitions and explain the meaning of each word.

. ‘¢
Using pictures, actions, examples, or paraphrases explain
the meaning of each word in a deep and vivid sense.

& N

3. Independent Work(5 minutes). ~Have the children write the

. meaning of eath word and write-+a sentence using the word.

[N

4. Clas? Discussion. Have' the children share the definitions

and, sentences they generated. Z

[}

5. Review of Target Words. Review tlte definition of each of

the target'words by having- students define the words, sug-
gest synonyms and antonyms for the vocabulary words as well
as sentences constructed with the vocabulary words, and, when

appropriate, to suggest expmpIes of the words.

6. M;ke—Up Time. :Have students who had not finished writing .

. & definition and sentence for each target word complete
) their work. N .

»

7. Collect Children's Work.

.’ . -




